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Foreword

Helping development agencies obtain more and better information on the results they achieve has been a
central part of the work of the Development Co-operation Directorate. However, in the age of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGSs), this work has gained new impetus: the scope and ambition of
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is such that every decision of these agencies needs to
count towards making people’s lives better.

The 17 SDGs and their 169 targets, measured by 232 indicators, provide a common framework for all
actors, public and private, working towards sustainable development: they help identify synergies, avoid
duplication and parallel processes, and maximise the impact of their efforts.

Since 2015, the OECD/DAC Results Community -- an open group of close to 500 members from bilateral
and multilateral organisations, partner countries and think tanks-- has been striving to understand better
how the SDGs can be an entry point for more and better data on results. In particular, it has helped define
a typology of results information and produce guidance on how to use the SDGs in corporate results
frameworks.

Building upon case studies in the education, sanitation and energy sectors, this report provides practical
insights on how to use SDG indicators when planning for, and measuring development results at country
level. It paves the way for detailed guidance to be crafted in 2020 on how to adapt agencies’ results-based
approaches in different country contexts in order to help them achieve the SDGs.
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Executive summary

The Sustainable Development Goal indicator framework is increasingly used in many countries as a shared
framework for results and as a guide for development co-operation providers. Its potential to improve
results-based management practices and guide development finance is still being explored.

This report documents progress in the use of the SDGs as a shared framework for results. It builds on the
findings from three case studies in the education, sanitation and energy sectors, as well as on
complementary research. It summarises emerging opportunities and obstacles for alignment,
measurement and use of SDG indicators as a shared framework for results at country level. It also
discusses four cross-cutting issues that require collective action to unlock the potential of the SDGs as a
shared results framework at all levels.

The first case study explores the use of SDGs in the education sector in Ethiopia and Myanmar. The report
finds that data availability for the SDG indicator (SDG 4.1.1 on learning outcomes) is growing but use of
the SDG indicator remains weak. Most results frameworks still focus on school enrolment as the key
measure of results, due to inertia with past standards. To ensure that the SDG is met, providers need to
pool forces behind partner countries’ national assessments on learning outcomes, instead of using
disharmonised methods to monitoring education results.

With regards to sanitation and hygiene (SDG 6.2.1), inconsistent indicator definitions used by development
co-operation providers and partner governments in Kenya and Myanmar limit opportunities for
harmonisation, joint measurement and use of SDG results information. Inertia in using the former and
simpler Millennium Development Goal (MDG) indicator appears as a key factor limiting the adoption of the
SDG indicator. As a result, the reporting burden has increased for national stakeholders and data against
many providers’ results indicators are missing.

Development co-operation providers should advocate, in the context of sector co-ordination groups, for
greater alignment to SDG 6.2.1; increase investments in sector-wide monitoring systems; ensure
alignment of their project indicators with the official SDG indicator definition; and invest in monitoring
systems capable of producing sex disaggregated and subnationally disaggregated data, to ensure no one
is left behind.

The definition of SDG indicator 7.1.1 (access to electricity) is in line with well-established measurements
of sector performance, which facilitated its broad adoption in Ethiopia and Kenya. In practice, however,
many development co-operation providers are using a variety of proxy indicators and data collection
methods that prevent joint measurement of the SDG indicator. Emphasis on output measures, reliance on
survey data-collection methods, fragmented electricity markets, and the use of slightly different definitions
make alignment and harmonised measurement of electricity access in these two countries all the more
difficult.

The case studies also identify examples of active, government-led donor co-ordination groups using joint
monitoring approaches in the electricity sector. Such groups are adequate platforms for using SDG 7.1.1
to harmonise collective efforts, and expand electricity access. Partnership with public and private sector
utilities as main real-time data providers will also be key in this and other sectors.
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Overall, this report finds that:

Since 2016, the global SDG framework has been significantly strengthened and providers and
partner countries are increasingly applying SDG indicators in their results frameworks.

The cost of aligning results indicators with each specific SDG indicator varies depending on their
guality and intrinsic complexity, measurement inertias, and other contextual factors affecting
measurement and use.

Providers that synchronise their results planning cycle with partner countries’ own cycle are more
successful in applying, measuring and using SDG indicators in synergy with partner governments
and other providers.

Sector and countrywide monitoring approaches help providers reduce the cost of SDG monitoring.
The lack of results data against many indicators suggests a need for more consistent and coherent
efforts to strengthen partner countries’ statistical and monitoring systems, and ensure their
sustainability.

While gender and urban/rural data disaggregation is becoming more common in SDG indicator
measurement, other locally relevant dimensions are rare, limiting the ability to capture results
related to populations left behind in heterogeneous societies.

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020






|13

Overview: Using the SDGs as a shared
framework for results

The international development community still does not understand enough
about how, where and why the best results happen. Can using the SDG
indicators to measure results begin to fill this knowledge gap? This Chapter
outlines the issues and reviews progress to-date in integrating SDG
indicators into national planning and development co-operation practices.
Case studies in the sectors of education, sanitation and energy access
reveal that both governments and providers of development co-operation
are increasingly using SDG indicators to guide their efforts. A closer
examination of three large recipient countries (Ethiopia, Kenya and
Myanmar) suggests that providers are facing four interrelated challenges.
First, the cost of using specific SDG indicators varies in relation to indicator
complexity. Second, providers that synchronise their country-level results
planning with partner countries’ own cycles find it easier to align to and
measure SDG indicators. Third, reliance on joint monitoring approaches
helps providers reduce the cost of SDG monitoring. Finally, while
disaggregating SDG data by gender and by urban/rural dimensions is
common, other data disaggregation that could help to leave no one behind
is rare.
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In Brief

What opportunities exist for more data on SDG results?

We lack the results data we need, and we are not taking advantage of synergies to get that data.
The OECD-DAC Results Community conducted three case studies to generate evidence, analysis and
good practice examples. These case studies document how development co-operation providers and
partners can use the SDG framework as an entry point for co-ordinating, investing in, and using
country-led results frameworks and data that are aligned to the SDGs from a technical, organisational
and political perspective.

This report summarises emerging opportunities and obstacles for alignment, measurement and use of
SDG indicators as a shared framework for results. It also discusses emerging findings on four
cross-cutting issues that will require collective thinking and action to unlock the potential of the SDGs
as a shared framework for results at all levels.

Each case study looks closely at specific SDG indicators related to education, sanitation and energy.
Figure 1 summarises the research approach used to identify technical, political and organisational
drivers and obstacles in using SDG indicators at global and partner country levels.!

The case studies show that:

1. The Sustainable Development Goals framework has been significantly strengthened and
providers and partner countries are actively and increasingly applying SDG indicators in their
results frameworks.

2. Each indicator presents a varying cost of alignment, related to indicator quality and intrinsic
complexity, measurement inertias, and other contextual factors affecting its measurement and
use.

3. Providers that synchronise their results planning cycle with partner countries’ own cycle are more
successful in applying, measuring and using SDG indicators in synergy with partner
governments and other providers.

4. Sector- and country-wide monitoring approaches help providers reduce the cost of SDG
monitoring. The lack of results data against many indicators suggests that more consistent and
coherent efforts are needed to strengthen partner countries’ statistical and monitoring systems
and ensure their sustainability.

5. While gender and urban/rural data disaggregation is becoming more common in SDG indicator
measurement, other locally relevant dimensions are rare, limiting the ability to capture results
related to populations left behind in complex societies.
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Figure 1. Focus of the case studies

Selected SDG indicators, country cases and development co-operation providers
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SDG indicator adoption at global level: Opportunities and state of play

Opportunities increase with the strengthening of the SDG indicator framework

The past two years have witnessed a significant strengthening of the SDG indicator framework.
The number of SDG indicators with an internationally established methodology surged from 138 (2016) to
208 (December 2019), meaning that 90% of all SDG indicators were ready to use.? Out of these, a majority
of countries are regularly collecting data for 116 indicators (50% of total). At present, the Inter-Agency
Expert Group on SDGs is carrying out a comprehensive review to develop the SDG indicator framework
in full by end 2020.3

The SDG targets and SDG indicators present a series of opportunities for development
co-operation. The internationally agreed framework is gaining political traction at country level as a shared
framework for results (see Figure 2) and as a roadmap to guide provider results at country level (OECD,
2018p). While prioritising amongst the broad number of targets and indicators and managing their
interconnected nature across corporate and country-level results frameworks are distinctive challenges
linked to SDG alignment, the substantive focus of the targets and indicators has become more relevant to
partner country priorities and provider country programming, reflecting a greater focus on quality and
sustainability concerns. The three case studies show that, in general, the three SDG indicators under
review were a “better fit” than previous provider indicators being used to track results in the respective
sectors.

Partner countries are using the SDGs in their national strategies

A recent assessment of 90 partner countries indicates that 70% of countries are orienting their national
strategies towards the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, with close to half of all national results
frameworks already using SDG indicators (OECD/UNDP, 20192). Trends indicate that, as the remaining
countries move to the next planning cycle,* most of them will have domesticated SDG indicators in the
next three to four years.

The three country cases also reflect the varying degrees of SDG domestication by partner countries:

e The Government of Kenya included SDG indicators in its 2018-22 medium-term plan and specific
sector frameworks, after an extensive mapping and consultative exercise. The government is
already aligned to and measuring the SDG indicators (6.2.1 and 7.1.1) reviewed in the case studies
that include Kenya.

e The Government of Ethiopia is currently updating the national strategy to address the SDGs. Sitill,
sector plans match the two SDG indicators (4.1.1 and 7.1.1) reviewed in the country; national
monitoring for both indicators exists, although with some issues of coverage and quality.

e The Government of Myanmar is finalising a national sustainable development plan that will be fully
aligned to SDG 6.2.1 and partially aligned to SDG 4.1.1. Current indicators and measurement
systems do not allow for alignment and use of these two SDGs under review in this country.
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Figure 2. Partner countries are increasingly adopting the SDGs in their results frameworks
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Increasingly, providers are also aligning their results frameworks to the SDGs

At corporate level, a number of providers are progressively aligning their indicator sets with the
SDGs. For example, the European Union (EU) updated its EU results framework indicators in 2018 to
reflect the SDGs at the three levels of results (OECD, 20184). Similarly, the corporate results framework
of the Asian Development Bank for 2017-20 is now aligned to the SDGs, and links between projects and
programmes. The SDGs have been tracked since 2016 (OECD/UNDP, 20192).

Yet, when considering the sample of the 3 SDG indicators under review, many indicators in the corporate
results frameworks of the 17 providers assessed in this study do not match the SDG equivalent (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Alignment of provider corporate results frameworks to relevant SDG indicators

Corporate outcome indicators Corporate output indicators
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SDG 7.1.1

SDG 4.1.1 | 0%

SDG7.141

SDG 6.2.1

SDG 4.1.1 &L

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

Note: Providers are using 34 outcome/output indicators for education, 26 for sanitation, and 14 for electricity.
Source: Authors’ estimates. Data from 17 major providers with standard corporate indicators, listed in Figure 1

At country level, providers are increasingly embracing elements of the 2030 Agenda and the SDG
indicator framework. Data from the 2018/19 monitoring round of the GPEDC indicates that the use of the SDGs
to guide the design of provider country strategies is already widespread. About three-quarters of country strategies
include SDG goals to define priority areas or sectors. Furthermore, close to 60% of country strategy documents

approved in 2018 apply SDG indicators in their results frameworks. (see Figure 4).

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



| 19

Figure 4. Providers are increasingly applying SDG targets and indicators in their results
frameworks at country level

Number of country-level strategies that include the SDGs (%)
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Source: (OECD/UNDP, 2019;2)) Making Development Co-operation More Effective: 2019 Progress Report https://doi.org/10.1787/26f2638f-en.
Assessment of 1556 country strategies that development co-operation providers approved since 2014 in 90 partner countries, by year of
approval.

The progressive improvement of the global SDG framework, coupled with the growing SDG alignment of the
results frameworks of providers and partner countries, underlines the need to identify opportunities and to address
obstacles that may affect the use of the SDGs as an effective framework for shared results.

The three case studies provide a timely contribution to inform this discussion.

The remainder of this chapter discusses four cross-cutting issues emerging from a comparative review of the three
case studies. Specifically:

1. Selecting SDG indicators, taking into consideration indicator readiness and intrinsic complexity,
measurement approaches, and contextual fit.
Managing different planning cycles in aligning to the SDGs.
Measuring SDG indicators using sustainable and effective approaches.

4. Mainstreaming leaving no one behind in SDG alignment and measurement.
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Key issues

Selecting SDG indicators at global and country level

While providers are increasingly applying the SDGs in their corporate and country-level results
frameworks, the relative cost and quality of alignment to SDG indicators varies considerably across
indicators. The case studies point to a number of indicator-specific characteristics that affect the cost of
aligning with each of the three assessed SDG indicators. These include: 1) whether the indicator
methodology has gained international agreement and data are being regularly produced in most countries;
2) whether the indicator design is relatively simple and suitable for results communication; 3) whether the
indicator departs from existing, well-established sector measurements and/or its Millennium Development
Goal (MDG) equivalent; and 4) contextual factors such as partner country alignment to the indicator, and
the type of arrangements for monitoring and service provision. Table 1 summarises the key findings for

the three SDG indicators under review.

Table 1. SDG indicator complexity matters for adoption and measurement

Cost of (1 (2) (3) (4)
alignmentto =~ SDG indicator Design: Measurement Contextual
SDG classification: Intrinsic complexity inertia: factors
indicator | Methodology and Similarities to MDG
data availability indicator or
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M M“;T'f;'ayerfd: v Different. MDG2 | 4 v Partner country
@00 asr::sslrnz;(ig required main focus on access | adoption is uneven
SDG 4.1.1 Since 2018: in 1o dimensions " | (enrolment, v Several assessments
(@ duca.tic;n uality) High P (reading, math) completion, drop needed; comparability and
quatlty - v Mor% difficult to outs); focus on uptake varies by country
communicate and proficiency levels A v Public provision high,
report more difficult but fragmented
A v Moderately A Partner countries aligned
v Double-layered and | similar: MDG 7.9: {0 “sanitation” part
multi-dimensional Simpler measure of . o
SDG 6.2.1 Moderate s’.;:z: 17 (i.e. sanitation ladder) access to improved GVH%nIS?\ﬁ (;nEan jo!'lr:g.
(sanitation/hygiene) o Relatively easy to sanitation facility M n't- ing Pr r0|r?1m < oart
oo communicate and MDG 7: No onttoring Frogramme, pa
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indicator v F ragmented provision
. - A Partner country adoption
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Notes: Contextual factors are country-specific to Ethiopia, Kenya and Myanmar. Indicator 4.1.1 placed in “multi-tier” category in 2016 due to
concems regarding methodology of sub-indicator 4.1.1.a (Tier lll); upgraded to Tier Il in November 2018. Indicator 6.2.1 moved from Tier |
(2016) to Tier [l (November 2017) due to data availability.

Source: Based on comparative findings from the three case studies presented in Chapters 1, 2 and 3.

The three case studies show that SDG indicators that are relatively similar to prior, well-established
indicators for sector results tend to be more widely adopted. For example, Indicator 7.1.1 (i.e. “Percentage
of population with access to electricity”) has been measured since 1990 and, while it was not included in

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



| 21

the MDG framework, it is a simple, well-established measure for sector performance. Both Ethiopia and
Kenya apply this indicator in their sector results frameworks, with an exact match with the SDG indicator
definition. Providers apply this indicator in their corporate results frameworks in line with the SDG definition
at a higher rate than for the other two SDG indicators (see subsequent chapters). However, possibly
because of the need to respond to their domestic agendas, providers tend to use specific definitions (e.g.
only tracking electricity access from sustainable sources) and donor-focused measurement approaches
that do not produce usable data for broader SDG follow-up at country level, or globally.

In comparison, SDGs 6.2.1 and 4.1.1 are multi-layered indicators, with two and three sub-indicators
respectively, and multiple internal dimensions. SDG 6.2.1 combines a sub-indicator (i.e. “Proportion of
population using safely managed sanitation services”) that is a refinement of MDG 7.9 and well-grounded
in sector performance measurement practices, with a sub-indicator (i.e. “Proportion of population with basic
handwashing facilities on premises”) that is being rolled out in 70 countries since 2009 in household
surveys, but which is less frequently applied in country-level results frameworks. Nevertheless, unified
monitoring practices and a good level of partner country uptake are leading to greater indicator use over
time.

SDG 4.1.1 focuses on learning outcomes during primary and lower secondary education, a concern that
has been increasingly present in sector strategies but represents a departure from the traditional focus on
education access under MDG 2. This multi-layered indicator relies on three different cross-country/national
assessments, measuring two areas of learning (i.e. reading and maths) over time: “Proportion of children
and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary; and (c) at the end of lower secondary
achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) maths, by sex”. In comparison with the
two other indicators, communicating results for SDG 4.1.1 is more difficult. The case studies show that,
despite the increased relevance of learning outcomes versus school attendance in most countries, the
degree of uptake of this SDG indicator is comparatively weaker across countries and providers, which
continue to rely on MDG 2 indicators to track sector results.

Nevertheless, the case studies also note the increased attention to development concerns that the SDGs
prioritise, e.g. learning outcomes in the education sector. This evolution in sector priorities, coupled with
the rising number of countries adapting their planning tools to the 2030 Agenda, creates favourable policy
and political conditions for the adoption of the related SDG indicators by all actors at country level.
Ethiopia’s five-donor pooled fund supporting government efforts to finance and measure the overall SDG
Target 4.1 is an example of good practice.

Managing different planning cycles at country level

Most providers and partner countries are currently involved in processes to incorporate the SDGs. Figure 3
and Figure 4 evidenced efforts of providers and partner countries to adapt their results frameworks to the
SDGs. While many providers accommodate their planning cycles at country level to their partners’ cycles,
these processes are not systematically synchronised. This disconnect makes alignment around results
more difficult Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Synchronising country-level results frameworks with partner countries’ planning cycles
helps to align efforts around results
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Source: Authors’ elaboration based on data from the three country case studies and GPEDC (2019) data.

Across the three case studies, early involvement in the design and implementation of national and
sector results — with the partner government and within donor co-ordination structures — helps to
harmonise efforts. In Ethiopia, the government and providers engaged in developing sector-wide
approaches to electricity access. The National Electrification Programme was informed by a World Bank
multi-tier energy access survey, and ambitious electricity access targets (using on-grid and off-grid
solutions) were agreed with each provider involved in the sector co-ordination mechanism.

Several elements prevent greater harmonisation around results planning. As the case studies
illustrate, providers need to manage several pulls that affect the degree of alignment to partner country
results frameworks or SDG indicators. These include:

outdated frameworks that lag behind partner countries’ SDG-aligned or new results frameworks
(or opposite situations, applying SDG indicators in partner countries that have not initiated the
domestication process)

a mismatch between selected results indicators prioritised by partner countries and/or at corporate
level, and the SDG framework

lack of harmonisation with other providers’ results frameworks working in the same country/sector,
often due to lack of transparency of these results frameworks, which results in incompatible needs
for results data measurement

weak or inadequate country-level arrangements for mutual accountability around results, that
reduces the need for harmonisation and for adopting joint measurement approaches.

Box 1 summarises some opportunities to enhance harmonisation around results indicators.

Box 1. Opportunities for enhanced harmonisation: Observations across all case studies

To promote internal coherence, where corporate standard indicators are in place, ensure these
are included in all sector or country-level results frameworks.

Some provider country-level or sector indicators are not publicly available on line. Making
results frameworks publicly available would increase opportunities for harmonisation.
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e Make all results data against indicators publicly available.

e« New indicators should not be introduced unless data can and will be collected against these
indicators. Instead, provider results frameworks should include indicators linked to the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and to partner countries’ national and sector results
frameworks; and provide capacity-building support to partner countries to increase their ability
to monitor the SDGs and collect data against national development plan indicators.

e Standardise levels of disaggregation in alignment with indicators drawn from the SDG
framework and those drawn from partner country national and sector results frameworks.

Measuring SDG indicators

Overall, most providers do not get the results data they need. The three case studies show that data
against many of the indicators collected by development co-operation providers are missing. For instance,
in Kenya no data are available to report progress against 23 providers’ indicators related to SDG 6.2.1.
Similarly, as regards SDG 4.1.1 on education, results data are not available for most national development
and sector plan indicators in Ethiopia, with the exception of enrolment rates and related access measures.

Providers are struggling to adopt country-led, joined-up approaches to measure the SDGs at
country level. In all three case studies, there are sector working groups fostering donor co-ordination,
although the regularity and effectiveness of these mechanisms is uneven. In practice, measurement of
sector and SDG indicators tends to include some form of joint monitoring approach (or be articulated
around a singular measurement initiative) which involves the partner government and a subset of
providers; but these efforts often coexist with many parallel and project-specific monitoring arrangements
for most providers that work in these sectors. Table 2 summarises the opportunities, constraints and
challenges to jointly measure the SDGs as identified in the three case studies.

Table 2. Measurement opportunities and challenges for providers

Fragmentation Proliferation Measurement approach
No. of providers | No. of provider and data availability
in the sector sector
indicators
SDG 4.1.1 High Very high A SDG aligned; regular national assessments; multi-donor pooled
Ethiopia (11) (59) programming.
v Proliferation of other provider indicators; coverage issues in national data.
SDG 4.1.1 High A UN co-ordinated national and sector monitoring (although MDG focus).
Myanmar (10) (16) v SDG not monitored; some project-driven monitoring; results often not public.
SDG 6.2.1 Low Low A Joint monitoring; good administrative data; new plan will include SDG.
Myanmar (4) (6) v Challenges to align to SDG definition; disaggregation; some results not
public.
SDG 6.2.1 High High A Joint approach; strong central agencies; good household surveys; SDG-like.
Kenya (8) (23) v Local monitoring an issue; several project-driven indicators; results not
public.
SDG7.1.1 High A Baseline (World Bank survey); utility does sector-wide real-time monitoring.
Kenya (6) (26) v Project-driven monitoring; results data inconsistent and often not public.
SDG7.1.1 High A Baseline (World Bank survey); potential for sector-wide SDG approach.
Ethiopia (5) (25) v Project-driven monitoring; results data inconsistent and often not public.

Providers’ partnering strategies and support modalities play a major role in mitigating
fragmentation in monitoring approaches at sector level. Fragmentation is lower for SDG measurement
when providers pool support for sector-wide programmatic approaches, when a single donor is dominant,
or when partner country ownership of existing monitoring mechanisms and assessments is high and
well-established. For example, the World Bank, Finland, Italy, Norway, the United Kingdom, USAID and
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the Global Partnership for Education jointly support a single, large education programme in Ethiopia which
is fully aligned with the SDG indicator included in the national results framework. The associated joint
monitoring approach is helping to increase efficiency and harmonisation, strengthen national capacities in
proficiency assessments, and increase the likelihood of sustainability of SDG results monitoring after the
programme sunsets.

More transparency around results would help providers take greater advantage of synergies and
improve harmonisation. The review found that in all three countries and SDG areas, many provider
results frameworks are not publicly available. Their results data are also seldom made public. During the
field workshops, stakeholders were often supportive of introducing joint sector review mechanisms as a
way to institutionalise data sharing around results, e.g. in the water sector in Kenya. Greater disclosure of
project results frameworks and results data represents a low-hanging fruit that can seed the conditions for
more joined-up approaches in most country contexts.®

Lastly, and with some exceptions, there is untapped potential to use new technologies in monitoring
SDG implementation. In the three case studies, most SDG measurement approaches rely on traditional
top-down instruments, such as household surveys and administrative data. In all three cases, limitations
in terms of coverage and quality of national surveys and administrative data will require greater provider
support for country-led systems and data-gathering methods, but technology-driven innovations in
monitoring approaches (e.g. satellite imagery to measure geo-referenced luminosity across the whole
territory) can also help overcome existing gaps in terms of data disaggregation, sample representativeness
and, ultimately, the ability to mainstream “leave no one behind” concerns in SDG implementation.

Mainstreaming leaving no one behind in SDG alignment and measurement

The UN Statistical Commission requires that SDG data are disaggregated according to a variety of
socio-demographic and geographical dimensions. Disaggregation of SDG data is particularly critical to
address cross-cutting inequalities (e.g. gender, diversity), to reflect locally relevant disparities
(e.g. territorial, ethnic or socio-economic), and when government service delivery capacity across the
territory is uneven.

Providers have identified data disaggregation as the main operational challenge to mainstream the “leave
not one behind” agenda (OECD, 2018). Across the three case studies, many providers in country
measure SDG indicators, or similar indicators, applying some level of disaggregation. Sex-disaggregated
indicators are more prevalent in education, while urban/rural disaggregation is more prevalent in electricity
and sanitation. Some providers use both levels of disaggregation. This largely is in line with the official
SDG methodologies. Some providers target specific geographic areas with “leave no one behind” in mind.
However, the review also found that other locally relevant criteria for disaggregation are rarely monitored
by providers or partner countries, limiting the usefulness of data for policy making, course correction and
adaptation, including with regard to the “leave no one behind” agenda.

As mentioned earlier, providers and countries are operationalising SDG measurement generally relying on
top-down traditional methods for data collection. Official assessments and household surveys have
limitations related to coverage, social norms (e.g. who is the household respondent) and interpretability in
various local languages, among others, which may prevent a proper inclusion of social minorities or
isolated regions that are poorly reflected in official statistics. Complementary techniques can ensure that
SDG programming is designed and monitored efficiently and with leaving no one behind in mind (Box 2).

Mainstreaming leave no one behind in the measurement and implementation of the SDGs at country level
faces some political challenge (OECD, 2018, p. 220(5) It requires engaging with partner countries in
sensitive dialogue in order to include groups and people left behind, supported by a prior understanding of
the political economy underpinning exclusion within a partner country; and approaching the necessary
dialogue around data collection and results targeting with political sensitivity.
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Box 2. Using innovative approaches to implement and monitor the Sustainable Development Goals
with leaving no one behind in mind

The three case studies show that national assessments and household surveys regularly provide good
disaggregated data for SDG monitoring, particularly sex-disaggregated data and along urban/rural divides.
However, issues related to coverage, sample size and implementation quality prevent greater
disaggregation of national data, which creates “blind spots” for SDG implementation on particular issues
for some areas or for some social groups. Some measurement approaches can help compensate for these
limitations.

