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Meeting of the Board of Directors
Brussels, Belgium

21-22 May 2013

REPORT OF THE GOVERNANCE WORKING GROUP ANNEX 2: FEEDBACK FROM
BOARD SURVEY

For Information

This memorandum provides information on the resoftthe survey on the Global Partnership’s
governance mechanisms. The survey was sent to olaedBon 8 February 2013 and closed on 22
February 2013.

Preliminary Findings from the Survey Responses

1. Role of the Board

e Most of the roles and responsibilities of the Board, s&t out in the Charter, were
important, other than overseeing the Partnershipetidg and providing input into
UNESCO meetings

e Overall call for the Board to further its move tparate at a more strategic level

e The performance of the Boarwas seen as “middling” in many areas, with room for
improvement, including with regards to financialeosight, focusing on results and risk
management, as well as advocacy, resource mohdizaand enhancing links among
partners

e Acentralissue throumut the survey is how to achieve an appropriatarb@e and better
deliver both on the Board’s oversight and fiducianyties as stewards of the GPE Fund
and on the partnership function, i.e. its role afraim for partners to engage in policy
dialogue aad strengthen the workings of the partnership

2. Size/Composition of the Board

e Responses were very mixed

e African constituencies reiterated the need to ddvidfrica 2 into two constituencies of a
more manageable size

e Many others felt it is premature tald more Board seats without first exploring how to
better support developing country partner constities

o Afew stated that opening up seats to new partifierparticular those not contributing
financially) was not justified

e Many pointed to the need fond new ways to engage new partners outside ofBbard
(communities of practice, Partnership Meeting, )etc.

3. Constituency Operations

e Most respondents knew what was expected of the Board beesnand constituency
members

e Manystruggling toget adequate feedback from their constituencighéntime given
e Board members are stretched and ways need to bedfta support them better in their
roles including preparation for Board meetings
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4. Role of Board Committees

e Veryrich inputs

e Establiliment of new standing comittees had a mixed response: some were strongly
resistant, others welcomed new committees, in paldr for strengthening the oversight
on results and fiduciary accountability

e Mixed support for an Executive Committee and steelsby those who support new
standing committees

e Most believe that implementation grant proposalieevshould continue to be done by
the Financial Advisory Committee, and should nottbensferred to another committee
or a technical panel

e Continuing to we ad hoc committees is welcome as issues arise, to “smooteard
discussions”

5. Decision-making

e Approximately twothirds of respondents feel that fateface decisionmaking is
working well

e Recognition of the need for flexibility in decisiemakingoutside faceto-face meetings,
but also support for setting out in advance whatki of decisions can be made outside of
faceto-face meetings

e Frustration expressed about conference calls and participation by developing
countries

e Approximately a hathalf split on establishment of an Executive Com eett

6. Role of the Secretariat

e General agreement that the roles as set out ifChteeter are important, but performance
in many areas is weak and needs improvement

General Information on Survey Resporses

Total Number of Complete Respon&esl (38 English, 3 French)

1 There were many questionnaires opened and submifed only answering the first three questions
(which were the only questions designated as maosrggatbut none of the substantive questions. Thesee
eliminated from the results.
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Types of Respondents:

Role in Donor Developing CSO Multilateral PS/PF Secretariat Other Total
the Partnership Country

Current Board 8 5 3 1 1 n/a n/a 18
Member/Alternate

Former Board 2 1 0 0 1 n/a n/a 4
Member/

Alternate

Current/ 5 1 1 2 1 n/a n/a 10
Former FAC

member

Constituency 3 1 0 0 0 n/a n/a 4
Member

Secretariat n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 3 n/a 3
Other?2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 2
Total 18 8 4 3 3 3 2 41

Number of Years in the Patnership:

Less than one year 6 More than two yegs, less than five years | 12
More than one year, less than two years 8 More than five years 13

2The Board Chair and the FAC Chair categorized thedwes as “other”.
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The survey response rate was generally good witlBd&rd members (plus the Chair) and 10 Financial
Advisory Committee (FAC) members (plus the FAC Chair) respiog. However, due to the fact that
the responses did not include all of the Board’s awostituencies, the feedback cannot be
equated with that of the Boardas a whole, butonly to those that responded.As such, it
served as a significant input into the work of the GWG, including identification of
bottlenecks and prioritization of the issues to beaddressed, butwas not seen as
“instructions” from the Board.

