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1. Grant Completion Report Executive Summary  

This document provides the final report of the CSEF III (2016-2019) by presenting summative progress on each of the three programme objectives 
and associated results and against the set for the end of the programme in 2019. It draws on a wealth of information about the implementation 
and achievements from various implementing partners at the national and regional level as captured in the CSEF MEL System. The report will 
provide a summary of various achievements noted at national, regional, and global level – that have been captured in the eight previous periodic 
reports since the inception of this phase and as presented in the CSEF III Endline Evaluation report1. It is important to note that the report does 
not intend to replicate the CSEF III endline evaluation, which aimed to assess overall successes and the impact of the programme, and how the 
structures, approach and delivery aided or hindered the implementation and success of the programme. Instead, it aims to specifically describe 
and explain the progress of the CSEF in 2016-2019 towards its own goals, the expected results associated with each objective – and to present 
critical factors that informed and affected planning, implementation and the achievements of the CSEF III objectives and outcomes.  

1.1 Summary of CSEF Overview 

The Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) was established in 2009 by the Global Campaign for Education (GCE) as a unique and ambitious global 
mechanism that supports citizen engagement in education sector policy, planning, budgeting and monitoring. The CSEF was designed to enhance 
collective advocacy on education and to make a significant contribution towards the achievement of the education sustainable development goals. 
The overall goal of the CSEF is achieved through supporting diverse civil society coalitions across 63 countries across Africa, Asia and the Pacific, 
Latin America and the Caribbean, the Middle East and Eastern Europe to be better informed, and effectively engage in education-related policy 
planning, budget formulation, monitoring and review as well as high-level policy debates at the community, local and national levels. CSEF was set 
up to support GCE coalitions with their advocacy activities, provided capacity building and accompaniment support to strengthen planning, 
implementation and impact, and promoted cross-country learning and networking. Coalitions have been further supported to carry out advocacy-
oriented research and public awareness campaigning, and to share knowledge and learning from these activities within the membership and 
across regions, to coordinate messaging, learn best practices and improve political competencies relating to SDG 4 processes.  

The overall goal of the CSEF III programme is to contribute to better informed national policy dialogue and strengthened government accountability 
to citizens for the achievement of equitable, inclusive and quality public education for all.  

The CSEF III programme has the following three objectives: 

● Objective 1: To support effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector policy dialogue. 
● Objective 2: To support active public outreach and citizen engagement in the generation/use of research and evidence on quality, equity, 

financing and education system reform. 

 
1 CSEF III Endline evaluation report 
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● Objective 3: To ensure global and regional processes relating to GPE and SDG 4 better inform – and are better informed by – national and 
local civil society. 

These align with the overall strategic goals of GPE for 2016-2020 which aim to achieve greater equity and inclusion, quality teaching and learning, 
and stronger educational systems. Furthermore, the CSEF III programme goal reinforces and contributes to GPE’s objectives on effective and 
inclusive policy dialogue which encompasses both evidence-based monitoring, and stronger accountability. CSEF Phase III funding phase was 
initially meant to end in 2018 but was extended for another year to ensure a smooth transition of CSEF implementing partners to a newly formed 
GPE programme known as the as Education out Loud (EOL) which commenced at the end of 2019 under the management of OXFAM Ibis. 

1.2 Summary of achievements against the CSEF 2016-2019 programme  

Objective 1: To support effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector policy dialogue: CSEF has been successful in 
supporting and enabling coalitions to actively engage and represent diverse actors and the most marginalised groups in advocating for inclusive 
quality education for all at national, regional and global levels. The programme made significant contributions towards its agreed end of 
programme targets on the expected outcomes and indicators associated objective.  This was realised by the overall achievement of over 90% of 
coalitions getting classified as strong (70%) and adequate (26%). While the target was set to have 90% of coalitions to get fully classified as strong 
by the end of the programme, the CSEF III MTR report pointed out that the meaningful determination of progress depends on the context in which 
coalitions operate and the maturity of coalitions. It is noted in the report that some of the specific positive achievements towards this objective 
are as the result of increases in the number of diverse organisations including those targeting marginalised groups (youth, women, girls and people 
with disabilities).  
Another focus of CSEF support towards achieving this objective has been active participation and engagement of coalitions representatives in LEGs 
and in key sector policy and review processes (including where possible with parliamentary forums). The effective engagement of coalitions in 
education sector dialogues focused on assessing the participation of coalition representatives in such processes and efforts made to influence 
official education policy processes which tracked and gathered evidence of policy recommendation submitted and taken up by the LEG or 
equivalent government-led forums. The reported progress by the end of the programme shows that CSEF fell short in meeting its targeted result 
of demonstrating that at least 90% of coalitions are considered to have been strongly participating and influencing education policy processes in 
government-led policy dialogues. Considering that the composite scores for this outcome show that at least 75% of coalitions by the end of the 
programme were considered to be strongly/adequately engaging in LEG or equivalent government-led policy dialogues instead of 90%, the 
targeted end of programme result was not fully met. However, there have been strong efforts and relative stability throughout the CSEF III period 
on how CSEF has facilitated and enabled the inclusion of civil society views in policy spaces that have been closed before for CSOs at both national 
and regional levels. This engagement has led to governments and other actors in some countries and regions taking CSO voices and evidence 
seriously and becoming more open to including CSO views in key education policy planning and review processes. 
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Objective 2: Active public outreach and citizen engagement in the generation/use of research in education sector reform 

To measure the progress towards achieving this objective, it was critical for CSEF to track the extent to which citizens are engaged in delivering 
advocacy work of coalitions. More specifically, CSEF activities included information sharing through various media platforms, participation in 
consultations, training and community level events that encouraged and facilitated their inputs to the policy positions, quality research and 
analysis. This objective also has two main outcomes, with clearly defined indicators to which the reporting of progress in this section refers to.  For 
Outcome 2.1: Coalitions that actively consult with, engage and mobilise the public, through the use of traditional and social media – education 
policies and programmes related financing, quality and learning, and equity and inclusion in the education system; progress on this outcome 
was satisfactory by the end of the programme with the achievement of 97% (59) of national coalitions classified as “adequate” and “strong”. This 
means more national coalitions expanded their public mobilization and engagement actions to create awareness and build knowledge on key 
global education agenda topics relating to the SDG4 implementation. For instance, the preparation of the country spotlight reports on SDG4 
implementation together with GAWE and the publication of advocacy success stories and cases of good practice from national coalitions which 
were featured on regional and global communication platforms provided national coalitions with opportunities to reach out to more local, national, 
regional and global audiences and consult different local constituencies for inputs and validation.  

Concerning Outcome 2.2: Coalitions that produce relevant documentation/analysis and/or engage citizens in original and credible research, 
data collection and evidence building – to inform sector policy dialogues; the progress made towards the 2019 targets for this outcome has been 
satisfactory as up to 90% (55) of national coalitions demonstrated to have taken notable efforts to produce relevant documentation or credible 
evidence papers in the form of meeting minutes, citizen engagement reports, synthesis of recommendations for participation in budget and policy 
reviews. The CSEF programme presented national coalitions with many opportunities, including the preparations of SDG4 country spotlight reports 
with the overall goal of documenting the current status of governments’ education policy formulation and implementation in the context of SDG4; 
and to review the progress of education achievements in education financing, inclusion, and quality education.  

Objective 3: Global and regional processes relating to GPE and SDG4 better inform- and are better informed by national and local civil society 

The progress towards this objective is measured by tracking the extent to which i) Outcome 3.1: CSO representatives on the GPE Board are 
informed by and represent national coalitions, and ii) Outcome 3.2: Regional and global outputs on SDG 4 implementation are informed by 
perspectives of CSOs. The report shows that the programme met all targets for Outcome 3.1 which aimed to ensure that civil society 
representatives are actively supported and engaged in GPE processes. For this outcome, the CSEF achievements can be attributed to the Regional 
and Global Secretariats' efforts to coordinate the engagement of civil society in key GPE processes. This includes sharing information about GPE 
processes, communicating opportunities, sharing learning across countries, facilitating virtual meetings and consultation sessions, and 
representing civil society on behalf of national coalitions at regional and global meetings. Additionally, the close interaction and engagement with 
the GPE strengthened the capacity of the coalitions and exposed them to additional opportunities which allowed them to achieve more of their 
stated objectives.  

Concerning Outcome 3.2, the performance of CSEF III against this outcome proved to have been consistently strong through CSEF III by taking 
advantage of opportunities to contribute to discussions on global education goals.  
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CSEF has been successful in encouraging and supporting implementing partners to actively participate in national-level, regional and/or global 
level engagements on SDG4 processes. The progress against the end of programme targets shows that all RS’s organised regional events where 
most national coalitions participated and produced analysis papers on SDG4 implementation which were informed by CSO views of national 
coalitions.  At the global level, global events such as HLPF. The UN General Assembly and CCNGO meetings and more provided opportunity for all 
regions and the majority of national CSEF representatives to participate and inform global level advocacy outputs such as the global spotlight 
report. 

1.3 Summary of achieved and unintended outcomes 

The intended and unintended changes generated by the programme across national, regional and global levels demonstrate not only that the 
programme has hugely progressed against its objectives, but also has highlighted some of the unintended but crucial mechanisms used by the 
programme to achieve its aims. Through the Outcome Harvesting approach, the CSEF III endline evaluation identified a total of 17 types of 
outcomes and changes that emerged across the breadth of the CSEF programme and at multiple levels. These encapsulated changes focused at 
the national level, as well as those that applied to the global and regional levels. Outcomes targeted changes at three main levels: outcomes within 
individual coalitions and their membership, as well as the Movement more broadly; outcomes targeted at the general public, which included 
marginalised groups within society; and outcomes-oriented towards decision-makers, be it policymakers at the national level, key influencers of 
policy-making or implementing processes, representatives of donor groups and those involved in the setting of international goals. From a total 
of seventeen (17) outcomes/changes harvested, five (5) outcomes targeted knowledge/awareness and attitude changes within individual 
coalitions and their membership, as well as the GCE Movement more broadly,  five (5) outcomes targeted knowledge/awareness and attitude 
changes of the general public, which included marginalised groups within society, specific key education stakeholder groups such as parents, 
communities, teachers and students and civil society advocates more broadly, and seven (7) outcomes were oriented towards decision-makers at 
all levels of change, whether policymakers at the national level, key influencers of policy-making implementing processes, representatives of donor 
groups and those involved in the setting of international goals. 
While the bulk of the changes focused on the achievements of national coalitions; the Regional and Global Secretariats made significant 
contributions in their own right. In addition to supporting national coalitions to contribute to the global and regional dialogue, the Regional and 
Global Secretariats conducted their own set of activities towards these by themselves acting as civil society representatives on behalf of the 
national coalitions and the Movement. The efforts to strengthen the diversity and inclusivity of underrepresented civil society voices in global and 
regional fora was augmented by their efforts to create alignment and cohesion across the Movement as well as amongst civil society more broadly. 
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2. CSEF Overview  

The Civil Society Education Fund (CSEF) was established in 2009 by the Global Campaign for Education (GCE) as a unique and ambitious global 
mechanism that supports citizen engagement in the education sector policy, planning, budgeting and monitoring. CSEF was founded on a shared 
understanding among key stakeholders that strong, broad-based and locally-driven civil society participation in key education policy processes is 
crucial to delivering on national and international education goals and to holding their governments to account for commitments to education. As 
such, CSEF supports broad-based, democratic and representative national civil society education coalitions working towards achieving inclusive 
and equitable quality education and lifelong learning for all.  The CSEF was designed to enhance collective advocacy on education and to make 
substantial contributions towards the achievement of the education sustainable development goals (SDG4). The overall goal of the CSEF is achieved 
through supporting diverse civil society coalitions across 63 countries to be better informed and effectively engage in education-related policy 
planning, budget formulation, monitoring and review as well as high-level policy debates at the community, local and national levels. These are 
across Africa, Asia and the Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, the Middle East and Eastern Europe.  

Since 2009, the CSEF has been primarily funded by the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), a multilateral partnership devoted to improving 
learning and equity through stronger education systems.2 CSEF gives grants to coalitions to support their advocacy activities, provides capacity 
building and accompaniment support to strengthen planning, implementation and impact, and promotes cross-country learning and networking. 
Coalitions are further supported to carry out advocacy-oriented research and public awareness campaigning, and to share knowledge and learning 
from these activities within and across regions, to coordinate messaging, learn best practices and improve political competencies relating to GPE 
and SDG 4 processes.  

The overall goal of the CSEF III programme is to contribute to better informed national policy dialogue and strengthened government accountability 
to citizens for the achievement of equitable, inclusive and quality public education. This aligns with the overall strategic goals of GPE for 2016-
2020 which aim to achieve greater equity and inclusion, quality teaching and learning, and stronger educational systems. This is achieved through 
supporting the informed and effective engagement of organised, representative and diverse civil society coalitions in education sector debates, 
planning, budgeting, monitoring and review the at community, local and national levels.  

In October 2015, the former GPE Country Grants and Performance Committee (CGPC), as the delegated authority by the GPE Board, approved 
US$28,769,442 in continued financial support to CSEF for the 2016-2018 period, which marked a third implementation phase for CSEF. While CSEF 
is primarily funded by the GPE, complementary funding for the programme has also been provided through GCE’s resource mobilisation and fund-
raising efforts. For the additional year of CSEF III, GPE approved additional funding for a costed extension period with an amount of $4,500,000 to 
provide adequate funding for the continuation of the programme under the CSEF III implementation structure until the end of March 2020. CSEF 
Phase III was initially meant to end in 2018, GPE agreed to approve a one year costed extension to ensure a smooth transition of CSEF partners to 
a newly formed GPE programme known as Education Out Loud (EOL) which commenced at the end of 2019.  

