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Management response to the mid-term
evaluation of the common outcome "SECORES"

1. Framework of the evaluation

6 Title of the report: Mid-Term Evaluation of the common outcome of SECORES

é Consultants: VLF Consulting — Jean-Paul Ledant and Vincent Lefebvre

é Project evaluated: common outcome 'SECORES', included in the Join For Water DGD-
programme 2022-2026 (code M502) and supported by all members of SECORES

é Evaluation theme: approaches applied by SECORES to put the 3 results into practice

6 Objectives of the evaluation:

— to analyse how SECORES (as a network) puts the 3 results into practice and how our
approach can be improved;

— to formulate recommendations for the design of the next JSF and possible common
outcome (2027-2031).

Country: Belgium (+ all potential partner countries)

Type of evaluation: mid-term evaluation

Evaluation period: 01/01/2022 till + mid 2024

Date of submission of the final report: 17/12/2024

Funder: DGD + cofinancing by Join For Water

o & & o o

2. General comments on the evaluation and final report

The evaluators made great efforts to understand the common outcome (CO), its relation to the
thematic JSF (T-JSF), the way we put the CO into practice, the contribution of all SECORES members
and the challenges we face. We globally accept the content of the report which contains interesting
possibilities for improvement, although some of their suggestions are difficult to put into practice
considering the relative smallness of this CO.

They also put a lot of effort and time in analysis of and comments on concepts and documents
produced by SECORES. Many of these comments (cf. chapter 3 below) go beyond the scope of this
evaluation. We decided to leave them in the report because they can contribute to further reflexions
inside SECORES on social-ecological resilience, the scope of a possible next T-JSF and future studies,
tools, etc. However, since these elements are the sole opinion of the evaluators additional to the
Terms of Reference (TOR), the actual management response will not react on them.
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3. Comments on specific chapters (except recommendations)

Chapter | Comments evaluators Reaction SECORES
2.3 Limitation: "the evaluators lack visibility The CO has no objective towards
into the potential impacts at community community nor ecosystem level, so this
and ecosystem levels (...)" limitation is not relevant.
23+ Limitation: "(...) as they did not deeply The TOR explicitly focused on learning on
Annex 4 | review all evaluation criteria, the applied approaches beyond the classical
evaluation may have led to structure of DAC-criteria. However, the
recommendations not fully consistent consultants also added an annex with
with all criteria analysis of the DAC-criteria. Although this
is not part of the TOR, we kept the annex
in the report only as additional info, not as
part of the evaluation.
2.4, Analysis, input and suggestions of The most important issue to be solved is
4.1.4, evaluators on concepts, definitions, link the mix of SER as desired state of a social-
4.1.5, resilience thinking & development ecological system and SER as an approach.
4.2, 4.3, | thinking, SER monitoring, learning from All other comments are valuable but
45.3, climate change adaptation, improvement | personal opinions of the evaluators that
annexes | of 4-pager on added value of SER, can contribute to further internal thinking
5to 10 suggested topics for research, tool, etc. and development of a possible next T-JSF,

new tools, etc.

4. Response to the main conclusions

Chapter ‘ Comments evaluators

Reaction SECORES

Regarding result 1 on learning and exchanging

3.14.1 (Qla - How do organizations experience Agree. However, having an impact on
SECORES' learning and exchanging changing practices of participants of an
activities, and how do they perceive the exchange and learning session is almost
added value?) impossible. The impact can also be
(...) activities were well-received overall indirect and on a longer term since
(...). Participants were satisfied with the external actors cannot directly change
learning opportunities (...). However, the their current strategies and approaches.
impact on changing practices was
somewhat limited (...). (...) 57% of An interesting observation in the
participants reported a desire to learn evaluation is that SECORES members are
more (...). The main differences between more 'severe' in the application of the
SECORES and external actors concern the | SER-concept and that external actors
understanding of SER, the higher maybe consider themselves applying SER
“internal” perception of its usefulness, of | if they contribute to one strategic goal.
the relevance to disseminate the concept, | This shows the added value of the T-JSF
the relevance to integrate it into policies and the need to emphasise more the
and the difficulty to put SER into practice. | importance of a holistic approach.

(...) need for more examples and practical
guidance. (...)