Part|I: Role ofthe Board of Directors

The answr to the question of “what is the role of the Bavais central to enable the GWG to address the
other questions on size, role of the committeesjgden-making, etc.

The Charter, which is the main governance docunoémhe Global Partnership, starts with the statemen
that “The Board of Directors is the supreme goveghbody of the Gloal Partnership for EducationThe
Charter then goes on to elaborate on particular@woasponsibilities.

As can be seen below, the responses to the sulmrgrglly spport most of the roles as already set out in
the Charter A particular issue regarding “enhancing links” istad below-speaking to the partnership
nature of the Global Partnership.

On a general level, respondents stated that thedoaole, as delinead in the Charter, should be
limited to the following areas:

e Setting policies and strategies (including objeesiv

e Financial oversight (over the GPE Fund, includihg Secretariat budget)
e Advocacy and resource mobilization

e Governance oversight (includinge Chair)

e Oversight of results and performance (which is emtlty missing)

e Oversight of risk management (which is currentlsging)

The provisions regarding oversight of the Partng@sNeeting and providing input into UNESCO
meetings should likely beéeleted, as respondents did notdethis particularly relevant.

Ratings of Board Roles and Responsibilities listeth the Charter

The survey asked respondents to rate, in termodf bnportance and performance, each of the Board’s
respondbilities listed in the CharterThe following is the feedback provided, where Qiteppropriate”
(for importance) and “not addressed” (for performmanand 1lis the lowest and 5 is the highest.

1. Strategy and PolicySetting: Charter: The Board of Directors setsip@s and strategies for the
Global Partnership for Education.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 0 1 3 35 39 2
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 1 9 19 10 39 2

The vast majority of respondents ranked this radecae of the most important roles for the Board of
Directors, while most felt that the performance was‘4”. One respondent stated, “The Board is
performing reasonably well on strategy and plan @PE, although with a difficult and complex
implementation @n process which needshe gripped more effectively.”
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2. Setting Annual Objectives: Charter: The Board of Directors reviews and appsotee annual
objectives for the Global Partnership for Education

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 0 1 16 21 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
1 1 3 8 19 7 39 2

Most respondents felt that this was very importanrtd generally weladdressed. One respondent asked
in the comments, “What is thafinual objectives for the GPE®e have objectives in the Strategic Plan.”

3. Financial DecisionrMaking: Charter:The Board of Directors makes funding decisionstfoe
Global Partnership for Education trust funds, monsttheir utilization and ensures they are beingdus
in line with theGlobal Partnership for Education’s objectives aradigies (including those set out in the
relevant trust fund governance document), upon men@ndations of committees established by the
Board as relevant.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 0 9 14 16 39 2

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 1 6 15 11 6 39 2

Most respondents felt that this role was importantt the performance should be improve@®@ne
respondent stated, “Financial oversight is gootofdng the Novenber Board in Paris where much more
information on this was presented.”

4, Secretariat Oversight Charter:The Board of Directors gives direction to the Sear&at, and
reviews and approves its annual objectives, outmmgffing, budget and work plan.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 2 11 13 13 39 2

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 1 7 12 11 6 37 4

Most respondents felt that this was important, altbh its rankings lower than the other area®ne
respondent sited in their comments that “giving direction tetBecretariat is only important as part of
achieving other Board responsibilities.”
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5. Advocacy. Charter: The Board of Directors advocates for tHeb@l Partnership for Education,
mobilizes resources @nframes responses to important global and cousygcific policy or resource issues
that are preventing progress toward the Educatorill goals.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 5 4 11 19 39 2

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 3 11 12 10 3 39 2

Many felt that this was important, but not bgiparticularly weladdressedThe comments given did not
elaborate on why.

6. Resource Mobilization: Charter:See above.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 6 5 10 18 3 2
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 4 10 10 12 3 38 2

Like advocacy, most felt that this was important performance needs improvement.

7. Commissioning Working Groups and Oversight Charter: The Board of Directors
commssions working groups and task teams as appropaiateprovides oversight to ensure delivery of
agreed terms of reference and timeframe.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
1 1 3 16 13 5 38 2
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 3 14 16 6 39 2

Theranking of this role was “middling”, both in impamnhce and performance. The same respondent, who
made the comment quoted above about the Secretaf&t stated that this role was only important in
terms of other Board functien

8. Enhancing Links among Partners Charter:The Board of Directors enhances links among
the various partners of the Global PartnershipEducation by strengthening channels of communicatio
and collaboration.