 
2 The GPE Strategic Plan for 2016-2020 has a broader vision; aiming to” ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all”. 
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2.1 CSEF rationale, Evolution and Developments 

To ensure the success of the education policy development and implementation - in providing quality education for all, it must be rooted in national 
realities, and be responsive to citizen needs. Effective education policies have to take into consideration existing disadvantages and inequalities, 
be delivered with accountability, and be adaptable in light of feedback about implementation. GCE and its partners believe civil society has a 
distinct and fundamental role to play in producing these conditions. Responsive policy-making and accountable require broad-based and informed 
participation of citizens. This citizen participation is in turn dependent on effective and coordinated civil society formations that can provide 
information, act as a conduit, and facilitate direct engagement and participation. For this to function well, it is important that civil society structures 
engage with a wide cross-section of communities and constituencies, and are active in reaching out to the beneficiaries of education to bring their 
concerns and experiences directly into the policy process.  

Given this, CSEF focuses its support on broad-based national coalitions of civil society organisations in the education sector, supporting them to 
reach out to the public, represent citizen views, and engage with policy-makers. With CSEF support, coalitions strive to hold governments and 
donors accountable and ensure relevance, equity and effectiveness within education plans, budgets and programmes. 

Since 2009, the CSEF programme has grown, expanded and developed in response to learning from the programme implementation and 
evaluations. In particular, the number of countries included has grown from 45 at the end of the first phase (which comprised of nine new coalitions 
that were established through CSEF support during the programme period) to 51 by the end of this second phase and grew further in the third 
phase extending the reach of the programme to 63 countries. This has included the expansion of the programme, between 2012 and 2014, into 
the Middle East and Eastern Europe (mirroring the engagement of GPE in these regions).  

Having successfully implemented two phases of CSEF between 2012 and 2015, the GCE received US$28,769,442 to continue with the third three-
year phase of CSEF, that is, from 2016 to 2018. Although Phase III was initially meant to end in 2018, GPE approved additional funding for a costed 
extension period with an amount of $4,500,000 for the additional year of CSEF III to provide adequate funding for the continuation of the 
programme under the CSEF III implementation structure until the end of March 2020. This was primarily to ensure a smooth transition from CSEF 
III to a newly formulated Education Out Loud (EOL) programme which commenced at the end of 2019 under a new Grant Agent. 

 

2.2 Linkage between CSEF and the GPE 2016-2020 Strategic Plan 

The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) mobilises global and national efforts to achieve quality education and learning for all through inclusive 
partnership, a focus on effective education systems and financing for basic education. It provides funding and technical support for the 
development, implementation and monitoring of national education sector plans. GPE partner countries must develop credible sector plans, 
improve education-related data and increase their domestic financing for education. The GPE funding model also gives incentives for countries to 
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give priority to investments in equity, learning and effectiveness. Central to the GPE operational model3 is the existence of a single, costed and an 
achievable national plan for the education sector, created out of inclusive country-level processes and around which all donors should align. 

The CSEF programme complements GPE’s efforts to strengthen mutual accountability in the education sector. Evaluations and overviews4 of social 
accountability initiatives “emphasise the importance of interventions that work on both sides of citizen-state relations.”5 In this context, the 
alignment of CSEF goals and activities with key elements of the GPE’s funding model and agreed 2016-2020 strategic priorities offered important 
means to leverage change through complementary action by States and civil society. The clear linkage between CSEF operations and the GPE 2016-
2020 Strategic Plan is visualised in the CSEF III Theory of Change and captured in the Results Framework. The CSEF programme provides an 
important infrastructure to realise the potential of civil society to increase government accountability for performance, improve the 
responsiveness of education policy to the needs of marginalised groups, and strengthen the impact of education policy implementation and 
financing strategies on education at the local level. 

The CSEF has been primarily funded by the Global Partnership for Education (GPE), a multilateral partnership devoted to getting all children in 
the world's poorest countries into school and learning6. The GPE functions as a partnership of developing countries, donor countries, civil society, 
foundations and the private sector, leveraging its partnership to allow developing country governments to access technical and financial resources 
and global and local expertise. GPE – in its former identity as the FTI – initially funded the CSEF from 2009 to early 2012 as a programme that 
supported activity in 45 countries across Africa, Asia Pacific and Latin America and the Caribbean. 

The government of Australia provided continued funding of CSEF during 2012, while further GPE funding for CSEF was being discussed. GPE then 
approved funding for a further phase of CSEF programming, initially in 2013 and 2014, subsequently extended to the end of 2015. For these three 
years, UNESCO acted as the ‘Supervising Entity ’within the GPE structures, providing supervision of GCE’s management of CSEF, on behalf of GPE.  

Complementary funding for CSEF – funding for activities or countries not included within the GPE or Australian grants – has been provided at 
different times by the ‘German BACKUP Initiative – Education in Africa ’for activities in Africa, and through extensive support from the 
government of Spain (AECID) for non-GPE partner countries in Latin America and the Caribbean. The AECID funds were managed directly by CLADE, 
as part of a unified CSEF programme in the region.  

It is worth noting that the history of CSEF since 2009 has been characterized by continuity as a result of donor commitment to the CSEF aim and 
approach. At the same time, as the programme has been developed, adjusted, negotiated and renegotiated over different phases, there have 

 
3 http://www.globalpartnership.org/funding/civil-society-education-fund 

4 See for example: Fox (2014) Social Accountability: what does the evidence really say? Global Partnership for Social Accountability Working Paper 1, World Bank: Washington DC 

5 Independent Commission for Aid Impact (2013) DFID’s empowerment and accountability programming in Ghana and Malawi, DFID – also quoting The Development Research 

Centre on Citizenship, Participation and Accountability http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Empowerment-and-Accountability-081013-FINAL.pdf 

6 The new GPE Strategic Plan for 2016-2020 has a broader vision; aiming to” ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all”. 
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been breaks, delays and uncertainties in funding, which have certainly had an impact on delivery. This is discussed further in section 4 on challenges 
and lessons. 

2.3 CSEF aim and objectives  

During the 2016-2019 period, the overall goal of the CSEF programme was to contribute to better informed national policy dialogue and 
strengthened government accountability to citizens for the achievement of equitable, inclusive and quality public education. To achieve this goal, 
the CSEF III programme as a whole has three overarching objectives, and all partners contribute to achieving all three objectives. 

 

There are a set of indicators and targets relating to each objective and outcomes, which were updated slightly for the final year of implementation; 
they are detailed in the full results framework.  

Objective 1: To support effective 
civil society representation and 
engagement in education sector 

policy dialogue. 

Outcome: 1.1 Inclusive coalitions 
that actively engage and represent 

diverse actors and the most 
marginalised people. 

Outcome 1.2 CSEF-supported 
coalitions actively participate in LEGs 
and in key sector policy and review 
processes (including where possible 

with parliamentary forums). 

Objective 2: To support active public 
outreach and citizen engagement in 
the generation / use of research and 
evidence on quality, equity, financing 

and education system reform. 

Outcome: 2.1: Coalitions that actively 
consult with, engage and mobilise 

the public, including through the use 
of traditional and social media - on 
education policies and programmes 

related to financing, quality & 
learning, and equity & inclusion in 

the education system. 

Outcome 2.2: Coalitions that produce 
relevant documentation/analysis 

and/or engage citizens in original and 
credible research, data collection and 
evidence building - to inform sector 

policy dialogue  

Objective 3: To ensure global and 
regional processes relating to GPE 
and SDG 4 better inform – and are 
better informed by – national and 

local civil society. 

Outcome: 3.1: CSO representatives 
to the GPE Board and committees 

that are well informed by and 
actively represent the views of the 

CSO2 constituency 

Outcome: 3.2: Stronger links 
between national, regional and 

global CSO voices (inc S-S) in key 
regional & global debates & events 
on the implementation of SDG 4.  
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2.4 CSEF Structure  

The Global Campaign for Education (GCE) has been a Grant Managing Entity for CSEF III, building on its management of the programme since 
2009, following the planned capacity expansion to support this role. As the Global Secretariat for CSEF, GCE has been responsible for overall CSEF 
programme coordination and financial oversight; monitoring, evaluation and learning; and liaison with GPE. The Global Secretariat reports 
internally to the CSEF Global Oversight Committee (GOC), comprised of GCE Board members from constituencies not eligible to receive CSEF 
grants. 
 
At the regional level, the Global Secretariat Staff has been working closely with three different kinds of regional structures, including (i) Regional 
Funding Committees, which made decisions on national funding proposals; (ii) Regional Secretariats, which provided regional coordination, 
delivered regional education advocacy, accompaniment and capacity support to national coalitions; and (iii) Regional Financial Management 
Agencies, which provided financial management oversight of the national coalition grants, financial and administrative capacity support to national 
coalitions. The implementing partners in each region are as follows:
 

Region/Regional Support Africa Asia Pacific Latin America & Caribbean Middle East & Eastern Europe 

Regional Secretariat Africa Network Campaign on 
Education for All (ANCEFA) 

Asia South Pacific Association for 
Basic and Adult Education 

(ASPBAE) 

Campaña Latinoamerican por 
el Derecho a la Educación 

(CLADE) 

Arab Coalition for Education 
for All (ACEA) 

Regional Financial 
Management Agency 

Oxfam Ibis Education International (2016-
2017) 

GCE (2018-2019) 

ActionAid Americas GCE 

 
 
The implementing partners for the programme at the national level are broad-based national civil society coalitions acting in the education sector 
in the 63 targeted countries for the programme. This is due to the belief and an understanding that civil society engagement with education policy 
and planning is most effective and sustainable both when it is locally-driven, and when it draws on and engages a broad cross-section of 
constituencies (that is, for example, community groups in both rural and urban areas, local education NGOs, teachers, parents ’associations, 
student and youth groups, associations of people with disabilities, ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities). These civil society voices have a better 
chance of being heard in the policy process when they are part of a unified platform. For this reason, only broad-based, democratic coalitions of 
civil society organisations active in education policy and committed to the EFA/SDG4 goals have been eligible for CSEF funding and support. CSEF 
funded a single plan for action in each of the countries covered: national coalitions developed these plans in line with their contexts and priorities, 
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and within the structure of the overall goals and objectives for the CSEF. The content of national plans has been very dependent on the context, 
including national needs and opportunities, existing civil society capacity, the extent and nature of space for citizen engagement, etc.  
 
The overall core activities of the CSEF III programme is made up of: 

● National activities focused on social accountability and engagement with sector policy processes and review – designed and implemented 
at the national level based on an analysis of country context – which encompasses budget tracking, monitoring of education service 
delivery, engagement in sector planning, social mobilisation and citizen engagement, etc.; 

● Tailored technical support and accompaniment to improve the effectiveness of supported coalitions; 
● Capacity development through resources and workshops, learning and sharing events, facilitation of feedback loops, tools to strengthen 

the capacity and knowledge of coalitions on both technical areas (budget-tracking, research, engagement with education sector planning) 
and thematic areas (girls ’education, quality, inclusive education, sector governance, etc.); 

● Operational guidelines and monitoring tools to support national planning and operations; and 
● Facilitation of national-regional-global links, for technical support and two-way communications and connections across different levels. 

 

2.5 Changes made to CSEF III 

Since its inception in 2016, the CSEF III programme had the following three key changes that were made from the approved final proposal in 2015 
by GPE. 
  

1. Extension of CSEF III: Initially, the CSEF III programme was scheduled to run for three years from 2016 to 2018. However, after the launch 
of the new programme (Education Out Loud) under GPE’s Advocacy and Social Accountability (ASA) funding mechanism - which came into 
effect in December 2019, there was a funding gap of coalitions between the end of the CSEF III programme and the start of Education Out 
Loud (EOL). Given these timelines, there was a need to overcome a funding gap for the national, regional as well as the global 
implementation structures under the costed period spanning from April to December 2019. This was important for the smooth transition 
between the two programmes and for ensuring that all relevant structures remain active and functional in between. The one-year 
extension of the CSEF programme allowed the implementation of the programme to continue operating with identical structures as laid 
out in the original proposal, following the Theory of Change and Results Framework which also provided the opportunity to pick up on 
some of the minor recommendations from the Mid-Term review and the OPM evaluation. The additional time allowed the implementing 
partners to undertake additional activities which could not have been anticipated in the original plan and facilitated the alignment of 
coalitions’ work with the GCE 2019-2020 strategic plan.  

 
2. Amendments to the indicators: Since 2019 represented a continuation of the CSEF Phase III, the overall CSEF III Theory of Change and 

Results Framework remain unaltered. However, to reflect the level of effort that was expected during the extended programme period, 
some of the targets for indicators were revised. However, given the limited timeframe, which included a three-month close-out period in 
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the final quarter, composite targets were only increased minimally from those of the previous year. These adjustments were informed by 
the results of past performance-related trend analysis, as well as the recommendations of the CSEF Mid-term Review (MTR) of 2017. More 
specifically, the composite Indicator 2.1.1 had to undergo a minor adjustment which aimed to allow coalitions to report more 
comprehensively on their activities relating to research and evaluation, including secondary analysis, inputs to and participation in research 
conducted by partners, as well as research plans and proposals. Based on feedback from the coalitions during the MTR evaluation, as well 
as the progress and annual performance reports, it was important to “expand” on the expected deliverables for this indicator given that 
many coalitions would report having plans to undertake relevant policy research in their annual plans but would be unable to complete 
them during the first half of the year at the beginning of the year. Some of the reasons cited for this include funding constraints, delayed 
disbursement of funding for research proposal development, as well as the lack of research capacity that required the recruitment of 
external support.  