3.1.4.2 (Q1b - Which approaches used in learning | Agree. The approach and presentations
and exchanging activities work or can be also evolved over * 2 years of seminars
improved to create added value?) and introduction. The content depended
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Chapter

Comments evaluators

Reaction SECORES

The evaluators could not compare the
effects of different approaches because
most participants were reached through
the main dominant approach in the
presentation and a set of multiple other
media (...). The main approach worked
well and show several positive aspects (...).
Approaches could nevertheless be
improved in terms of clarity (...),
practicability and alignment with audience
needs and problems to be solved. (...)

on time available and in full day sessions
we were able to go more into practical
examples or experiences from participants
which were more in line with needs and
problems of the audience. Future sessions
will be improved possibly integrating some
ideas offered by the evaluators. However,
the evaluators put too much emphasis on
definitions of SER, while the main message
must be how to find a right balance
between interests of human and nature.

Regarding result 2 on advocacy and dialogue

3.24.1 (Q2a - What outputs did SECORES achieve | Agree. The achievements are indeed
for R2, and were the used approaches the | modest, although significant. The most
most effective? important output from the evaluation is to
(...) SECORES and SER are better known; define much clearer what is the central
SECORES is consulted and SER discussed. message of SECORES towards the policy
More specific outputs are two advocacy level and then search for the most
tools: the inclusion of SER in the Climate appropriate way to put this message on
Strategic Note (...); the creation of a 4- the political agenda. However, we must
pager document to communicate the acknowledge that 'impact on political
added value of SER. Both outputs are agendas' is very difficult to predict since it
important steps in SECORES' advocacy is affected by many external factors.
efforts, and the approach used to produce
them was effective but there are
opportunities for improvements and the
impact on political agendas remains
modest.

3.2.4.2 (Q2b. Which approaches worked well, and | Agree. We will continue to be proactive

which can be improved to obtain concrete
results?)

SECORES’ advocacy has been proactive,
and several aspects of SECORES' approach
worked well: proactive engagement and
dialogue (...); leveraging expertise (...);
networking and dialogue within other
platforms {...).

linking more to other networks and to the
already ongoing advocacy work of
SECORES members.

Regarding result 3 on stimulating synergies

331 However, the evaluators (...) wondered We probably underestimated the process
why external actors are expected to enter | of other actors appropriating the theme
into synergetic actions on SER while they before they would join SECORES and start
are not expected to merely act for SER and | own actions on SER. Considering that this
why synergies involving actors working on | is a long term process, we can focus more
SER and others for more final goals than on supporting organisations who want to
SER (such as sustainable well-being) work on SER, always taking available
should be excluded. resources into account.
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Chapter

Comments evaluators

Reaction SECORES

3.34.1 (Q3a. What can we learn from positive Agree. The evaluators acknowledge many
experiences?) synergies put into practice with other
The positive achievements with R3 platforms, external actors and events, ...
suggest a positive impact of awareness- and this is also appreciated by other
raising through workshops helping organizations not member of SECORES.
participants to recognize needs and There is also an overlap with R1 because
opportunities for collaboration. This exchanging between actors already
impact could be achieved thanks to a stimulates synergy. However, the result
concrete focus on a real social-ecological sensu stricto of external actors working
system {(...). (...) geographical together on SER due to stimulation by
concentration of Belgian actors is as a SECORES is indeed very modest, and
favourable condition for fostering maybe this result was too ambitious since
synergies (...), although the synergies also | it is very difficult to expect external actors
involved non-Belgian actors (which is very | to spontaneously start joint actions on a -
relevant for the impact). at least for them — new theme.

3.3.4.2 (Q3.b) What improvements are needed to | Agree, although we don't think that the

achieve more synergies?

The impact in terms of the external
“synergetic actions” or joint actions on SER
was limited for a series of factors (...). In
addition to that, the synergetic impact of
those actions in terms of higher SER can
suffer from the quantitative target in
terms of numbers of actions. (...) external
actors targeted by R3 should better know
what is expected from them, what they
should do, what can be the added value of
the proposed synergies for their own
objective, and which support they could
receive from SECORES. (...)

quantitative indicator is a main problem
since we can hardly foresee the effect and
guality of external synergetic actions. Via
the foreseen call for proposals, we hope to
be able to stimulate more initiatives from
external actors that participated in
exchange sessions, since their interest in
continuing to work on SER is real and
pronounced during these sessions and in
evaluation forms.