In Ethiopia, the provider-supported National Electrification Programme and its extension to rural areas was
informed by remote sensing technology that allowed better planning around the type of on-grid and off-grid
solutions (e.g. solar panels) that needed to be prioritised in order to reach to all the population across the
country’s territory (World Bank, 2017[s)). Using this approach allowed planning and tailoring the intervention
around household locations and regional needs.

Similarly, Kenya has experienced remarkable progress towards universal electricity access through on grid
and off-grid solutions during recent years, reaching 75% by 2018. Similar remote sensing techniques
helped identify quick wins on how to accelerate the expansion of electricity access in rural areas of western
Kenya, where electricity coverage was around 5% in 2014 (Figure 6 and 7). In turn, access to electricity
(SDG 7.1.1) in rural areas in Kenya supported improved learning outcomes (SDG 4.1.1) in those areas
(Ye, 20177).

Figure 6. In Kenya, satellite imagery monitoring helped reveal that 84% of unconnected households
in rural areas were within 200 metres of a connection point

Unconnected households in green; existing connection points in yellow

Source: Lee, K. et al. (2016ys)), “Electrification for ‘under grid’ households in rural Kenya”, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.deveng.2015.12.001

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.deveng.2015.12.001

26 |

Figure 7. Strengthened joint monitoring helped guide investment to expand electricity access in
Kenya and Ethiopia
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Sources: (IEA et al., 2018py), Tracking SDG 7: The Energy Progress Report, https://trackingsdg7.esmap.org/data/files/download-
documents/tracking_sdg7-the_energy_progress_report_full_report.pdf.

Next phase (2019-20)

In light of the potential offered by this case study approach combining quantitative and qualitative
background research and fieldwork in partner countries, and recognising the limitations inherent to relying
on a set of only three case studies, it is proposed to expand the work to strengthen the evidence base.
Phase 2 of this project (from mid-2019 to 2020) has been defined in collaboration with the OECD-DAC
Results Community. The main goal will be to provide convincing practical advice and tailored guidance to
providers and partner countries on how to best use the SDGs in their country-level results frameworks.

Specifically, Phase 2 will:
e map out and compare different results-based approaches used to incorporate the SDGs at country
level, including by them it to various country contexts

e assess the effectiveness of these approaches in favouring alignment to, measurement and use of
the SDGs, with a view to produce guidance and identify good practice

o explore how different results-based approaches co-existing at country level interact by
reinforcing/deterring collective SDG alignment, measurement and use

¢ identify effective uses of qualitative information to complement SDG quantitative approaches — at
strategic planning, implementation, monitoring and reporting stages.
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Limitations: A number of limitations inherent to the design and scope of the three case studies make it
difficult to turn these messages into robust, evidence-based policy guidance at this stage. The case studies
only address 3 of the 232 indicators and look at only 3 country contexts. In addition, the choice of indicators,
while offering a variety of measurement challenges and covering different sectors involving various
stakeholders, present limitations. In some instances, only a limited number of bilateral donors were active
in the specific sectors (e.g. Myanmar’s sanitation sector). The case study looked at service delivery type
of indicators, excluding cross-sectional issues or non-people centric indicators. It does not consider a
variety of countries in terms of income levels, aid dependency or level of domestication of the SDGs. These
potential limitations are being fully addressed in the 2019-20 phase of this research project.
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Notes

! The three case studies rely on a three-pronged methodology: 1) a systematic desk review of all available
evidence, policies and planning documents of 17 major providers and 3 partner countries; 2) quantitative
analysis of all results data and indicators used by providers and partner countries; and 3) in-country
fieldwork in Ethiopia, Kenya and Myanmar. See OECD (201810]) for more details on the methodological
approach and criteria used for case-study selection.

2 Source: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/iaeg-sdgs/tier-classification. The UN classifies SDG indicators as Tier
I and Il when they have clear definitions, metadata and data-collection methods. Tier | indicators also meet
an additional requirement related to widespread data availability collected on a regular basis.

3 See (IAEG-SDGs, 2019p1). This comprehensive review will include the replacement, deletion, refinement
or adjustment of indicators that have not succeeded in establishing a widely agreed upon methodology.
For an updated list: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/iaeg-sdgsi/tier-classification/.

4 Twenty-six partner countries with national strategies that have no reference to the SDGs in any form.
However, 22 of them (85%) mention an ongoing process in the country to align existing planning tools to
the SDGs.

> Preliminary GPEDC data for 2018 reveal that out of 3 454 major projects and programmes approved by
providers in 2017, only 37% had publicly available project documents. Similarly, only 577 (34%) out of the
1 673 active provider country strategies had publicly available strategy documents (OECD/UNDP, 2019z).
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1 SDG 4.1.1: Education proficiency

This chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to alignment,
measurement and use of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Indicator
4.1.1 (education proficiency levels) in development co-operation from a
global perspective and from the perspective of two case study countries:
Ethiopia and Myanmar.

While data availability for the SDG indicator is growing, its inclusion in
country- and sector-level results frameworks is still weak. Instead, most
frameworks still emphasise schooling access as the key measure of
performance with learning outcomes progressively gaining attention as
education policies are updated.

The chapter also shows that development co-operation providers are
lagging behind in aligning their corporate and country-level results
frameworks to SDG 4.1.1.

To address these challenges, this chapter recommends that development
co-operation providers join forces to support partner country efforts in
implementing the cross-national assessments necessary to produce
internationally comparable data for SDG 4.1.1.
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Introduction

This chapter generates comparative evidence, analysis and good practice examples of how development
co-operation providers and partners can concretely use the SDG framework as an entry point for
co-ordinating around, investing in and using country-led results frameworks and data, which are aligned to
the SDGs from both a technical/methodological and an organisational/political perspective.t

Specifically, this chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to the alignment,
measurement and use of SDG 4.1.1 on proficiency levels at primary and lower secondary
education, from a global perspective and from the perspective of two case study countries:
Ethiopia and Myanmar. The chapter starts with a presentation of the global profile of Indicator 4.1.1,
setting out the current global context for measurement of SDG 4.1.1, then provides a detailed analysis of
the extent to which development co-operation providers have aligned to this indicator in their corporate
results frameworks. Section 1.3 provides an analysis of the challenges and opportunities related to
alignment, measurement and data use in relation to SDG 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar. Two annexes
present the country contexts and an assessment of results indicators.

Recommendations

Providers could consider the following:
At partner country level:

e Providers could pool forces to support partner country efforts in implementing the cross-national
assessments necessary to produce internationally comparable data for Indicator 4.1.1.

e Providers should consider ensuring that indicators monitoring student proficiency measure
achievement at the same educational levels as Indicator 4.1.1 and/or the partner country’s national
development plan/education sector strategy.

At corporate level:

e Providers should consider including indicators to measure student learning and proficiency in
corporate and country-level results frameworks whenever possible — speeding up the transition
from the MDG to the SDG agenda in the education sector.

e However, providers should ensure that a national or cross-national learning assessment is in place
and able to produce robust data for the subject and grade level of interest, before including a
learning/proficiency indicator in their country-level results framework.

e As a rule to prevent proliferation of indicators, and where this aligns to the partner country
approach, providers should consider using and harmonising around the thematic/complementary
indicators for SDG Target 4.1 in both corporate and country-level results frameworks.

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



|31

SDG Indicator 4.1.1 — Global profile

Goal 4: Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning

opportunities for all

Target 4.1: By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys complete free, equitable and quality primary and
secondary education leading to relevant and effective learning outcomes.

Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of
primary; and (c) at the end of lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in
(i) reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex.

e Minimum proficiency in mathematics, by education level and sex (%).
e Minimum proficiency in reading, by education level and sex (%).

Global SDG measurement and reporting

Motivated by the significant achievements in expanding access to education since 2000 against the
education-related Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs), the international community placed greater
emphasis on learning outcomes and lifelong learning in the 2015 Incheon Declaration (WEF, 2015(1). This
evolution was reflected in the new SDG on education and, to a greater extent,? guided the priority results
monitored under SDG 4. SDG Indicator 4.1.1 places the focus on learning outcomes (quality) along three
points in time across the educational cycle: 1) early grades; 2) end of primary education; 3) end of lower
secondary education.®

The United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Institute of Statistics (UIS)
(UNESCO, 2018y is the custodian agency for most of the SDG 4 global indicators, including 4.1.1, with
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) as a partner agency.* The UIS is
co-ordinating efforts to establish common reading and mathematics scales for all three points of
Indicator 4.1.1, building on the existing cross-national assessments. These cross-national assessments
are used to assess student proficiency for early grades (4.1.1a), end of primary (4.1.1b) and end of lower
secondary (4.1.1c). Currently, most of the available data against Indicator 4.1.1 come from the following
cross-national assessments:

e Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) reading test

e Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS)

e Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS)

e Southern and Eastern Africa Consortium for Monitoring Educational Quality (SACMEQ)
e Third Regional Comparative and Explanatory Study (TERCE).5

As of 2019, 137 countries had reported complete or partial data for Indicator 4.1.1: 94 countries report data
for 4.1.1a; 69 countries report data for 4.1.1b; and 100 countries report data for 4.1.1c.
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Figure 1.1. Global availability of SDG Indicator 4.1.1 data
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Source: UNESCO UIS (2019y3)), Data for the Sustainable Development Goals, http://uis.unesco.org.

Many countries administer their own national learning assessments. However, it is not possible currently
to derive internationally comparable data for Indicator 4.1.1 from most national assessments, as countries
set their own standards (UN Statistical Commission, 2016(4). The UIS is currently preparing a Global
Framework for reading and mathematics and developing approaches for equating or linking the data from
certain national assessments to this framework. However, it is unlikely that measurements from these
equating/linking exercises will be available to inform reporting on Indicator 4.1.1 for all countries for several
years. Parallel to these efforts, there is increasing demand from countries to participate in cross-national
assessments, and this is indeed the quickest route to expanding global coverage of the indicators in the
medium and long term.

At present, data gaps for 4.1.1a, 4.1.1b or 4.1.1c concentrate in particular regions, are more pronounced
in lower middle and low-income countries in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. Out of the three
sub-indicators, Indicator 4.1.1a presents the most significant limitations in data availability.> UNESCO-UIS
is leading an ongoing data-collection process, at the time of writing with a data release due in February
2019 (UN Statistical Commission, 2018;z).”

Additional thematic indicators complement current measurement of SDG 4.1.1 to cover the full extent of
the SDG target, and to build on available alternative data (see Box 1.1).
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Box 1.1. Other thematic indicators complement SDG 4.1.1 measurement

The Education 2030: Incheon Declaration and Framework for Action (UNESCO, 2016g)) introduced six
additional thematic indicators related to Target 4.1. These indicators should be viewed as
complementary to Indicator 4.1.1 and are necessary to reflect the entirety of the concepts included in
Target 4.1. The UNESCO Institute for Statistics maintains a data repository for these additional
indicators (UNESCO Institute of Statistics, 2018(7). Data for these thematic indicators re generally
available, although availability varies greatly among these thematic indicators (UNESCO UIS,
2019(3)).The percentage of data that is available globally against each indicator is given in parenthesis:

e 4.1.2: Administration of a nationally representative learning assessment in (i) reading and (ii)
mathematics (47.1%)

e 4.1.3: Gross intake ratio to the last grade (19.3%)

e 4.1.4: Completion rate (4.7%)

e 4.1.5: Out-of-school rate (0.5%)

e 4.1.6: Percentage of children over-age for grade (13.2%)

e 4.1.7: Number of years of (a) free and (b) compulsory primary and secondary education
guaranteed in legal frameworks (61.3%).

Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation
providers to SDG 4.1.1

In general, very few of the 14 assessed providers include corporate or country-level indicators measuring
student proficiency.® At the corporate level, only two providers (New Zealand and the United States) use
standard indicators that measure student proficiency (Tier 1),° albeit only at one single education level each
as opposed to the three different levels included in Indicator 4.1.1. The European Union (EU) has a
standard corporate indicator for youth literacy. Most corporate indicators are sex-disaggregated.

Most donors favour indicators related to education access, such as enrolment, completion and retention
at the outcome level, while the most common output (Tier 2) corporate-level indicator measures the number
of students supported by the provider. This approach reflects a prioritisation of concerns about expanding
access to education over quality concerns, reflecting legacy effects of the related MDG target.*°
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Table 1.1. Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of alignment of development co-operation
provider indicators to SDG Indicator 4.1.1

Providers: Corporate results frameworks Number of indicators
Total no. of provider indicators at corporate level linked or aligned to SDG 4.1.1 34
No. of corporate outcome indicators 18 (53%)
No. of corporate outcome indicators that are a direct match with one of the sub-indicators of SDG Indicator 4.1.1 2 (11%)
No. of indicators referring to enrolment 6 (33%)
No. of indicators referring to completion 5 (28%)
No. of corporate outcome indicators that apply sex disaggregation 9 (50%)
No. of corporate output indicators 16 (47%)
No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with one of the sub-indicators of SDG Indicator 4.1.1 0(0%)
(measuring numbers rather than proportion)
No. of corporate output indicators that refer to enrolment numbers 3(19%)
No. of corporate output indicators that refer to completion numbers 2 (12%)
No. of corporate output indicators that apply sex disaggregation 11 (69%)

Note: Number of assessed providers: 14.
Source: See in Annex 1.B for source data and detailed performance per provider.

Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and
providers

This section analyses challenges and opportunities related to alignment, measurement and data use in
relation to SDG 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar. Analysis is based on fieldwork and desk-based research
and looks at the partner country government and development co-operation contexts. For background on
the overall situation with regards to SDG implementation and the institutional set-up, refer to Annex 1.A.

Alignment to SDG 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar

Country alignment to SDG 4.1.1 is still weak in both countries

In Ethiopia, national development is managed by a series of growth and transformation plans (GTPs). The
current GTP 1l (2015/16-2019/20) (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2016yg)), which was prepared
concurrently to the negotiation of the global SDG framework and includes several thematic indicators
related to SDG 4, is not aligned to SDG 4.1.1, as it misses any indicators to measure student proficiency.
It instead focuses on enrolment, completion, dropout and repetition rates at several educational levels (see
Annex 1.B).

Ethiopia’s Education Sector Development Program (ESDP) V (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia,
2016(9)) (2015/16/-2019/20) is better aligned to Indicator 4.1.1, with increased focus in the education sector
on equity and quality — though metrics still largely focus on access. In addition to measuring enrolment,
completion, survival, dropout and repetition rates, the ESDP also includes indicators to measure school
quality and student proficiency in both reading and mathematics (Annex Table 1.A.2). However, proficiency
is determined through national learning assessments rather than cross-national assessments, precluding
international reporting against Indicator 4.1.1. The government is planning to increase alignment with the
SDGs in the next iteration of the sector programme.

Ethiopia’s Education Management Information System (EMIS) relies on extensive data collection at school
and woreda (district) levels. Quality and reliability of the data collected remains a challenge and the
government is committed to increase data quality through investing in the EMIS.
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In Myanmar, the national development plan (Myanmar’s Sustainable Development Plan, MSDP) is not yet
available for analysis, but will be aligned to the SDGs. The new MSDP, under Goal 4 (human resources
and social development for a 21st century society), Strategy 4.1 (improve equitable access to high-quality
lifelong educational opportunities) includes 10 action plans, among which 4.1.3 aims to “expand access to
infrastructures necessary to enable access to education, ensuring gender and disability-sensitive
services”. For this action plan, the MSDP identifies SDGs 4.a'! and 4.1 as directly relevant. Yet, Indicator
4.1.1 is not yet measurable in Myanmar (Myanmar Central Statistical Organization and UNDP, 201810)).

Myanmar’s National Education Strategic Plan (NESP) 2016-21 (Government of the Republic of the Union
of Myanmar, 2016p11]) sets outcome goals for 2021, but does not include any indicators to measure these
outcomes and none of the delineated outcomes mention student proficiency.

Efforts are being made to increase alignment in the coming years. A National Strategy for the Development
of Education Statistics (NSDES 2019-2023) is being developed by the Ministry of Education with the
support of the UIS to align the national and sector plans with SDG 4. It reports SDG 4.1.1 as national
indicator. The NSDES also provides a medium-term vision for a robust education data system and data
management platform in the country: the National Education Statistics System (NESS). The NESS is to
include four main data sources: 1) learning outcomes data; 2) administrative data; 3) survey data; and
4) finance data.

The Ministry of Education is also in the process of developing a National Education Indicator Framework
(NIF) to provide data against the NESP and SDG 4. The NIF will include a comprehensive list of indicators,
which monitor the national education situation, and produce regionally and internationally comparable
indicators as required for SDG 4. The NIF is further meant to identify data gaps and to provide guidance
on data generation. Myanmar has identified 49 indicators for the NIF, 11 of which are global indicators and
29 of which are thematic. The rest are additional indicators needed to monitor the education sector in the
country. In relation to 4.1.1, the NIF includes the following two indicators:

e percentage of children/young people in grade 2/3, at the end of primary and at the end of lower
secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in reading and mathematics

e existence of a nationally representative learning assessment in the early grades of primary (2/3),
at the end of primary and at the end of lower secondary.

Table 1.2. SDG 4.1.1 partner country alignment

Ethiopia Myanmar
National plan aligned to No. National plan (GTP II) does not . National plan (MSDP) identifies
SDG 4.1.1? include any indicators to measure SDGs 4.a and 4.1 as directly relevant. Yet,
student proficiency. Indicator 4.1.1 is not yet measurable.
Education sector plan Yes. Sector plan (ESDP V) includes Not yet. Sector plan (NESP 2016-21) does
aligned to SDG 4.1.1? indicators to measure student not include indicators to measure student
proficiency in both reading and proficiency, but steps are being taken to better
mathematics. align future plans.
Existence of sector-level Yes. The EMIS relies on extensive data | Not yet. The new plan (NSDES) and National
results/M&E framework? collection at school/district (woreda) Indicator Framework are being developed.
level but quality/reliability are a
challenge.
SDG 4.1.1 data availability | Limited. Proficiency is determined No. Only sample-based assessments are
through national learning assessments | planned.
only.

Source: Authors’ analysis. See Annex 1.B.
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Development co-operation providers have yet to align their country results frameworks to
SDG 4.1.1

In addition to the above standard corporate-level indicators, development co-operation providers have
developed additional results framework indicators for their country-level strategies for Ethiopia and
Myanmar or sectoral strategies for education. Yet, alignment of their country-level results frameworks to
SDG 4.1.1 has not yet taken place.

In Ethiopia, none of the 59 outcome/output-level indicators that providers use in the results frameworks of
their country assistance strategies is fully aligned to 4.1.1. Five providers out of 11 (45%) include indicators
that measure student proficiency or competency, but they diverge with 4.1.1 in the grade level at which
proficiency is being measured, the assessed competency or the targeted institutions. Four of these five
providers specify that proficiency/competency is measured by national learning assessments.'?> Many
providers use additional indicators that are less aligned to SDG 4.1.1 and relate to enrolment, completion,
dropout, survival and/or repletion rates, and the number of children enrolled in school or out of school.
Alignment with national indicators is uneven: less than a third of the providers’ outcome indicators are a
direct match with national or sector plans (15 out of 51 indicators). A five-donor pooled fund managed by
the World Bank is particularly well aligned to government results indicators. Finally, a majority of indicators
are disaggregated by gender, yet this is not systematic.

In Myanmar, only the Asian Development Bank has an indicator in its country assistance strategy that
measures student proficiency, though it is not aligned with 4.1.1. Finland and the World Bank each have
an indicator for the administration of an education assessment in primary school. Most outcome indicators
refer to enrolment and completion. At the output level, four providers measure the number of students
benefiting from their educational intervention(s). All outcome (Tier I) indicators are disaggregated by
gender and some output (Tier Il) indicators are as well.

Table 1.3 Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of country assistance strategy alignment to
government and SDG indicators for educational attainment

Providers: Country Assistance Strategies* Ethiopia Myanmar
Total no. of provider indicators at country level linked or aligned to SDG 4.1.1 59 16
No. of country-level outcome indicators 51 8
No. of country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with one or more of the sub- 0 0
indicators of SDG Indicator 4.1.1
No. of country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with national or sector plan National: 7 National: 4
strategy indicators Sector: 8
No. of country-level output indicators 25 8
No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with one or more of the sub-indicators 0
of SDG Indicator 4.1.1 (measuring numbers rather than proportion)
No. of country-level output indicators that are a direct match with N/A N/A
national or sector plan strategy indicators
No. of providers 11 10%**

See Annex 1.B for source data.

** Including Germany, Italy, Japan and Korea with no defined indicator at country level.

“** Including Denmark, the EU, Germany, Japan and the United Nations Development Assistance Framework with no defined indicators at
country level.
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Measurement and use of SDG 4.1.1 data in Ethiopia and Myanmar

Measurement of learning outcomes in both countries has yet to be aligned with international
standards

Neither Ethiopia nor Myanmar currently administer any of the cross-national assessments necessary to report
against Indicator 4.1.1.1% Learning outcome data for these two countries are therefore not internationally
comparable. The OECD’s PISA for Development initiative aims to increase the use of PISA assessments in
middle- and low-income countries to monitor educational outcomes, including for monitoring progress on
Indicator 4.1.1 (OECD, 201812). Ethiopia and Myanmar currently do not participate, although both have
expressed interest in joining future cycles of PISA.

In Ethiopia, country-specific measurement of learning outcomes is well established, but the
coverage and use of the resulting data could be boosted

In Ethiopia, the government’s current focus is on expanding to also include and assess education quality, but
progress is needed to catch up with the evolution in priorities, and to monitor and measure learning outcomes
better. At present, two types of national assessments are conducted: 1) the National Learning Assessment
(NLA) (twice yearly — alternating grades); and 2) the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) (twice yearly -
administered by the Ministry of Education, previously by USAID).

The effectiveness of these national assessments on education in Ethiopia can be improved. In particular, issues
related to coverage (e.g. language diversity) and quality still need to be addressed. Similarly, and within the
context of the “leave no one behind” agenda, more focus is needed to ensure disaggregated data from learning
assessments (NLA and EGRA) are available in various locally relevant disaggregation levels and used to
strengthen equity. This requires more sophisticated and integrated (system-level) instruments capable of
providing disaggregated results data and of comprehensively mapping the distribution of learning outcomes
across the country.

To increase use, more also needs to be done to strengthen the feedback loop between the federal and the
subnational levels regarding education policy planning and budgeting, implementation (subnational), and
results measurement and analysis (both). Supporting the analysis of data produced through the EMIS will
enable subnational staff at school and woreda (district) levels to use the results data they collect more
effectively, for both planning and decision making. It is also essential that data are analysed and used to improve
Ethiopia’s education system as a whole, as part of national policy dialogue and decision making.

Most providers working in the education sector in Ethiopia co-ordinate their support relying on an education
sector working group, which provides a strong platform for evidence-based dialogue with the government. The
main mechanism of development co-operation support is based on a large, multi-donor programmatic
approach, the General Education Quality Improvement Programme for Equity, managed by the World Bank
and supported by the United Kingdom’s Department for International Development, Finland and UNICEF,
among others. The programme covers both access and quality concerns, and alignment to national and sector
results is at outcome level, while relying on joint monitoring and measurement approaches for the programme.

Nevertheless, beyond that specific programmatic approach, there is a certain proliferation of heterogeneous
output- and outcome-level indicators included in the country-level results frameworks of the 11 providers
working in the education sector. In most cases, the indicators do not find a match with partner country’s targeted
results, and require parallel monitoring arrangements to gather the necessary results data related to the
supported intervention(s) (see Table 1.3). None of the 11 providers had included the SDG indicator in their
country-level results frameworks as of December 2018, although some cover certain aspects of 4.1.1 as part
of their sets of indicators.
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Facilitated by well co-ordinated provider support, Myanmar’s current reforms aim to address
gaps in availability and use of results data — and to align to the SDG indicator in the medium
term

In Myanmar, the government is also increasing the focus on learning outcomes, after much progress in
improving access.'* Gross enrolment rates have grown in recent years, with very high gross enrolment for
primary education, and enrolment in secondary education increasing from 45.5% to 64.1% since 2005;
with equal male-female enrolment rates for all grades, and higher enrolment rates of women in universities
(19% female students vs. 13% male students) (UNESCO UIS, 20193)). While progress in expanding
access to education was encouraging, inclusion across the territory, dropout rates before end of middle
school and learning outcomes are still an issue (World Bank, 201813). Concerns about quality and
effectiveness of education provision were reflected in the parliamentary approval of the National Education
Law in 2014, and its subsequent amendments (MoE, 2016(14)).

To improve the measurement of learning outcomes, Myanmar is reforming student assessments and
examinations as one of the main focus areas of the NESP 2016-21. The strategic plan includes increasing
developing classroom and school monitoring mechanisms, supported by enhanced staff capacities and
underlying information systems (MoE, 2016y14)): 37).2° The Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and
the Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA) will be rolled out nationally, with the support of the Global
Partnership for Education. This will allow the Ministry of Education to centrally track achievements
regarding grade 5, grade 9 and end-of-high school completion exams, and to perform national
sample-based assessments. Such assessments are expected to provide useful evidence about the level
of student achievement nationally. Yet, it is not clear whether data from sample-based assessments will
provide internationally comparable data that can be used to track 4.1.1. Other concerns include the risk of
fragmentation of proficiency measures'® as well as linguistic limitations that can affect the EGRA and
EGMA in a country with around 90 minority languages.