3. Structural changes: In August 2017, the GCE Global Secretariat was informed of Education International’s (EI) decision to depart from their 
role as the Regional Financial Management Agency (RFMA) with effect from end November 2017. As it was considered highly unlikely to 
find a replacement for Education International for the relatively short remaining CSEF grant period of one year, and to ensure continuity 
for FMA harmonization and administrative streamlining; it was decided that the GCE Secretariat would have to step in to fulfil this regional 
FMA role, to become the FMA for the Asia and Pacific region. A closing out process was prepared with EI, which implied increasing the 
finance human resource capacity at the GCE Global Secretariat for a gradual but temporary takeover of the regional FMA role for Asia and 
the Pacific. To achieve the increased workload of taking over as the RFMA of the region, the GCE Global Secretariat has to take on some 
additional personnel, albeit temporarily, until the end of the programme. 
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3. CSEF III (2016-2019) Achievements 

3.1 Achievements against CSEF Objectives and Results  

This section reflects on the achievements of CSEF III against its expected outcomes by the end of December 2019 to give a conclusion under each 
objective of the programme. The CSEF III programme has six (6) outcome statements which express the changes that the programme is expected 
to bring about by the end of the programme period. The table presents each expected result, targets set by the end of 2019 and explains whether 
the result was achieved, followed by some additional reflection and analysis.  

Objective 1 – To support effective civil society representation and engagement in education sector policy dialogue 

Expected outcome Indicators & Targets Achievement status & details 

1.1 Inclusive 
coalitions that 
actively engage 
and represent 
diverse actors and 
the most 
marginalised 
people 

1.1.1 Number of 
coalitions achieving 
strong/adequate (as 
opposed to weak) 
inclusivity and 
representation of 
civil society. 

 

2019 Target: 90% 
are strong, 5% are 
adequate 

Achieved results: Strong (70%) and Adequate (26%), target partially met. 

The CSEF activities undertaken to achieve this expected outcome are made of various efforts at 
national, regional as well as at global level to increase inclusivity and diversity of GCE as a global 
education movement. The inclusivity and diverse representation of coalitions have been the 
targeted outcome for the CSEF programme since its inception in CSEF I. In CSEF III, the progress 
towards this outcome was measured through the use of composite indicators that measured the 
extent of coalitions’ ability to include and represent diverse actors through tracking two different 
variables for this outcome; (i)Inclusivity scores and (ii)Engagement scores. The inclusivity score 
assessed the efforts and accomplishments of coalitions on the inclusion of diverse member 
organisations including marginalised groups, key education stakeholders (i.e parents and teachers) 
and organisations with grassroots constituencies in subnational areas of the coalition. Concerning 
the engagement score, the efforts of coalitions in consulting members before participating in 
education policy forums, frequency of communication including the sharing of information and 
expertise, were closely monitored.  

Throughout CSEF III, a progressive change in this outcome was reported with overall achievement 
of over 90% of coalitions being classified as strong (70%) and adequate (26%) by the end of the 
programme period. While the target was set to have at least 90% of coalitions being fully classified 
as strong by the end of the programme, the CSEF III MTR report pointed out that the meaningful 
determination of progress depends on the context in which coalitions operate and the maturity of 
coalitions. For instance, the maturity of coalitions and the baseline classification should have been 



  Final report of the CSEF 2016-2019 

16 | Page 

taken into consideration to inform a realistic progress target of each coalition within the span of the 
programme, given the fact that some coalitions were established or became CSEF grantees for the 
first time in CSEF III. On the other hand, the progress of coalitions on this outcome varied with the 
majority of coalitions particularly in Africa showing strong growth in diverse membership numbers 
while engagement scores on average remained relatively consistent throughout the programme 
across all four regions. As pointed out in the CSEF III evaluation report, the sum of total active 
members across reporting coalitions in June 2016 was at 881 and grew to 5172 by the end of 
December 2019. Yet, 57% of this growth in membership numbers was largely driven by the increase 
in member organisations from coalitions across Africa. This does not necessarily mean that coalitions 
in other regions have not improved diversity and inclusion.  

It is also worth noting that the programme balanced the approach in weighing the progress for this 
by also focusing on membership engagement efforts of coalitions in the core policy advocacy work 
of the coalition, rather than just tracking increases on membership numbers. In doing so, member 
organisations were considered to be active when they were engaging and participating at least once 
per semester in the implementation of the coalitions’ activities, advocacy discussions and policy 
debates or its general assembly, or when they proposed, conducted or participated in advocacy 
activities, or took part in the governance of the coalition. As pointed out in the CSEF III endline 
evaluation report, increases in membership numbers contributed more to the progressive 
achievement of this outcome throughout CSEF III, in comparison to the actual engagement of 
members in delivering the advocacy work of coalitions. It should be noted that this definition of 
‘active member’ is in addition to any requirements set by coalitions for their members to be 
considered active (e.g. membership fee payment, the minimum number of member’s meeting 
attended per annum, etc.).  

1.2 CSEF supported 
coalitions actively 
participate in LEGs 
and in key sector 
policy and review 
processes 
(including where 
possible with 
parliamentary 
forums). 

1.2.1 Number of 
coalitions achieving 
strong/adequate (as 
opposed to weak) 
engagement in 
government-led 
sector dialogue 
processes 

2019 Target: 60% 
are strong, 30% are 

Achieved results: Strong (57%) and Adequate (18%), target not met. 

The CSEF III supported implementing partners to undertake activities to ensure active participation 
and engagement in key policy processes. As with Outcome 1.1, this outcome is a long-standing goal, 
with CSEF III building on the efforts of previous programme iterations. There are two indicators used 
to measure progress against this outcome. One is a composite for “Government Engagement” score, 
balancing participation in (as defined by the number of representatives and types of arrangement) 
and engagement (number of submissions and uptake of recommendations) in three different types 
of government processes: LEGs, Education Sector Reviews, and government policies more broadly. 
The other indicator refers to the efforts of coalitions’ participation in parliamentary committees or 
processes including details of submissions to parliamentary processes.  
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adequate 

 

The analysis of the achievements towards this outcome shows that the programme fell short on 
reaching its end of programme target which expected that at least 90% of coalitions are considered 
strong or adequate. It is noted in the CSEF III evaluation report that there has been a general trend 
of relative stability, with some fluctuation, rather than a general progression throughout CSEF III. 
However, various external reviews of CSEF III have noted that falling short on these quantified 
variables; is not necessarily an indication that there have not been sufficient actions taken by the 
coalitions to influence the desired change. For instance, the MTR noted that although government 
engagement processes are often an extremely effective channel for improving access to public 
services, it is not the only way considering that coalitions have demonstrated strong ways of 
empowering citizens and to mobilise public towards demanding and influencing policy changes. 
Another critical consideration which has been noted to have been overlooked in assessing the 
progress and achievement of this outcome has been the key assumptions in the theory of change 
that set out pre-conditions for progress against this outcome. These include the need for 
governments and other actors to take CSO voices and their evidence seriously, the openness of 
national governments to inclusive CSO engagement, and that desired key education policy processes 
are delivered in practice. Given the political contexts in which some of CSEF coalitions operate, the 
efforts of coalitions to actively participate in LEGs and key sector policy and review processes could 
not possibly reach the targeted scores given that the targeted number of coalition representatives, 
frequency of written policy submission and the uptake of policy recommendations from CSOs have 
not been up to coalitions to enforce. While these have been critical to demonstrating the level of 
efforts undertaken by coalitions to influence education policy processes, it should also be noted that 
the majority of national coalitions that had not reached the strong classification by December 2019 
have taken various persuasive efforts to claim CSO’s space in government-led processes and to 
influence education sector policy. The country profile reports in Annex 1 demonstrate efforts that 
were undertaken by national coalitions to actively participate and effectively engage in government-
led processes, as well as contextual limitations that have prevented coalitions from achieving the 
strong classification. 

Concerning the engagement of coalitions with relevant parliamentary forums or committees, the 
programme exceeded the 2019 target as 82% of national coalitions engaged with parliamentary or 
official education sector forums. Throughout CSEF III, coalitions made a total of 711 policy 
recommendations of varying types of i.e oral and/or written submissions to different official policy 
forums such as LEG, parliamentary commissions and other equivalent sector forums. Of the 711 
policy submissions, 378 submissions were accepted while 288 were considered for review. It is also 
worth noting the critical role of RSs throughout CSEF in supporting national coalitions to engage 

1.2.2 Proportion of 
coalitions engaging 
with relevant 
parliamentary 
forums or 
committees 

2019 Target: 75% of 
coalitions 
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meaningfully in LEGs, parliamentary processes, as well as other key sector policy and review 
processes. The bi-annual reports of CSEF have consistently shared cases of good examples regarding 
the support provided by RS’s and observed changes from national coalitions’ engagements in 
government-led sector dialogue throughout the programme. 

Objective 2 – To support active public outreach and citizen engagement in the generation/use of research and evidence on quality, equity, 
financing and education system 

Expected outcome Indicators & Targets Achievement status & details 

2.1: Coalitions that 
actively consult 
with, engage and 
mobilise the public, 
including through 
the use of 
traditional and 
social media - on 
education policies 
and programmes 
related to 
financing, quality & 
learning, and 
equity & inclusion 
in the education 
system. 

2.1.1 Number of 
coalitions achieving 
strong or adequate 
public outreach and 
mobilisation in one 
or more of the 
following areas: 
media (traditional, 
community or 
online); community-
level consultation; or 
participatory events 
– especially around 
issues of financing, 
learning or equity in 
education. 

 

2019 Target: 60% 
are strong, 30% are 
adequate 

 

Achieved results: Strong (66%) and Adequate (31%), target partially met. 

Objective 2 aimed to ensure that coalitions are active in driving public mobilisation and citizen 
engagement in education policies and the generation or use of research and evidence on quality, 
equity, financing, and education system reform. To measure progress towards achieving this 
objective, two expected results and related indicators are used to track the extent to which citizens 
are mobilised and engaged in the work of the coalitions, including information sharing through 
various media platforms, participation in consultations, training and community level events that 
encourage and facilitate their inputs to the policy positions, quality research and analysis. 
Throughout CSEF III, the progress on this outcome was considered satisfactory as it met or exceeded 
targets at various biannual reporting stages. By December 2019, 97% (59) of national coalitions were 
either considered to be “adequate” or “strong”. This meant more national coalitions have expanded 
their public mobilisation and engagement intending to create awareness and building knowledge on 
key global education agenda topics relating to the SDG4 implementation. Many coalitions took 
advantage of a variety of media and public outreach platforms to cover multiple and diverse topics 
which are not only at the heart of the CSEF agenda but are also of public interest. The CSEF III endline 
evaluation report takes note that many coalitions appeared to have used traditional and social 
media to similar extents, preferring to maintain the use of traditional media (articles, radio or TV 
broadcasts) but increasing the use of social media throughout CSEF. 

Besides, coalitions continued to engage the public and citizens through GAWE as the main campaign 
to mobilise the public and employed various online and traditional media platforms to cover 
multiple topics related to SDG4 implementation such as education financing, equity, quality 
learning, and inclusion, among others. Moreover, the publication of advocacy successes, stories and 
cases of good practice from national coalitions were featured on regional and global communication 
platforms which included the use of members’ mail, social media, blogs, newsletter, news bulletins, 
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and website updates to extend the public mobilisation reach and form stronger links from national 
to global in the education agenda advocacy. While the efforts undertaken by coalitions to achieve 
these results were always satisfactory, the findings of the CSEF III endline evaluation point out that 
there has been a difficulty in examining the changes to public awareness or attitudes as a result of 
these efforts within the scope of the evaluation. However, many unintended changes have been 
noted from coalitions which include the ability of coalitions to gain additional publicity and 
credibility and buy-in from both the public and governments.  

2.2: Coalitions that 
produce relevant 
documentation/an
alysis and/or 
engage citizens in 
original and 
credible research, 
data collection and 
evidence building - 
to inform sector 
policy dialogue on 
one or more of:  

a) domestic 
financing for 
education;  

b) equity & 
inclusion in 
education;  

c) quality 
education & 
learning;  

d) quality & 
inclusivity of 
education sector 

2.2.1 Number of 
coalitions producing 
civil society analysis, 
evaluations of 
government action, 
documentation of 
innovation and/or 
secondary research 
relating to education 
quality and learning, 
equity and inclusion, 
and/or education 
financing. 

 

2019 Target: All 
coalitions to 
demonstrate efforts 
towards producing 
relevant 
documentation/ 
credible research 
(evidence can be in 
the form of meeting 
minutes, citizen 
engagement reports, 
etc.) and at least 2 

CSEF has been supporting coalitions to produce research papers, or similar documentation, on topics 
about civil society analyses, evaluations of government action, documentation of innovation and/or 
secondary research relating to education quality & learning, equity & inclusion, and/or financing. 
Between 2016 and 2018, the desired target has been that coalitions demonstrate efforts towards 
producing relevant documentation/credible research (evidence can be in the form of meeting 
minutes, citizen engagement reports, etc.) and at least 2 written pieces of evidence/ research papers 
on any of relevant topics annually. In the first three years of the programme, the progress 
consistently fell short on its annual targets. 