Regarding the possible development of the next Joint Strategic Framework and the possible
presentation of a new common outcome

3.4.3 (Q4 - How do the members of SECORES Agree. The decision on a next phase of our

perceive the added value of being part of | T-JSF must be taken by the steering
this network and JSF? Do they feel that it is | committee of SECORES in January 2025,
relevant to elaborate a next phase for a including (if yes) the possible thematic
thematic JSF on social-ecological resilience | reorientation based on internal lessons,
and why?) exchanges between members and the
Perceived added value: SECORES members | output of this evaluation.
generally see added value in being part of
the SECORES network and working within
a thematic JSF. They feel that the T-JSF
framework has been more effective than
alternative approach consisting of working
within geographic JSFs. The thematic focus
on SER has been stimulating for many
members (...)
Perceived relevance of a new T-JSF on SER:
the majority of individuals involved in
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Chapter

Comments evaluators

Reaction SECORES

SECORES feel it is relevant to elaborate a
new phase for a thematic JSF on SER
(broadly speaking) (...) There is broad
agreement that a new T-JSF focused on
resilience can address pressing
environmental and socio-economic
challenges. (...)

Why: (...) the added value compared to
the geographical JSF’s. (...) because they
learn a lot from each other and from
working together. The T-JSF is the reason
why SECORES exists and SECORES is
appreciated by its members.

3.55

(Q5 - If yes (to Q4), (a) which important
lessons from the ongoing work among
actual JSF members should be integrated
in this next phase? (b) is it also relevant to
reach out to external actors (non-members
of the JSF) via a specific program oriented
to these external actors and how,
considering lessons from the actual
common outcome?)

Several important lessons learnt are listed
here above (see 3.5.3) and additional
learnings are described in the next chapter
(4). (...) Reaching out external actors via a
specific program can be considered very
relevant for the quality of their programs
and for the needs of their final
beneficiaries (...). (...) the question of
whether and how SECORES should reach
out external actors via a specific program
will be answered in the recommendations.

Agree. The decision on a next common
outcome must be taken by the steering
committee of SECORES once the decision
on continuing (or not) of the T-JSF is taken.

5. Response to the proposed recommendations

Global comment: even if we (partially) accept most recommendations, the evaluators are very

ambitious in their proposed actions. Considering the very limited human resources of the network, it
is impossible to put all these recommendation into practice. Some suggestions can be integrated in
the activities of a possible next common outcome.

SECORES
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Recommendation Appreciation Action plan
Objective Timing Activities Responsibilities
REC1. Take decisions on | Agree to clarify difference between | Difference 2025/tril Proposal clarification by Johan; Coordination +
key strategic options. SER as approach and desired state between SER as exchange and decision in steering Steering
(question 1). Questions 2 and 3 are | approach and committee; publish clarification on committee
more related to a possible next JSF. | desired state is website of SECORES; update
The recently published document clarified presentations about SECORES.
on ‘lessons learned’ also partially
responds to this recommendation.
REC2. Develop SER- Disagree to develop guidelines. This | Refer to 2025/tril Put reference on SECOREs website. Coordination
related guidelines for is an interesting idea, but unrealistic | guidelines of Be more proactive in finding existing
transversal integration | considering available time (and we Stockholm guidelines and promoting them.
by development do not need to re-invent the wheel). | resilience centre
cooperation actors. We can refer to guidelines of the Analyse cases Cf. REC5 cf. REC5 Cf. REC5
Stockholm Resilience Centre. It is on application
more useful to capture good of SER in field
practices of how members put
resilience in practice and use these
examples to motivate others to
include the SER approach in the
elaboration of their new DGD
program. SECORES also contributes
to the update of the methodological
guideline on education and climate
using the ‘resilience and climate
change’ lens.
REC3. Launch the Partly agree: the call is already Call for End 2024 Finetune call, get additional input by | Selection
planned call for prepared, and some ideas of the proposals is DGD, send out call to possibly committee
proposals and revise evaluation can be considered. finalized and call interested actors designated by
However, the evaluators think on is launched