The ten providers supporting Myanmar’'s education sector are articulated by sector-wide co-ordination
mechanisms, relying on programme-based approaches that help promote a certain degree of
harmonisation in measurement practices.’ The UN Resident and Humanitarian Coordinator manages the
Myanmar Information Management Unit (MIMU), which maintains a common database with various
indicators from different sources (MIMU, n.d.us));. The MIMU database includes data on: literacy rate;
proportion of the population with access to a primary/secondary school; primary/middle/high/secondary
school enrolment ratio; primary school completion rate; proportion of pupils starting grade 1 who reach
grade 5; and number of primary/middle/high school students. The most recent data available range from
2010 to 2016. However, as the assessment of learning outcomes in Myanmar is a work in progress, as of
2019 the provider-supported MIMU database does not yet contain indicators related to learning.

Myanmar is creating positive conditions for an increased use of harmonised measurement of results
around learning outcomes, supported by the government’s ongoing reforms, its sector and statistical
strategies in the education sector, and the co-ordinated behaviour of providers operating in the sector.
Nevertheless, reliance on an international SDG-based comparable indicator is still a (far) end goal, and
development co-operation investments in building sustainable statistical capacity in the education sector
are very limited.*®

Visualising the results chain for 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar

This section presents the available data against development and development co-operation indicators in
each case study country and summarises provider corporate results reporting practices. Figure 1.2 and
Figure 1.3 use the OECD-DAC Results Community’s three-tiered results framework to present available
results data that the research team was able to source'® for SDG and SDG-similar indicators in Ethiopia
and Myanmar that are linked to Indicator 4.1.1.%° Indicators from the above tables for which results data
from 2015 or more recent years were available were included on the figures.
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With the exception of some enrolment rates, results data were not available for most national development
and sector plan indicators in Ethiopia. In Myanmar, the national development plan was not available for
analysis and the education sector plan does not include indicators, thus no results data were reported by
Myanmar beyond the MIMU data mentioned above.

In addition to the country-level results data illustrated below, the African Development Bank, Asian
Development Bank, EU, France, Germany, the United Kingdom, the United States and the World Bank
Group publish aggregate global results at the corporate level in annual reports or online results databases
for at least one indicator linked to SDG 4.1.1.
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Figure 1.2. Ethiopia: Development co-operation in education
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Figure 1.3. Myanmar: Development co-operation in education
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Development Co-operation in Education
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Conclusions

The negotiations and definition of SDG 4 placed greater emphasis on educational quality given the
progress achieved up to 2015 in increasing access to primary education worldwide. The global
measurement of SDG 4.1.1 builds on existing international assessments of proficiency and learning
outcomes and seeks to incorporate national assessments, where appropriate, on a global scale aligned to
the international assessments. A complex SDG indicator was required to adequately assess and compare
internationally progress on reading and maths skills for boys and girls over the educational cycle. This is
done at three different points in time (early grades, end of primary school, end of secondary school), and
the SDG indicator requires six different sub-measures to be fully estimated. Currently, 137 countries are
able to report against SDG 4.1.1.

While international assessments and standards to measure learning outcomes exist, adoption of the
related SDG indicator is still weak at country level. While Ethiopia and Myanmar are setting processes to
be able to align to and monitor SDG 4.1.1, both countries have yet to adapt their national and sector results
frameworks, or to overcome the limitations of their monitoring and statistical systems. Current key results
indicators still place greater emphasis on schooling access and continuity — an MDG legacy — but sector
reforms and planned activities in both countries seem to emphasise greater focus on learning outcomes
in the medium term.

This chapter also showed that development co-operation providers are lagging behind in aligning
to SDG 4.1.1, at both corporate and country-level frameworks. In working on education sector results,
providers are currently using a variety of indicators that are not adequately aligned to the SDG indicator,
and only partially aligned to the two partner countries’ national results frameworks (at outcome level) and
its monitoring/statistical systems. Sector co-ordination mechanisms and dialogue platforms with both
partner governments are well established, and some cases of programmatic approaches are helping to
align and use partner countries’ results indicators; yet, providers’ specific sector priorities and
results-based management practices have resulted in heterogeneous measurement approaches, which
could benefit from greater harmonisation around SDG 4.1.1.

Data availability, coverage and quality are issues for all partners in both country cases, making it difficult
to use the results data for policy making and resource allocation. Availability of disaggregated data is
particularly critical in large multi-ethnic, multi-linguistic countries with difficult geographical features —
particularly for service delivery administered at local and subnational levels. Yet, partner governments may
have political disincentives to expand data coverage or produce disaggregated data that could lead to
societal grievances. And many of the assessed providers, despite their significant investments in the
education sector, have not prioritised investments in building statistical capacity in the education sector
beyond the boundaries of their interventions, contributing to fragmentation and inefficiencies in results
measurement and use.

Current efforts by partner country governments and providers to prioritise education quality dimensions at
strategic level, coupled with the pending transition from MDG to SDG indicators, can serve to motivate
sector-wide dialogue around results. It can also foster joined-up measurement approaches that generate
the level of data disaggregation on learning outcomes, which is particularly required in countries with rich
ethnic and linguistic diversity, and with significant regional disparities.
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Annex 1.A. Country profiles for SDG 4: Education
proficiency

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identifying indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like.

At corporate level, all Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member and multilateral development
bank providers which are known to have adopted standard indicator sets,?! and have indicators in the
relevant sectors, are included. At country level, the following providers are included:

e The United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately — except for Myanmar, where there is no current UNDAF. Instead United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) indicators and results were included. UNICEF is an active provider in
the education sector.

e The World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable).

e The case study donor focal point.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

e Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has
prioritised that sector in their development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For
example, although Norway is not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in
Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because Norway has prioritised the education sector in its
development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This approach allows for inclusion of smaller
providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner country, despite their lower
ODA outflows.
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Annex Figure 1.A.1. Ethiopia country profile for SDG 4

4 i ETHIOPI A SD G 4 SUSTAINABLE

DEVELOPMENT

M RESULTS PROFILE ~ GoALS

ETHIOPIA EDUCATION SNAPSHOT ODA FOR EDUCATION IN ETHIOPIA BY PROVIDER
Its recent economic success partially translates into educational

improvements, but Ethiopia remains one of the most educationally ~ World Bank Groun EEEEG—_MEE 61.9
disadvantaged countries in the world. Ethiopia has heavily increased its United Kingcom G 525

i i United States | INEEG_— 42.5
expenditures to the education sector as a share of total government Germany I 20.2

expenditure (12 percentage points since 2000) and currently ranks as the Norway [ 12.3

country with the highest education expenditures as a percentage of Korea [l 7.4

total government expenditure (27%). Literacy has increased by more Italy B 6.0

than 22 percentage points since 1994, however, it remains among the 15 Ut 'ft:onj I 58

countries with the lowest literacy rate in the world, with an adult Ta;;n = gg

literacy rate of just 49%. Ethiopia ranks among the top African countries for France i 3.7

net primary school enrolment rates (85.4%), but scores relatively lowly for Sweden I 2.7

secondary enrolment (35.1%). Despite significant improvements, females and Canada J] 1.9 -

rural populations remain disadvantaged in their access to education; 77% of B:Jsmal 13 provider assessed
gum | 1.1 in this report

illiterate adults are female.
ETHIOPIA IN NUMBERS

DespiTE ETHiOPIA IS ONE OF
RECENT THE LEAST URBANISED
DEMOCRATISATION COUNTRIES IN THE
EFFORTS, ETHIOPIA WORLD.
STILL RANKS 85% OF THE
128/167 IN THE POPULATION
LATEST DEMOCRACY LIVES IN
INDEX RURAL AREAS

A POPULATION OF GROWTH HAS
105 MILLION GROWING AVERAGED
AT 2.6% PER YEAR 10% PER YEAR OVER
MAKES ETHIOPIA THE
AFRICA’S SECOND PAST TEN YEARS.
MOST POPULOUS GDP PER CAPITA IS
NATION 1899 USD

NET ODA RECEIVED THE NATIONAL ODA BY SECTOR (%)
IN 2017 DEVELOPMENT o

was USD 4 118 miLLioN STRATEGY INCLUDES: Humanitarian aid 32%
- EQUIVALENT T0 5.1% oF GNI Health and population 18%

DEVELOPMENT ,
PRIORITIES Production 1%
Programme assistance 10%

@ TARGETS —

AGRICULTURE IS THE LARGEST SECTOR Economic infrastructure 9%

0,
EMPLOYING 8% OF THE WORKFORCE AND @ NDICATORS Other social infrastructure 9%

ACCOUNTING FOR 90% OF EXPORTS .
Education 5%
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Annex Figure 1.A.2. Ethiopia country profile for SDG 4 (continued)

ETHIOPIA’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY OVERALL SDG PERFORMANCE

Becoming a lower middle-income country by 2025 is the aim of
its second Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP II). The sixth
of the nine pillars of the GTP Il relates to education and
“accelerating human development and technological capacity
building and ensuring its sustainability”. The GTP Il stresses
the importance of education and skill development for the
country’s economic growth, and for turning the growing labour
force into an important driver of industrialisation.

14

ETHIOPIA’S EDUCGATION STRATEGY

Under the Education Sector Development Programme, the
Ethiopian government seeks to achieve sectoral 1
improvements in six areas: 9

@ Capacity development for improved management
SDG 4 - GLOBAL RANK
(2) General education quality

(3) General education access and equity ETHIOPIA

(@) Adult and non-formal education o ®

() Technical and vocational education and training (TVET) 1 143 156
Bertelsmann Stiftung

(6) Higher education SDGhdex 2018

HOW THE SDGS FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS

Ethiopia has largely mainstreamed the SDGs into national planning and monitoring processes, and is working towards
deeper integration of SDG indicators.

| mlignment | Measurement | e

The GTP Il integrates the SDGs at Together with the support of the Data mostly flow upwards to serve
the output and outcome level. An UNFPA, ltaly, the United Kingdom planning and reporting on a national
SDG Needs Assessment will serve and the United States, the Ethiopian level, but only very little data are

as a baseline for the first SDG report Central Statistical Agency will be being utilised for analysis and

in 2019. undertaking a national census, which evidence-based management on a
In 2017, the Ethiopian government will also include certain SDGs. subnational level.

undertook a voluntary national Measurement still faces significant All levels are still in need of further
review of its progress towards the challenges with regards to data capacity development for the
SDGs, including a section on the quality, reliability, availability and analysis and use of data

integration of SDG 4 in the GTP Il capacity.

The lack of alignment and
compliance of subnational
institutions to national frameworks
still often poses a challenge to
national monitoring and reporting
processes.

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020

| 47



48 |

Annex Figure 1.A.3. Myanmar country profile for SDG 4
4 MYANMAR SDG 4 SUSTAINABLE
M| RESULTS PROFILE GOALS

MYANMAR EDUCATION SNAPSHOT ODA FOR EDUCATION IN MYANMAR BY PROVIDER
Public sector reforms in 2011 resulted in a significant increase in (million USD)

the access to and quality of education. Despite an increase from sapen - [ :;
5.4% in 2011 to 10.2% in 2017, Myanmar still allocates a smaller I v =515-2

percentage of total government expenditures to education than Germany [ 71 ‘

other low- and middle-income countries (on average 16.6%). Adult korea [ 6

literacy is 76% and youth literacy 85%, which is comparable to other switzerland [ 5.2

lower middle-income countries. A gender gap of 8 percentage Denmark [l 4.95

points still exists for adult literacy rates, however Myanmar has united states Il 4.93

made significant progress in promoting gender parity in United Kingdom [l 3.5

education, with youth literacy rates and net school enrolment rates o ..139:

being almost equal for male and female youths. Primary school EU nstitutions [ 1.7 -
enrolment rates are relatively high (98%), but further effort is United Nations [ 1.77 provider assessed
required to increase secondary enrolment rates (currently at 64%). aoe |l 16 in this report

New Zealand I 0.78
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Annex Figure 1.A.4. Myanmar country profile for SDG 4 (continued)

MYANMAR’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

. OVERALL SDG PERFORMANGE
The Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan (MSDP) .
provides a long-term vision (2018-30) for a “peaceful, prosperous and 7.® T
democratic country.” Its five goals are: 16

1. Peace, national reconciliation, security and good governance
2. Economic stability and strengthened macroeconomic management
3. Job creation and private sector-led growth

4. Human resources and social development for a 21st century society
- including an aim “improve equitable access to high-quality lifelong 506
educational opportunities

5. Natural resources and the environment for posterity of the nation.

MYANMAR'’S EDUCATION STRATEGY

The National Education Strategy Plan (2016-21) commits to

“Improved teaching and learning, vocational education and training, 06

research and innovation leading to measurable improvements in

student achievement in all schools and educational institutions”. The

government targets the following areas: SDG 4 - GLOBAL RANK
(1) Pre-school and kindergarten education.

)

Myanmar

|
12

. . MYANMAR
@ Management capacity development and quality assurance
(3) Higher education 1 108 156
@ Technical and vocational education and training (TVET)

Bertelsmann Stiftung
(5) Alternative education SDGIndex 2018

(8) Teacher education and management

(7) Student assessment and examinations

Basic education curriculum

(9) Basic education - access, quality and inclusion

HOW THE SDGS FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS

The MSDP broadly aligns its 5 goals Since early 2018, a new statistical law The government still largely lacks
and 28 strategies to the SDGs. mandates the collection of data across the desire and the capacity to
lyse the data that it collects.

The government launched the government. anelyse e data that fcollec's
Myanmar Development Assistance While the quality of data is considered
Policy in 2018, which includes a to be good, there is a need for more
chapter on “the SDGs in the context of and better accessible data.
the Economic Policy of the Union of o )
Myanmar”. 34% of the indicators in the most

recent National Indicator Framework
A national indicator framework for the are SDG indicators. The aim is to
MSDP is being developed and will be increase this percentage to 50%.

closely linked to the SDGs.

The lack of co-ordination between line
ministries and central agencies
partially impedes alignment between
the MSDP and the sectoral plans.
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Indicator tables for SDG 4. Education proficiency

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identifying indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like. The spreadsheets
are considered a working document, but there is potential to make the inventories publicly available. The
OECD Secretariat is therefore grateful for validation of and feedback on the data presented here. Links
are provided to the source of the indicator in the left-hand column.

At corporate level, all Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member and multilateral development
bank providers which are known to have adopted standard indicator sets,?? and have indicators in the
relevant sectors, are included. At country level, the following providers are included:

e The United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately — except for Myanmar, where there is no current UNDAF. Instead United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) indicators and results were included. UNICEF is an active provider in
the education sector.

e The World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable).

e The case study donor focal point.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

e Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has
prioritised that sector in their development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For
example, although Norway is not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in
Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because Norway has prioritised the education sector in its
development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This approach allows for inclusion of smaller
providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner country, despite their lower
ODA outflows.

Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary;
and (c) at the end of lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading
and (ii) mathematics, by sex.
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Annex Table 1.A.1. SDG 4.1.1 provider corporate SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary; and (c) at the end of
lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (iij) mathematics, by sex

Provider
Australia#

Canada

European Commission*

France

Germany**

Japan#+(unpublished)

Korea*

New Zealand

Switzerland — SDC

United Kingdom*

United States*

Corporate outcome indicators (Tier )
N/A

Number of boys and girls that complete their primary
and secondary education

Completion

Primary education completion rate (M/F)

Lower secondary education completion rate (M/F)
Proficiency

Literacy rate of 15-24 year-olds (M/F)

Number of children enrolled in primary and secondary
school (primary/secondary)

N/A

N/A

N/A

Enrolment

Net enrolment ratio in primary education (M/F)

Net enrolment ratio in secondary education (M/F)
Proficiency

Children meeting regional test levels at grade 6 for
literacy (No., %, M/F)

Children meeting regional test levels at grade 6 for
numeracy (No., %, M/F)

Proportion of children and young people, in the
Pacific: at the end of primary education achieving at
least a minimum proficiency level in reading and
mathematics (new indicator as of 201 8

N/A

N/A

Enrolment

Learners enrolled in primary schools and/or
equivalent non-school based settings
Learners enrolled in secondary schools and/or
equivalent non-school based settings

Corporate output indicators (Tier Il)
Number of additional girls and boys
enrolled in school

N/A

Number of children enrolled in primary
education with EU support (M/F)
Number of children enrolled in
secondary education with EU support
(MIF)

Number of children completing primary
school through programmes financed
by the French Development Agency
(AFD)

The number of children and young
people who have received a better
quality education as a result of GIZ's
contribution

The number of children benefiting from
support for education improvement

Number of students who completed the
education programme (girls, disabilities,
out-of-school children)

N/A

yy children (<15 years) gained access
to quality basic education (M/F)

Xxx persons (>15 years) gained access
to quality basic education (M/F)

Out of these, zy children (9-15 years)
received basic education combined with
vocational skills development (M/F)

Out of these, zx persons (>15 years)
received basic education combined with
vocational skills development (M/F)

Out of these, zx persons (>15 years)
received basic education combined with
vocational skills development (M/F)
Number of children supported to gain a
basic education (M/F; pre-
primary/primary/secondary)

Primary or secondary school learners
from underserved and/or disadvantaged
groups benefited from education
assistance
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Retention

Students progressed to secondary school
Proficiency

Children in primary grades with improved reading
skills as assessed through tools such as the Annual
Status of Education Reports, EGRA, etc’

African Development Bank?* Enrolment in education (%, F) People benefiting from better access to
education (F)
Asian Development Bank* Gross lower secondary education graduation rate (%, | Students educated and trained under
MIF) improved quality assurance systems
(No., M/F)
World Bank?* Primary school completion (%, ages 15-19, bottom Students reached (female)
40%)

Primary school completion gap to average (ages 15-
19)

Ethiopia

Annex Table 1.A.2. SDG 4.1.1 government of Ethiopia SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary and (c) at the end of
lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex.

Partner National development plan outcome indicators National development plan output
indicators
Ethiopia Enrolment Not available

Kindergarten enrolment rate (M/F)

Grade 1 gross enrolment rate (M/F)

Grade 1 gross/net enrolment rate (M/F)

Primary school first cycle (1-4) gross enrolment rate including AEB (M/F)
Primary school first cycle (1-4) net enrolment rate (M/F)

Primary school second cycle (5-8) gross/net enrolment rate (M/F)
Primary school (1-8) gross enrolment rate including AEB (M/F)

Primary school (1-8) net enrolment rate (M/F)

Primary school (1-8) gross enrolment rate for underserved regions (Afar, Somali)
Gross enrolment rate for grades 9-10 (M/F)

Gross enrolment rate for grades 11-12 (M/F)

Total number of students admitted to preparatory school (11-12) (ratio of girls)
Completion

Primary school 1st cycle 4th grade completion rate (M/F)

Primary school 2nd cycle 8th grade completion rate (M/F)

Primary school (1-8) completion rate (M/F)

Retention

Grade 1 dropout rate (M/F)

Repetition

Grade 8 repetition rate (M/F)

Primary school 1st cycle (1-4) repetition rate (M/F)

Primary school 2nd cycle (5-8) repetition rate (M/F)

Partner Education sector plan outcome indicators Education sector plan output
indicators
Ethiopia Enrolment Not available

Grade 1 net enrolment rate

Grade 1-4, including ABE, gross enrolment rate
Grade 1-4, including ABE, net enrolment rate
Grade 5-8 gross enrolment rate

Grade 5-8 net enrolment rate

Grade 9-10 gross enrolment rate

Grade 9-10 net enrolment rate
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Completion
Completion rate to grade 8

Retention

Grade 1 dropout rate
Grade 1-8 dropout rate
Survival rate to grade 5

Repetition

Grade 1-8 repetition rate

Quality

Primary schools at Level 3 or above classification (%)

Secondary schools at Level 3 or above classification (%)

Proficiency

% of grade 2 students reaching “below basic” or above proficiency in reading
and comprehension by language (Afaan Oromo, Af-Somali, Amharic, Hadiyyisa,
Sidaamu Afoo, Tigrinya, Wolayttatto)

% of grade 2 students reaching “basic” or above proficiency in reading and
comprehension by language (Afaan Oromo, Af-Somali, Amharic, Hadiyyisa,
Sidaamu Afoo, Tigrinya, Wolayttatto)

% of students assessed reaching basic or above proficiency in the early grade
mathematics Assessment

% of grade 4 students who achieve 50% and above (composite score) in the
National Learning Assessment (NLA)

% of grade 8 students who achieve 50% and above (composite score) in the
NLA

% of grade 10 students who achieve 50% and above (composite score) in the
NLA

% of grade 12 students who achieve 50% and above (composite score) in the
NLA

% of grade 10 students that score 2.0 or above (pass mark) in Ethiopian General
Secondary Education Certificate

% of grade 12 students that score 350 or above (pass mark) in Ethiopia Higher
Education Entrance Certificate

Percentage of students attaining basic competence in grade 4 reading in English
Percentage of students attaining basic competence in grade 4 mathematics
Percentage of students attaining basic competence in grade 8 English
Percentage of students attaining basic competence in grade 8 mathematics

African Outcome indicators Output indicators
Union

Agenda Enrolment Not available
2063 Enrolment rate for childhood education

Secondary school education enrolment rate
Percentage of population receiving quality education at all levels

Proficiency
Literacy rate
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Annex Table 1.A.3. SDG 4.1.1 provider country assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned and

SDG-similar indicators, Ethiopia

Provider Country-level outcome indicators (Tier I)

Country-level output indicators (Tier Il)

Finland Enrolment

Net enrolment rate in primary grades (5-8) (M/F)

% of girls among students at first grade of secondary education
(9th grade)

Net enrolment rate in grades 5-8 in Afar region (M/F)

Retention

Grade 1 dropout rate (M/F)

Survival rate to grade 5 (M/F)

Quality

Increased number of schools meeting inspection standards and
upgraded from low performing (Level 1) (Level 1/Level2/Level 3 or
4)

Teaching effectiveness index (Level 1/Level 2 schools)
Proficiency

% of students attaining basic or above competency in national
learning assessments in grade 4 (reading) (M/F)

% of students attaining basic or above competency in national
learning assessments in grade 8 (English) (M/F)

% of students attaining basic or above competency in national
learning assessments in grade 10 (English)

% of students attaining basic or above competency in national
learning assessments in grade 12 (English)

Completion

% of students in supported educational institutions who complete
primary (M/F)

% of students in supported educational institutions who complete
lower secondary (M/F)

No. of students in supported educational institutions who complete
primary (M/F)

No. of students in supported educational institutions who complete
lower secondary (M/F)

Retention

% of students enrolled in supported learning institutions that
remain in the learning institution the following year (M/F)

No. of students enrolled in supported learning institutions that
remain in the learning institution the following year (M/F)
Proficiency

% of students in target educational institutions achieving minimum
proficiency level in reading in grade x (M/F)

No. of students in target educational institutions achieving
minimum proficiency level in reading in grade x (M/F)

% of students in target educational institutions achieving minimum
proficiency level in mathematics in grade x (M/F)

No. of students in target educational institutions achieving
minimum proficiency level in mathematics in grade x (M/F)

United Kingdom | Not available
UNDAF Enrolment

Gross enrolment rate at pre-primary (M/F)

Primary education completion rate (M/F)

Net enrolment rate at primary and secondary education by gender
(M/F, primary/secondary)

Proficiency

% of grade 4 students who score 50% or above the composite
scores in the NLA (M/F)

% of grade 8 students who score 50% or above the composite
scores in the NLA (M/F)

Not available

No. of students enrolled in target educational
institutions

No. of children supported to gain a decent
education

Standardised competency-based continuous
assessment system for general education in
place

Number of clusters implementing competency-
based continuous assessment system in their
catchment schools/areas

Number of out-of-school children accessing
primary and secondary education

Proportion of emergency affected children
supported to continue their education

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020


https://www.norad.no/link/15e29a92164d4b5884309030531c3a4c.aspx
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/630866/Ethiopia.pdf
http://et.one.un.org/content/dam/unct/ethiopia/docs/Final%20UNDAF%202016-2020%20for%20web.pdf

United States

% of grade 10 students who score 50% or above the composite
scores in the NLA (M/F)

Completion

African

Development

Bank

World Bank

Grade 8 graduation rate (M/F)

Retention

Percentage of students who drop out of school

Dropout rates at each grade (M/F)

Survival rates to grade 5

Survival rates to grade 8

Proficiency

Performance on the NLA exams

Nationwide literacy rates at the end of grade 2
Nationwide literacy rates at the end of grade 3
Nationwide literacy rates at the end of grade 4

Regional achievements in literacy in grade 2

Regional achievements in literacy in grade 3

Regional achievements in literacy in grade 4

Proportion of students reading English with fluency and
comprehension after x years of English language instruction
Percentage of learners demonstrating reading fluency and
comprehension of grade level text at the end of grade 2
Enrolment

Primary net enrolment rate

Female primary completion rate

Completion

Rural primary completion rate (grade 8)

Enrolment

Primary net enrolment rate

Gross enrolment rate for secondary school (grades 9-10)
Completion

Increased primary completion rate

Proficiency

% of students attaining basic competence in grade 4 reading in
English

% of students attaining basic competence in grade 4 mathematics

% of students attaining basic competence in grade 8 English

% of students attaining basic competence in grade 8 mathematics

(aligns to national data)

Learners received primary level reading
interventions (M/F)
Standardised learning assessments supported

Not available

Not available

Notes:

https://lwww.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1860/CDCS_Ethiopia_December_2018r1.pdf. For  the

For

the United States see:

https://results.usaid.gov/results/country/ethiopia

World Bank

www.worldbank.org/en/country/ethiopia/overview#3  and
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and
see:

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/202771504883944180/pdf/119576-

revised-Ethiopia-Country-Partnership-Web.pdf.