Importance Ranking

[N}
w
I
(6]

0 1 Total No answer
0 3 6 13 12 5 39 2
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Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 4 11 12 10 2 39 2

Responses were mixed regarding the importance isfrible, but as a generalization, its importance is
“middling”. One respondent states that “the Boaodld work harder at enhancing links between partners
within GPE, particularly regarding the discussioh aontroversial issues, to ensure that the Board
disaussions are more streamlined.”

9. Chair Oversight: Charter:The Board of Directors gives directiol the Chair, and approves
his/her annual objectives, outcomes, staffing, lrtdmd work plan.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 2 8 13 16 39 2

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 1 7 11 16 4 39 2

Many respondents fethat this was importanfgand performance was middling. One respondent stated
that “The current Chair is very proactive, and daes receive much direction from the Board, potalyi
consideration should be made of whether the Boaikl more activelglirect the Chair in this way.”

10. Oversight of Partnership Meeting: Charter: The Board of Directors oversees the prapan
of the Partnership Meeting.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
4 8 11 11 3 2 39 2
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
6 5 10 5 6 3 35 6

Most respondents did not feel that this role wastipalarly important (and in fact, soe felt it was
inappropriate)One participant respondent stated that it was elvant.

11. Input into UNESCO Meetings: Charte: The Board of Directors provides input into the
annual meetings of the UNESCO Hidlevel Group on Education for All.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
6 9 5 8 5 4 37 4

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
8 10 8 5 0 4 35 6
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Most respondents did not feel that this role wastipalarly important (and in fact, some felt it was
inappropriate). One respondent stated that theynadidfeel that the Board or Board members are-well
positioned to provide input into the UNESCO meesog behalf of GPE.

12. Other
Below is a summary of the written comments contdiimethesurveys for the Board'’s roles.
a. Survey Feedback for Suggested Additions to Board Res and Responsibilities:

The following are some suggestions made of add#itmat should be made to the Board’s roles, for
consideration by the Working Group:

e Monitor and assess the overall effectiveness of &pé&licies and programs.

e Ensuring accountability and transparency in theation and utilization of funds to developing
country partners.

e Promoting a combination of appropriate governanod partnership approaches to maximize
impact of the partnership.

e Reviewing past performance (e.g. annual reportsntoy performance, evaluations).

e Discussing and monitoring risks.

b. Survey feedback on Performance

The main point made in relatidi the Board’s performance is the need to imprasearionitoring of the
use of funds and the results from them. In additionore support to the developing country
constituencies was emphagizé’lease see accompanying document for the ddtadenments.

Part Il: Size/Composition of Board Membership

The question of the right size of the Board and cosifion is somewhat based on the role of the Baes'd
discussed in the previows®ction.As sd out in the Board’s decision, this issue needbé@rioritized, as a
recommendation will be expected at the next feméace meeting of the Board of Directors on24 May
2013.

Overall the response was very mixethe survey posed two questions wahswer choices on this topic.
The results are set out below.

Question 6:The Board of Directors currently includes 19 constiuencies, each with a Board
Member and an Alternate Board Member who take on tle responsibility for collecting the
views of the consituency for input into the Board’s discussionsRecognizing the need to
continually improve and support constituency operatons, which of the following best
describes your view on the size and composition ¢lie Board?

Answer Number/Percentage
The current size/ composition is about right and should net b 17/43%

changed

The size of the Board is too big and therefore unageable 4/10%

The constituencies are not represented sufficiemattyl the Board 10/25%
size should be increased
Other 9/23%
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Question 7: The current decision of the Board is that there bean equal number of seats and
votes for each of the donor and developing countrpartner constituencies (theprinciple of
balance/equity). Which of the statements below best describes youriew on the
importance of this decision in the composition oflie Board?