SECORES
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Recommendation Appreciation Action plan
Objective Timing Activities Responsibilities
the strategy on too big and ambitious projects while | Proposals are Before Analysis of proposals, selection steering
external actions we decided to have small and short | selected and 1/5/2025 proposed to steering committee, committee
projects that can both include pilot | financed final decision, contract with lead
field actions as studies on SER.
RECA4. Continue Partly agree: we will of course Priorities are 2025/tril + | Exchange on possible topics; range Steering
building knowledge continue to develop internal defined for 2 topics in priority order; decide on committee
and internal capacities, | capacities, but the evaluators have a | knowledge and which topic(s) to develop.
with a focus on how to | very ambitious action plan in mind capacity
address needs of that must be balanced with the building
external actors. limited budget and available human
resources of SECORES members
RECS5. Continue with Partly agree: the most important Analyse cases 2025 Case studies collected by external Coordination +
exchange and learning | suggestion is to offer more concrete | on application person and presented in alternative, | some members
activities with revised examples from the field. As such it of SER in field attractive way: develop TOR, find of steering
contents, tools and can be combined in one trajectory appropriate external persons, collect | committee +
approaches for R1. with REC2. Regarding tailor-made info from SECORES members input of all
workshops based on demands, this programs, publish results. members for
is as such important, but the cases
external actors' ayailapility risks to | case studies 2025/tri4 | Adapt content workshops with Coordination +
decrease due to time investmentin | jntegrated in concrete field cases (cf. also REC2 — | input members
next JSF and DGD-programs. workshops alternative for guidelines)
REC6. Continue Agree to continue advocacy and Central message | 2025/sem1 | Clarify central message and where, Coordination
advocacy and dialogue | refine the strategy. However, and strategy how and to whom we want to and steering
with a refined strategy. | ambitions must be coherent with clarified distribute it. committee
available resources. Link with other | 2025/tri2 Exchange with climate coalition,
platforms 11.11.11 and CNCD and decide how
reinforced to work together; link with CERAC

SECORES
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Recommendation Appreciation Action plan
Objective Timing Activities Responsibilities
New cabinet 2025/tri2 Make policy document (incl. risk
cooperation analysis); enter dialogue with cabinet
contacted and follow-up outputs of dialogue
REC7. Develop a Disagree. The evaluators make a mix | TOC of T-JSF is 2025/tri3 + | Analyse actual TOC; integrate other All members
comprehensive ToC of TOC at level of JSF, of CO and of improved (if a trid (new) insights (including input from committed to
and indicators’ members' programs. TOC of JFS is new T-JSF is this evaluation report); adjust new T-JSF
framework for not to be measured; members' TOC | decided) context, TOC, strategic goals and
SECORES action. is based on JSF-TOC and translated approaches in new JSF
into logical frameworks where TOC of common | 2026/tril Elaborate specific TOC for the All members of
outcome and results are measured | oytcome (if common outcome (if decided to common
related to final beneficiaries at applicable) have one) outcome
community level. And CO-TOC is . L .
related to changes in knowledge Members are 2025/tri4 — | Exchange on already used indicators | MEAL-officer of
. & . &8¢, inspired on TOC | 2026/tril in program 2022-2026; discuss which | SECORES
policy, etc. foreseen in that . . L .
. and indicators in indicators linked to focus of new JSF | members
(possible) outcome. SECORES can . .
N their individual are useful; if useful, develop
inspire and support members to - . .
. . program together indicators (and if possible,
develop their TOC, logical
- . the methods to measure them)
frameworks and indicators linked to
SER, if applicable.
REC8. Select a scenario | Agree, if a new T-JSF will be Decision is 2025/tri2 Exchange and decide on scenarios; Steering
for the continuation of | developed. Other scenarios can also | made on new commitment for financing committee
the current CO. be added by participants co
REC9. Design the next Agree, if steering committee A new T-JSF is 2025 Decide on next T-JSF; write concept Steering +
T-JSF. decides positively on new T-JSF; developed note for minister; integrate possible | writing
timing must be quicker new members; develop T-JSF committee
REC10. Design the new | Agree, if scenarios 1 or 2 are chosen | A new CO is 2025/tri3+ | Develop TOC, logical framework, All committed
CO. elaborated 4, 2026/tril | content, etc. Integrate CO in each members
and 2 program of participating members

SECORES
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