Following the findings and recommendation of the CSEF Mid-term Review regarding the likelihood 
of the expected annual progress to underestimate the effort of coalitions to contribute to this 
outcome as it did not capture how coalitions use secondary data to increase their understanding or 
advocate towards relevant policy issues, the target was revised to be broader and more realistic. 
The definition of the expected annual progress was relaxed, changing from ‘producing research or 
papers’ to ‘demonstrating efforts towards’ producing research pieces. Another important change 
was to broaden the concept of research solely for public engagement, instead of encapsulating any 
kind of research that the coalition deems relevant to strengthen its advocacy work. The revision of 
the definition and the target allowed the programme to achieve its 2019 target. This means 
coalitions were much more successful in achieving the targets they considered not only pieces of 
research and policy analysis produced but also considered the preparations of SDG4 country 
spotlight reports and production of toolkits for members to engage in strategic policy 
analysis/research, data collection on relevant GPE pledges, and exercises related to tracking learning 
and service delivery.  

Also, the CSEF III endline evaluation points out that there was a notable difference in the results 
reported against mid-year targets versus the end of the year, suggesting that measuring progress 
against research outputs on a six months basis was not a realistic timeframe considering the limited 
capacity of coalitions to undertake research activities and the need to commission designated 
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dialogue processes. written pieces of 
evidence/ research 
papers on any of the 
topics listed by the 
end of the year 

support from external consultants. This was particularly true for the first six months of the 
programme each year where many coalitions were preoccupied with transitioning to CSEF III, 
finalising annual proposals and when support activities were planned for the second half of the year. 
Because coalitions operated on an annual planning cycle as dictated by the funding proposal 
process, this had a greater bearing on the commencement or completion of research, alongside the 
need for coalitions to consider in their planning the important external events at national, regional 
and global levels. 

Regarding the involvement of citizens to produce credible documentation with a particular focus on 
quality and learning, equity and inclusion together with education financing, the programme met its 
2019 target as 70% of national coalitions reported to have involved citizens in data collection and 
validation processes, in producing relevant documentation of analysis papers, research reports, and 
knowledge sharing publications. According to the CSEF III evaluation report, the newer coalitions, or 
coalitions which were new to CSEF III, have improved the most in terms of both increasing 
engagements with civil society, and involving citizens and diverse civil society views in research, 
which provided the greatest value and use of the research outputs. This means the increases in the 
number of coalitions who engage civil society in research have been mostly driven by the research 
work which was undertaken by the new coalitions. 

Indicator 2.2.2 
Number of coalitions 
involving citizens 
actively in producing 
credible and original 
research 

2019 Target: 65% of 
Coalitions 

Objective 3 – To ensure global and regional processes relating to GPE and SDG 4 better inform – and are better informed by – national and 
local civil society. 

Expected outcome Indicators & Targets Achievement status & details 

3.1: CSO 
representatives to 
the GPE Board and 
committees that 
are well informed 
by and actively 
represent the 
views of the CSO2 
constituency  

 

3.1.1 Number of GPE 
Board meetings & 
committees at which 
consensus CSO2 
positions and 
recommendations 
are presented. 

 

2019 Target: 
Consensus 

The emphasis of objective 3 is the facilitation of stronger links between national, regional and 
global processes relating to GPE and SDG4 to ensure that CSOs can be strong partners of GPE at all 
levels. To contribute to this objective, CSEF supported CSO representatives to the GPE Board and 
committees to actively represent the views which are informed by the CSO2 constituency. Unlike 
other indicators, the target for outcome indicator 3.1.1 does not increase each year. Instead, the 
outcome indicator assesses whether CSEF holds true to its commitment to ensuring that civil 
society perspectives are included in global GPE processes.  
CSEF’s performance towards this outcome has been strong throughout phase III, demonstrating 
that it has reached its target during each reporting period. The achievement of the indicator 3.1.1. 
target under outcome 3.1 is measured by the number of Board and committee meetings that the 
GPE convenes where the CSO2 constituency positions and recommendations are presented. 
Throughout CSEF III, the programme has been meeting this target with CSO2 policy positions 
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recommendations 
are presented at all 
GPE Board meetings 
& committee 
meetings. 

developed as input into all GPE board meetings. Moreover, the high proportion (over 85%) of 
coalitions reporting on improved engagement in, and knowledge of, GPE global governance/board 
decision-making processes: at the national level has been maintained.  CSEF coalitions have been 
actively voicing their perspectives in GPE CSO2 constituency meetings (virtual or face-to-face) 
facilitated by either the global or regional secretariats and in processes through which GPE policies 
and/or processes (including ESPIG applications or reviews) were deliberated. As the CSEF III 
endline evaluation noted, this progress can be attributed to the concerted efforts by the global 
and regional secretariats to increase the opportunities for coalitions to engage with GPE. This 
includes sharing information about GPE processes, communicating opportunities, sharing learning 
across countries, facilitating virtual meetings and consultation sessions, and representing civil 
society on behalf of national coalitions at regional and global meetings.  

Considering that many efforts were conducted virtually to broaden engagement across coalitions, 
coalitions operating in countries with limited digital resources engaged less in these processes. In 
addition, circumstances constraining other coalitions from engaging related to i) the relative 
infancy of the coalition which may have focussed on more internal and local priorities, ii) technical 
or logistical barriers, such as poor internet connectivity, electricity shortage, time-zone or 
interpretation challenges and iii) coalitions either being unaware of opportunities to engage or 
learning too late about these opportunities. 

3.2: Stronger links 
between national, 
regional and global 
CSO voices (inc S-S) 
in key regional & 
global debates & 
events on 
implementation of 
SDG 4 

Number of regional 
and global 
analysis/position 
papers/events on 
SDG 4 
implementation & 
achievement, 
informed by findings 
and perspectives (on 
financing, quality 
and learning or 
equity) of national 
CSEF-supported 
coalitions. 

A key impetus of CSEF is to support the engagement of civil society organisations to enable them to 
make effective contributions in education policy dialogue in their respective countries, their wider 
regions and globally. The GCE tri-level architecture (national-regional-global) in implementing CSEF 
has been its unique mechanism to facilitate the realisation of this mission through the expected 
outcome 3.2.   

The planned annual target for the CSEF III outcome 3.2 indicators were i) at least one global analysis 
paper and one per region in the year, and ii) at least one global event and one event in each region 
in the year in which national CSEF representatives present civil society findings. The targets were 
fully met by the end of each year since the inception of CSEF III. Also, all 63 coalitions (100%) actively 
participated in at least one national-level, regional and/or global level engagement on SDG 4 
implementation annually throughout the programme, facilitated by either the global or regional 
secretariats or in collaboration in the cases of regional and global events.  

Through CSEF-support and coordination, national coalitions represented civil society analyses and 
positions at various key regional and global level events which, amongst other education policy 
issues, debated and put forward civil society positions on the implementation of SDG 4. The CSEF III 
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2019 Targets:  

▪ At least one 
global analysis 
paper & one per 
region each year 

▪ At least one 
global event & 
one event in 
each region per 
year in which 
national CSEF 
representatives 
present civil 
society findings. 

endline evaluation has pointed out the crucial role played by global and regional secretariats in 
connecting civil society perspectives to SDG4 processes was also critical to achieving this outcome. 
GCE’s CSEF III proposal suggested two strategic elements for engaging with the Education 2030 
agenda, which included supporting coalitions to increase their understanding of and engagement in 
processes, as well as contributing research and evidence to the SDG4 Framework for Action, focusing 
on the GPE strategic objectives of equity and inclusion, quality teaching and learning, and education 
finance. As with Outcome 3.1, global and regional secretariat efforts to do this involved facilitating 
national and regional participation in international events, strengthening coordination and feedback 
loops, developing and communicating the findings of research on specific policy themes. In 
particular, notable efforts were undertaken in preparation for the High-Level Political Forum. Efforts 
on this outcome are continuous and on-going. In addition to supporting national coalitions to engage 

with their national-level SDG 4 implementation and review processes, regional secretariats also 

actively participated in the vast majority of the events to further invest efforts in several important 
additional regional and global events and high-level fora on SDG 4 implementation.  

 

3.2 Other Outcomes & Impact Achievements  

This section of the report is based on the impact findings of the CSEF III endline evaluation which specifically aimed to uncover the intended and 
unintended changes at national, regional and global levels that were brought about by CSEF III and how the programme contributed to these 
changes. This was prompted by the two key impact evaluation questions 6 and 7 as fully outlined in the Outcome Harvesting Report. The evaluation 
used the Outcome Harvesting (OH) approach as a means to explore the breadth of the unintended changes and to identify changes that emerged 
as a result of the actions undertaken in implementing CSEF across all levels of implementation, captured from all CSEF implementing partners’ 
reports and other ‘learning’ documents produced throughout the programme. After harvesting outcomes, validating the outcomes with key CSEF 
stakeholders, and refining the outcomes, a total of 17 types of outcomes/changes attributed to CSEF actions across the breadth of the CSEF 
programme at the global, regional and national levels. These changes were organised by the (1) type of change produced and (2) the change 
targets.  

Three types of changes were identified as the following:  

1. Awareness or knowledge refers to the development of abilities and includes general changes to knowledge and awareness levels as a 
result of exposure to information, training and research enabled by CSEF. 

2. Will or attitudes refers to changes in motivation and cohesion, including changes to someone's opinions or belief, the intensity of those 
beliefs, the salience of those beliefs and changes to one's capacity levels for action as a result of CSEF.  
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3. Action: refers to opportunities generated, including efforts to change policy or incitation of an action/reaction that otherwise would not 
have taken place without CSEF. 

Three types of change targets or actors who are the subject of the above types of change were identified as the following:  

4. Coalitions: this included coalitions (including individual staff members) as well as changes to the wider coalition membership and GCE 
movement (e.g. training or raising awareness amongst coalition member groups, building coalition cohesion, increasing coalition diversity, 
etc.).  

5. Public: this refers to changes targeted towards the wider community and public, including: specific education stakeholder groups 
(parents, teachers, unions, service providers, or students themselves), general citizens and service users, policy influencers such as media, 
community leaders, thought leaders, and other policy champions. 

6. Decision-makers: refers to those who make decisions that influence policy, both directly and indirectly. This may include elected officials, 
administrators, judges, civil servants, as well as donors or international institutions who may influence policy direction. 

From a total of seventeen (17) outcomes/changes harvested, five (5) outcomes targeted knowledge/awareness and attitude changes within 
individual coalitions and their membership, as well as the GCE Movement more broadly,  five (5) outcomes targeted knowledge/awareness 
and attitude changes of the general public, which included marginalised groups within society, specific key education stakeholder groups such 
as parents, communities, teachers and students and civil society advocates more broadly, and seven (7) outcomes were oriented towards 
decision makers at all levels of change, whether policy makers at the national level, key influencers of policy making or implementing processes, 
representatives of donor groups and those involved in the setting of international goals.  

1. Significant changes targeting the coalition level 

a. CSEF has been successful in achieving changes related to building capacities and achieving intended programme outcomes: 
The most prevalent outcomes, in terms of CSEF implementing partners having reported CSEF materialisation, are changes that 
relate to coalition building, such as capacity building of technical skills and strengthening internal operations and processes.  
While other prevalent changes align with intended programme outcomes, such as strengthening the diversity and inclusivity 
of coalitions, generating research which is inclusive of grassroots perspectives and increasing civil society representation in 
policy dialogues, a large proportion of CSEF implementers at all levels have played a crucial role in supporting civil society 
capacities to monitor policy and decision-makers to modify national education policy or policy implementation, which shows 
success in how CSEF has been effective in translating advocacy efforts into policy actions.   

b. CSEF has been successful in achieving changes related to building cohesion across civil society and the wider GCE movement: 
This is the change that was not explicitly targeted by the programme and has been of significance in terms of building cohesion 
both across the GCE Movement and across civil society at the national level. This change was significant to CSEF implementers 
in many ways including building a sense of ownership of the programme amongst member CSOs and providing a network to 
learn best practices from other coalitions  
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c. CSEF as an enabling sustainability driver: Although the financial sustainability of some coalitions beyond CSEF faces 
uncertainties regardless of CSEF funding having strengthened coalitions’ technical capacity to seek more funding, the 
likelihood of coalitions to sustain the active engagement in policy dialogues and government processes has been a prevalent 
outcome on sustainability. This is linked to the CSEF success in enabling CSOs to become credible education policy contributors 
and to have increased the consideration of diverse and wiser civil society perspectives in education polices.  

2. Significant changes targeting the public level 

a. Generating credible research has been more inclusive of the perspectives of the public: Although in line with outcome 2.2 
of CSEF, CSEF has been efficient in engaging diverse community actors and raising their awareness and knowledge about 
education policy gaps and education demands that education systems in their context should be able to meet.  The research 
and evidence generated for policy advocacy was more inclusive and representative of the perspectives of communities and 
vulnerable groups. 

b. CSEF enabled citizens to become better informed to contribute to education policy dialogue: Through CSEF enabled 
community meetings, capacity building, public training, media campaigns and engagement, diverse community actors became 
active in platforms that allowed previously unrepresented community groups to organise and consolidate their voice to be 
included in government consultations. For instance, the integration of teachers and students to take ownership and hold 
schools accountable and sensitizing journalists to publicize advocacy work in favour of inclusive education are few of many 
gains that CSEF facilitated to ensure that diverse community actors have an understanding and take up their role in advocating 
for inclusive education for all.  