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020


https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/ETHIOPIA_CSP_BPPS_EN.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/ETHIOPIA_CSP_BPPS_EN.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/ETHIOPIA_CSP_BPPS_EN.pdf
https://results.usaid.gov/results/country/ethiopia
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1860/CDCS_Ethiopia_December_2018r1.pdf
http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/ethiopia/overview#3
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/202771504883944180/pdf/119576-revised-Ethiopia-Country-Partnership-Web.pdf
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/202771504883944180/pdf/119576-revised-Ethiopia-Country-Partnership-Web.pdf

56 |

Myanmar

Annex Table 1.A.4. SDG 4.1.1 government of Myanmar SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators:

National indicators

Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of primary; and (c) at the end of lower
secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i) reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex

Partner country National development plan outcome indicators National development plan output
indicators
Myanmar All children have access to, progress through and successfully complete a Not available
quality basic education (strategic outcome 4.1.3)
Partner Education sector plan outcome indicators Education sector plan output indicators
Myanmar All children, boys and girls, access primary, middle and high schools Not available

Students complete primary, middle and high school level
Dropout students are supported to re-enrol and stay in school
Significant improvements experienced by students in their school and

classroom learning environment

Improved student learning achievement through implementation of the revised

basic education curriculum

Note: Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan — National Indicator Framework to be completed in 2019.

Annex Table 1.A.5. SDG 4.1.1 provider country-level assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned

and SDG-similar indicators, Myanmar

Provider Country-level outcome indicators (Tier I) Country-level output indicators (Tier Il)
Australia Not available Number of students receiving stipends (% girls)
Finland Enrolment Number of regions where measuring and reporting on early grade

Gross enrolment rate of students entering lower
secondary school (M/F, state/region with the
highest and lowest rate)

Net enrolment rate of students entering lower
secondary school (M/F, state/region with the
highest and lowest rate)

Completion

Primary school completion rate (M/F,
state/region with the highest and lowest rate)
Completion

Share of youth aged 16-18 in poor households
having completed at least lower secondary
education (M/F)

Share of workers aged 18-22 having completed
at least lower secondary education (M/F)
Proficiency

Proportion of final-year upper secondary
education students passing the matriculation
exam (M/F)

Not available

Asian Development
Bank

World Bank

UNICEF Completion
Primary completion rate (by disaggregated data)
Lower secondary completion rate (by

disaggregated data)

learning achievement takes place
Number of students receiving payment through the Ministry of
Education-led stipends programme

Students benefiting from a USD 100 million loan to reform
secondary education (girls).

Students who have received stipend payments (% female)
Nationally representative assessment for early grade reading
performance (ERGA) in primary schools.

Increased capacity to actively support inclusive quality education to
keep children in school, helping them transit and complete quality
and inclusive primary and lower secondary education.

Increased capacity to provide out-of-school children aged 10-18 with
alternative education at primary and lower secondary levels, and
continuous learning to children in emergencies.

Notes: For Australia, from draft Performance Assessment Framework. For Finland, unpublished document.
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Notes

! The research for this chapter was conducted by the OECD-DAC Results team with the support of Finland
and Australia as donor focal points in Ethiopia and Myanmar, respectively. A steering group and technical
experts helped to design the concept and methodological approach and reviewed documents.

2 Together with the Framework for Action adopted by UNESCO member states in November 2015.

8 The UN Statistical Commission is the official repository of UN-approved metadata for SDG Indicator 4.1.1,
and can be found here: 4.1.1a: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/metadata/files/Metadata-04-01-01A.pdf, and
4.1.1b and 4.1.1c: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/metadata/files/Metadata-04-01-01BC.pdf.

4 The United Nations Children’s fund (UNICEF) is the custodian agency for Indicator 4.2.1 (proportion of
children under 5 years of age who are developmentally on track in health, learning and psychosocial well-
being, by sex) and the OECD for 4.b.1 (volume of official development assistance flows for scholarships
by sector and type of study). The OECD is a partner agency for all the SDG 4 global indicators with the
exception of 4.b.1, for which it is the custodian agency.

5 It should be noted that these cross-national assessments are administered in schools and thus only cover
in-school children, with the exception of PISA for Development. Household surveys would be required to
assess the proficiency levels of out-of-school children, which represent a significant proportion of the
school-aged population in some countries. Such household surveys would be very costly and difficult to
administer, and present additional methodological challenges, making the availability of proficiency data
for out-of-school children unlikely in the next three to five years. The UIS is focusing on improving the
assessment of proficiency for children in school in the medium term with an eye to expanding assessments
to out-of-school children in the long term (UN DESA, 2016(1g)).

6 At the time of writing, this indicator was categorised as a Tier lll SDG indicator by the United Nations,
meaning that it lacks a well-established methodology and sufficient data; a work plan to establish a final
methodology was in place.

7 See UNESCO UIS Technical Cooperation Group on SDG 4 at:
http://uis.unesco.org/sites/default/files/documents/investment-case-sdg4-data.pdf.

8See Annex 2.B for a detailed description of the assessed providers.

9 The DCD Results Team uses a three-tier model of results framework in which Tier 1l is understood as
performance information, Tier Il is understood as development co-operation results, and Tier | is
understood as development results. For more information on this model, see Endberg-Pedersen and
Zwart (20181s)).

10 MDG 2 (“Achieving universal primary education”) had a single target, to ensure that children universally
—including both boys and girls — will be able to complete a full course of primary education by 2015. To a
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great extent, providers’ current monitoring practices at corporate level still reflect that results measurement
focus at corporate level, which is also easier to communicate and for accountability purposes.

11 SDG 4.a: Build and upgrade education facilities that are child, disability and gender sensitive and provide
safe, non-violent, inclusive and effective learning environments for all.

12 Finland also includes indicators to assess school quality and teaching effectiveness. The United Nations
Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) includes an indicator for the implementation of education
assessments (aligned to thematic Indicator 4.1.2).

13 Ethiopia only reported data on enrolment rates in the country’s 2017 voluntary national review (Federal
Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2017117). For both Ethiopia and Myanmar, data are available for five of
the six additional thematic indicators (4.1.3, 4.1.4, 4.1.5, 4.1.6, 4.1.7 in the case of Ethiopia, and 4.1.2,
4.1.3,4.15,4.1.6, 4.1.7 in Myanmar).

14 Responsibilities for all education stages are concentrated in Myanmar's Ministry of Education, with
shared responsibilities with other ministries for early childhood care, and for technical and vocational
training (MIMU, n.d.1s5)). Specifically, the Ministry of Education oversees over 47 000 schools in basic
education, enrolling 9.3 million students.

15 The end outcomes of these reforms (by 2021) include enhanced capacity of teachers and managers to
successfully implement the National Assessment Policy and procedures, and strengthened co-ordination,
management and monitoring by education personnel involved in assessments and examinations.

16 At the moment, there are multiple learning outcome measurements being used or in consideration,
including: Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes (ASLO), EGRA/EGRA, Southeast Asia Primary
Learning Metrics (SEA-PLM), Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), Secondary School
Subsector (SES) assessment system.

17 Updated information on the sector co-ordination arrangements, division of labour, joined-up approaches
to sector diagnostics and monitoring, can be found at the integrated monitoring platform:
www.themimu.info/sector/education.

8 The extensive portfolio of recent education projects reviewed for this report shows limited presence of
activities or funding to build national capacity to gather and analyse education statistics, particularly those
related to learning outcomes. Instead, most interventions focus on measuring the outputs and outcomes
that can be attributable to the intervention (e.g. “number of children that have been schooled as a result of
the project”). In general, Myanmar has received limited official development assistance for national
statistical capacities, which have remained within the USD 250 000-900 000 range per year since 2008,
save for a one-off surge in support of the 2014 census. Germany represents a notable exception in the
right direction, in approving a USD 2.3 million grant in 2017 to support statistical capacity to strengthen
SDG measurement in Myanmar.

19 Based on extensive web research and follow-up with individual providers.

20 Additional draft results data were provided to the research team by Finland, but as these data are not
yet finalised or publicly available, they have not been included in this report.

2! Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results; 2)
development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart, 20181g)).
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22 Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results;
2) development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart, 20181g)).
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2 SDG 6.2.1: Sanitation and hygiene

This chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to alignment,
measurement and use of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Indicator
6.2.1 (Access to safe sanitation and handwashing facilities) to guide
development co-operation towards that developmental outcome, from a
global perspective and from the perspective of two case study countries:
Kenya and Myanmar. Global monitoring arrangements for sanitation and
hygiene have been adapted, but inconsistent indicator definitions used by
development co-operation providers and partner governments in Kenya and
Myanmar limit opportunities for harmonisation, joint measurement and use
of SDG results information. As a result, the reporting burden for national
stakeholders has increased and data against many providers’ indicators are
missing. This chapter recommends that development co-operation
providers in the sector should: advocate in sector co-ordination groups for
greater alignment to SDG 6.2.1; increase investments in sector-wide
monitoring systems; ensure alignment of their project indicators with the
official SDG indicator definition; and invest in monitoring systems capable
of producing sex-disaggregated and sub-nationally disaggregated data, to
ensure no one is left behind.
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Introduction

This chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to alignment, measurement and use
of SDG 6.2.1 on the use of safely managed sanitation services in development co-operation, from
a global perspective and from the perspective of two case study countries: Kenya and Myanmar.
The chapter starts with a presentation of the global profile of Indicator 6.2.1, setting out the current global
context for measurement of SDG 6.2.1, then providing a detailed analysis of the extent to which
development co-operation providers have aligned to this indicator in their corporate results frameworks.
Section 3.3 provides an analysis of challenges and opportunities related to alignment, measurement and
data use in relation to SDG 6.2.1 in Kenya and Myanmar. The chapter concludes with recommendations
for development co-operation providers to support enhanced alignment, measurement and use of SDG
6.2.1. The annexes present the country contexts and an assessment of results indicators.

The country annexes also reflect the state of transition in each country, as they are currently adapting their
country results frameworks to the SDGs — which pose a limitation to the study. Another limitation refers to
the nature of SDG 6.2.1, where data on sanitation access (a component of the indicator) is more widely
available and used than data on handwashing facilities/hygiene (the second component of the indicator).

The research work was conducted by the OECD-DAC Results team with the support of the
European Union and Australia as donor focal points in Kenya and Myanmar, respectively. A steering group
and technical experts accompanied the project, helping to design the concept and methodological
approach and reviewing documents.

Recommendations

Overall, it is important to note that both countries are on a trajectory towards more integrated approaches
to planning, monitoring and evaluation of sanitation and hygiene. Development co-operation providers
investing in sanitation and hygiene can support enhanced alignment, measurement and use of SDG 6.2.1
by:

e Advocating through sector co-ordination mechanisms for better alignment to SDG 6.2.1 in both
national and sectoral results frameworks.

e Increasing investment in and use of sector-wide monitoring frameworks and systems, including by
bringing together relevant data from household surveys and censuses and administrative data
sources, and by expanding the scope of measurement to capture SDG 6.2.1 in full (including the
component on handwashing facilities).

e Ensuring development co-operation indicators tracking sanitation access follow SDG 6.2.1
methodology by: using the standard JMP sanitation ladder-level definitions (i.e. basic, safely
managed, etc.); keeping water and sanitation indicators separate; and disaggregating by
rural/urban and other locally relevant dimensions of inequality.

e Strengthening monitoring systems to ensure they take into account women and girls and can be
disaggregated to subnational levels.
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SDG Indicator 6.2.1 — Global profile

Goal 6: Ensure access to water and sanitation for all

Target 6.2: By 2030, achieve access to adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and end
open defecation, paying special attention to the needs of women and girls and those in vulnerable
situations.

Indicator 6.2.1: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, including a
handwashing facility with soap and water.

e Indicator 6.2.1a: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, by
urban/rural (%).

e Indicator 6.2.1b: Proportion of population with basic handwashing facilities on premises,
by urban/urban (%).

e Additional UN SDG database indicator: Proportion of population practicing open defecation, by
urban/rural (%).

Global SDG measurement and reporting

SDG Target 6.2 sets out the global goal of universal access to adequate and equitable sanitation, noting
the importance of ending open defecation and ensuring that the needs of women and girls in vulnerable
situations are taken into account. The indicator is in fact two sub-indicators, the first monitoring access to
sanitation (6.2.1a), the second to handwashing facilities/hygiene (6.2.1b). The World Health Organization
(WHO) and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) Joint Monitoring Program (JMP) is the data
custodian for SDG 6.2.1 (WHO and UNICEF, 2018y). Baseline estimates for the new SDG sanitation
indicators were published by the JMP in July 2017, subsequently included in the “UN Water 2018 SDG6
synthesis report” (UN-Water, 2018p2;). Data are reported biennially, with a one-year lag between collection
and publication. The database will be updated in 2019. The JMP has a five-year strategy (2016-20) (WHO
and UNICEF, 20183) to improve monitoring of SDG targets related to drinking water, sanitation and
hygiene. As the most recent data currently available through the JMP are from 2015 (baseline), it is not
yet possible to track global progress against this SDG indicator. Table 2.1 sets out the latest global data
against SDG 6.2.1.

Table 2.1. Global data SDG 6.2.1, 2015

Indicator Total Urban Rural
Proportion of population using safely 39.25% 43.24% 23.97%
managed sanitation services
Proportion of population with basic Not available Not available Not available
handwashing facilities on premises
Proportion of population practicing open 12.14% 2.03% 23.97%

defecation

Source: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/database.

Data on safe disposal and treatment of human waste and handwashing facilities are not available for all
countries, which makes monitoring Indicators 6.2.1a and 6.2.1b a challenge. However, sufficient 2015 data
(from 96 countries) were available on safely managed sanitation services (6.2.1a) to produce global and
regional estimates, and 2015 data on basic sanitation services were available for nearly all countries. In
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contrast, 2015 data on handwashing stations (6.2.1b) were available for only 70 countries, which is not
enough for global estimates, but allows for 5 regional estimates (UN DESA, 20184). Furthermore, at
present, the Global SDG Database only reports data on 38 countries for Indicator 6.2.1b, most of which
are developed economies. Under that light, the analysis that follows pays special attention to the use of
SDG results information for the first component (sanitation) of the SDG indicator, while to the extent
possible also tracking stakeholders’ behaviour with regard to the second component
(handwashing/hygiene).

The JMP publishes time series (2000-15) at global, regional and country levels, and subnational data on
sanitation service level, sanitation facility type, safely managed criteria (more limited data availability), and
hygiene service level by number of people and proportion of the population. Data can be disaggregated
by rural/urban and wealth quintiles. These data are primarily obtained through household surveys and
censuses. To better align to the SDGs, the JMP has introduced a new sanitation service-level ladder
framework as follows:

o Safely managed: use of improved facilities which are not shared with other households and where
excreta are safely disposed in situ or transported and treated off-site.

e Basic: use of improved facilities which are not shared with other households.
e Limited: use of improved facilities shared between two or more households.
e Unimproved: use of pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging latrines or bucket latrines.

e Open defecation: disposal of human faeces in fields, forests, bushes, open bodies of water,
beaches and other open spaces or with solid waste.

In addition to the above, the JIMP defines improved sanitation facilities as “those designed to hygienically
separate excreta from human contact, and include: flush/pour flush to piped sewer system, septic tanks or
pit latrines; ventilated improved pit latrines, composting toilets or pit latrines with slabs.” The previous
Millennium Development Goal (MDG) sanitation ladder had four levels as follows: improved, shared,
unimproved, open defecation. The new ladder builds on the previous framework (providing continuity), but
introduces new rungs and additional criteria (WHO and UNICEF, 2018;s)).! Overall, many of the alignment
challenges identified in the current report stem from the transition from the old to the new service levels for
sanitation, but development actors are gradually adjusting to the new, more detailed definitions.

The World Bank Water and Sanitation Programme has piloted a framework for measuring faecal waste
flows and safety factors in 12 countries, which is being adopted and scaled up to allow for improved
assessment of safely managed sanitation (Indicator 6.2.1a) (UN DESA, 20184j).

Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation providers
to SDG 6.2.1

In the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation, providers generally monitor the
proportion of the population with access to sanitation, although they tend to use the old MDG-based
measure of “improved sanitation” rather than the newly defined “safely managed sanitation”, and very few
disaggregate by rural/urban. In addition, it is not clear whether the definition of “improved” is consistent
across providers. Out of the 15 providers considered in this analysis,? 5 use standard outcome indicators
at corporate level that measure the percentage of the population with access to improved/safely managed
sanitation services (Tier 1).% Thirteen providers include corporate indicators at output level that measure
the number of people with access to improved/safe/basic sanitation, sanitation and hygiene, or sanitation
and water (Tier II).

In general, many corporate indicators are broadly aligned to the “access to sanitation” component of 6.2.1.
However, only the United States and the Asian Development Bank explicity mention access to
handwashing facilities with soap and water (as mentioned above, there is limited data availability globally
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on this aspect of the indicator), and no providers have a corporate indicator for open defecation. Only the
Netherlands, New Zealand (until 2018) and the Asian Development Bank disaggregate by rural/urban.
Australia, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and the African Development
Bank disaggregate by gender. Three providers also combine access to water and sanitation in their output
indicators, which limits the potential to align to the SDGs, which separates water and sanitation. Table 2.2.
summarises the extent of direct alignment of provider corporate indicators (both outcome and output) to
SDG 7.1.1. Annex 2.B presents a more detailed list of providers’ development co-operation standard
indicators at the corporate level that are linked or aligned to SDG 6.2.1.

Table 2.2. Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of alignment of 15 development co-operation
provider indicators to SDG Indicator 6.2.12

Corporate results frameworks Number of indicators
Total no. of provider indicators at corporate level linked or aligned to SDG 6.2.1 26
No. of corporate outcome indicators 6
No. of corporate outcome indicators that are a direct match with one of the sub-indicators of 3 (50%)
SDG Indicator 6.2.1 of which:

1
(entire indicator)
2
(a. safely managed
sanitation services)

No. of corporate outcome indicators that apply sex disaggregation 0(0%)

No. of corporate outcome indicators that apply urban/rural disaggregation 2 (33%)

No. of corporate output indicators 20

No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with one of the sub-indicators of 2(10%)

SDG Indicator 6.2.1 (measuring numbers rather than proportion) (a. safely managed
sanitation services)

No. of corporate output indicators that match SDG Indicator 6.2.1 9 (45%)

(measuring numbers rather than proportion) but refer to new/improved/better/increased sanitation (a. safely managed
sanitation services)

No. of corporate output indicators that refer to households rather than people/population 3 (15%)

No. of corporate output indicators that apply urban/rural disaggregation 1(5%)

No. of corporate output indicators that apply sex disaggregation 5 (25%)

Source: Project-specific indicator inventories for 15 providers of development co-operation, as detailed in Annex 2.B.

In terms of reporting, analysis found that Australia, the Asian Development Bank, France, Germany,
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the United States, the European Investment Bank and the World
Bank publish aggregate global results for sanitation access at the corporate level in annual reports or
online results databases. The World Bank also reports the global percentage of people with access to
improved sanitation in its annual reports.

Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and
providers

This section presents analysis of challenges and opportunities related to alignment, measurement and
data use in relation to SDG 6.2.1 in two country contexts: Kenya and Myanmar. The analysis is based on
fieldwork and desk-based research, and explores both the partner country government and development
co-operation contexts. For background on the overall situation with regards to SDG implementation within
the country context and the institutional set-up in the sector, refer to Annex 2.A.
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Alignment to SDG 6.2.1 in Kenya and Myanmar

Table 2.3 summarises the extent of alignment and data availability at country level to SDG 6.2.1 in Kenya
and Myanmar, late 2018. In both countries, as is often the case for sanitation, the sector is fragmented,
with responsibility for sanitation shared across several ministries and authorities. More detail is set out in
the analysis below.

Table 2.3. SDG 7.1.1 partner country alignment to SDG 6.2.1

Kenya Myanmar

National plan aligned to SDG | Partially. Vision 2030 is aligned. Medium Yes. The Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan (MSDP)
6.2.1? Term Plan (MTP) Il is not aligned. MTP Il not is aligned to Target 6.2, and the draft national indicator

yet released. framework for the MSDP includes 6.2.1.
Sector plan aligned to SDG @ Partially. Pilot national SDG 6 monitoring Partially. Rural water, sanitation and hygiene strategy only
6.2.1? report has strengthened alignment. covers rural sanitation.
Existence of sector-level = Yes. Framework for monitoring the realisation | No. This is planned for the new sanitation policy.
results/M&E framework? of the rights to water and sanitation in Kenya.
SDG 6.2.1 data availability Yes. Survey data are available from Kenya Partially. Survey data only — based on previous JMP

Demographic and Health Survey. definitions, may not be representative of whole population.

The national plans of Kenya and Myanmar are aligned to SDG 6.2.1a, targeting universal
access to basic sanitation by 2030

In Kenya, the 2010 Constitution made access to reasonable standards of sanitation a basic human right.
Kenya’s national plan, Kenya Vision 2030, commits to universal access to basic sanitation by 2030
(Ministry of Devolution and Planning, 2014(). Kenya’s draft MTP Il (2018-22) commits to provide universal
sewerage in urban areas by 2030 (currently there is 36% national coverage and 59% urban coverage); it
also includes an indicator for the proportion of the population using safely managed sanitation services,
but does not specify whether this will include urban/rural disaggregation (Government of Kenya, 20187)).*
There are plans for a detailed national indicator framework and accompanying handbook, but this is not
yet publicly available, and it is not clear whether a direct match to SDG 6.2.1 will be included (see Kenya
country note in Annex 2.A for more details).

In Myanmar, the recently released Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan (MSDP) pairs internal
strategies and action plans with SDG targets. Under Goal 5 of the strategy (natural resources and the
environment for posterity of the nation), Strategy 5.3 (enable safe and equitable access to water and
sanitation in ways that ensure environmental sustainability) includes seven action plans, amongst which
5.3.6 aims to “practice effective and environmentally safe waste management and disposal in industrial,
commercial, household, and public sector use contexts” and 5.3.7 aims to “enable greater knowledge,
attitude and practice of safe hygiene at household and community levels” (Myanmar Ministry of Planning
and Finance, 2018g)). Work is underway to establish a National Indicator Framework for the MSDP, and
at the time of writing, SDG Indicator 6.2.1 was included in the draft framework.

In both Kenya and Myanmar, sanitation and hygiene policies and provision are fragmented,
which creates challenges for SDG alignment

Kenya’s 2017 Water Act led to the creation of the new Ministry for Water and Sanitation (the ministry
previously included irrigation, which now falls under agriculture). The new ministry is currently in transition,
but will likely have responsibility for overall sanitation policy and planning, and for delivery of urban
sanitation (i.e. sewerage), while delivery of rural sanitation has been devolved to the counties.® The Ministry
of Health is responsible for policies and for public health awareness related to rural sanitation.
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Several sector-level sanitation strategies and policies are aligned to Vision 2030. These include the Kenya
Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Policy 2016-2030 (Kenyan Ministry of Health, 2016(9), Kenya
Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Strategic Framework 2016-2020 (Kenyan Ministry of Health,
201610), and Kenya Open Defecation Free Campaign Roadmap 2016-2020 (Kenyan Ministry of Health,
2016p117). While the Kenya Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Strategic Framework includes a
monitoring and evaluation plan, it does not outline the specific indicators, baselines or targets to be tracked
and monitored.

In 2017, Kenya was invited by UN-Water to take part in a pilot national reporting process for SDG 6, which
resulted in a comprehensive progress report (Kenyan Ministry of Water and Irrigation, 201712)). The
Ministry of Water and Sanitation (then the Ministry of Water and Irrigation) led and co-ordinated the SDG
6 pilot report, establishing a national steering committee and appointing an individual focal point for each
of the 11 indicators under SDG Goal 6.% The report includes estimated baseline values for the SDG
indicators and sets out an indicator framework and baselines for monitoring realisation of the rights to water
and sanitation in Kenya.” The process of completing this report was pivotal in terms of strengthening
alignment and raising awareness around SDG 6. The pilot can also strengthen future monitoring, as the
report mentions establishing an institutional structure and framework for SDG 6 monitoring. Annex 2.B
presents Kenya’s current national sanitation sector indicators.

In Myanmar, the sanitation landscape is also fragmented. Responsibility for rural sanitation and hygiene,
and sanitation in health facilities falls under the Department of Public Health within the Ministry of Health
and Sports. The Department of Basic Education also has a stake with regards to school sanitation.
Responsibility for urban sanitation rests with individual municipalities and there is no central government
agency with oversight for urban sanitation in Myanmar. However, recent engagement in international
events has raised the profile of sanitation needs in Myanmar, and the Minister of Health has assumed a
leadership role for the overall sector which should strengthen co-ordination.

Myanmar’s National Strategy for Rural Water Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) (2016-30) was
released in 2016, following extensive situation analysis and consultation at state and regional levels
(Government of the Republic of the Union of Myanmar, 201613)). The strategy includes an indicator
framework and aligns to Indicators 6.2.1a and 6.2.1b, but only for rural populations (urban and total are
not included). Indicators are based on households rather than individuals, and use the definition “improved”
rather than safely managed (see Annex 2.B). In addition, despite identification of indicators, the strategy
does not include a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation plan to ensure robust data are collected
against the indicators and to enable monitoring and evidence-based decision making through the lifetime
of the strategy. However, the strategy acknowledges this gap and includes plans for creating and
maintaining an integrated data-collection and management system from the lowest operational level up to
the Union.

Furthermore, under the leadership of the Ministry of Health, and with support from UNICEF and the World
Health Organization, there are now plans for the development of a National Sanitation Policy, which will
see articulation of a more detailed monitoring and evaluation framework. The policy will also include a
roadmap, milestones and a costed implementation plan. It has not yet been confirmed whether it will also
incorporate urban sanitation. Overall though, there is currently limited alignment, progress towards use of
SDG 6.2.1 as a shared framework for results is apparent.