Answer Number/Percentage
It is very important and must be the basis for ahgnges to Board | 13/34%
composition in the future

It is important but may be overridden if not podsito meet oter 14/37%
needs
It is not important, and based on the size of depilg country 7/118%

constituencies, their representation should bedased without an
increase to the representation of donor constitiesnc
Other 4/11%

The most popular answer ihat the current ge/composition is about righf significant proportion of
the Board feel that the Board size should be ingeda some of which noted in their comments, was
needed to sufficiently represent the developing doy partners.Many stated tht they did not
necessarily support an increase in Board size, brdgdastribution of seats taccommodate the larger
groups.Several would like to see a justification for angw seats, including how this will solve current
issues constituencies are exigacing or how it will contribute to the partneiphwrit large, in particular,

as the larger the Board becomes, the more inefitciebecomes. However, the feedback on the basis f
that redistribution is still very mixed inegards to balance and etuiOne felt that balance was not an
issue as the Board generally acts on a consenssis,l@nd the purpose of being on the Board is telea
voice.

In addition, in response to Question 9, which aswbether respondents’answers to the questionsdvoul
change if the role of the Board was to change, 25//®26) responded no, and many of the 9 respondents
who did answer yes, stated that it would dependhow the Board role would change.

Set out below is a summary of other comments madeesponse to Qudsh 8: Please provide any
comments regarding how the views of developing coury partners, new and emerging

donors, the private sector and private foundationsand UN agencies can be represented in
the partnership, either through the Board or othermeans.

Overalt Many suggestions were made to not increase the BBmdze, but to establish other means
(partnership meetings, regional meetings, commaensitf practice, etc.) to incorporate the views efn
partners into the workings of the partnershifstabishing observer status was also suggested, although
one respondent did not support creating permanba¢iver seats, but to invite possible new memsbear
attend meetings as obsers for relevant agenda item@nce again, more support (both logistical and
financial) to developing country partners to assistheir participation was emphasized.

Developing country partnersAfrican Board members articulated the need to divithe Africa 2
constituency because of its siZ@ne respondent stated that thera iseed for a clear articulation of what
we expect constituencies to bring to the Board hod adding another seat would benefit the Board and
the partnership. Evidence is needed, and it isermaiugh to say it is large and there are many differ
viewpoints. Others noted that the issue that needs todueessed is the internal coordination of the
developing country seats rather than adding newssaad that there is need for more support to the
developing country @rtner constituenciesOne developing @auntry member stated that developing
country representation should not be at the mimiatéevel, but at the director level so they hdirae to

do the work.

3 Note the s. 4.1.5 of the Charter states that therfeaship meeting will “provide a communication cireel for all
stakeholders who are not included in the constitiesiof the Board of Directors.”
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UN seats A few respondents stated that the UNESCO and UNI€&&t should be combined and inddu
other UN agencies. One suggested that UN agentieald be given an observer seat with no vote. In
addition, one suggested that UN agencies shoul@ Hawoof of impact” before being brought on board.

Private Sector/Private FoundationEhree respondds supported dividing the private sector and prvat
foundations seat, with no particular reason giv@ne respondent recognized that since the privattose
does not see themselves as donors and the privatalftions do it is obviously difficutp reconcile their
positions.Another respondent stated that there is no evidem@gument of the need to split. One stated
that the views of the private sector and privatenfdations that do not as of yet contribute finatigiean

be in other fora insteadf the Board, for example, a higbvel panel, sultommittees and technical task
force. Another suggested increasing representatibthe private sector and private foundations to
address diversification of funding.

Emerging donorsThere was no suppoexpressed in the responses for giving potential aed emering
donors a seat on the Boar®ne respondent noted the need to see a clear Etimo of what the
partnershipwants from new and emerging donors, as this wouwdtp ho inform how to includehem.
Others stated that they do not think it would bem@gpriate to give Board votes to donors wame not
contributing tothe GPE Fund Another stated that since the purpose of GPE imiéke necessary funds
available for endorsed plans, new and emerging ol®nmust show concrete examples of their
commitments before gettinstatus as a donguer se. It was recognized that new and emerging donors
could have a lot to bring to the partnershipot necessarily financial contributions but wable
experience andnowledge.Their views could be incorporated into other fimatead of the Board.

Part Ill: Constituency Operations

Recognizing that constituency operations can be owed, the survey asked a series of questions to
identify the issues thatonstituenees are experiencing@he feedback from this section shows that clearly
more work could be done to support the constituenai their ability to consult widelyResources will be
needed at the Secretariat level (human resourceéseohnological) to prodie such assistance.