3. Significant changes at the decision maker level 

a. Attitude changes of decision makers about credibility of CSOs: The second category of unintended outcomes encompasses 
outcomes that could be considered as the pre-conditions to which CSEF implementers have worked in order to support the 
achievement of increasing engagement in policy dialogues. While participation in LEGs and in key sector policy and review 
processes was a specific programme outcome (Outcome 1.2), CSEF facilitated and enabled increased credibility of CSOs at 
national, regional and global levels in policy processes by decision makers. In many countries, decision makers became more 
open in consulting with and taking into consideration wider civil society perspectives and policy recommendations on 
education policies as evidence-based and credible. This suggests that it was significant for CSOs to first ensure that policy 
makers viewed coalitions as credible and see the value in consulting with civil society, before coalitions are able to 
meaningfully participate in policy processes.  

b. Although one of the key and targeted outcomes of the CSEF programme was to build a more representative and participatory 
education policy dialogue and process, CSEF has been successful in bringing up local and national voices to regional and global 
education policy discussions. This has broadened the understanding of local and national community actors of the 
responsibility that their governments have to align their education policies with sustainable development goals of education. 
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The GS and RSs made significant contributions in their respective roles in bringing the local and national voices to global and 
regional policy dialogues, which strengthened the diversity and inclusivity of underrepresented civil society voices in global 
and regional fora and cohesion across the GCE Movement and CSOs broadly.  

 

4. CSEF preparation, implementation and achievement of outcomes 

4.1 Key factors related to the CSEF III programme preparation and design 

This section reflects on the processes and actions undertaken by GCE in preparation for CSEF III design and implementation. The content reported 
in this section is drawn from both the CSEF III approved proposal documents and progress reports submitted to GPE during the period of CSEF III 
implementation.  

Following the successful implementation of CSEF II which spanned from 2013-2015, the Global Campaign for Education (GCE) submitted a proposal 
to request funding as the Grant Agent for this CSEF III, with increased support and monitoring by the GPE Secretariat. The Country Grants and 
Performance Committee of GPE approved an allocation of US$28,769,442 at its October 27-29, 2015 meeting to support a third phase of the Civil 
Society Education Fund (CSEF)which began its implementation in January, 2016. GCE’s preparation and design of the CSEF III programme was 
informed  by the experience of implementing previous phases, as well as key inputs from partners and external evaluators, including: the GPE 
Board of Directors and relevant committees; UNESCO as the Supervising Entity for 2013-2015; an independent evaluation of the 2009-2012 phase 
of CSEF as well as a mid-term formative evaluation of the 2013-2015 phase; the GPE 2014 Civil Society Review; and the GPE-commissioned 
Institutional Capacity Assessment of GCE by Cardno Emerging Markets USA Ltd. Key lessons that were incorporated related to CSEF III management 
structures; monitoring, evaluation and learning; programme design and focus; support to civil society representatives on the GPE Board; 
approaches to national-level engagement; partnerships and inclusion; and information-sharing.  

 

The standing goal, objectives and expected outcomes of CSEF III were outlined in the CSEF III approved proposal, the development of which was 
the result of a lengthy drafting process based on extensive internal consultation with GCE members, eligible coalitions and Regional Secretariats, 
and dialogues with the GPE Secretariat. While remaining true to the CSEF principles of country ownership and flexibility, it presented a strong 
alignment to GPE’s proposed strategic plan for 2016-2020, and demonstrated how CSEF will add value and help contribute to GPE’s objectives. In 
comparison to previous iterations of CSEF, the CSEF III programme design introduced a stronger compliance approach and developed a 
comprehensive monitoring, evaluation and learning strategy which took into consideration the different perspectives of CSEF III stakeholders and 
aimed to drive relevance and ownership of the programme processes by CSEF III stakeholders at all levels. For instance, all supported coalitions 
had to embed their nationally contextualized implementation plans around the three objectives of CSEF III. One of the key role stakeholders and 
factors that had a critical role to play in the preparation and design of CSEF III was the GPE Secretariat., GCE Secretariat members visited the GPE 
Secretariat Washington for three (3) days following the grant approval. Throughout the preparation, design and implementation of CSEF III, the 
GPE Secretariat increased its support for the CSEF III programme and continued to monitor the finalization and implementation of workplans and 
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Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Strategy as well as the GCE Board’s decisions related to human resources. More specifically, the GPE 
Secretariat’s involvement in the preparation, planning and design of CSEF III was critical in finalising the Theory of Change and Results Framework, 
as per the recommendations of the Quality Assurance Review and decision of the CGPC (CGPC/2015/10-01), amendment of the ToC  in order to 
align the CSEF contributions to GPE Strategic Objectives and Goals in accordance with the new the GPE 2016-2020 Strategic Plan and outlining 
reporting requirements and a basic structure for of CSEF III mid-year and annual reporting. 

These efforts aimed to make the CSEF III Theory of Change and Results Framework components to be as realistic and relevant as possible for the 
diverse CSEF III stakeholders and implementing partners.  After a number of consultations with CSEF III stakeholders, the ToC and Results 
Framework components were refined according to the feedback received. More specifically, the ToC was amended in order to align the CSEF 
contributions to GPE Strategic Objectives and Goals in accordance with the new GPE 2016-2020 Strategic Plan; the Higher-level Outcome (overall 
Results Statement/Goal) for the CSEF programme had to be revised in response to lessons learned from the GPE Quality Assurance Review; the 
Results Framework was improved by aligning it with the revised higher level outcome, the indicators and means of verification of the overall goal; 
outputs (by national, regional and global levels) as reflected in the revised TOC were integrated into the RF, and – where relevant and appropriate 
– output level targets were provided in the accompanying methodologies for assessing objective-level outcomes composite indicators.  

Besides outlining CSEF III operational processes that GCE had and intended to put in place for effective programme implementation, the approved 
proposal and programme preparation dialogues with the GPE Secretariat included financial management processes and procedures, risk 
assessment and indication of risk management strategies related to both overall programme risks – e.g. fiduciary risk and conflicts of interest – 
and risks specific to national implementation, including restrictions on civil society activity and civil society capacity. This assessment also included 
details on how emerging risks will be managed through the development of a more detailed programme risk assessment and management plan 
which was developed as part of the new CSEF internal audit function in late 2015. Finally, the proposal and CSEF III planning dialogues addressed 
the question of sustainability of the work, indicating core strategies to support the programmatic and financial sustainability beyond the three-
year CSEF III period. 

With regards to the CSEF III programme examining and taking into consideration national legislations, regulations and processes in place for the 
programme to be successful, the GCE Secretariat also had an opportunity to engage with Country Support Team during the planning and 
preparation stage of CSEF III. The objective was to discuss ways to increase cooperation between CSEF-supported national coalitions and Regional 
Secretariats, Local Education Groups and GPE Country Leads. From this discussion, a protocol for country-level collaboration and communication 
was proposed. There was also agreement to continue to explore opportunities for the Country Support Team to engage regularly in planning 
exercises and broader discussions with the GCE Secretariat, Regional Secretariats and national coalitions.  

Given all the preparation and planning approaches and process, the question of whether the programme timelines were sufficient to achieve the 
expected results remains difficult to address considering that it is difficult to determine fixed time intervals into which different change scenarios 
can be accommodated. Evidence on improving the responsiveness of state to deliver on public policies using social accountability approaches 
show that change is heavily influenced by context and circumstances, and is not built in a linear form. The nature of citizen and civil society 
engagement that will be most effective in driving change, varies dramatically between countries and within countries, over time. In other words, 
there is no linear or monocausal relationship between social accountability and advocacy initiatives, and ultimately between these and improved 
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outcomes in public services.  Dependent on the context, opportunities and nature of the debate, the most effective activity may range from 
widespread public mobilization to expert engagement by representative civil society organisations, or some include some mixture of approaches. 
All of these approaches take time and the program time windows may not stretch far enough to allow for all round success.  

4.2 Key factors related to the programme implementation   

Programme management (management arrangements, roles and responsibilities): The tri-level structure of CSEF has been a unique and central 
element since the first phase of CSEF in 2009. At the core of the CSEF architecture is its bottom up function, in which the national level coalitions 
are supported to build their capacity for national level advocacy, link with regional and global level platforms to strengthen global and regional 
campaigns and enhance collective advocacy, and build the credibility and visibility of national coalitions and of the GCE movement at large. Each 
level of the CSEF III programme provided a specific set of experiences, connections and skills to strengthen the full movement. While the broad 
structure of CSEF remained unchanged all along the three phases, GCE continually adapted and strengthened the institutional design following 
the recommendations from external evaluations, while retaining the strong national-regional-global links that drive advocacy and enhance civil 
society voices across all levels. Adaptation and changes aimed to strengthen management structures to mitigate against conflicts of interest, 
improve accountability and transparency, and to create clearer delineations between grant-making and programmatic functions. 

The following list is a brief overview of the key CSEF III implementation structures, designated roles and responsibilities: 

1. CSEF Global Secretariat: The Global Campaign for Education hosted the Global CSEF Secretariat which has been responsible for overall CSEF 
programme coordination and held the role as Managing Entity for this programme, reporting to the GPE Secretariat on CSEF implementation. The 
CSEF Global Secretariat worked in close coordination with the Regional Secretariats and the Regional Financial Management Agencies to deliver 
its responsibilities for two distinctive and separate functions of (i) Programme coordination and support including strategic planning, reporting, 
inter-regional coordination, learning and capacity building, and linking of CSEF work to global advocacy, and (ii) Financial and grant management 
and oversight.  

The programme coordination and support role of the Global Secretariat entailed a day-to-day oversight, monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL), 
development of operational guidelines and monitoring tools, coordination among regions; and liaising with GPE. Furthermore, GCE’s global 
management served as key-holder to overall CSEF capacity development, internal communication including provision of resources and events to 
facilitate learning through and across regions and technical support for coalitions in areas of budget-tracking, research, engagement in education-
sector processes, and thematic hotspots. The Global Secretariat also coordinated global advocacy which aimed to facilitate linkages between the 
national-regional-global levels and provide connections across all actors.  

In addition, the CSEF Global Secretariat reported internally to the CSEF Global Oversight Committee (GOC), which was the structure set to comprise 
of GCE Board members from constituencies not eligible to receive CSEF grants. The GOC ensured a strict separation of GCE’s roles between on the 
one hand programme management and on the other hand oversight and accountability, thereby increasing transparency and lines of 
accountability, while also reducing potential conflicts of interest. The Global Oversight Committee (GOC) was responsible for CSEF programme and 
strategic oversight; global financial decisions; and arbitration of disputes between implementing partners. 
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2. CSEF Regional Structures 

a) At the regional level, four (4) Regional Secretariats were established by regional civil society coalitions with broad reach within their respective 
regions to coordinate CSEF programme implementation at the regional level, working closely with the CSEF Global Secretariat. The Regional 
Secretariats acted as the CSEF implementing agencies at the regional level. Regional Secretariat’s responsibilities included: regional 
coordination and communication; national coalition accompaniment and technical support; management of information and exchange within 
the region; monitoring of national work and facilitation and oversight of reporting by national coalitions; ensuring compliance with programme 
approaches and procedures and monitoring progress towards programme results and objectives within the region. The Regional Secretariats 
were accountable to GCE in ensuring that they perform and meet agreed tasks and outcomes, with a formal contract or MOA drawn between 
Regional Secretariats and GCE to this effect.  

b) The Global Secretariat also worked closely with Regional Financial Management Agencies in each region to provide financial management 
support. The Regional Financial Management Agency received and disbursed national coalition grant funding (based on Regional Funding 
Committee allocation and tranche specification), reviewed and reconciled national coalition quarterly financial reports (accounting for all 
income and expenses), led coalition grant close-out and liquidation, maintained all financial records for coalition grants, and provided regional-
level capacity-building support to coalitions relating to financial management. FMAs maintained a distinct bank account for housing CSEF funds 
for coalition grants in USD. In the case where maintaining a separate CSEF holding account was difficult because of institutional arrangements 
of the FMA host or country specific legislation, the FMA provided evidence of bank movements on CSEF funds by keeping a dedicated ledger 
allowing to monitor bank operations. To ensure sound financial management (i.e. segregation of duties and independent oversight), the FMA’s 
role was played by an international civil society organisation with a strong reputation for financial management and transparency and which 
operated independently from the Regional Secretariat, national coalitions and the Global Secretariat. The RFMAs were accountable to GCE in 
ensuring that they performed agreed tasks and meet the agreed outcomes based on a formal contract or MOA drawn between each FMA and 
GCE outlining FMA roles, responsibilities and oversight.  

c) The Regional Funding Committees (RFC) were charged with evaluating national education coalition proposals, deciding on proposal approval 
and level of funding, and making recommendations on capacity-building support. The RFC responsibilities included the evaluation of CSEF 
proposals from national coalitions according to the CSEF guidelines on national proposal assessment, final proposal approval and fund 
allocation decisions, proposal improvements, capacity-building recommendations and strategic support for regional advocacy and policy 
engagement processes (optional).  RFC members also provided technical and strategic support to Regional Secretariats in regional advocacy 
and policy-influencing processes, if requested. 

 

3. National Coalitions  

CSEF’s structure operationally and programmatically focused on enhancing education sector engagement at the national level. As a result, CSEF 
implementation was rooted in national-level civil society coalitions, one per CSEF-supported country, which carried out nationally-designed 
campaigns based on local context and nationally-specific policy needs. These plans were created through a proposal process in which national 
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coalitions submitted CSEF funding proposals outlining their overarching programme goals, with renewals submitted annually. Proposals were then 
subject to quality assurance processes to make sure that proposed work aligns with CSEF’s requirements, GPE’s thematic areas including, when 
appropriate, national education sector plans, and strategically designed for successful engagement with sector policy processes, monitoring of 
education service delivery, budget tracking, sector planning, and social mobilization.  