Development partner indicators are still based on the MDG ladder definitions, and do not
capture all the relevant elements included in the SDG indicator

In Kenya, bilateral providers tend to support both rural and urban sanitation via the Water Sector Trust
Fund, a large state corporation basket fund® which helps support a more joined-up approach to the sector.
The SDG 6 pilot report found that 51.7% of donor funds are aligned to the national WASH plan (Kenyan
Ministry of Water and Irrigation, 201712)).
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Analysis of provider indicators in Kenya reveals that three of the eight providers in the analysis include
indicators in their country assistance strategy results frameworks that measure the percentage of the
population or households with access to improved/basic/safely managed sanitation services. Four other
providers measure the number of people gaining access to basic or improved sanitation. Finland is the
only provider to include a country-level indicator for the number of open defecation-free villages. Other
SDG-related indicators used by providers in Kenya include: sewage system coverage, wastewater treated,
sanitation in institutional settings and number of sanitation systems. In some instances, Tier Il indicators
differ between corporate and country levels for individual providers (e.g. for Finland and Germany).°®
Finland and the United States disaggregate some of their own Tier Il results data by gender (see Annex
2.B).

Development partners could support national efforts to align to and strengthen systems for monitoring
against SDG 6.2.1 by ensuring their own results frameworks incorporate and use national indicators which
are aligned to the SDGs. For example, consultations with the Water Sector Trust Fund revealed the
constraints of multiple reporting requirements against the different indicators used by providers. There is
good development partner/government dialogue via the WASH Technical Working Group, and quarterly
sanitation forums. These can be used as a vehicle to enhance alignment.

In Myanmar, very few donors are active in the sanitation sector, and programming is dominated by small
civil society organisation-led projects with no joint programming or pooled financing. UNICEF is the main
partner in the WASH sector in Myanmar. According to data from the OECD’s Creditor Reporting System,
other key donors include JICA, USAID and the World Bank. In Myanmar, only the Asian Development
Bank and the United Kingdom currently include an indicator in their country assistance strategies for the
percentage of the population or number of people with access to sanitation. The European Commission
tracks the number of fly-proof latrines built.

UNICEF’s 2018-22 country strategy is aligned to SDG 6 under programme component 2. Indicators 2.4
and 2.5 align directly to SDG 6.2.1. UNICEF also commits through its strategy to developing the institutional
setting for planning and monitoring (e.g. Indicator 2.1.6: Existence of water, sanitation and hygiene sector
monitoring, evaluation and learning mechanism) (UNICEF, 2017[14)).

The WASH Thematic Working Group is mainly responsible for co-ordinating WASH development
co-operation. However, the thematic working group is a development partner only group, and there is no
government-led sector co-ordination for WASH, aside from a sub-sector working group on WASH under
the agriculture pillar, led by the Department for Rural Development, which mainly focuses on water.

Measurement and use of sanitation data in Kenya and Myanmar

Table 2.4 summarises development partner alignment in country assistance strategies to either SDG 6.2.1
or indicators used in the results frameworks of the partner country (Kenya or Myanmar). It shows very
limited alignment by development partners in both countries. Annex 2.B presents in detail provider
indicators (in-country assistance strategies) which are linked or aligned to SDG 6.2.1 in both countries.
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Table 2.4. Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of country assistance strategy alignment to
government and SDG indicators for sanitation

Country assistance strategies Kenya Myanmar
Total no. of provider indicators at country level linked or aligned to SDG 6.2.1 23 6
No. of country-level outcome indicators 9 5
No. of provider country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with one or more of the A 1(16%)
sub-indicators of SDG Indicator 6.2.1 (11%) 1b. Handwashing facilities

1c. Practicing open
defecation
No. of country-level outcome indicators that include the world new, improved, better, increased, 5 0
basic and refer to population or households (56%) (0%)
No. of country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with national or sector plan National: 1 National: 1
strategy indicators Sectoral: 2 (16%)
(33%)
No. of country-level output indicators 14 1
No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with one or more of the sub-indicators 1(7%) 0
of SDG Indicator 6.2.1 (measuring numbers rather than proportion) (a. safely managed (0%)
sanitation services)

No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with one or more of the sub-indicators 5 (36%) 0
of SDG Indicator 6.2.1 (measuring numbers rather than proportion) but include the world | (a. safely managed (0%)
improved, safe or basic sanitation services)
No. of country-level output indicators that are a direct match with national or sector plan strategy National: 0 N/A
indicators Sectoral: 2(14%)
No. of providers working on the sector 8 4

* Belgium also supports sanitation projects in Kenya, but reporting indicators are not available.

** Five other providers are active but no indicators are available: Australia, Germany, Japan, the United Nations Development Assistance
Framework (UNDAF) and the World Bank.

*** UNDAF, though it lacks disaggregation urban/rural.

Source: See Annex 2.B for source data.

Kenya would benefit from nationally integrated systems for collation and use of sanitation
data

In Kenya, the 2017 SDG monitoring report put the proportion of the population accessing safely managed
sanitation at 20%. According to the report, this figure was derived from the 2014 Kenya Health and
Demographic Survey (for rural), and from administrative data from the Water Services Regulatory Board
(WASREB), which monitors households connected to sewerage (Kenyan Ministry of Water and Irrigation,
2017112)).

As illustrated above, because responsibility for sanitation is divided between different ministries and
individual counties, the landscape is complex in terms of monitoring responsibility. The Ministry of Water
and Sanitation is responsible for monitoring urban sanitation, via WASREB and the Ministry of Health for
rural sanitation. The Ministry of Health has oversight of a real-time Community Led Total Sanitation data
system, which tracks the progress of all villages in Kenya towards becoming open defecation-free (there
is ambition to expand this system to enable tracking villages which have access to basic sanitation)
(Kenyan Ministry of Health, 2018p15)). Devolution of rural sanitation services also means devolution of
monitoring, and field research indicates that there are significant monitoring and evaluation capacity needs
at county level (see Annex 2.A for more detail on monitoring of urban sanitation).

This “multi-sector” institutional setting, with no single source of data, makes consistent capture of data
against SDG 6.2.1 complex. Nonetheless, there is good capacity across the different central agencies, and
strong co-ordination in some areas, which may enable use of administrative data to capture locally relevant
data that are aligned to SDG 6.2.1. However, this will require enhanced data systems in ministries.
Ensuring adequate systems as well as capacity at county level will also be a significant challenge.
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At central government level, there is both expertise and will for a more co-ordinated approach to monitoring
sanitation access (including potential development of a single central data system), but support is required
to develop a more cohesive approach to administrative data collection and management, where the
institutional framework for delivery lacks coherence.

Monitoring data for sanitation in Myanmar is in the early stages, but alignment to SDG 6.2.1
creates impetus for progress

In Myanmar, the sector is less advanced. Joint Monitoring Program (JMP) 2015 data on sanitation service
levels, facility type and hygiene service level are disaggregated by rural/urban and income level.
Subnational data are not available for Myanmar. The Myanmar Demographic Health Survey is one of the
national data sources used by the JMP, but it does not yet align to the new JMP ladder definitions (Ministry
of Health and Sport of Myanmar, 201716)). The most recent survey puts the percentage of the population
with access to improved sanitation at 79.5%; however, during fieldwork, stakeholders commented that
reported access rates may not reflect underlying realities — or be representative of the whole population
(for example internally displaced people). The Myanmar Living Conditions Survey also includes some
sanitation data, which are also not aligned to JMP indicators (Central Statistical Organisation, UNDP and
the World Bank, 2018177). As such, there is no current national baseline for SDG 6.2.1, and stakeholders
outlined the need to ensure the next Myanmar Demographic Health Survey reflects the new JMP ladder
definitions.

As noted above, SDG 6.2.1 will be included in the National Indicator Framework for the MSDP, and the
government has agreed to adopt the new JMP ladder definitions. This creates a platform and impetus for
strengthening the measurement of sanitation access.

In addition, Myanmar’'s Health Management Information System (HMIS) is seen as one of the best
administrative data systems in the country. HMIS reporting is quarterly, and includes some sanitation data
(e.g. number of open defecation-free communities), but not yet data related to handwashing facilities.
Stakeholders commented that with some refinements, the HMIS has the potential to be used as a source
of real-time data on sanitation access, and as a basis for results-based management of the sector. They
acknowledged, however, that this requires not only improvement of the system, but also the capacity of
staff on the ground in terms of data collection and management and in particular, increasing the capacity
of officers in rural health centres to undertake a community monitoring role with regards to sanitation,
creating an institutional link from the community level through to central agencies. As noted above, with
the support of UNICEF and WHO, the Ministry of Health plans to tackle monitoring and evaluation, and
data challenges under the new sanitation policy which will be developed in 2019.

Both countries face challenges to ensure that data collection can capture the local context,
while also meeting international reporting requirements

During fieldwork in Kenya, stakeholders discussed significant definitional and other challenges with
respect to monitoring sanitation services. First, budget lines for water and sanitation are combined within
Kenyan systems — which in turn translates into blended water and sanitation monitoring systems (also
seen in development partner indicators, see Annex 2.B). Second, while under the JMP there is a clear
international definition of the different steps on the sanitation ladder, actors in the sanitation sector face
challenges applying the international definitions to the Kenyan context. This is further complicated across
rural and urban settings, which are vastly different in Kenya.'® Last, stakeholders noted difficulties in
monitoring safely managed sanitation in contexts where sewerage is transported off-site (as opposed to
piped sewerage), meaning that it is difficult to monitor the extent to which waste is eventually treated in a
way which conforms with the definition of “safely managed”. Stakeholders discussed the potential for
introducing a joint sector review mechanism specifically for sanitation in order to provide a platform for
strengthening data and evidence.
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Like in Kenya, as Myanmar moves to adopting international definitions, it will face challenges to adapt
international definitions to the local context, including to cultural norms between regions regarding the use
and features of sanitation and handwashing facilities.

Data disaggregated by geographic location and other context-relevant cleavages will be essential in the
Myanmar context, where there are significant disparities between regions. In addition, as noted above,
responsibility for urban sanitation falls under individual municipalities, and there is currently no
co-ordination between urban and rural monitoring. As such, data on the situation in urban settings are
limited, and there are likely very little data captured through surveys in areas with the greatest need,
e.g. informal settlements. UNICEF and the World Food Programme are at the early stages of exploring
how to assess the situation (across all sectors) in informal settlements. Review and assessment of the
current monitoring systems used in the four larger cities would be of benefit.

Finally, special attention to the rights of women and girls is an important aspect of Target 6.2, and gender
disaggregation is also a challenge, as national data are not yet disaggregated by gender. Metadata for
SDG 6.2.1 state that disaggregation by other measures of inequality, such as gender, will be made where
data permit, and this is an identified area where the government of Kenya would benefit from support.

Visualising the results chain for sanitation access in Kenya and Myanmar

Development co-operation providers would like to understand how they can assess and communicate their
contribution to the SDGs. This will first require strengthened alignment of their own results frameworks to
the SDGs that have been prioritised by the countries they work in. Figure 2.1 and Figure 2.2 set out publicly
available results data against the different levels of the results chain for development co-operation in
support of sanitation access (SDG 6.2.1) in Kenya and Myanmar. The figures show that alignment is still
limited and that data against many of the indicators collected by development co-operation providers are
missing. For instance, in Kenya, no data are available to report progress against 23 providers’ indicators.
The figures also show potential for developing a more co-ordinated approach at country level.
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Figure 2.1. Kenya: Development co-operation in sanitation
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Figure 2.2. Myanmar: Development co-operation in sanitation
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Conclusions and recommendations

Global monitoring of sanitation and hygiene under the JMP has been refreshed to better reflect SDG Target
6.2 and Indicator 6.2.1. However, in Kenya and Myanmar, more detailed definitions of the different service
levels for sanitation and hygiene create challenges in a sector which is not well resourced. Alignment
remains limited, with most development partner indicators still referring to the old MDG ladder definition
for sanitation and neglecting hygiene. This leads to a multiplicity of indicators. While this puts a reporting
burden on national stakeholders, it also means that data against many of the providers’ indicators are
missing.

National household surveys are an essential source of information on sanitation and hygiene, but these
should be supported to align to the new international definitions going forward. In addition, surveys alone
will not enable monitoring of progress towards SDG 6.2.1, nor capture the different cultural contexts in
different parts of both countries. Their lagged frequency also limits availability and use of up-to-date data
to support results-based decision making.

In both countries, and as is the situation in many countries, provision of sanitation is fragmented, which
creates challenges for integrated approaches to planning and monitoring:

e In Kenya, pilot SDG 6 reporting has established a strong institutional framework for the sanitation
sector, which could now be enhanced by the development of a single data system which addresses
monitoring challenges that are specific to the Kenyan context.

e In Myanmar, measurement and use of data for planning and programming of sanitation is at the
very early stages. However, the sector has gained profile among leadership, and progress is being
made. Inclusion of SDG 6.2 in Myanmar’s new national plan helps to create impetus. It will be
important to ensure that resource and capacity are put in place for robust ongoing monitoring in all
regions and states that can be used to steer and guide provision. Incorporating urban sanitation
into national monitoring is an essential piece of the puzzle.

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



| 75
References

Central Statistical Organisation, UNDP and the World Bank (2018), Myanmar Living Conditions (17]
Survey 2017: Key Indicators Report, Ministry of Planning and Finance, UNDP and World
Bank, http://www.csostat.gov.mm (accessed on 11 December 2018).

Engberg-Pedersen, P. and Zwart (2018), The 2030 Agenda and Development Co-operation (18]
Results.
Government of Kenya (2018), Environment, Water and Sanitation Sector MTP 11l Draft Report, (7]

http://sanitationandwaterforall.org/wp-content/uploads/download-manager-
files/2017%20Kenya%200verview final.pdf.

Government of the Republic of the Union of Myanmar (2016), National Strategy for Rural Water (3]
Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) WASH in Schools and WASH in Health Facilities
2016-2030,
http://themimu.info/sites/themimu.info/files/documents/National Strategy for Rural Water S
upply Sanitation Hygiene WASH_2016-2030 ENG.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2018).

Kenyan Ministry of Health (2018), Community Led Total Sanitation (CLTS), Government of (15]
Kenya, http://wash.health.go.ke/clts/index.jsp (accessed on 7 December 2018).

Kenyan Ministry of Health (2016), Kenya Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Policy 2016- (9]
2030, http://sanitationandwaterforall.org/wp-content/uploads/download-manager-
files/KESH%20POLICY 1.pdf (accessed on 10 October 2018).

Kenyan Ministry of Health (2016), Kenya Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Strategic (10]
FrameworK (KeSSF),
https://www.wsp.org/sites/wsp.org/files/publications/Kenya%20Environmental%20Sanitation
%20and%20Hygiene%20Strategic%20Framework.pdf (accessed on 10 October 2018).

Kenyan Ministry of Health (2016), National ODF Kenya 2020 Campaign Framework, (11]
https://washwatch.org/uploads/filer public/2c/8f/2c8f15cb-70f7-4387-a648-
0cb440a8df95/0df open defecation free 2020 campaign framework kenya 2016.pdf
(accessed on 10 December 2018).

Kenyan Ministry of Water and Irrigation (2017), Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 6 Pilot (12]
Progress Report, http://www.water.go.ke/downloads/#.

Ministry of Devolution and Planning (2014), “SECOND HANDBOOK OF NATIONAL (6]
REPORTING INDICATORS FOR THE SECOND MEDIUM-TERM PLAN 2013-2017 OF
KENYA VISION 20307,
http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/energy _and environment/second%20handb
00k%200f%20reporting%20indicators.pdf (accessed on 12 July 2018).

Ministry of Health and Sport of Myanmar (2017), Myanmar Demographic and Health Survey 16]
2015-2016, http://www.DHSprogram.com (accessed on 10 December 2018).

Myanmar Ministry of Planning and Finance (2018), Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan (8]
(2018-2030),
http://themimu.info/sites/themimu.info/files/documents/Core_Doc Myanmar_Sustainable Dev
elopment Plan 2018 - 2030 _Aug2018.pdf (accessed on 10 December 2018).

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



76 |

UN DESA (2018), Metadata Indicator 6.2.1, https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/metadata/files/Metadata- (4]
06-02-01.pdf (accessed on 10 October 2018).

UNICEF (2017), UNICEF Myanmar Short Programme Strategy Notes: 2018-2022, (4]
http://files.unicef.org/transparency/documents/Myanmar_PSN _2018-2022.pdf (accessed on
7 December 2018).

UN-Water (2018), SDG 6 Synthesis Report 2018 on Water and Sanitation, UN-Water, Geneva, (2]
http://www.unwater.org/publications/highlights-sdg-6-synthesis-report-2018-on-water-and-
sanitation-2 (accessed on 3 July 2018).

WASREB (2018), Impact Reports, https://wasreb.go.ke/impact-reports/ (accessed on (19]
7 December 2018).

Water Sector Trust Fund (2018), Water Sector Trust Fund, https://www.waterfund.go.ke/ [20]
(accessed on 7 December 2018).

WHO and UNICEF (2018), JMP estimates for WASH, https://washdata.org (accessed on (1]
8 October 2018).

WHO and UNICEF (2018), JMP Estimates for WASH - Sanitation, (5]
https://washdata.org/monitoring/sanitation (accessed on 10 December 2018).

WHO and UNICEF (2018), JMP Strategy, WHO/UNICEF, https://washdata.org/how-we- (3]
work/about-imp/imp-strategy (accessed on 7 December 2018).

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020



| 77

Annex 2.A. Country profiles for SDG 6: Sanitation
and hygiene

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identifying indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like.

At corporate level, all Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member and multilateral development
bank providers which are known to have adopted standard indicator sets,!! and have indicators in the
relevant sectors, are included. At country level, the following providers are included:

e The United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately — except for Myanmar, where there is no current UNDAF. Instead United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) indicators and results were included. UNICEF is an active provider in
the education sector.

e The World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable).

e The case study donor focal point.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

e Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has
prioritised that sector in their development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For
example, although Norway is not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in
Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because Norway has prioritised the education sector in its
development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This approach allows for inclusion of smaller
providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner country, despite their lower
ODA outflows.
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Annex Figure 2.A.1. Kenya country profile for SDG 6
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Annex Figure 2.A.2. Kenya country profile for SDG 6 (continued)

KENYA’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
The Kenya Vision 2030 aims to transform Kenya into “a newly OVERALL sw[:G PEE:ORMANGE
industrialising, middle-income country providing a high quality of life to = 7. @ Sm
all its citizens by 2030 in a clean and secure environment”
Its four pillars:
Economic: Average annual economic growth of 10%.
Social: Just, cohesive and equitable social development in a clean and ' =
secure environment.
Political: An issue-based, people- centered, result-oriented and Kenya o
accountable democratic system. 5
Enablers and macros: Macroeconomic stability, infrastructural ‘l
development, science, technology and innovation, land reforms, human
resources development, security, and public sector reforms.
KENYA’S WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION STRATEGY i : -
The Kenya Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Strategic Framework 7 s Sg'
provides a framework for implementing the Environmental Sanitation 9
and Hygiene Policy goals of “an open defecation free society and
ensuring universal access to improved sanitation and a clean and SDG 6 - GLOBAL RANK
healthy environment by 2030”. The framework pursues eight strategic
objectives: KENYA
(1) Coverage
(2) Waste management 1 134 156
(@ Private sector involvement Bertelsmann Stiftung
@ Financing SDGIndex 2018
® Regulation
(6 Governance
(@) R&D
M&E

HOW THE SDGS FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS

| Aiignment | Measurement | U

A five-year SDG roadmap and an SDG The Kenya National Bureau of Statistics The State Department of Planning
Interagency Technical Committee are has responsibility for the collection and acknowledges that certain challenges
spearheading the SDG process validation of data, including 128 SDG remain in terms of ensuring that there
In 2017, Kenya delivered its first indicators which are currently being is a demand for data by senior levels
voluntary national review, with the next measured on a national level. of government

one planned for 2021. With some SDGs falling completely under

Vision 2030 is implemented through the jurisdiction of the 47

successive five-year medium-term semi-autonomous county governments,

plans. MTP Il and an accompanying the central government needs to invest

results framework were released in more efforts into ensuring that county

2018. All programmes and projects in governments have adequate capacity both

the MTP Ill reference the SDGs. in terms of human resources and data

An externally commissioned analysis Zﬁm:s for robust community-level

which maps SDGs to Kenyan plans
and strategies will soon be released.
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Annex Figure 2.A.3. Myanmar country profile for SDG 6
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Annex Figure 2.A.4. Myanmar country profile for SDG 6 (continued)

MYANMAR’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

The Myanmar Sustainable Development Plan (MSDP)
provides a long-term vision (2018-30) for a “peaceful, prosperous and
democratic country.” Its five goals are:

1. Peace, national reconciliation, security and good governance
2. Economic stability and strengthened macroeconomic management '

OVERALL SDG PERFORMANCE
7 © T

3. Job creation and private sector-led growth

4. Human resources and social development for a 21st century
society - including an aim “improve equitable access to high-quality 0 Mya""'a’
lifelong educational opportunities

5. Natural resources and the environment for posterity of the nation.

MYANMAR’S WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION STRATEGY

The National Strategy for Rural Water Supply, Sanitation and
Hygiene (2016-30) addresses the needs of the rural population for 06

12

10 506 8

“improved sanitation with elimination of open defecation, and 9

improved hygiene behaviour by the year 2030". The plan further

specifies the following six strategic objectives SDG 4 - GLOBAL RANK

(1) Water supply MYANMAR

(2) Sanitation C ®

(3) Hygiene behaviour change 1 87 156
(@) WASH in schools Coeteman Sutun

(5) WASH in health facilities

@ WASH in emergencies and humanitarian action

HOW THE SDGs FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS

The MSDP broadly aligns its 5 goals Since early 2018, a new statistical law The government still largely lacks
and 28 strategies to the SDGs. mandates the collection of data across the desire and the capacity to
lyse the data that it collects.

The government launched the government. anelyse e data that fcollec's
Myanmar Development Assistance While the quality of data is considered
Policy in 2018, which includes a to be good, there is a need for more
chapter on “the SDGs in the context of and better accessible data.
the Economic Policy of the Union of o )
Myanmar”. 34% of the indicators in the most

recent National Indicator Framework
A national indicator framework for the are SDG indicators. The aim is to
MSDP is being developed and will be increase this percentage to 50%.

closely linked to the SDGs.

The lack of co-ordination between line
ministries and central agencies
partially impedes alignment between
the MSDP and the sectoral plans.
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Annex 2.B. Indicator tables for SDG 6: Sanitation
and hygiene

Annex Table 2.B.1. SDG 6.2.1 provider corporate SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 6.2.1: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, including a handwashing facility with soap
and water.

Provider
Australia*

European
Commission*

Finland"

France®

Germany™

Korea

Netherlands

New Zealand

Switzerland -
SDC

United Kingdom

United States"

African

Development
Bank"

Asian
Development
Bank

European
Investment Bank
World Bank
Group

Corporate outcome indicators (Tier I)
Not available

Proportion of the population using an improved
sanitation facility

Not available

Not available

Not available

Sewage system coverage (%)

Not available

Population using safely managed sanitation
services (%) (urban/rural) (no longer in use as of
2018)

Not available
Not available

Not available

Access to safely managed sanitation facilities (%)

Proportion of population using safely managed
sanitation services, including handwashing facility
with soap and water (%, urban/rural)

Not available

Access to improved sanitation (%, overall
population)

Corporate output indicators (Tier Il)
Number of women and men with increased access to basic
sanitation

Not available

The number of people benefiting from safe and sustainable water
supply and sanitation systems

Number of people gaining access to an improved sanitation
system

Number of people who have obtained better access to sanitation
as a result of GIZ’s contribution

Number of people with access to safe drinking water and
sanitation

Number of people with good water and sewage system

Number of households, health facilities and schools with access to
improved sanitation and hygiene

Number of people with access to adequate sanitation (M/F,
rural/urban, % poorest/most vulnerable groups)

Population using safely managed sanitation facilities in a specified
time period (usually one year) (new indicator as of 2018)

People with new or improved basic sanitation (No., M/F) (no
longer in use as of 2018)

yy people (M/F) gained new access to adequate and equitable
sanitation and hygiene

Number of people with sustainable access to clean water and/or
sanitation through DFID support (M/F)

People gained access to basic sanitation service

People gained access to safely managed sanitation services
Households with clean latrines, including covers

Basic sanitation facilities provided in institutional settings
Households with soap and water at a handwashing station
commonly used by family members

People with new or improved access to water and sanitation (F)

Not available

Population benefiting from improved sanitation services

People provided with access to improved sanitation

Notes: * indicates that a provider is active in the sanitation sector in Kenya. + indicates that the provider is active in the sanitation sector in

Myanmar. Information for Australia was provided via email.
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https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/eu-rfi
https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/eu-rfi
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264287235-en
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Brosch%C3%BCre_Wirkungsdaten_WEB_EN.pdf
https://www.mfat.govt.nz/assets/Aid-Prog-docs/Tools-and-guides/Strategic-Results-Framework-The-Detailed-Indicator-Sets.pdf
https://www.shareweb.ch/site/DDLGN/Documents/SDC-Guidelines-Use-of-Aggregated-Reference-Indicators_EN.pdf
https://www.shareweb.ch/site/DDLGN/Documents/SDC-Guidelines-Use-of-Aggregated-Reference-Indicators_EN.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540199/Water-sanitation.pdf
https://results.usaid.gov/results/sector?fiscalYear=2016
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
http://www.eib.org/attachments/country/eib_rem_annual_report_2017_en.pdf
http://www.eib.org/attachments/country/eib_rem_annual_report_2017_en.pdf
http://scorecard.worldbankgroup.org/tier1-development-context
http://scorecard.worldbankgroup.org/tier1-development-context

Kenya
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Annex Table 2.B.2. SDG 6.2.1 government of Kenya SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 6.2.1: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, including a handwashing facility

with soap and water

Partner
Kenya

Partner
Kenya

African
Union

Agenda
2063

National development plan outcome indicators
Households with individual or shared access to toilet (%,
urban/rural, female-headed households)

% of households with latrines

Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services
(draft MTP 1)

WASH sector plan outcome indicators

Proportion of improved onsite sanitation facility

Proportion of sanitation facilities which are piped to sewers
Population using improved sanitation

Population using private improved sanitation

Population using shared improved sanitation facilities

Proportion of urban population using safely managed sanitation
services

Proportion of rural population using safely managed sanitation
services

Population using private improved onsite sanitation which is safely
disposed on-site or treated off-site

% of population with handwashing facilities with soap and water at
home

Outcome indicators

Proportion of people without access to improved sanitation
facilities

National development plan output indicators

No. of people accessing safe water and sanitation
(draft MTP 1l)

WASH sector plan output indicators

Urban sewerage coverage

Proportion of wastewater reaching treatment
plants, which is treated to standards

Additional population reached with improved
access to sanitation supply in underserved areas
and informal settlements

Output indicators

Not Available

Notes: Draft MTP Ill refers to Government of Kenya (20187)). For Kenya WASH see Annex IIl in “Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 6 Pilot
Progress Report” which can be downloaded at: https://www.water.go.ke/downloads.