National coalitions varied considerably in nature, from country to country and region to region, which of course reflects differences in membership 
as well as in how they were established, their specific objectives, their ways of working and the external environment in which they operate. They 
are often (but not always) managed by a core secretariat, and overseen by a board made up of elected member representatives, governed under 
a constitution or similar document articulating coalition mission, values and governance, registered in the country of operation and as such 
operating in accordance with national laws and regulations. National coalitions that had not yet or could not obtain formal registration in their 
country were represented by a formally registered member organisation that received funds in trust based on a signed agreement between the 
coalition and the member organisation.  

4. International Partners Groups 

The CSEF International Partners Group existed to create greater coordination with international allies around capacity-building, partnership and 
other support for coalitions as well as to broaden learning activities. During 2015 and 2016, this group brought in representatives of allied 
organisations (including ActionAid, Education International, Ibis, Open Society Foundation, OSISA, Oxfam, Plan International, Results, Save the 
Children and VSO) to help advise on strategies for advocacy support and capacity-building, and when INGOs have similar programmes or 
interventions, possible collaboration, partnerships and complementarity of work could be discussed. The work of the IPG was coordinated by the 
global CSEF Secretariat, and driven by needs and interests on the ground. During the last two years of the programme, face to face meetings with 
the IPG were no longer maintained as it was agreed that the support and learning needs of individual coalitions were better responded to at 
regional level and this was predominantly seen as a task of the Regional Secretariats.   

4.3 Factors related to capacity building: 

Systems Development: For effective functioning of the CSEF programme and the strengthened ability of GCE to execute its function of a 
programme oversight coordination and as a Grant Agent, two vital systems were developed and rolled out during the CSEF III period.  The first 
system aimed at shifting the previously used manual-based Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) processes onto an online system aligned 
with the CSEF programme’s Results Framework. This extensive process involved collaborative design with key CSEF stakeholders, development, 
piloting, adjusting, translation and training and targeted support for end users.  This system allowed for real time capture of annual reporting data 
as part of the process of operationalising the online system.  

In parallel to the development and roll out of the CSEF MEL online system, GCE developed an online financial reporting tool, which has been used 
by all national coalitions operating as grant recipients during the CSEF III period. As a real-time financial data capturing system, this tool was 
designed as a valuable improvement to the previously used paper based financial reporting mechanisms. The online tool became fully operational 
in Q3 of 2017, and enabled GCE as well as the regional structures to have easier access to coalition financial data and assisted GCE and the regions 
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to monitor national coalition spending and budget management more efficiently and effectively. Training sessions were implemented for all 
regions and national coalitions and were also undertaken during the support visit missions of RS & RFMAs to national coalitions. Once fully 
embedded in operational practices, these two key CSEF system components enabled real time programme progress and achievements tracking, 
as well as early detection of risk factors, and thus served to support timely programmatic decision-making and corrective action. Roll-out and 
further training on these systems for coalitions and regional partners in the African context has been supported by the German government’s GIZ 
Backup Education Initiative. 

During CSEF III period, GCE also started rolling out the new internal audit function at all levels of the programme (global, regional and national). 
Considerable efforts were invested by the global team to develop an internal audit framework in consultation with the regional partners and to 
provide trainings to regions and national coalitions on issues related to; (i) internal audit function and the rolling out processes; (ii) identification 
of risks and how to mitigate them, (iii) CSEF financial reporting framework (including the online tool) and (iv) CSEF Financial Management Practices.  

Other technical capacity building: In addition to the above-mentioned activities to strengthen CSEF III systems, targeted technical support of 
coalitions was undertaken by GCE in collaboration with RSs and RFMAs. These included technical and capacity support visits to individual coalitions 
in collaboration with representatives of the respective regional structures; conducting internal audit missions; participation in and technical 
support to regional policy forums, and quality oversight and engagement in regional funding committee (RFCs) meetings.  

In addition, the (CSEF) Global Learning Event (GLE) took place from 13th to 15th November 2019 in Kathmandu, ahead of the Global Campaign for 
Education (GCE) World Assembly. This event brought representatives from more than 60 CSEF funded coalitions in Asia, Africa, Eastern Europe, 
Latin America and the Middle-East for the purpose of consolidating learning in the key programme areas, to reflect on CSEF successes and 
limitations, strengthen capacity and to prepare for the years to come in the new context of the Advocacy and Social Accountability (ASA) 
framework. The three days were designed to address coalition structural and organisational needs (resource mobilisation, monitoring and 
evaluation, financial management), strategic programmatic areas (gender inclusion, education financing and national budget monitoring) and 
future opportunities (youth engagement, Global Partnership for Education (GPE) ASA framework).  

Strengthening HR for CSEF at the Global Secretariat: The human resource base at the GCE Global Secretariat was another element that needed 
strengthening for effective implementation of CSEF III. At the start of CSEF III, the GS consolidated a plan which outlined its efforts for an improved 
human resource to drive the implementation of CSEF work. Throughout the implementation of CSEF III, the GCE Secretariat sought to have a 
dedicated full time CSEF team which was responsible for overall CSEF programme coordination; management of the monitoring and evaluation 
system; reporting to GPE; ongoing liaison with GPE; and financial oversight, supported by GCE’s Finance and Administration team. For management 
and oversight, the Global Secretariat employed a Global Programme Manager, a Global CSEF Programme Officer, CSEF Monitoring, Evaluation & 
Learning (MEL) Manager, a CSEF Monitoring, Evaluation & Learning (MEL) Officer and an Internal Auditor. In addition, a large portion of the time 
of the GCE Finance Manager and Finance Assistant, Head of Advocacy and Policy, Network Engagement & Learning (NEL) Manager, Network 
Engagement & Learning (NEL) Coordinator as well as administrative support and communications team, was dedicated to implement relevant 
elements of the CSEF III programme.  
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CSEF Evaluations & development of learning materials: Learning has been a significant component embedded in the CSEF III programme. Besides 
being embedded in the CSEF III MEL system, it has been a significant focus of programme activities. In most particular, the development and 
effective implementation of the comprehensive CSEF III MEL strategy and system was the core investment to ensure that the planning and 
implementation of CSEF activities provide relevant data and information for shared learning and understanding of the progress, achievements and 
impact of the CSEF III programme at national, regional and global levels. Throughout the implementation of CSEF, data and information gathered 
at national, regional and global levels was used to generate learning resources and for programmatic decisions that were based on concrete 
evidence. The purpose of integrating learning to the programme implementation and MEL was to ensure that CSEF partners have the capacity to 
generate learning from the programme and use the lessons to improve the programme planning, implementation and to mitigate risks that hinder 
the success of the programme. The CSEF Global Secretariat team had a primary role of driving learning in collaboration with the RS as following:  

1. CSEF programme progress monitoring and reporting: All CSEF national and regional coalitions reported against their plans and the overall 
results framework on a bi-annual basis. Programme reporting templates and the MEL online system were structured around the CSEF 
objectives, expected outcomes and activities, and also reflected approved plans and budgets. National and regional coalitions’ reporting 
included a summary of key activities, achievements, challenges and upcoming plans of the CSEF programme and all implementing partners 
were required to submit means of verification to substantiate the reported progress. All national and regional coalitions who received 
funding for each reporting phase met the expected reporting requirements for the eight (8) reporting semesters.  

The CSEF global secretariat team had a responsibility to draw on the national and regional reports as well as its global advocacy CSEF 
activities, programme and grant management to consolidate biannual reports on the programme progress and achievements. The nature 
and timing of global reports to GPE was determined through final discussions with the GPE Secretariat and relevant committees. 
Throughout the CSEF III period, the CSEF Global Secretariat consolidated eight (8) global biannual reports on CSEF III programme progress 
and achievements.  

2. CSEF programme reviews and evaluations: The CSEF Global Secretariat had a responsibility to manage evaluations in order to drive the 
process of continuous reflection on the progress of the programme and in particular investigate examples of best practice and significant 
challenges to understand how these are affecting achievement of objectives, in partnership with the regions. The CSEF III programme 
evaluation plan was integrated to the MEL strategy during the planning stage and entailed two aspects; (i) the Mid Term Review taken 
half way through the programme implementation, and (ii) Independent external evaluation towards the end of the CSEF III programme. 
In accordance with the initial evaluation plan, GCE commissioned external consultants to undertake the independent mid-term review of 
the CSEF III programme in February 2017. This successfully provided a formative assessment of the programme by reviewing the progress 
that the CSEF III made towards meeting the intended results, critically understand what is taking place in the programme, the way in 
which this is being perceived, successes achieved at the mid-term point, challenges that need to be addressed as soon as possible and, to 
reflect on the extent to which the Theory of Change (TOC) remained relevant and valid. The second GCE commissioned evaluation 
undertaken on CSEF III programme is the CSEF III endline evaluation which was commissioned in September 2019. The purposes of this 
evaluation were to reflect on the intended and unintended outcomes achieved by CSEF, examine the relevance of the CSEF objectives 
and Theory of Change (ToC), map the contribution of CSEF to the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) objectives, identify lessons to 
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support the future of the GCE Movement, map the contribution of CSEF to GCE goals and to support the transition to Education Out Loud 
(EOL). The evaluation addressed these purposes using the following two core evaluation objectives and approaches; (i) To reflect on the 
outcomes achieved by the CSEF programme, both intended and unintended, through a quantitative and qualitative outcome harvesting 
(OH) approach, and (ii) To derive lessons learned for the GCE movement going forward through a qualitative process and learning 
evaluation approach.  

3. Evidence based learning resources and shared learning events: Both the Global and Regional Secretariats coordinated the development 
of capacity-building tools and resources and organised various events and learning exchange to strengthen the capacity and knowledge 
of coalitions on both technical areas (budget-tracking, research, engagement with education sector planning) and thematic areas (girls’ 
education, quality, inclusive education, sector governance, etc.). More specifically; 

• The Global and Regional Secretariats developed and provided learning tools and briefings or case studies (two to three per year); 
and regular newsletters and blogs for exchange of information. All these resources were drawn on information gathered in large 
part through the Learning, Monitoring and Evaluation system and were further expanded by engaging the relevant coalitions. 

•  Each Regional Secretariat organised meetings for exchange, learning and reflection, and the Global Secretariat convened a Global 
Learning Event to consolidate learning from the programme.  

• As mentioned in the previous section, the Global Secretariat also worked with the International Partners’ Group to facilitate 
communities of practice on thematic areas, contributing to greater learning and exchange during the first 2 years of the 
programme.  

4.4 CSEF III challenges, contributing factors and remedial actions  

This section outlines the challenges and key factors that contributed to the problems experienced during the full implementation period of CSEF 
III across the three implementing partner levels. These have been previously reported in CSEF III biannual reporting and drawn from the findings 
of CSEF III endline evaluation. While many factors relate to external complexities in relation to the political conditions in varying contexts in which 
CSEF implementers operate, others relate to internal structural and operational arrangements which proved to have not fully worked in favour of 
effective and efficient programme implementation.   

1. Political instability and context fragility:  Factors related to political instability and/or fragility, political repression of civil society, and shrinking 
spaces for civil society engagement in sector (and more broadly development) policy processes have, to a large extent, been circumnavigated 
by the strategic and functional collective strength and mutual support of the multi-layered operational partnership between the national 
coalitions, regional and global advocacy and support structures. Political instability was more prominent in many countries across regions due 
to presidential or parliamentary elections and changes in official government administration office and mechanisms, leading to coalitions 
facing a slowdown in advocacy progress following national elections and appointments of new executives that were less open to CSO 
engagement. In conflict-affected countries, such as Somalia, Sudan and Yemen, currency depreciation, economic, political and security 
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uncertainty impacted heavily on the coalitions’ ability to implement advocacy activities. This has been underpinned by the sustained and far-
reaching relevance and alignment of the programme, not only to SDG4 and the strategic objectives of GPE, but also – and crucially – to the 
education rights and interests of learners and teachers at the grassroots. In relation to this, the key findings of the CSEF III endline evaluation 
indicated that this became a hindering for CSEF III programme to achieve the objectives and expected outcome in fragile contexts as the 
relevance and validity of assumptions and preconditions that were set of the programme to succeed did not hold. Nonetheless, GCE has 
learned important lessons around defining varying assumptions in the causal pathway of change for its programmes. Also, GCE intends to 
adopt a culture of reviewing and adapting monitoring and evaluations frameworks to ensure the alignment of each programme assumption 
with the contextual changes that occur during the lifespan of each programme. In doing so, GCE will continuously determine whether the 
existing pre-conditions remain sufficient to achieve the desired changes at various levels and establish evidence on whether the pre-conditions 
and logic of change remain valid in varying contexts in which programme partners operate. 

2. Shrinking space for CSOs: While CSEF III programme implementers have much to celebrate in terms of deepening and strengthening 
engagement in education sector dialogue and sector plan implementation in GPE developing countries, the serious challenge of governments’ 
resistance to recognising the role of CSOs in education policy dialogues persisted in some countries. These threatened the fundamental role 
of civil society in the sector leading to a trend of shrinking the space for civil society engagement in political processes Despite difficulties 
posed by this challenge, national coalitions reported having strengthened partnerships with various local, national and international members 
that increased coalitions’ capacity to ensure their voice was effectively heard in education policy processes. 

3. Structural and operational: Through the reflection that occurred from the CSEF III endline evaluation, the success of the multi-layered 
structure of the programme implementation has been highlighted in terms of GCE’s visibility and influencing changes at various levels. 
However, this operational arrangement strongly affected the effective programme management, coordination and implementation.  Noted 
challenges related to timeliness and efficiency of the grant-making process, whereby delayed proposal approval processes and quality 
assurance for funding disbursement affected programme implementation at some points. Nonetheless, GCE learned that this operational 
complexity could be eased in future programmes even though the critical role of RS’s capacity building and facilitation of stronger 
communication links remains critical.  

4. Staffing and capacity limitations: Limitations in staffing, budgets, capacity, and time demands – across all three (national, regional and global) 
levels - also prevailed in various stages of the programme implementation. This was especially exacerbated by the need to strike a balance 
between meeting the programme accountability and compliance demands alongside delivering effective advocacy activities during major 
advocacy and campaign momentums. For instance, annual proposal development, reviews and quality assurance measures and reporting 
became time-consuming for coalitions, regional and global secretariats with limited staff capacity. Linked to the abovementioned human and 
financial resource challenges, The Regional and Global Secretariats, also experienced additional exertion due to extensive corrective action 
efforts required to maintain implementation of the risk and quality control protocols of the programme. To mitigate these short-term setbacks, 
some remediation strategies in the form of consultancies to help deliver urgent tasks were initiated and delivery of more targeted regional 
planning and MEL system training by piggy backing on regional events.  
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4.5 Lessons learned 

This section of the report summarises the lessons learned from implementing CSEF at various levels and is informed by the findings of the CSEF III 
endline evaluation. 

1. CSEF has shown that multi-donor fund support and multi-level programme implementation for advocacy through a global-regional-national 
civil society network is an effective way of achieving a range of positive outcomes and impact towards the achievement of SDG4. CSEF III, 
combining the strengths of GCE, GPE and other donors in support of coalitions, has been highly successful in achieving intended outcomes at 
multiple levels. It has also been highly successful in creating a collaborative network of strong, credible education coalitions and the global 
movement that can advocate effectively for SDG4. It has demonstrated the need for and value of a civil society voice at global, regional and 
national levels in the establishment and promotion of SDG4.  

2. Another lesson learned from CSEF relates to the need for the longer-term period required to demonstrate advocacy results and impact. The 
delivery of CSEF in its ten (10) year period occurred as a series of phases with planning and reporting required on annual basis for CSEF III. This 
followed a project approach with the need to demonstrate short-term and concrete achievements that were not always realistic for advocacy 
as it emphasised reporting on activities as opposed to advocacy results that are possible to achieve from building sustainable systems and 
long-term processes. Advocacy and mobilisation of global resources take time and require a sustained approach. Support for strengthening 
advocacy requires a long-term process to be effective. For instance, mobilisation and the development of human and other resources take 
time. This raises problems for donors who need to justify to their home constituency the achievement of short-term results and an exit 
strategy. Donors often prefer direct, short-term projects with sustainable impact – which result in tensions between donors’ desire of aid 
effectiveness, with its focus on measuring impact, and the desire to develop and support a diverse, vibrant and stable civil society.  

3. From implementing CSEF, GCE learned that global advocacy programmes should allow varying national contexts not to only shape programme 
conceptualization, planning and implementation at the national level – but to consider that when it comes to measuring and demonstrating 
programme progress and achievements. While GCE encouraged the adaptation of programme design and implementation which was flexible 
to national needs and context by supporting NECs to identify priorities which were aligned to the global framework, including developing NEC-
specific policy targets and ToCs aligned to the global ToC - CSEF III employed a fixed global approach to monitoring and reporting the progress 
and achievements of the programme against the global ToC and Results Framework. The Results Framework contained indicators and targets 
which for some contexts were too narrowly defined to allow the programme to capture the full achievements of coalitions, particularly in 
contexts where certain assumptions did not hold true 

4. The implementation of CSEF has shown that there is value in having regional support with relevant context expertise to support global 
programmes. For the CSEF programme, the respective Regional Secretariats played a key role in supporting national coalitions in the 
achievement of CSEF III objectives. This was in the light of the RSs’ deep understanding of the national coalitions’ context and greater ability 
to provide capacity development, technical support and lesson-learning than would have been possible with a purely global-national 
programme.  
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5. CSEF showed the importance of having effective communications, shared learning and information sharing on a ‘South-South’ basis in building 
the spirit of global solidarity and to achieve the programme objectives. This was easily enabled through the structure of CSEF, which utilised 
roles and relationships across different levels for effective horizontal and vertical communications and shared learning processes, as well as 
the use of global online platforms for information sharing and collaborative learning.  

 

5. CSEF III Financial Management and Fiduciary Issues 

The crucial element to the effective financial implementation of the CSEF grant was for GCE to ensure that financial management systems and 
operations are in place and running efficiently and effectively. These are embedded in GCE’s systems because as a Movement, GCE considers 
financial management as a critical and integral pillar of its structure. A special emphasis has always been placed on how GCE manages its resources 
as outlined in the founding constitution of GCE as a Movement. It is important to note that financial management was guided by documented 
practices and processes. Since its establishment, GCE has worked to strengthen its financial management practices and processes by; (i) Having 
updated and Board-approved financial management guidelines; (ii)Undertaken year-end financial audit and ensuring the reports are submitted to 
the Board for approval before dissemination to other stakeholders; and, (iii) Undergoing various financial system reviews to ascertain its capacity 
to manage financial resources.  

5.1 Financial Management Processes  

This section outlines the qualitative and quantitative financial reporting aspect of GCE’s, the Regional Financial Management Agencies’, and the 
National Coalitions’ grant management and reporting responsibilities. Throughout the implementation of the CSEF III programme, GCE ensured 
that the following three main elements of financial management practices are embedded in its operational processes.  

1. Financial Planning – Every year, the GCE Secretariat submits a budget to its Board through the Finance and Personnel Committee. This is 
a subcommittee of the GCE Board that is mandated to provide oversight to the finance and personnel matters of GCE. The management 
of GCE has ensured that enough resources are available at the right time to meet the need of the Movement. Since 2013, GCE financial 
statements have reflected a surplus. The GCE Board have ensured that both medium and long-term programmes and initiatives are well 
resourced before undertaking them. Within the GCE financial framework, financial planning process includes the following: (i) Determining 
current financial situation, (ii) Developing financial goals, (iii) Identifying alternative course of action, (iv) Opportunity cost process, (v) 
Implementation of agreed financial action plan and, (vi)Review and revision of the financial plan.  

2. Financial Control and Reporting – This has been an important aspect that was built within the GCE financial management system. The 
focus is to ensure that (i) Resources are used efficiently and effectively; (ii) GCE financial resources are properly self-guarded; (iii) 
Management of GCE acts in the best interest of the Movement and their stakeholders. All CSEF implementing partners submitted financial 
reports with accompanying notes to explain links to planned activity quarterly, and full narrative and financial reports on a bi-annual basis 
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through the online finance reporting system. Reporting processes were explained through clear guidelines. All national and regional 
coalitions who received funding for each reporting phase met the expected reporting requirements for the eight (8) reporting semesters.  

3. Financial Decision Making – As noted above, both the board and management of GCE are an integral part of GCE financial management 
process.  

These financial processes apply to all projects and programmes that are implemented by GCE and have also been integrated into the CSEF III 
programme. Considering the size and nature of the CSEF III programme but also the number of implementing partners, GCE has ensured that 
financial management practices are solidly integrated into all grant-making process as outlined below: 

1. CSEF financial regulations, procedures document and stipulated guidelines within grant agreements: GCE developed guiding documents 
that were used to set out the required financial policies and procedures for all CSEF grant recipients. These documents are consistent with 
grant agreements that each grant recipient needed to conform with to ensure that financial conduct and reporting is accurate, complete, 
timely and valid. 

2. CSEF grant approval process: All CSEF grant recipients were required to submit a narrative proposal and corresponding budget for the 
proposed period of funding by using agreed templates that were provided to them. These proposals had to go through a process of quality 
control at the following structures: (i) Regional Secretariat; (ii) Regional Financial Management Agencies; (iii) Regional Funding Committee 
and, (iv) Global Secretariat. Through these processes, amendments were made to the proposals to ensure that the interventions being 
proposed are sound and will help in addressing the education challenges in the country/region. This process also helped to align the budget 
being proposed to the activities being proposed. 

3. Disbursement of CSEF grants: CSEF funds were released to grant recipients in tranches but also based on proposed activities for 
implementation within a specific quarter. This reduced the risk of funds being mismanaged but also helped with better monitoring and 
control. All grant recipients were requested to submit a work plan. The work plans outlined the activities that are to be implemented and 
funds required. Through this process, GCE was able to ensure that sufficient funds were disbursed. Once the funds were fully spent, an 
analysis of how the funds were spent was required to be submitted for tracking purposes. In principle, the tranches were treated as 
advances which had to be retired with supporting documentation as proof of how the funds were spent.  

4. Regional structure support: The Regional Financial Management Agencies (RFMAs) and Regional Secretariats were two separate 
structures who ensured that programmatic work and funds are being spent according to the approved narrative proposals and budgets. 
The RFMAs played a critical role in ensuring that the coalition’s work plans and the financial reports submitted were in accordance with 
the CSEF Financial Regulations and Procedures. They also verified the legitimacy of the supporting documentation that accompanied the 
expenditure. 

5. Internal and external audit processes: GCE has an internal audit function to examine and evaluate the adequacy, effectiveness and 
efficiency of the internal control systems and procedures and recommend corrective actions to improve operations and enhance internal 
controls within grant recipients. This was the key recommendation that came out of the CSEF III grant-level assessment for the need for 
the next phase of the programme to include an internal audit function. At global level, GCE hired an internal auditor with the primary 
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responsibility of the overall risk mitigation and management strategies within the programme. The Internal Audit function at global level 
is responsible for the overall compliance, risk mitigation and management strategies within all levels of its programmes. At regional level, 
a representative of the RFMA who was responsible for monitoring the internal controls within the region through liaisons with all national 
coalition audit committees was appointed. At national level, national coalition internal audit committees were appointed to ensure that 
the efficiency and effectiveness of their coalitions are monitored, reported and improved constantly through quarterly internal audit 
reviews. As stipulated in the individual grant agreements, all grant recipients were required to undergo an external audit process at the 
end of the programme phase.  

The roll out of the CSEF internal audit process started in 2017 through trainings held in each region with RFMA and Regional Secretariat 
staff, as well as national coalition finance staff.  During these trainings, all participants were introduced to the internal audit function, its 
processes and their roles towards the process. The process was welcomed by all partners and acknowledged to be value adding to their 
existing processes. This was followed by the internal audit reviews and visit of 13 national coalitions by the Internal Audit Coordinator with 
the RFMAs of each region who conducted further reviews on the countries with their regions in 2017. Many of the coalitions at national 
level, through their own Board-appointed Internal Audit Committees7, were reviewed on a quarterly basis during 2017.  Furthermore, a 
number of coalitions had also opted to commission annual external audits. During the review phase, thorough work had been conducted 
on the basis of interviews with staff, enquiry, observation, examination, confirmation and verification of supporting documentation and 
identified processes. This was deemed to be a collaborative process between the person(s) conducting the review and the organisation 
being reviewed. The management of the organisation being reviewed were included and encouraged to be part of the process and to have 
an opportunity to clarify or comment on the observations and recommendations made prior to the final report being issued. GCE believes 
that such an approach assisted with the system strengthening and capacity building objectives of its grant recipients. From the internal 
audit reviews (required quarterly at national level), the audit findings were used to determine capacity support interventions that needed 
to be undertaken by the regional structures or GCE’s internal auditor. These findings also informed the manner in which annual internal 
audit plans and interventions were mapped out. 

In 2018 and 2019, a continuation of the global Internal audit plan covered all regions and coalitions that received CSEF funding through 
follow-up reviews from reviews conducted in 2017, along with additional reviews that were not previously undertaken due to time and 
budgetary limitations. Support from the regional structures (RFMA managers and sub-regional managers) and internal audit committees 
ensured that all areas were covered. Focus areas deemed necessary by the GCE Board or Head of Finance and Administration also had 
reviews undertaken on an ad-hoc basis as an addition to the audit plans.  

6. Online financial reporting tool: The roll out of an online financial reporting system was successfully rolled out at all levels of CSEF to ensure 
that financial reporting is monitored in real-time. This system ensured that financial reporting takes less time and gets submitted on time, 
minimised errors, and spending is in accordance to the set-out budgets of grant recipients. The supporting documents had to be submitted 

 
7 These audit committees were inducted during capacity support visits. Terms of reference were also developed as the guiding document for this function. 
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with the financial reports to ensure that expenditure is legitimate and that the correct processes have been gone through to arrive at the 
final figures. The system covered a wide range of areas of the financial report framework and simplified the reporting process. 