Annex Table 2.B.3. SDG 6.2.1 provider country-level assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned
and SDG-similar indicators, Kenya

Provider Country-level outcome

indicators (Tier I)

Country-level output indicators (Tier II)

Finland (unpublished)

France Not available
Germany Not available
United States Not available

Proportion of the
population using an
improved sanitation facility
% of population with
access to improved
sanitation in urban low-
income areas

% population with access
to improved sanitation in
marginalised rural areas

% of households with
access to basic sanitation

Not Available

No. of people provided with safe and sustainable sanitation
services (M/F)

No. of schools, towns and markets supported with sanitation
facilities
No. of villages triggered and declared open defecation free

No. of people gaining access to an improved sanitation

system

People have received access to basic sanitation
People gained access to a basic sanitation service (M/F)
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http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/energy_and_environment/second%20handbook%20of%20reporting%20indicators.pdf
https://www.water.go.ke/downloads/
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/33126-doc-framework_document_book.pdf
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/33126-doc-framework_document_book.pdf
https://www.water.go.ke/downloads
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/eeas/files/kenya-jp-web.pdf
https://www.afd.fr/en/kenya-strategy-2017-2021
https://nairobi.diplo.de/blob/1677122/c0c68a6e7c8241ddf71c3ef0a3cb35eb/factsheet-water-sanitation-data.pdf
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UNDAF

African Development Bank

Basic sanitation facilities provided in institutional settings
Increased access to safe drinking water and improved
sanitation

Market-based, water supply, sanitation and environmental
service delivery and systems improved

% of households with
improved (not shared)
toilet/latrine facilities
Proportion of population
using safely managed
sanitation services,
including a handwashing
facility with soap and
water

Proportion of waste water
safely treated

Sanitation coverage (%)

World Bank Group

No. of select counties that have sustainable community-
based water supply and sanitation systems

Reduced sewerage network blockages by x% and

increased flow to treatment plants

Sewer network extended by x km in targeted areas
Reinforced capacity of x decentralised entities to manage
sanitation facilities

% of counties with
improved sanitation
performance

People with access to improved shared sanitation facilities

Notes: For the United States, see:
https://lwww.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1860/USAID%20Kenya%20CDCS%20Public%20F ull%20Color%20May%202014.pdf and

https://results.usaid.gov/results/country/kenya. For the World Bank, see: www.worldbank.org/en/country/kenya/overview#3 and

http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/173431468284364640/pdf/889400CASOP1440Kenya0CPS000Volume02.pdf.

Myanmar

Annex Table 2.B.4. SDG 6.2.1 government of Myanmar SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 6.2.1: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, including a handwashing facility with soap

and water

Partner
Myanmar

Partner
Myanmar

National development plan outcome indicators

Domestic solid waste safely and effectively disposed to
promote healthy communities (5.3)
WASH sector plan outcome indicators
% rural villages declared open defecation free
% rural villages solid waste management
% rural households access to safe sanitation (own or shared)
% rural households handwashing facilities
% use of improved toilet
% washing hands with soap at critical times
% schools with latrines adequate for boys and girls separately
% schools with urinals for boys
% schools with private space for girls for menstrual hygiene
% schools with handwashing facilities
% schools with special facilities for children with disabilities
% rural health centres with latrines
% rural health centres with handwashing facilities
% rural health centres with wastewater treatment systems
% safe disposal of infants’ faeces
% of households with safe sanitation
Proportion of population with access to improved sanitation
(rurallurban)

National development plan output indicators
Not available

WASH sector plan output indicators
Number of households with bucket toilet
(rural/urban/total), with flush toilet (rural/urban/total), with
no toilet (rural/urban/total), with other toilet
(rural/urban/total), with pit latrine (rural/urban/total), with
water seal (rural/urban/total)
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http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/Government%20Reports/United%20Nations%20Development%20Assistance%20Framework.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/2014-2018_-_Kenya_Country_Strategy_Paper.pdf
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1860/USAID%20Kenya%20CDCS%20Public%20Full%20Color%20May%202014.pdf
https://results.usaid.gov/results/country/kenya
http://www.worldbank.org/en/country/kenya/overview#3
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/173431468284364640/pdf/889400CAS0P1440Kenya0CPS000Volume02.pdf
http://themimu.info/sites/themimu.info/files/documents/Core_Doc_Myanmar_Sustainable_Development_Plan_2018_-_2030_Aug2018.pdf
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Annex Table 2.B.5. SDG 6.2.1 provider country-level assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned
and SDG-similar Indicators, Myanmar

Provider Country-level outcome indicators (Tier I) Country-level output
indicators (Tier Il)
EU (unpublished) Not available Number of fly-proof latrines built
United Kingdom Number of people with sustainable access to clean water Not available
and/or sanitation
Asian _Development | Population with access to sanitation (%) Not available
Bank
UNICEF Proportion of population with handwashing facility with soap
and water available at home
Proportion of the people practicing open defecation
Number of villages declared open defecation free
Notes

LIt is important to note that the JMP has also introduced a new hygiene ladder which responds to the
expanded scope of the SDG target (hygiene was not previously included in the MDG targets and
indicators).

2 See Annex 2.B for more information on the providers that are considered in the analysis.

8 The OECD-DCD Results Team uses a three-tier model for results frameworks in which Tier Il is
understood as performance information (inputs), Tier Il is understood as development co-operation results
(outputs and some short-term outcomes), and Tier | is understood as development results (outcomes and
impacts). For more information on this model, see Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart (20181g)).

4 Note that the second component of SDG Indicator 6.2.1, related to hygiene and handwashing facilities,
is not reflected in Kenya’s long-term vision or specific national plan.

5 In 2014, Kenya underwent a devolution process and now has two levels of government: the national
government and the county governments. The two levels work closely through an Intergovernmental
Committee and the Council of Governors. While the 47 county governments are semi-autonomous, they
receive 15% of national revenue in order to address development priorities unique to them (see Annex 2.A
for more detail).

6 The progress report used the same methodology as the JMP, but different data sources, to estimate 2016
values for 6.2.1a (these data are not included in the JMP database). Data were sourced from the Kenya
Demographic Health Survey for rural areas, and the Water Regulation Information System (WARIS) of the
Water Services Regulatory Board for urban areas covered by a sewerage system. See WASREB (201819)).

7 See Annex lll in “Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 6 Pilot Progress Report”, which can be
downloaded at: www.water.go.ke/downloads/#.

8 See Water Sector Trust Fund (201820j).
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/723121/Burma-July-2018.pdf
http://files.unicef.org/transparency/documents/Myanmar_PSN_2018-2022.pdf
http://www.water.go.ke/downloads/

86 |

9 As an example, Germany measures the “Number of people who have obtained better access to sanitation
as a result of GIZ's contribution” at corporate level, i.e. including a measure of quality, while the results
framework for Kenya measures “People [that] have received access to basic sanitation”.

10 For example, stakeholders noted that the international definition of “basic” sanitation implies there is one
toilet per household. However, in parts of Kenya, shared facilities are both more practical and the cultural
norm.

11 Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results; 2)
development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart, 201821))
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§ SDG 7.1.1: Access to electricity

This chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to alignment,
measurement and use of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) Indicator
7.1.1 (Access to electricity) in development co-operation, from a global
perspective and from the perspective of two case study countries: Ethiopia
and Kenya. The chapter shows that the definition of SDG 7.1.1 in line with
well-established measurements of sector performance facilitates adoption
at country level. Still, development co-operation providers are using a
variety of indicators that are not adequately aligned to the SDG indicator
definition. Emphasis on output measures, reliance on survey data-collection
methods, a fragmented electricity market, and the use of slightly different
definitions make alignment and harmonised measurement of electricity
access in Ethiopia and Kenya all the more difficult. The case studies also
identify best practice examples of active donor co-ordination groups in the
electricity sector that are led by the government and rely on joint monitoring
approaches. These are recommended as a way to enable the use of SDG
7.1.1 as a tool to harmonise collective efforts to expand electricity access
for both country governments and providers of development co-operation.
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Introduction

This chapter examines challenges and opportunities relating to alignment, measurement and use
of SDG 7.1.1 on access to electricity in development co-operation, from a global perspective and from
the perspective of two case study countries: Ethiopia and Kenya. The chapter starts with a presentation of
the global profile of Indicator 7.1.1, setting out the current global context for measurement of SDG 7.1.1,
then providing a detailed analysis of the extent to which development co-operation providers have aligned
to this indicator in their corporate results frameworks. Section 4.3 provides an analysis of challenges and
opportunities related to alignment, measurement and data use in relation to SDG 7.1.1 in Ethiopia and
Kenya. The chapter ends with recommendations for development co-operation providers to support
enhanced alignment, measurement and use of SDG 7.1.1. The annexes present the country contexts and
an assessment of results indicators.

The chapter includes an annex outlining overall (i.e. non sector-specific) challenges and opportunities for
SDG alignment, measurement and use in each country. It also reflects the transition situation in both
countries, which are currently adapting their country results frameworks to the SDGs — a reality that poses
some limitations to this study.

The research work supporting the findings was conducted by the OECD-DAC Results team with the
support of Finland and the European Union as donor focal points in Ethiopia and Kenya, respectively. A
steering group and technical experts helped to design the concept and methodological approach and
reviewed documents.

Recommendations

Overall, it is important to note that both countries are on a trajectory towards more integrated approaches
to planning, monitoring and evaluation of electricity access, and the gaps and challenges should be
addressed with time — ensuring a focus on SDG alignment may help provide impetus for these efforts.
Development co-operation providers investing in electricity access can support enhanced alignment,
measurement and use of SDG 7.1.1 in several ways:

e Advocating for better alignment to SDG 7.1.1 in both national and sectoral results frameworks, to
strengthen alignment and co-ordination of development co-operation supporting the energy sector.

e Investing in and using sector-wide monitoring systems and government statistics, which enable
measurement of the number and proportion of people with access to energy (refraining from
project-driven approaches when possible).

e Making indicators for electricity access separate from those that measure source of energy, or
whether energy is renewable.

o Disaggregating by rural/urban and other locally relevant dimensions of inequality.

e Engaging with private sector providers (particularly with those benefiting from funding to promote
access, and with sectoral associations) to ensure consistent and sustainable results tracking
systems in the electricity sector that respond to national and sector SDG priorities.

e Supporting efforts to collect and use data that are disaggregated by woreda/county, and by male-
and female-headed households.
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SDG Indicator 7.1.1 — Global profile

Goal 7: Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all.

e Target 7.1: By 2030, ensure universal access to affordable, reliable and modern energy
services.

e Indicator 7.1.1: Proportion of population with access to electricity, by urban/rural (%).

Global SDG measurement and reporting

SDG Target 7.1 sets out the global goal for universal access to energy services by 2030. The
corresponding Indicator 7.1.1 is a simple, binary indicator measuring the extent of the population with
access to electricity, which is by definition slightly narrower than “energy services”.! The World Bank is
currently the data custodian for SDG Indicator 7.1.1, although there are plans for the International Energy
Agency (IEA) to join the World Bank as a joint data custodian. Both organisations track national and global
electrification rates, disaggregating data by urban/rural, although they rely on different methodologies. The
World Bank uses household survey data while the IEA relies on administrative data provided by
government contacts. Table 3.1 sets out the latest global data against SDG 7.1.1.

Table 3.1. Global data SDG 7.1.1, 2016

Indicator Total Urban Rural
Proportion of population with access to electricity 87.35% 96.95% 76.03%

Source: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/database.

The Energy Sector Management Assistance Program (ESMAP, 2018y), a collaboration of the World Bank,
IEA and 17 other partners, publishes a Tracking SDG7 Report (IEA et al., 20182;), which monitors the four
sub-goals of SDG 7 and presents data on electrification rates (urban/rural) and the number of people
without electricity access (urban/rural). The database includes time series data (1990-2016) for more than
180 countries. Urban/rural disaggregation is possible for all countries (UN DESA, 20163)).

However, a binary indicator measuring whether or not a household has access to electricity has been
criticised as insufficient to provide a clear picture of energy access, and thus track progress towards SDG
Target 7.1. In many parts of the world, the presence of an electricity connection does not guarantee that
the energy supplied is reliable, affordable or of adequate quality.

In light of this, the Multi-Tier Framework for Energy Access (ESMAP, 20184) proposes replacing the binary
measurement with a five-tier framework? of energy access to measure “the ability to avail energy that is
adequate, available when needed, reliable, of good quality, convenient, affordable, legal, healthy and safe
for all required energy services.” However, administering the survey required for the Multi-Tier Framework
is intensive, costly and time consuming. The survey was launched in 15 countries in April 2016. As of
September 2018, reports were available for Cambodia, Ethiopia and Rwanda, and another ten were
expected be published by the end of 2018, at the time of writing (including for Kenya).

Discussions are underway to mainstream the Multi-Tier Framework methodology into the standardised
household gquestionnaire that will be administered by the World Bank every three years in all low-income
countries between 2015 and 2030 for SDG monitoring (UN DESA, 20163)). The adoption of the Multi-Tier
Framework will, over time, allow for reporting more disaggregated data, including: type of electricity (on-
grid vs. off-grid), electricity supply capacity, hours of electricity service, reliability of service, affordability
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and legality (UN DESA, 2016(3). However, as discussed below, ensuring that measures of electricity
access (albeit binary) are mainstreamed into national, sectoral and provider results frameworks should
also be considered a priority.

Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation providers
to SDG 7.1.1

In terms of development co-operation, most providers include access to electricity measures in their
corporate, or global, results frameworks. Out of the 15 providers considered in this analysis,® about half of
them use indicators of electrification rates at Tier | (outcome and impact indicators).* In contrast, there is
much greater variety in the output (Tier II) indicators linked to 7.1.1.% Many providers measure the number
of people with energy access, but the type of energy access that they measure varies greatly (e.g.
electricity, sustainable energy, energy/electricity from renewable sources, climate-resilient energy or
improved electricity/energy). Some are seemingly a “blend” of Indicators 7.1.1, 7.1.2 (which measures use
of clean energy) and 7.2.1 (which measures renewable energy sources). The indicators chosen are likely
to reflect strategic priorities in the energy sector of specific providers. Table 3.2 summarises the extent of
direct alignment of provider corporate indicators (both outcome and output) to SDG 7.1.1.

Table 3.2. Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of alignment of 14 development co-operation
provider indicators to SDG Indicator 7.1.1

Providers’ corporate results frameworks Number of indicators
Total no. of provider indicators at corporate level linked or aligned to SDG 7.1.1 40
No. of corporate outcome indicators 12
No. of corporate outcome indicators that are a direct match with SDG Indicator 7.1.1 3
No. of corporate outcome indicators that apply urban/rural disaggregation 0
No. of corporate output indicators 28
No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with SDG Indicator 7.1.1 (measuring numbers rather 0
than proportion)
No. of corporate output indicators that match SDG Indicator 7.1.1 (measuring numbers rather than proportion) 5
but refer to new/improved electricity connections
No. of corporate output indicators that refer to households rather than people/population 3
No. of corporate output indicators that apply urban/rural disaggregation 1
No. of corporate output indicators that apply disaggregation by sex 6
No. of assessed providers 14+

* See Annex 3.B for source data and detailed information per provider.
** Including Australia, though no indicators are reported.

Three standard indicators at corporate level are fully aligned to 7.1.1, measuring the percentage of the
population with access to electricity (Tier I). These are used by multilateral development banks. Eight
corporate indicators measure the number of people or households provided with new or improved
electricity services at output level (Tier Il). The European Commission, Finland, the Netherlands and the
United States measure access to sustainable/climate-resistant/renewable/improved energy instead of
electricity. The Netherlands is the only provider to disaggregate energy access according to the Multi-Tier
Framework. The European Commission, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the African Development Bank
and the World Bank disaggregate the number of people provided with electricity by gender. The Asian
Development Bank disaggregates output results by urban/rural.

In terms of reporting, the African Development Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the European
Commission, France, Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the United States and the World Bank
publish aggregate global results for electricity or energy access (percentage or number of people) at the
corporate level in annual reports or online results databases.
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Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and
providers

This section analyses challenges and opportunities related to alignment, measurement and data use in
relation to SDG 7.1.1 in Ethiopia and Kenya. Analysis is based on fieldwork and desk-based research and
looks at the partner country government and development co-operation contexts. For background on the
overall situation with regards to SDG implementation within the country context and the institutional set-up
in the sector, refer to Annex 3.A.

Alignment to SDG 7.1.1 in Ethiopia and Kenya

At country level, alignment to SDG 7.1.1 through national and sector plans varies

Both Ethiopia and Kenya are targeting, and have made significant progress towards achieving, universal
access to electricity (SDG 7.1.1) in recent years. However, fully integrating the SDG indicator and related
measurement into either government’s planning and monitoring frameworks is a work in progress. While
information from both surveys and administrative data is used in different contexts for different purposes
in both countries, a more co-ordinated approach to measurement could strengthen alignment and enhance
sector-wide co-ordination, management and results reporting.

In Kenya, the Ministry of Energy has responsibility for policy and planning in the energy sector, as well as
SDG 7 reporting. Kenya’s electricity sector (generation, transmission and distribution) is deregulated.
Kenya Power and Lighting Company (KPLC), which is responsible for distribution, is 50% government
owned and has about 6 million customers — or about three-quarters of Kenya’s households.

Driven by high-profile targets, electrification has happened very quickly in Kenya. Kenya joined the
Sustainable Energy for All initiative in 2016,° and here articulated targets for universal access to electricity
by 2022. At national level, electrification will be covered under the infrastructure pillar of Kenya'’s yet-to-be
published Third Medium-Term Plan (MTP Ill). According to the draft infrastructure section of the new
national plan, during the MTP Il period (2018-22), Kenya will reach universal access, and 5 million new
households are being targeted (2 million through mini-grids) for electrification (Republic of Kenya, 2018s)).
However, so far neither Indicator 7.1.1 nor any similar measure of electricity access are mentioned in the
draft plan. It is important to note that the final indicator framework for MTP IIl had yet to be released at the
time of the country study.

In addition, a sector-level strategy, the Kenya National Electrification Strategy (KNES) (Kenyan Ministry of
Energy, 2018()) was released in December 2018. The strategy includes costing and numeric connections
targets to enable universal access by 2022, but does not make specific reference to SDG 7. The strategy
does not include a monitoring and evaluation framework nor specific indicators with baselines and targets,
but does suggest that this will be developed by the Ministry of Energy. A sector-wide monitoring and
evaluation framework that is aligned to the new strategy and national plan might enable a more harmonised
approach to monitoring and measurement among development partners (see below) as Kenya embarks
on its ambitious final push for universal electrification. Annex 3.B presents an overview of electrification
indicators currently in use by the Government of Kenya.

In Ethiopia, the current national plan, the second Growth and Transformation Plan (Federal Democratic
Republic of Ethiopia, 2016(7), focuses not just on energy, but also on increased connectivity, and includes
an indicator for electricity coverage (i.e. the percentage of the country that is covered by an electricity
connection). It is therefore not strictly aligned to SDG 7.1.1, and does not specify disaggregation by
urban/rural.

The Ministry for Water, Irrigation and Electricity (MoWIE) has responsibility and oversight for electrification
policy, planning and SDG reporting. The sector was unbundled in 2013, and responsibility for distribution
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and sales sits with the Ethiopia Electric Utility. It is the ministry’s responsibility to collect the data on
connections from across the different agents and report them to central agencies.

To support a sector-wide approach to electrification in Ethiopia, the MoWIE issued the National
Electrification Strategy in June 2016. The National Electrification Program (NEP) and Implementation
Roadmap (IRM) were launched in November 2017 as the implementation mechanism for the strategy
(Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2017(s). The NEP includes specific reference to achieving
SDG 7, with targets and indicators for universal electricity access by 2025 (65% on-grid, 35% off-grid). In
addition, the NEP states that in 2018, the newly created Department of Electrification will establish a
“comprehensive monitoring and tracking system for the NEP. Key performance indicators for efficiency,
effectiveness and progress against grid and off-grid targets and for course adjustments will be established”.
However, during fieldwork in November 2018, the research team was told that an M&E framework was not
yet in place.” We also learnt that a second iteration of the NEP was being prepared (to be completed by
March 2019), which would include a geospatial platform, which would be used as a basis for planning.

Overall, despite a significant focus on achieving the SDG-aligned target of universal access to electricity,
Ethiopia and Kenya currently have yet to include Indicator 7.1.1 explicitly in their national plan results
frameworks. In addition, neither country has a sector-level monitoring and evaluation framework in place
to enable a results-based approach to tracking and monitoring progress towards the target. However, and
importantly, in both cases, addressing these gaps and working towards greater alignment to SDG 7.1.1 is
a “work in progress”, which might benefit from increased support by development partners as investment
levels increase.

Table 3.3 summarises the extent of alignment (as of late 2018), and data availability at country level to
SDG 7.1.1 for both Ethiopia and Kenya.

Table 3.3. Partner country alignment to SDG 7.1.1

Ethiopia Kenya
National plan aligned to | No. National Plan (GTP Il) includes electricity Partially. Updated National Plan (MTP IIl) yet to be released
SDG7.1.1? coverage indicator/target. but government has high-profile targets for universal access by
2022.

Electrification sector Yes. National Electrification Program (NEP) targets = Yes. Kenya National Electrification Strategy (KNES) released
plan aligned to SDG 100% access by 2025 (65% on-grid, 35% off-grid). | in December 2018 targets 100% access by 2022 no specific
71.1? mention of SDG 7.1.
Existence of sector- No. Identified as a task under the NEP. No. Identified as a task under the KNES.
level results/M&E
framework?
SDG 7.1.1 data Yes. However, administrative data and household Yes. However, administrative data and household survey data
availability survey data differ. differ.

World Bank Multi-Tier Framework Survey data World Bank Multi-Tier Framework Survey data used as

available. baseline for the KNES.

Notes: For GTP Il see Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia (2016(7)). For MTP IIl see Kenyan Ministry of Devolution and Planning (2018g)).
Source: Author’s analysis. See Annex 3.B for source indicator data.

Development co-operation providers engaged in electricity access utilise a range of
indicators

In Ethiopia and Kenya, development co-operation investments which aim to increase access to electricity
are broadly aligned to government targets. In Kenya, electrification projects such as the Last Mile
connectivity project (Kenya Power and Lighting Company, 201810])) are supported by numerous donors,
and a World Bank-led investment which targets electrification in isolated rural areas will soon be
implemented.? In Ethiopia, a significant electrification project (World Bank, 2018(11)) (USD 677 million) led
by the World Bank focuses on densification of the existing grid and supplying new off-grid connections, but
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also includes an institutional strengthening element to support the roll-out of the National Electrification
Program (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2017g)).

However, in terms of results measurement, there is limited alignment to either SDG Indicator 7.1.1 or
indicators used in the national results frameworks of both countries. Results frameworks for electrification
projects tend to be development partner-specific, with a range of different indicators and measurement
methods in use. Annex 3.B outlines indicators used by development partners in Kenya and Ethiopia,
respectively, which are linked or aligned to SDG 7.1.1. Table 3.4 summarises development partners’
alignment in country assistance strategies to either SDG 7.1.1 or indicators used in the results frameworks
of the partner country.

Looking at results frameworks for country-level assistance strategies in Kenya, only the African
Development Bank has an indicator for the electricity access rate; however, it is not disaggregated by
urban/rural. Other providers focus on electricity access rate for specific energy sources (e.g. off-grid solar
provision). UNDAF measures the renewable energy access rate, and the EU measures the number of
people with access to “modern energy”. Other SDG-similar indicators used at output level by more than
one provider in Kenya include kilometres of distribution/transmission lines and energy generation capacity.
Output indicators for individual providers differ between corporate and country levels. Country-level
assistance strategies tend not to include counts of people provided with electricity access (the EU is an
exception), despite the fact this is aggregated at corporate level.

Table 3.4. Summary of indicator analysis: Extent of country assistance strategy alignment to
government and SDG indicators for electricity access*

Providers’ country assistance strategies Ethiopia Kenya

Total no. of provider indicators at country level linked or aligned to SDG 7.1.1 25 26

No. of country-level outcome indicators 11 11

No. of country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with SDG Indicator 7.1.1 4 0

No. of country-level outcome indicators that are a direct match with national or sector plan strategy indicators GTPII: 3 MTP II: 2
NEP: 2

No. of country-level output indicators 14 15

No. of corporate output indicators that are a direct match with SDG Indicator 7.1.1 (measuring numbers rather 1 0

than proportion)

No. of country-level output indicators that are a direct match with national or sector plan strategy indicators GTPII: 3 N/A
NEP: 2

No. of providers working in the sector 5** 6***

* See Annex 3.B for source data.
** Two other countries are involved, but reporting indicators are not available (France and Korea).
*** Belgium is also involved, but no reporting indicator is available.

In Ethiopia, four outcome indicators included in the results frameworks of providers’ country-level
assistance strategies measure the percentage of the population with access to electricity or to electricity
services. UNDAF instead measures affordable, clean and efficient renewable energy. Only the
United States and UNDAF disaggregate by urban/rural. Output-level SDG-similar indicators used by more
than one provider in Ethiopia include kilometres of distribution/transmission lines, new electricity
connections and energy generation capacity.

The elements above show that neither government nor development partners use a consistent measure
for electrification. The variety of indicators used by providers reflects a range of priorities in the energy
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sector (as seen at corporate level), with some providers only tracking electricity access from sustainable
sources, for example. This variety of indicators results in parallel, disconnected monitoring systems.

Overall, as Kenya and Ethiopia work with development partners to achieve universal electricity access,
partners could better align their monitoring focus toward supporting the government to ensure that data on
the percentage of the population with electricity access is consistently aligned to SDG 7.1.1 through
national and sectoral plans. In both countries, ensuring strong institutional links between sector
co-ordination groups and the institutional set-up for national plan/SDG implementation and monitoring led
by the central agencies would be of benefit (see Table 3.1 and Annex 3.A for more details).

Box 3.1. Co-ordination mechanisms in the energy sector in Ethiopia and Kenya

In Kenya, an energy-sector technical working group meets quarterly and includes provider and
government of Kenya representation. Efforts have been made in the past to convene an electricity
access sub-group. Some stakeholders commented that they would like to see this revived and that it
could serve as a platform for discussion on a more co-ordinated approach to results measurement, with
Indicator 7.1.1, its definitions and methodologies, as well as Kenya’s new electrification strategy as a
starting point.

Ethiopia’s co-ordination structure also includes an energy sector co-ordination group which is chaired
by the World Bank and the EU, but relative to other groups has not been in place for long (two years).
However, the World Bank appears to dominate the electricity access sub-sector, with other actors more
involved in generation and transmission. Stakeholders commented that this group could benefit from
enhanced knowledge and information sharing with a focus on data.

Measurement and use of electricity access data in Ethiopia and Kenya

In both countries, measurement of access to electricity is fragmented with use of both
survey and administrative data

Global SDG reporting states that in 2016, 56% of the population of Kenya had access to electricity: 77%
of the urban population, 39% of the rural population (ESMAP and World Bank, 201812])). These data are
reported to be sourced from household surveys and collated by the World Bank under the Energy Sector
Management Assistance Program.

The Kenyan Ministry of Energy is responsible for reporting results against SDG 7.1.1 to the central
agencies. In Kenya’s 2017 Voluntary National Review, 2016 data for Kenya’'s two MTP Il energy
indicators — additional power generating capacity and number of households with new electricity
connections — were used to report against SDG 7.1.1 (Kenyan Ministry of Devolution and Planning,
2017113). The new electrification strategy puts the “access rate” at 75% in early 2018, based on the
Multi-Tier Framework Survey (see below) (Kenyan Ministry of Energy, 2018e)).

The KPLC monitors in real-time the number of households which have been connected to the national grid
and (some) mini-grids. According to official administrative data, 71.2% of households were connected by
2017 (6 million), up from 2 million in 2013 (Taneja, 2018141). The proportion of the population with electricity
access is then calculated by multiplying the number of households connected by the average number of
persons in a household (the KPLC currently uses 5.1 as the average number per household).® The KPLC
therefore provides a single source of real-time geographically disaggregated data on electricity access. In
addition, the new strategy describes development of geo-spatial platform for evidence-based planning
(Kenyan Ministry of Energy, 2018is)) — frameworks should also be put in place to ensure the platform can
also be used for ongoing monitoring.
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In Ethiopia, different measures and different figures are used in different contexts, reflecting the multilevel
governance of the energy sector and a relatively young sector co-ordination mechanism. As part of the
2017 Voluntary National Review (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 201715), some data on
electricity coverage rates were reported for Ethiopia (56% in 2015/16), in line with GTP Il indicators
(Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2016(7)). The GTP mid-term review upgrades coverage for 2017
to 57% (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 201816). The World Bank database (used for SDG
global reporting) puts the percentage of the population with access to electricity in 2016 at 43% (27% rural,
85% urban) (ESMAP & World Bank, 2018177), whereas Ethiopia’s 2016 Welfare Monitoring Survey reports
27% of households have access to shared or private electricity for lighting (CSA, 20181s)). The NEP-IRM
reports the total 2016 access rate (on-grid and off-grid) at 31%, although the source for these data is not
clear (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia, 2017s)).

The Ethiopia Electric Utility (EEU) is responsible for monitoring the number of connections, then reporting
these up to the MoWIE. However, unlike for Kenya, there is no centralised data system for monitoring
connections in Ethiopia. Moreover, the government noted that EEU field officers keep paper records of the
number of connections made, which are then reported up to the central level using spreadsheet files. The
MoWIE has made attempts to develop databases, portals and dashboards in the past, but these proved
difficult to maintain due to broader technology (e.g. connectivity) issues or lack of capacity. Furthermore,
in Ethiopia, the number of connections is not always representative of the number of households
connected, as two households will often share the same connection.

A national census (the first in ten years) was planned for Ethiopia in early 2019, at the time of writing. The
questionnaire included a question on electricity access and can enable a robust and disaggregated
baseline on electricity access for the whole population (National Population Census Commission of
Ethiopia, 201819])). However, administrative data systems should also be strengthened to enable ongoing
results-based monitoring of progress towards targets as set out in the NEP-IRM.

As electrification efforts are stepped up in Ethiopia, information needs on the demand side for planning
purposes may outweigh the need for robust monitoring systems. For example, affordability research is
needed to plan and set targets and to define tariff subsidies, which is a priority. However, it will also be
important to ensure that resources and attention are given to ensuring a country-led and consistent system
to monitor the number of households and people that have access (both on-grid and off-grid) to electricity.
This will be important for ongoing national monitoring and evaluation of the NEP, SDG 7 and ideally the
next iteration of the results framework for the national plan (GTP Ill), which is said will more directly align
to SDG indicators. Overall, stakeholders commented that capacity for use of electricity access data — i.e.
for analysis, learning and decision making from woreda'® — to central agency level could be strengthened.

Monitoring off-grid connections poses specific challenges

Both countries aim to increase off-grid connections in order to enable electricity access for those hardest
to reach. In this context, it will be important to ensure robust monitoring of off-grid connections. However,
monitoring is less straightforward in this context, and data quality can be compromised. In Kenya, the Rural
Electrification Authority is responsible for installing mini-grids and stand-alone systems in isolated rural
areas. We were told their connection data are not linked to the main KPLC database. However, plans for
more integrated planning between the Rural Electrification Authority and the KPLC under the new strategy
should also address the need for more integrated data collection and use (Kenyan Ministry of Energy,
2018g)). In addition, stakeholders commented that the number of connections through stand-alone systems
overall are not routinely measured (many are sold by private sector operators and a number enter the
country illegally), and where they are measured, there is a risk of double counting (e.g. where households
are already connected to the grid, but also purchase one [or several] stand-alone solar systems).

In Ethiopia, private sector providers are also increasingly moving into off-grid connections, posing similar
challenges. Smaller donor-led projects are not always included in monitoring.** The ministry was optimistic
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that new technologies, such as pay-as-you-go systems, would, with time, enable electronic tracking of
off-grid connections.

Box 3.2. Private sector engagement becomes critical to support complete, sustainable
measurement of the SDGs whenever service provision depends on private firms

Over 100 public and private actors in the power sector in Kenya define its performance. This complex
network includes government bodies (e.g. the Ministry of Energy and Petroleum, the Energy Regulatory
Commission), national utilities (i.e. KenGen, Kenya Power and KeTRACO), off-grid players,
independent power producers, banks, end users and development co-operation providers — all
producing and storing results data in a fragmented manner.

In the process of establishing a common tracking framework in SDG areas where private sector
operators play a substantial role in service delivery, such as in the energy access markets of Ethiopia
and Kenya, active engagement with these private actors serves to ensure complete and sustainable
measurement of results, benefiting both partner governments and providers.

Although the role of private operators in generating the most up-to-date data on electricity access will
continue to grow in importance in the coming years, integrating these actors in common tracking
frameworks presents challenges. Many of those operators do not prioritise the collection and
management of relevant customer data linked to SDG indicators due to a lack of business incentives
and resources, and data are usually treated under tight confidential policies due to their commercial
nature.

Development co-operation financing of energy access programmes with on-field actors can generate
incentives for establishing tracking systems that are aligned with common results frameworks (and the
SDGs) across the sector. Equally important, working with emerging or mature private sector
associations in the electricity sector, and with impact investment funds currently tracking the impact of
their investments, can help establish business measurement standards to facilitate adoption of common
tracking systems. As an example of progress in a difficult-to-measure subsector, the global association
for the off-grid solar energy industry (GOGLA) has emerged as an anchor to develop a common
framework and metrics that can help address the pervasive lack of data regarding off-grid solar energy
access.

The Multi-Tier Framework Survey, which provides more nuanced data on electricity access,
has been administered in both Ethiopia and Kenya

The World Bank’s Multi-Tier Framework (MTF) energy access survey was administered in Ethiopia and
Kenya in 2017. The MTF energy access survey was conducted in Ethiopia with a sample of 4 317 by the
World Bank and the resulting Energy Access Diagnostic Report was published in 2018 (World Bank,
ESMAP and SEforALL, 201820)). The government of Ethiopia used the results of the survey to develop the
NEP and set annual NEP on-grid and off-grid connection targets.

In Kenya, the sample size for the MTF was more than 7 000 respondents including households, schools,
health centres and public offices in both urban slums and isolated rural counties.'? As noted above, results
from the survey in Kenya have been used to set the baseline for the new national electrification strategy,
and also to determine the required service levels for planning purposes (Kenyan Ministry of Energy,
2018;g)).

In both countries, the MTF survey was commissioned by the World Bank and has provided important and
detailed baseline data for policy and planning, including gendered analysis of electricity access. However,
as noted above, the survey is costly and time consuming to administer. In terms of follow-up monitoring,
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the intention is that a shortened MTF module can be included in national surveys to enable ongoing
monitoring against the baseline that is country led. However, during fieldwork, stakeholders did not mention
of any concrete plans for the survey to be readministered by the government of either country.

Measurement by providers tends to be project driven

During the fieldwork in Kenya, providers acknowledged that their results data collection is largely project
driven and they tend to focus on output data (number of connections or people connected) sourced directly
from implementing partners. Where multiple donors invest in a single project, it was not clear how numbers
of connections are “attributed” to different providers in a way which avoids double counting. It will be
important to ensure that the new Kenya National Electrification Strategy, which is focused on attracting
increased investment, also sets out a framework for joint monitoring.

The situation is similar in Ethiopia. For example, the results framework for the large new World Bank
electrification project in Ethiopia (see above) includes indicators which will monitor the number of people
provided with on- and off-grid access. Then at output level, disbursement-linked indicators will be used to
monitor the number of households connected under the programme (on- and off-grid) (World Bank,
201811). However, as noted above, there is not yet a sector-level results framework in place, nor a joint
approach to monitoring. As such, there is a risk that data collection by the EEU becomes largely donor
driven, where there is potential to build a country-owned, sector-wide, SDG-linked system for monitoring
the proportion of the population with access to electricity.

Data disaggregation needs further support

Disaggregated data are needed to report against Indicator 7.1.1, in particular as regards urban/rural areas.
Systems which enable subnational disaggregation, and disaggregation by urban/rural should therefore be
supported.

Similarly, connection data are not disaggregated by sex in either country, though there are nascent efforts
by the KPLC to monitor connections by female-headed households in Kenya. Electricity access and energy
issues can affect men and women differently, and it is important to have data to monitor the extent to which
female-headed households can access electricity. As noted above, several providers include sex
disaggregation in their output indicators, which is essential, but this should also be accompanied by efforts
to ensure government data systems are also collecting sex-disaggregated data.

Visualising the results chain for energy access in Ethiopia and Kenya: Data against most of
the indicators are missing

Development co-operation providers need results information at different levels: for communication and
accountability at the corporate level, and for guiding programming and to inform the dialogue with the
partner government at the country level. They may use different data for different purposes.

Still, to be able to assess and communicate their contributions to the SDGs, providers will first require
strengthened alignment of their own results frameworks to the SDGs that have been prioritised by the
countries they work in. The infographics for Kenya and Ethiopia (Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2) assess publicly
available results data against the different levels of the results chain for development co-operation in
support of electricity access (SDG 7.1.1) in both countries. The figures show that alignment is still limited
and that data against many of the indicators collected by development co-operation providers are missing.
The figures also show potential for developing a more co-ordinated approach at country level.
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Figure 3.1. Kenya: Development co-operation in energy
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coverage issues [
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Figure 3.2. Ethiopia: Development co-operation in energy
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Conclusions

While global monitoring for SDG 7.1.1 is well established, when we zoom down to country level, many
challenges, but also opportunities, can be identified at national level as well as in the context of
development co-operation, which represents a substantial investment in both Ethiopia and Kenya.

This chapter showed that development co-operation providers are using a variety of indicators that are not
adequately aligned to 7.1.1 nor to a national results framework, in particular at output level. The chapter
also showed that no data are available to report progress against many of these indicators. Yet both partner
country governments and providers need data to report to their constituencies. This makes alignment all
the more important. On measurement, while survey data are an important source of information on access
to electricity, a range of different measures are being used, and surveys alone will not enable results-based
monitoring of progress towards the ambitious targets both countries have set for universal access.

In light of this, development partners could invest in supporting centralised data systems that are robust,
SDG aligned and cover the different types of available connections — with a clear and agreed definition for
electricity access. In addition, providers could make efforts to align to and use these data in their own
results frameworks. Both countries have active sector co-ordination groups with government participation.
These groups could focus more proactively on supporting a more joint approach to collection and analysis
of data on electricity access, and advocating for national and sectoral results frameworks which are both
aligned to Target SDG 7.1 and incorporate Indicator SDG 7.1.1.

As investment in electrification increases, and multiple actors including the private sector crowd into the
off-grid market in both countries, it will be important to ensure that connection data are accurately
measured and submitted to a central data collection point. The MTF for energy access is an important
piece of the puzzle, providing more nuanced data on electricity access for use in policy and planning.
However, it will have the greatest value if it is adopted by the governments of Ethiopia and Kenya and
incorporated as an official data source, and monitored via periodic surveys. However, this has significant
implications in terms of cost and effort.
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Annex 3.A. Country profiles for SDG 7: Access to
electricity

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identifying indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like.

At corporate level, all Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member and multilateral development
bank providers which are known to have adopted standard indicator sets,*® and have indicators in the
relevant sectors, are included. At country level, the following providers are included:

e The United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately — except for Myanmar, where there is no current UNDAF. Instead United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) indicators and results were included. UNICEF is an active provider in
the education sector.

e The World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable).

e The case study donor focal point.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

e Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has
prioritised that sector in their development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For
example, although Norway is not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in
Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because Norway has prioritised the education sector in its
development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This approach allows for inclusion of smaller
providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner country, despite their lower
ODA outflows.
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Annex Figure 3.A.1. Ethiopia Country Profile for SDG 7
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Annex Figure 3.A.2. Ethiopia Country Profile for SDG 7 (continued)

ETHIOPIA’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

Becoming a lower middle-income country by 2025 is the
aim of its second Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP

OVERALL SDG PERFORMANCE

I1). The sixth of the nine pillars of the GTP Il relates to
education and “accelerating human development and
technological capacity building and ensuring its
sustainability”. The GTP Il stresses the importance of
education and skill development for the country’s
economic growth, and for turning the growing labour force
into an important driver of industrialisation.

ETHIOPIA’S ENERGY STRATEGY

Under the GTP II, the government aims to increase its energy
capacity to over 17 000 by 2020. The energy policy seeks to

achieve the following objectives:
(1) Security and reliability
(2) Access

(3) Technology

(@) Governance

(5) Safety and sustainability
() Financing

SDG 7 - GLOBAL RANK

ETHIOPIA

—

136 156

Bertelsmann Stiftung
SDGIndex 2018

The GTP Il integrates the SDGs at the
output and outcome level. An SDG
Needs Assessment will serve as a
baseline for the first SDG report in
2019.

In 2017, the Ethiopian government
undertook a voluntary national review
of its progress towards the SDGs,
including a section on the integration
of SDG 4 in the GTP II.

The lack of alignment and compliance
of subnational institutions to national
frameworks still often poses a
challenge to national monitoring and
reporting processes.

deeper integration of SDG indlicators.

Measurement

Together with the support of the
UNFPA, Italy, the United Kingdom and
the United States, the Ethiopian Central
Statistical Agency will be undertaking a
national census, which will also include
certain SDGs.

Measurement still faces significant
challenges with regards to data quality,
reliability, availability and capacity.

HOW THE SDGS FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS
Ethiopia has largely mainstreamed the SDGSs into national planning and monitoring processes, and is working towards

Data mostly flow upwards to serve
planning and reporting on a
national level, but only very little
data are being utilised for analysis
and evidence-based management
on a subnational level. All levels are
still in need of further capacity
development for the analysis and
use of data
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Annex Figure 3.A.3. Kenya Country Profile for SDG 7
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With a proven potential along the Rift Valley of 10 000 MW, geothermal Uniediingdom | 1.49
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)
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Annex Figure 3.A.4. Kenya Country Profile for SDG 7 (continued)

KENYA’S NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

The Kenya Vision 2030 aims to transform Kenya into “a newly
industrialising, middle-income country providing a high quality of life to
all its citizens by 2030 in a clean and secure environment”
Its four pillars:

Economic: Average annual economic growth of 10%.

Social: Just, cohesive and equitable social development in a clean and
secure environment.

Political: An issue-based, people- centered, result-oriented and
accountable democratic system.

Enablers and macros: Macroeconomic stability, infrastructural
development, science, technology and innovation, land reforms, human
resources development, security, and public sector reforms.

KENYA’S ENERGY STRATEGY

The MTP Il lists infrastructure as one of the “foundations for national
transformation”. Of the 14 flagship infrastructure projects mentioned

for the period 2018-22, 7 relate to developments in the energy sector:

(1) Increase power generation

@ Nuclear power development programme
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(3) Power transmission

() Last Mile Connectivity Project

@ Distribution network expansion and improvement

@ Improved power supply reliability
@ Renewable energy technologies

135 156

Bertelsmann Stiftung
SDGIndex 2018

A five-year SDG roadmap and an SDG
Interagency Technical Committee are
spearheading the SDG process

In 2017, Kenya delivered its first
voluntary national review, with the next
one planned for 2021.

Vision 2030 is implemented through
successive five-year medium-term
plans. MTP Il and an accompanying
results framework were released in
2018. All programmes and projects in
the MTP Il reference the SDGs.

An externally commissioned analysis
which maps SDGs to Kenyan plans
and strategies and identifying policy
gaps will also soon be released.

HOW THE SDGS FIT INTO NATIONAL FRAMEWORKS

Measurement

The Kenya National Bureau of Statistics
has responsibility for the collection and
validation of data, including 128 SDG
indicators which are currently being
measured on a national level.

With some SDGs falling completely
under the jurisdiction of the 47
semi-autonomous county governments,
the central government needs to invest
more efforts into ensuring that county
governments have adequate capacity
both in terms of human resources and
data systems for robust
community-level growth.

The State Department of Planning
acknowledges that certain challenges
remain in terms of ensuring that there
is a demand for data by senior levels
of government
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Indicator tables for SDG 7: Access to electricity

Annex Table 3.A.1. SDG 7.1.1 provider corporate SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 7.1.1: Proportion of population with access to electricity

Provider
European
Commission#

Finland

France#

Germany

Koreat

Netherlands

New Zealand

Switzerland -

SDC
United States#

African

Development
Bank#*

Asian

Development
Bank

European
Investment Bank*

World Bank#*

African Union
Agenda 2063

Corporate outcome indicators (Tier I)

Percentage of the population with access to
energy services

Not available

Energy consumption saved

Not available

Rate of increase in electrification (%)

Rate of decrease in power failure hours (%)
Rate of decrease in power loss (%)

Not available

Proportion of population with primary reliance
on clean fuels and technology (%) (no longer
in use as of 2018)

% of people with new or improved access to
electricity, in targeted areas in the Pacific
(new indicator as of 2018)

Not available

Not available

Share of population with access to electricity
Total installed electricity capacity (GW)
Electricity losses through transmission,
distribution and collection

Proportion of population with access to
electricity (%)

Not available

Access to electricity (%, bottom 40%/gap to
average)

Outcome indicators
Access to electricity

Corporate output indicators (Tier Il)
No. of people provided with access to sustainable energy services
with EU support (M/F)
km of transmission/distribution lines built or upgraded
Number of households with access to climate-resistant energy
services
Number of people connected to the electrical grid or gaining access
to electricity
Capacity of new renewable energy installed (MW)
Number of people for whom the quality of electricity service was
significantly improved
kW of renewable or recovered energy financed
Number of people who received access to electrical energy as a
result of GIZ's contribution
Annual electricity production from renewable sources (KWH/yr)

Number of people with access to renewable energy (M/F, refugees
and displaced persons, Energy Access Tier)

People provided with new or improved electricity supply (No., M/F)
(no longer in use as of 2018)

No. of people with new or improved access to electricity, in target
areas in the Pacific (new indicator as of 2018)

yy energy-related policies, laws, strategies and plans developed at
national level

Beneficiaries with improved energy services

Electricity produced annually or purchased, in MWh, by national
electric entity

MWh supplied to customers

Capacity, in MW, of the power system increased

New power capacity installed (MW)

People with new electricity connections (F)

People connected through off-grid systems (F)

New or improved power distribution lines (km)

New or improved power transmission lines (km)

New households connected to electricity (urban/rural)

New households connection to electricity networks
New/upgraded power lines (km)

New/upgraded substation capacity (MWA)

Generation capacity from renewables (MW)

People provided with new or improved electricity service (F)

Output indicators
Not available

Notes: # indicates that the provider is active in the energy sector in Ethiopia. * indicates that a provider is active in the energy sector in Kenya.
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https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/eu-rfi
https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/eu-rfi
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264287235-en
https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/Brosch%C3%BCre_Wirkungsdaten_WEB_EN.pdf
https://www.shareweb.ch/site/DDLGN/Documents/SDC-Guidelines-Use-of-Aggregated-Reference-Indicators_EN.pdf
https://www.shareweb.ch/site/DDLGN/Documents/SDC-Guidelines-Use-of-Aggregated-Reference-Indicators_EN.pdf
https://results.usaid.gov/results/sector?fiscalYear=2016
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Policy-Documents/Final_-_RMF_-__Rev.2_Final_.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/institutional-document/389801/transitional-results-framework-2017-2020.pdf
http://www.eib.org/attachments/country/eib_rem_annual_report_2017_en.pdf
http://www.eib.org/attachments/country/eib_rem_annual_report_2017_en.pdf
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/33126-doc-framework_document_book.pdf
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Kenya

Annex Table 3.A.2. SDG 7.1.1 government of Kenya SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 7.1.1: Proportion of population with access to electricity

Partner National development plan outcome indicators National development plan output indicators
Kenya MTP Il to be released in 2018 Additional power-generating capacity (MW)
Households with new electricity connections (% female-headed)*
Partner Energy sector plan outcome indicators Energy sector plan output indicators
Kenya To be released 2018 Not available
African Union Outcome indicators Output indicators
Agenda 2063 Access to electricity Not Available

*Extracted from 2013-17 results strategy available at:

www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/energy_and_environment/second%20handbook%200f%20reporting%20indicators.pdf.

Annex Table 3.A.3. SDG 7.1.1 provider country-level assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned

and SDG similar indicators, Kenya

Provider Country-level outcome indicators (Tier I) Country-level output indicators (Tier II)
European Number of people with access to modern energy Number of people provided with access to sustainable energy
Commission (electricity and clean cooking facilities) services with EU support

Number of people with access to electricity from the km of transmission/distribution lines built or upgraded
grid MW generated from renewable energy sources
Energy consumption related to energy efficiency measures at
household or industry level
France Not Available New installed renewable energy capacity
Japan Not Available Geothermal power generated
African National access rate (%) 132 kV lines construction

Development Bank | MW added to the national grid
Rural electricity penetration (%)

Additional households with electricity supply

(% female-headed)
Reduction in losses
Reduction in average kWh cost

CO2 emissions reduced by xx million tonnes

UNDAF % access to renewable energy by households in rural
areas
World Bank Reduction in electricity system losses

Substation bays constructed

New 132/33 kV substations completed

km of high-voltage direct current 500 kV transmission lines
Geothermal wells drilled

Annual steam production (millions of tonnes)

Rural homes installed with photovoltaic system
Institutions installed with photovoltaic systems

Additional installed generation capacity from diversified
sources (geothermal, thermal, wind)
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http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/energy_and_environment/second%20handbook%20of%20reporting%20indicators.pdf
https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/33126-doc-framework_document_book.pdf
http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/energy_and_environment/second%20handbook%20of%20reporting%20indicators.pdf
https://www.afd.fr/en/kenya-strategy-2017-2021
https://www.jica.go.jp/kenya/english/office/others/c8h0vm000001pzr0-att/report2016.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/2014-2018_-_Kenya_Country_Strategy_Paper.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/2014-2018_-_Kenya_Country_Strategy_Paper.pdf
http://www.ke.undp.org/content/dam/kenya/docs/Government%20Reports/United%20Nations%20Development%20Assistance%20Framework.pdf
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/173431468284364640/pdf/889400CAS0P1440Kenya0CPS000Volume02.pdf
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Ethiopia

Annex Table 3.A.4. SDG 7.1.1 government of Ethiopia SDG-aligned and SDG-similar indicators

Indicator 7.1.1: Proportion of population with access to electricity

Partner

Ethiopia

Partner
Ethiopia (National Electrification Program)*

National development plan outcome
indicators
Coverage of electricity service (%)
Number of consumers with access to electricity

Energy sector plan outcome indicators
Total access rate (%)
On-grid access rate (%)
Off-grid access rate (%)
Primary schools access rate (%)
Secondary schools access rate (%)
Hospitals access rate (%)
Health centres access rate (%)
Health posts access rate (%)

National development plan output
indicators
National electric power generation capacity
(MW)
Electric power transmission lines (km)
Medium electric power distribution lines (km)

Energy sector plan output indicators
On-grid cumulative connections
Off-grid cumulative connections

Annex Table 3.A.5. SDG 7.1.1 provider country-level assistance strategy indicators SDG-aligned
and SDG-similar indicators, Ethiopia

Provider

Country-level outcome indicators (Tier I)

Country-level output indicators (Tier II)

EuropeanCommission

United States

African Development Bank

UNDAF

World Bank

Number of households with meter connections to
the grid

% of population with access to electricity services
Reduction of transmission and distribution losses
Electricity access rate (urban/rural)

Households without power

Access to electricity services (%)
Number of consumers with access to electricity

Coverage of affordable, clean and efficient
renewable energy (urban/rural)

Population with access to electricity (%)
Electricity reliability: System average interruption
Frequency index in areas financed by World Bank
project

Kms of distribution line constructed (cumulative)

Power Africa new grid connections

Power Africa new off-grid connections
Installed capacity (hydroelectric, wind, thermal)
Power Africa new MW to date

km of distribution lines constructed

km of transmission lines constructed

km of cross-border transmission lines
constructed

MW wind energy generated

Number of people connected to electricity (%
female)

N/A

Amount of energy generation installed capacity
from non-hydropower based renewable
resources (MW)

Number of people provided with access to
electricity in selected areas (on-grid/off-grid)
Increased household electricity connection in
selected areas that are already connected to
grids and that are newly connected to grids
Number of newly electrified towns and villages in
selected areas
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https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1860/EthiopiaPACFS_3-13-2018_1.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/fileadmin/uploads/afdb/Documents/Project-and-Operations/ETHIOPIA_CSP_BPPS_EN.pdf
http://et.one.un.org/content/dam/unct/ethiopia/docs/Final%20UNDAF%202016-2020%20for%20web.pdf
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/202771504883944180/pdf/119576-revised-Ethiopia-Country-Partnership-Web.pdf
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Notes

! Indicator 7.1.1 is completed by Indicator 7.1.2 measuring the proportion of population with primary
reliance on clean fuels and technology.