5.2 Risk Assessment and Risk Management 

GCE recognised the importance of risk management as an integral part of its operations and sustainability. Till now, risk management has been 
hand-in-hand with the internal audit function as it is through the internal audit function that risks are identified for GCE and for partners of the 
CSEF programme. The risk management in the CSEF programme aimed at ensuring that levels of risk and uncertainty are identified and then 
properly managed in a structured way, so any potential threat to the achievement of objectives are appropriately managed and to ensure the 
programme is completed and delivered successfully. Risks have been managed within areas of strategy, operations (programme, admin, finance), 
reporting, and compliance. This is achieved through; (i) Maintaining a strong internal control environment; (ii) Objective setting that is in line with 
programme objectives and consistent with its risk appetite; and (iii) Distinguishing between risks and opportunities. In order to effectively 
maximise resources, the risk management process is carried out simultaneously with the financial management and internal audit process 
described above and with clearly defined roles and responsibilities carried out; demonstrated in the diagrams below: 

The three levels of risk management: 

  

 
 

 

 

1st Line of 
defense

•Line Management 

•Policies and procedures

•Internal Controls

2nd Line of 
defense

•Internal Audit Committee reviews (national 
coalitions)

•RFMA reviews

3rd  Line of 
defense

•GCE Internal Audit (Internal Audit Coordinator)

•External Audit 
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The significance of risks in affecting the achievement of CSEF programme objectives was not taken lightly – hence risk tracking and management 
during the CSEF programme was of importance. As per the tables below, the main risks of the CSEF programme were identified and ranked 
according their levels of likelihood of occurrence and the severity of the potential risk arising from the findings. Explanation of the ranking of risks 
can also be found on the second table: 

 

  
Severity 

  Low  medium high 

Likelihood 

High 3 4 4 

Medium 2 3 4 

Low 1 2 3 

 

# Risk Risk Type: 
Likelihood/Im
pact 

Mitigating Action   Owner 

1 Fiduciary Risk: Due to civil society Coalitions 
being small in size, Coalitions my lack the 
structures or systems that are existent in 
larger organisations.  This may lead to the 
risk of funds not being used for their 
intended purposes, not achieving value for 
money, and/or not being properly 
accounted for. These could be indications of 
fraud or the misuse of funds. 

Moderate (3) -  Programme management is separated from funds 
management with clear distinctions in roles between 
Regional Secretariats and RFMAs. 
-All CSEF grant recipients need to conform with the CSEF 
Financial Regulations and Procedures guiding document 
that prescribes how CSEF funds should be managed.   
-Funds are released in quarterly tranches thus small 
amounts. Funds are also released based on proposed 
activities through work plans submitted-GCE’s integrated 
internal audit processes throughout all levels of the CSEF 
programme ensure that risks are identified, mitigated and 
monitored continuously. 
The CSEF Internal Audit plan identified different risk levels 
for coalitions and together with RFMAs’, actions are 
strengthened in higher risk cases.  

GCE and 
RFMAs 

Risk Element 
rating  

Criteria 

4 Unacceptable and requires immediate action 

3 
Manageable under risk control & mitigation. 
Requires management or board decision 

2 
Requires continuous monitoring of risks and 
mitigation of risks through reasonable action plans. 

1 
Acceptable with continued data collection and 
monitoring for continuous improvement. 
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2 Political Risk: Civil society and citizen 
engagement with governments around 
issues of public services contains a risk 
linked to restriction of civil society voice 
and/or activity. In some contexts, civil 
society engagement may be resisted; in 
others it may be actively opposed, 
restricted or even criminalised. 

High (4) The CSEF programme responds to the shrinking political 
space with flexibility and sensitivity to national context, with 
specific plans (focus policy issues, strategies and tactics) 
developed nationally, at times tactics imply to operate with 
reduced public visibility. 

National 
coalitions 
(supported 
by Regional 
Secretariats) 

3 Fragility/Emergencies Emerging risks (or 
opportunities) Emerging risks may include 
sudden-onset emergencies (natural 
disasters, disease epidemics, etc) as well as 
changing political situations and/or in the 
internal dynamics of Coalitions, that may 
cause disruption to programmes, or – on 
the other hand – provide opportunities that 
were not previously available (in which case 
the risk would be the inability to take 
advantage of such opportunities). This risk 
is somewhat heightened by the fact that 
many of the target countries for the 
programme have weaknesses in-country 
systems that intensify vulnerability to 
shocks, and because working in Coalitions – 
while the best means to bring in diverse 
voices and ensure broad civil society 
representation – can sometimes be subject 
to instability from internal civil society 
dynamics. 

High (4) The CSEF programme responds to emergency contexts with 
flexibility and sensitivity to the national context, with 
specific plans (focus policy issues, strategies and tactics). 
Both Regional and Global Secretariats provide advice and 
special support for cases of fragility and seek – if necessary 
– external counsel. Coalition programmes may have to be 
redirected in response to emergencies. 

National 
coalitions 
(supported 
by Regional 
Secretariats) 
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4 Conflict of Interest: The potential conflict of 
interest consists of GCE channelling funds to 
entities, the majority of which are also 
members of GCE. This is addressed through 
various mechanisms. 
  

Moderate (2) The Global Campaign for Education is a broad-based 
movement, with independent civil society members around 
the world. The broad reach of the GCE network to 
independent civil society coalitions around the world and 
international NGOs is a particular strength in terms of 
delivery of the CSEF Programme. Strong independent 
governance structures like the GOC and RFCs safeguard the 
integrity of decisions on fund distribution and strong control 
systems detect fiduciary risks at an early stage. 

GCE 

5 Lack of Capacity to Implement at National 
level: The varying capacity of the various 
civil society Coalitions within the CSEF 
programme is a source of potential risk in 
terms of achievement of objectives 

Low (1) With 80% of all Coalitions having built their capacities over 
the last 6 to 9 years it can be assumed that the capacities to 
deliver are in place and implementation will be as planned. 
Minor deficiencies will be corrected by immediate reactions 
of capacity advisor personnel and relevant programme 
officers. 

National 
coalitions 
(supported 
by Regional 
Secretariats) 

6 Lack of Capacity to implement at the 
Regional level: Board and Staff of Coalitions 
are not sufficiently qualified to fulfil 
expected roles, this can be caused by Board 
turnover and loss of institutional memory or 
by staff fluctuation. Both effects may impact 
negatively on advocacy performance, 
fiduciary rigour and reporting compliance. 

Low (1) In cases of evident governance instabilities at Regional level 
or any other reasons for the weakened capacity to deliver, 
the Global Secretariat will have to provide extraordinary 
measures to stabilise and strengthen Regional structures. 
This may include providing increased oversight procedures 
and mechanisms in order to limit further risk and 
reputational damage to the CSEF programme.  

Regional 
Secretariats 
(to be 
supported 
by Global 
Secretariat) 

 

Financial Risks to the programme (following the CSEF end-of-programme audit process): 

During the CSEF end-of-programme external audit process which all grant recipients were required to undergo, management letters were issued 
by the auditors listing key risks identified during the audit process. From these management letters, all risks were examined and added to the final 
risk register of the programme. A summary of the common and key risks identified can be found in the table below:  

# Risk Risk 
Ranking: 

Mitigating Action   
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1. Statutory Payments: Auditors noted that for some coalitions statutory 
payments were either: 
1. Delayed – withheld or paid after the recommended dates 
2. Were not withheld or paid as required;  
3. In some cases, coalitions did not have a staffing insurance or social 

security system for staff 
These could lead to penalties being held against the coalition. 

Medium (2) Auditors reiterated the importance of withholding and 
paying statutory payments on time to avoid penalties. 
Statutory payment tracking tools and a reminder 
system will be added to capacity buildings in financial 
management with coalitions to be held in the future as 
part of coalition and GCE Movement building 

2. Financial Manual compliance: Auditors noted that at times, some 
transactions did not strictly follow the guidelines set out in their 
coalition manuals.  
The risk of this could indicate that the financial management system 
is not running optimally in areas where there is non-compliance with 
the manual 

Medium (2) The auditors have highlighted areas of non-compliance 
and ways that the coalition should improve their 
financial practices to be in line with the financial 
guidelines 

3. Information in the financial manual requires updating: During the 
auditors’ reviews, some financial management guidelines required 
updating or revision in order to be the best practices as part of the 
financial management systems of these coalitions. This could mean 
that some financial practices are not an optimal or best practice for 
the purposes of the coalition’s’ financial management systems and 
objectives. 

Low (1) The auditors have highlighted areas where coalition 
financial manuals require revision or updating along 
with best practices that could be adopted in the future 

4. Manual recording of accounting transactions: Many coalitions were 
found to be usual manual accounting systems instead of the 
recommended practice of using accounting software 
Having a manual accounting system poses risks of errors, time-
consuming preparation and data manipulation  

Low (1) While each coalition was urged during CSEF to 
purchase and use an accounting system, this was often 
found to be a time-consuming exercise to adopt, given 
the fact that training had to take place and the 
inputting of data in the system may have led to 
financial reporting interruptions or delays. Coalitions 
have still been urged to take on a computerised 
accounting system which would reduce the amount of 
time a manual system takes and errors or risks of data 
manipulation would be reduced, thereby making the 
financial data more reliable. 
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5. Fixed asset management practices require improvement: During 
auditors’ observations of the fixed asset management systems, they 
found that either” 
1. Fixed asset registers were not updated or did not contain all 

necessary information; or  
2. Not all assets were tagged/ updated with codes 
This could run the risk of programme assets not being recorded 
accurately or going missing without realising 

Low (1) During the CSEF end of the programme audit process, 
all CSEF assets and asset records have been verified at 
all levels  

 

 
 

5.3 Financial Reporting  

The third phase of the CSEF programme extended its implementation to 63 national coalitions in four regions for a total approved budget of 
$33 469 929 for the period spanning from 1 January 2016 – 31 March 2020 and with GCE as a Grant Agent. For this period, the audited overall 
programme spending totalled to $32 958 263. A summary of how the CSEF grant was distributed amongst the CSEF programme implementing 
structures at various levels, and a summary of the expenditure breakdown as well as the variance from each implementing structure can be found 
below: 
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CSEF Structure Grant/Income  Total Expenses  Variance  

Global Secretariat $4 093 753 $3 958 342 $ 135 411 

Regional Secretariat  

ANCEFA $2 692 252 $3 341 921 -$649 669 

ASPBAE $2 068 892 $2 039 374 $29 518 

CLADE $875 247 $976 832 -$101 585 

ACEA $908 675 $977 063 -$68 388 

RFMAs 

Oxfam GB $1 216 812 $1 213 334 $3 478 

EI & GCE $512 521 $497 892 $14 692 

Action Aid Americas $480 556 $296 342 $184 214 

GCE $271 450 $270 774 $676 

National Coalitions 

Africa $10 636 539 $9 905 494 $731 045 

Asia & Pacific  $5 678 270 $5 460 063 $218 207 

Latin America $1 867 526 $1 774 390 $93 136 

ME&EE $2 167 436 $2 246 442 -$79 006 

Grand Total $ 33 469 929 $32 958 263 $ 511 666 

 

Annex 2, titled CSEF III Global Consolidated Report Financial Statements for the Period 1 January 2016- March 2020 provides further details on 
these amounts. As per the grant agreement with GPE, all unspent funds will be returned in full to GPE once the final CSEF report has been 
submitted. 

6. Conclusion Remarks  

As the various progress and evaluation reports as well as this closing report show, the CSEF programme has been a unique experience for civil 
society as enabled all its stakeholders to actively and to strongly commit to education advocacy at multiple levels. Since 2009, the CSEF has been 
primarily funded by the Global Partnership for Education (GPE) to give grants to GCE’s civil society coalitions to support their research, advocacy 
and campaigning activities as well as to strengthen the capacity of coalitions to actively engage in planning, implementation and monitoring of 
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national education policy, GPE and SDG 4 processes and regional and global levels.  The third phase of CSEF extended the programme to 63 
countries in the four regions with GCE as Grant Agent. The overall goal of the CSEF III programme is to contribute to better informed national 
policy dialogue and strengthened government accountability to citizens for the achievement of equitable, inclusive and quality public education. 
This aligns with the overall strategic goals of GPE for 2016-2020 which aim to achieve greater equity and inclusion, quality teaching and learning, 
and stronger educational systems. The CSEF programme has enabled GCE and its partners to strengthen the capacities of civil society coalitions at 
various levels and to also achieve through effective and informed engagements of organised, representative and diverse civil society coalitions in 
education sector debates, planning, budgeting, monitoring and reviews the at community, local, national, regional and global levels.  In the ten 
years of CSEF, this is a key achievement despite the varying experienced challenges from the implementation of each CSEF phase.  

CSEF III achieved most of its objectives as set out in the results framework and demonstrated strong progress and improvement through the course 
of the programme. The results presented in this report and the CSEF III endline evaluation show that this phase has supported an increase in the 
extent of civil society participation in education sector debates and planning; an improvement in the quality of that participation, whereby civil 
society actors are involving a wider range of stakeholders and drawing on more, often community-generated, data and evidence; and subsequent 
growth in the credibility of civil society engagement with government and other official actors. Despite the long-term nature of the work that CSEF 
supports, and the notorious difficulty in attributing policy changes to particular policy interventions, several CSEF-supported coalitions have 
nevertheless been able to identify their contribution to changes in policy and practice; sometimes policy-makers themselves attributed the change 
to particular civil society initiatives. Some of the major challenges that the report noted related to programme management and implementation 
resulting from the need to put in place effective programme management processes for coordinating a highly diverse and complex programme as 
CSEF. In particular, the need to balance programme management activities such as reporting, annual planning and proposal processes; undertaking 
capacity support, and coordination of national, regional and global advocacy activities with limited staff capacity has been the major programme 
implementation constraint at all levels.  

The report also demonstrates that CSEF has been successful in showing the need for and the value of a civil society voice at global, regional and 
national levels in the promotion of SDG4. In most particular, CSEF III coincided with the development and monitoring of the SDGs which enabled 
civil society at national, regional and global to be active in informing and monitoring the global goals and ensure the effective inclusion of civil 
society in monitoring the SDGs. As a result, the main perceived legacy of CSEF is the existence of a collaborative network of strong, credible civil 
society coalitions sharing a common agenda and able to advocate effectively for SDG4. This includes the creation, sustaining and strengthening of 
coalitions and the establishment of a network with a common agenda, which built on the existing GCE movement of education coalitions. 

 