2 The electricity access tiers are defined based on capacity, duration, reliability, quality, affordability,
legality, health and safety. All tiers require a minimum capacity of 3W and at least 4 hours of service during
the day and 1 hour in the evening, with higher tiers requiring greater capacity and duration. Tiers 3, 4, and
5 additionally require that basic service is less than 5% of household income. Tiers 4 and 5 also require a
limited number and duration of outages, that voltage problems do not affect the use of desired appliances,
that service is provided legally, and the absence of accidents. For the full Multi-Tier Framework see
SEforALL (201621)).

8 See Annex 3.B for more information on the providers that are considered in the analysis.

4 The OECD-DCD Results Team uses a three-tier model for results frameworks in which Tier Ill is
understood as performance information (inputs), Tier 1l is understood as development co-operation results
(outputs and some short-term outcomes) and Tier | is understood as development results (outcomes and
impacts). For more information on this model, see Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart (2018}22)).

5 As shown in Section 3.3, this variety is also reflected at country level.

6 Sustainable Energy for All (SEforALL) is an international organisation working with leaders in government,
the private sector and civil society to drive further, faster action toward achievement of Sustainable
Development Goal 7. See Kenyan Ministry of Energy and Petroleum and SEforALL (201621)).

71t is important to note that a monitoring system for the NEP-IRM is also listed as a specific output of the
new World Bank electrification project (World Bank, 201811;).

8 Kenya Off-grid Solar Access Project for Underserved Counties. See World Bank (201811j).

9 Against this progress, it becomes increasingly important to generate additional evidence on more
nuanced aspects of the SDG target, such as the quality, reliability, affordability, legality and safety levels
of the accessed service. This is the purpose of the Multi-Tier Framework.

10 Woreda, or districts, are the third-level administrative divisions of Ethiopia.

11 For example, while GIZ has its own robust monitoring system and reports data to the MoWIE, the MoWIE
does not incorporate these data because the very low numbers of connections fall within the margin of
error.

12 This information is based on a phone interview with World Bank Group staff implementing the MTF in
the field.

13 Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results; 2)
development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen and Zwart, 201822).
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Annex A. Background and methodology for the
project

Background

Since 2015, the OECD-DAC Results Community has explored ways to build a more co-ordinated approach
to results-based management which supports harmonisation of indicators and promotes ownership by
partner countries. Analysis has focused on how a shared commitment to achievement of the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) can translate into increased use of the goals, targets and indicators as a
common results framework for both providers of development co-operation and partner countries. This
work led to a policy paper and a guidance note (Engberg-Pedersen, 2018(y; OECD, 20182 that present
a menu of SDG targets and indicators that can strengthen providers’ results frameworks, facilitate data
collection and use, and offer improved platforms for dialogue with partner countries.!

Participants at the April 2018 OECD-DAC Results Community workshop expressed strong interest in
building on this work to further analyse how partners and providers can, in practice, use the SDG
framework as a shared platform for results measurement and management. During the workshop,
providers acknowledged internal pressures to report results domestically or at corporate level that can
contradict commitments to harmonise their approach, and to support and align to their partners’ country
results frameworks. Participants agreed on the importance of enhanced co-ordination among providers
and between partners to reduce the production of duplicative and overlapping results data. They also
stressed the need to ensure the interoperability of results data systems from the outset (OECD, 20183)).

At the same time, developing countries are working to ensure their national development plans and country
results frameworks reflect the SDGs which they prioritise, and that they have the capacity and resources
to monitor progress. They want providers to align with these priorities in their strategies, commitments and
results systems (Zwart and Egan, 20174)).

Recent OECD analyses have highlighted these tensions— which are both technical and
political/organisational in nature — and the potential of the SDGs to serve as a framework to address some
of these challenges.? The SDG framework (SDG targets, indicators and reporting), and the shared
commitment to achieving the SDGs provide an opportunity and a basis to practically manage this tension
and work towards a more co-ordinated approach among providers, facilitating increased alignment of
provider results frameworks with those of partner countries.

However, more evidence and analysis are required to examine how using the SDG framework as a shared
framework for results measurement and management can support enhanced co-ordination and alignment
of provider results frameworks to country-led result frameworks in practice. Workshop participants
advocated for further work to identify challenges and bottlenecks, and to showcase good practice of co-
ordinated collection and use of SDG (or SDG-similar) indicator data for results-based management. During
the discussion, participants suggested case studies based on selected SDG targets in selected partner
countries, where national development plans have already to some extent been aligned to the SDGs, as
a way to focus on identifying challenges and developing solutions to facilitate a more co-ordinated
approach to results-based management at country level (OECD, 20183)).
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Purpose and objectives of the project

Purpose: to generate evidence, analysis and good practice examples of how development co-operation
providers and partners® can concretely use the SDG framework as an entry point for co-ordinating around,
investing in and using country-led results frameworks and data which are aligned to the SDGs from both
a technical/methodological and an organisational/political perspective.

Objectives: Undertake three case studies, each based on a selected SDG target/indicator (but taking
the broader goal into account) to:

demonstrate linkages and synergies, but also challenges, around aligning providers’ results
frameworks (at corporate and country levels) to the SDGs, and to country-led results frameworks
that have already domesticated the SDG framework (organisational/ political)

explore possibilities for enhanced co-ordination and harmonisation4 around collection, analysis
and use of results data in partner countries, including for voluntary national reviews
(organisational/political)

identify and document good practice in relation to investing in and using country-led results
frameworks and data (especially administrative data), which are aligned to the SDGs, for results-
based management by and between partners and providers (technical)

demonstrate the potential for SDG data to: be collated and used as a platform for dialogue; and
monitor country-level progress towards SDG targets and development co-operation contribution
towards this progress (technical).

An analytic framework and research questions guide data collection against these objectives. Figure A.1
provides an overview of the analytical framework.

Figure A.1. Analytic framework for SDG case study project

ASPECTS OF ANALYSIS
TECHNICAL POLITICAL ORGANISA
TIONA
Provider results frameworks are aligned to the SDGs Increased
through country-led results frameworks use-
by providers
partners &
other
stakeholders
m of the
SDGs
as o
shared
framework

SDG data are used as a platform for leaming,
dialogue and mutual accountabiiity
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Approach

Many other projects and initiatives contribute to enhanced SDG data collection and use in developing
countries. This project looks specifically at how development co-operation providers can contribute to
enhanced alignment, measurement and data use in the context of the SDGs. At the same time,
acknowledging and benefiting from synergies and links with other projects will be an integral part of the
project.

As an OECD-DAC project, the case studies take a provider perspective. However, they are grounded on,
and take as their starting point, the underlying commitment made by development partners to honour
country ownership of results and “further develop, support and use country-level results frameworks;
progressively adapt results frameworks to reflect the targets and indicators of the SDGs; and make data
on results publicly available” (GPEDC, 2016s)).

While the project takes a deep dive into alignment, measurement and use challenges surrounding
individual SDG targets and indicators, we acknowledge the important notion that the SDG goals, targets
and indicators are inter-related and will take into account the implications this may have on results
measurement. Moreover, while the project focuses on results frameworks and indicators, the need to align
to national frameworks from the planning and programming phase is fully recognised. In particular, the fact
that a provider’s corporate policies can have a significant influence on the extent to which their results
frameworks are able to align with country-led results frameworks will be considered.

Finally, the project takes an “action research” approach. Action research involves actively participating in
a change situation, and promoting learning, while simultaneously conducting research.® The goal is that
the fieldwork (and subsequent reporting) for each of the case studies will be useful to providers and
partners and generate dialogue in partner countries. In addition, the case study approach serves as a pilot,
and parts of it can potentially be replicated in other contexts.

Case study topics

Each of the three case studies examines one specific SDG target and related indicator(s) (within the
broader context of the overall goal) and how it is applied in two partner countries. In addition, one DAC
donor focal point has been identified for each partner country. The three SDG targets/indicators are as
follows (hereafter referred to as “case study SDGs”):

Target 4.1: By 2030, ensure that all girls and boys complete free, equitable and quality primary and
secondary education leading to relevant and effective learning outcomes.

e Indicator 4.1.1: Proportion of children and young people: (a) in grades 2/3; (b) at the end of
primary; and (c) at the end of lower secondary achieving at least a minimum proficiency level in (i)
reading and (ii) mathematics, by sex.

Target 6.2. By 2030, achieve access to adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and
end open defecation, paying special attention to the needs of women and girls and those in
vulnerable situations.

e Indicator 6.2.1: Proportion of population using safely managed sanitation services, including a
handwashing facility with soap and water.

Target 7.1: By 2030, ensure universal access to affordable, reliable and modern energy services.

e Indicator 7.1.1: Proportion of population with access to electricity.
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Table A.1. Case study topics and structure

Case study 1 Case study 2 Case study 3 Donor agency focal point
SDG 4.1.1 SDG 6.2.1 SDG 7.1.1
Partner country fieldwork Ethiopia Ethiopia Finnish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Kenya Kenya European Commission
Myanmar Myanmar Australian Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade

Project methodology

The methodology consists of four main elements: 1) case study planning and inception; 2) desk-based
review; 3) quantitative analysis of donor/partner data for case study SDGs; 4) in-country fieldwork. Each
are discussed in more detail below.

1. Case study planning and inception

This element allows time for identification of case study topics, donor focal points and other partners;
development of a full work plan, including an analytical framework and research questions to guide
data-collection costings and time frames; and consultations with key stakeholders and partners to confirm
milestones, roles and responsibilities.

2. Desk-based review

For each case study, the OECD Results Team undertakes background research and analysis, which
informs fieldwork and the overall evidence base. An analytical framework based on case study objectives
guides the review. Key documents for review (with a focus on the case study SDGSs) include:

e GPEDC monitoring data for each partner country — Indicators 1a and 1b6 (2016 data and 2018
data available by end 2018)

e partner country national and sectoral plans and reports

e partner country results frameworks and reporting (national, sectoral, subnational)

e partner country UN voluntary national reviews

e provider policies, plans, data strategies, results frameworks and reporting at project, sectoral,
country and corporate levels

e any documentation on data collection for case study SDGs in partner country and globally
e any documentation/information on donor co-ordination, donor/partner dialogue (relating to results
data collection, management and use) at country level.
3. Quantitative analysis of donor/partner data for case study SDGs

The quantitative analysis addresses some of the technical aspects of the project, and is undertaken in
parallel to the qualitative elements (desk-based and field research). The Results Team completes data
analysis based on existing data for each of the three case study SDG indicators, aiming to present
indicators and available data for each indicator along the results chain as follows:

e (global overview on progress toward indicator

e analysis of progress towards the indicator in case study partner countries (national and subnational
if possible) (outcome, impact level)

o if possible, indicators used and available data on combined (and individual) DAC donor efforts in
terms of results achieved against the indicator globally and in case study partner countries (output
level — from provider standard indicator data that relates directly to the case study SDG)
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e data on combined official development assistance effort toward case study SDG globally and in
case study partner country (input level — mapped to the OECD Creditor Reporting System purpose
codes).

At each level described above, assessment of methodological challenges and data gaps with regards to
collating and presenting these data is documented. Overall, the analysis feeds into the wider case studies,
informs the fieldwork and serves as a pilot to confirm the methodology (and its limitations), with the
possibility to repeat the analyses for other targets/indicators.

4. In-country fieldwork

To explore both technical and organisational/political elements of the research objectives from a qualitative
perspective, the Results Team (in partnership with the donor focal point agency) plans and undertakes in-
country fieldwork. In each country, the fieldwork is planned on the basis of the analytical framework and
consists of meetings with a range of key stakeholders, including partner country government officials
(ministry for planning, national statistics offices and relevant line ministries), donor focal point, bilateral and
multilateral donors, civil society organisations, regional agencies, think tanks/data initiatives. The fieldwork
includes two styles of engagement over the week:

1. Meetings with distinct stakeholders (e.g. donors, sector co-ordination groups, officials from line
ministries, UN agencies) as individuals or small groups towards the beginning of the fieldwork
enables a frank exchange of views.

2. A multi-stakeholder workshop at the end of the fieldwork enables an open exchange of views on
shared challenges and opportunities, and possible actions going forward (one for each case
study).

Key facets to explore for the case study SDGs are set out in the analytic framework.

The donor focal point provides important background information for the case study, but also, as much as
possible, helps facilitate the in-country field work (i.e. assist with identifying key contacts and providing
logistical support where possible, e.g. arranging meeting rooms).

In addition, where possible, a member of the Results Team at headquarters of the donor focal point agency
joins the fieldwork, as this strengthens the learning element of the work for the donor focal point agency
and assists in drawing out the dynamics and challenges of meeting headquarters’ reporting requirements
at partner-country level.

A fieldwork guidance note (separate document) for donor focal points provides more detail on the fieldwork
methodology, roles and responsibilities.

Outputs, milestones and timeframes

The DCD Results Team will produce interim and final reporting products. An informal project steering group
peer reviews all project outputs. It is envisaged that learning from the case studies will be relevant and
useful to provider staff both in headquarters and in country offices, as well as to partners and other
stakeholders. A detailed dissemination plan will ensure findings from the project are communicated to the
relevant audiences.

Key outputs:

e preliminary discussion paper and workshop inputs for October 2018 Results Community workshop
(October 2018)

e three technical case study reports (one for each case study SDG) — to be posted on the
OECD-DAC Results Community website (January 2019)
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e report/spreadsheet resource for each case study SDG based on quantitative analysis (April 2019)

o final policy or working paper (and related communication products) ahead of spring 2019 Results
Community workshop/High-Level Political Forum 2019 (April 2019).

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identification of indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like. The
spreadsheets are considered a working document, but there is potential to make the inventories publicly
available. The Secretariat is therefore grateful for validation of and feedback on the data presented here.
Links are provided to the source of the indicator in the left-hand column.

At corporate level, all DAC member and multilateral development bank providers which are known to have
adopted standard indicator sets,” and have indicators in the relevant sectors, are included. At country
level, the following providers are included:

e The United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately — except for Myanmar, where there is no current UNDAF. Instead United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) indicators and results were included. UNICEF is an active provider in
the education sector.

e The World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable).

e The case study donor focal point.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016.

e The top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

e Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has
prioritised that sector in their development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For
example, although Norway is not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in
Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because Norway has prioritised the education sector in its
development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This approach allows for inclusion of smaller
providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner country, despite their lower
ODA outflows.

The tables presented in this annex are based on detailed “indicator inventory” spreadsheets which have
been compiled for each case study SDG (tracking indicators and any data against them). The spreadsheets
are based on extensive web-based research and consultation with development co-operation providers
and partners, as well as verification in the field. The objective was to identify SDG-aligned or SDG-like
indicators used by partners and/or providers, and any data against these. A detailed set of criteria or rules
were used for identification of indicators which were considered SDG-aligned or SDG-like. The
spreadsheets are considered a working document, but there is potential to make the inventories publicly
available. The Secretariat is therefore grateful for validation of and feedback on the information presented
here. Links are provided to the source of the indicator in the left-hand column.
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At corporate level, all Development Assistance Committee (DAC) member and multilateral development
bank providers which are known to have adopted standard indicator sets,® and have indicators in the
relevant sectors, are included. At country level, the following providers are included:

the United Nations via United Nations Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) indicators;
UN agencies were included in aggregate rather than each individual UN agency being considered
separately

the World Bank Group and relevant regional multilateral development finance institution
(i.e. African Development Bank or Asian Development Bank as applicable)
the case study donor focal point

the top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
disbursements to the partner country in that sector in 2016

the top three DAC providers of aggregate bilateral ODA disbursements to the partner country in
that sub-sector in 2016, if different from above (e.g. for Indicator 4.1.1, the top three providers of
bilateral ODA in the primary and secondary education subsector in Ethiopia in 2016).

Additional DAC bilateral providers are included for analysis even if they are not one of the top three
providers of bilateral ODA to the partner country in that sector/sub-sector if the provider has prioritised that
sector in its development co-operation strategy for that partner country. For example, although Norway is
not one of the top three providers of bilateral education ODA in Ethiopia, it is included for analysis, because
Norway has prioritised the education sector in their development co-operation strategy for Ethiopia. This
approach allows for inclusion of smaller providers who are relatively active in a particular sector and partner
country, despite their lower ODA outflows.
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Notes

1 A menu of 42 targets was developed, based on those which were: Tier I; relevant to development
co-operation; and based on outcomes. See: https://doi.org/10.1787/24140929.

2 See, for example: www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-key-messages-workshop-apr-
2018.pdf (session 3), www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-data-results-workshop-apr-
18.pdf, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/dcr-2017-6-en and http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/544032al-en (section 3.4).

3 This project follows OECD-DAC terminology, which can differ from terminology used at country level.
“Providers” refers to bilateral and multilateral donors. “Partners” refers to partner country governments,
and “other stakeholders” includes implementing partners, civil society organisations, think tanks,
beneficiaries, regional bodies and others who have a stake in the development co-operation process.

4 It is important to note that this project is concerned with harmonisation of indicators and related
measurement, rather than harmonisation of development co-operation more broadly. The project looks
specifically at how increased co-ordination among providers and with partners might enhance
harmonisation of results indicators.

5 See, for example: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282199978 Action_research.

6 http://effectivecooperation.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/GPEDC-Monitoring-Framework-10-
Indicators.pdf

7 Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results; 2)
development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen, 20181;).

8 Defined as a standardised set of indicators used by development co-operation providers to monitor
results. They are typically used for three tiers of results frameworks: 1) development results; 2)
development co-operation results; 3) performance information. Standard indicators at Tier Il typically
aggregate project-level results in a way which enables communication of results achieved across multiple
projects, countries and regions (Engberg-Pedersen, 2018;1).

SUSTAINABLE RESULTS IN DEVELOPMENT: USING THE SDGS FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT © OECD 2020


https://doi.org/10.1787/24140929
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-key-messages-workshop-apr-2018.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-key-messages-workshop-apr-2018.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-data-results-workshop-apr-18.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/results-development/docs/results-data-results-workshop-apr-18.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/dcr-2017-6-en
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/544032a1-en
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282199978_Action_research
http://effectivecooperation.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/GPEDC-Monitoring-Framework-10-Indicators.pdf
http://effectivecooperation.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/GPEDC-Monitoring-Framework-10-Indicators.pdf

Sustainable Results in Development
USING THE SDGs FOR SHARED RESULTS AND IMPACT

Governments and providers of development co-operation increasingly use Sustainable Development Goal
indicators to guide their policies and practices. The close examination of three large recipients of development
co-operation: Ethiopia, Kenya and Myanmar across the sectors of Education, Sanitation and Energy reveals four
inter-related challenges in using SDG indicators at country level. First, the cost of using specific SDG indicators
varies in relation to indicator complexity — complementary investments in country statistical systems may be
necessary. Second, providers synchronising their country-level results planning with partner countries find it
easier to align to and measure SDG indicators together with the partner country and other providers. Third,
reliance on joint monitoring approaches is helping providers reduce the cost of SDG monitoring. Finally, while
disaggregating SDG data by gender and by urban-rural dimensions is common, other data disaggregation
relevant to ensure that no one is left behind are rare.

Consult this publication on line at https://doi.org/10.1787/368cf8b4-en.

This work is published on the OECD iLibrary, which gathers all OECD books, periodicals and statistical databases.
Visit www.oecd-ilibrary.org for more information.

ISBN 978-92-64-67022-8

78926L7670228

OECDpublishing

www.oecd.org/publishing

9



	Foreword
	Acknowledgements
	Abbreviations and acronyms
	Executive summary
	Overview: Using the SDGs as a shared framework for results
	SDG indicator adoption at global level: Opportunities and state of play
	Opportunities increase with the strengthening of the SDG indicator framework
	Partner countries are using the SDGs in their national strategies
	Increasingly, providers are also aligning their results frameworks to the SDGs

	Key issues
	Selecting SDG indicators at global and country level
	Managing different planning cycles at country level
	Measuring SDG indicators
	Mainstreaming leaving no one behind in SDG alignment and measurement
	Next phase (2019-20)

	References
	Notes

	1 SDG 4.1.1: Education proficiency
	Introduction
	Recommendations

	SDG Indicator 4.1.1 – Global profile
	Global SDG measurement and reporting
	Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation providers to SDG 4.1.1

	Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and providers
	Alignment to SDG 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar
	Country alignment to SDG 4.1.1 is still weak in both countries
	Development co-operation providers have yet to align their country results frameworks to SDG 4.1.1

	Measurement and use of SDG 4.1.1 data in Ethiopia and Myanmar
	Measurement of learning outcomes in both countries has yet to be aligned with international standards
	In Ethiopia, country-specific measurement of learning outcomes is well established, but the coverage and use of the resulting data could be boosted
	Facilitated by well co-ordinated provider support, Myanmar’s current reforms aim to address gaps in availability and use of results data – and to align to the SDG indicator in the medium term
	Visualising the results chain for 4.1.1 in Ethiopia and Myanmar


	Conclusions
	References
	Annex 1.A. Country profiles for SDG 4: Education proficiency
	Indicator tables for SDG 4: Education proficiency
	Ethiopia
	Myanmar

	Notes

	2 SDG 6.2.1: Sanitation and hygiene
	Introduction
	Recommendations

	SDG Indicator 6.2.1 – Global profile
	Global SDG measurement and reporting
	Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation providers to SDG 6.2.1

	Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and providers
	Alignment to SDG 6.2.1 in Kenya and Myanmar
	The national plans of Kenya and Myanmar are aligned to SDG 6.2.1a, targeting universal access to basic sanitation by 2030
	In both Kenya and Myanmar, sanitation and hygiene policies and provision are fragmented, which creates challenges for SDG alignment
	Development partner indicators are still based on the MDG ladder definitions, and do not capture all the relevant elements included in the SDG indicator

	Measurement and use of sanitation data in Kenya and Myanmar
	Kenya would benefit from nationally integrated systems for collation and use of sanitation data
	Monitoring data for sanitation in Myanmar is in the early stages, but alignment to SDG 6.2.1 creates impetus for progress
	Both countries face challenges to ensure that data collection can capture the local context, while also meeting international reporting requirements
	Visualising the results chain for sanitation access in Kenya and Myanmar


	Conclusions and recommendations
	References
	Annex 2.A. Country profiles for SDG 6: Sanitation and hygiene
	Annex 2.B. Indicator tables for SDG 6: Sanitation and hygiene
	Kenya
	Myanmar

	Notes

	3 SDG 7.1.1: Access to electricity
	Introduction
	Recommendations

	SDG Indicator 7.1.1 – Global profile
	Global SDG measurement and reporting
	Alignment of the corporate results frameworks of development co-operation providers to SDG 7.1.1

	Country-level analysis: Alignment, measurement and use by partners and providers
	Alignment to SDG 7.1.1 in Ethiopia and Kenya
	At country level, alignment to SDG 7.1.1 through national and sector plans varies
	Development co-operation providers engaged in electricity access utilise a range of indicators

	Measurement and use of electricity access data in Ethiopia and Kenya
	In both countries, measurement of access to electricity is fragmented with use of both survey and administrative data
	Monitoring off-grid connections poses specific challenges
	The Multi-Tier Framework Survey, which provides more nuanced data on electricity access, has been administered in both Ethiopia and Kenya
	Measurement by providers tends to be project driven
	Data disaggregation needs further support
	Visualising the results chain for energy access in Ethiopia and Kenya: Data against most of the indicators are missing


	Conclusions
	References
	Annex 3.A. Country profiles for SDG 7: Access to electricity
	Indicator tables for SDG 7: Access to electricity
	Kenya
	Ethiopia

	Notes
	Annex A. Background and methodology for the project
	Background
	Purpose and objectives of the project
	Approach
	Case study topics
	Project methodology
	Outputs, milestones and timeframes
	Key outputs:

	References
	Notes