In response to the questiorjdw do you rate your constituency's input into Boad discussions
over the past two years? (1 being the lowest, 5 bed the highest)”, the following were the
results of the 35 respondents:

Answer Choice Responses/Percentage
1 0
2 3 (9%)
3 14 (40%)
4 13 (37%)
5 5 (14%)

In response to the question of what areas could nberoaved, most responded that their internal
coordination should be improved and that increaSedretariat support should beopided (hcluding
orientation). In addition, there was feedback that the Board'scdssions are too focused on the
operational level riher than the strategic level.

With regard to particular bottlenecks, the folloginis the feedback onQuestion 14:
Constraints/bottlenecks to effective constituency operations: Phse indicate your
agreement/disagreement with each of the followingtatements:
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Strongly Disagree Agree | Strongly Total
disagree agree

The role of the Board Member and Alternate 0 6 23 7 36
Board member are clear.

My constituency has adequate systems in 1 10 13 11 35
place to promote input from all constituency
members into GPE discussions and decisiol

I know who is in my constituency and have 0 2 17 16 35
updated contact information for them.

My constituency members provide me 1 15 9 9 34
feedback on GPE matters when requested.

The materials for Board/ committee meeting 1 6 24 4 35
provide enough information for me to provid
good feedback for Board discussions.

The materials for Board/committeeeetings 1 14 17 3 35
are delivered far enough in advance to enakt
adequate constituency consultation.

| face language barriers with regard to 18 13 4 0 35
participating in GPE governance matters.

| have adequate time to dedicate to fulfilling 0 12 20 2 34
my role in GPE's governance in addition to n
regular work duties.

From the responses given, it appears that the ehgdls are related mainly to the timing of the dalv
Board papers, receiving feedback from constituemembers and having sgshs to collect it. While the
guality of papers was generally seen to be accdpiane respondent stated that theywd look for more
guidance from the Secretariat/ Chair/CEO in the fetun relation to flaggingsignificant issues in
covering emails s opposed to merely receiving papeRespondents generally know what the role of the
Board member and Alternate Board members are, whim itheir constituency, and only a few face
language hrriers.

A significant number face time constraints in bemige to fulfill their duties in additio to their regular
job dutiesOne respondent stated that they have 2 personsimgfkll time on GPE governancA@nother
stated that in particular, issues dealing with legsues require more leaime.

In addition,a few comments were made about leveraging techiyologpromote better support and
participation of constituencies. However, anothited that there was a “digital divide” evidencedtbe
poor Internet networkannectivity in some countrie$n addition, an African member stated that proper
consultation is impossible to do with the numbecafintries in their constituency.

quality education for all children Pagellof19 BOD/2013/05 DOC 06 (Annex 2)



Part IV: Role of Board Committees

Role of the Financial Advisory Committee

One of the questions for the GWG to consider isrihle of the FAC, in particular in implementationagt
proposal review. One of the recommendations of Evans review is to establish a technical panel to
review proposals (as is done in both the GFATM &”AW). It is also recognized that the FAC workbbés
very heavy (and potentially increasing) and theraynbe other areas in which Board input may be
needed.

The survey feedback generally supports the FACHticaiing role in implementéon grant proposal
review.In addition, most respondents do notibe¢ that implementation grant review should beetak
on by another committee, and there was even leppat for establishing a technical panaWhile the
assessment of the quality technical input providédhe country level was mixed, a strong majypdid
not believe that grant proposal recommendationsighoome directly from the Secretariat.

Question 15: The Financial Advisory Committee (FAC) currently has the role of
recommending program implementation grants for appmoval to the Board of Directors.
Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with el of the following statements.

Strongly  Disagree Agree Strongly @ Total
disagree agree

Implementation grant proposal review 1 4 12 18 35
and recommendation to the Board shou

continue to be part of the FAC's

resporsibilities.

The FAC's responsibilities should be 10 17 7 1 35
limited to development and oversight ov

financial and programmatic policies and

new Board committee should be

established for implementation grant

proposal review.

Implemenation grant proposal review 14 13 5 3 35
and recommendation to the Board shou

be the responsibility of an independent

technical body rather than a Board

committee.

The development of implementation gra 4 13 15 2 34
proposals receives adequate technical

input at he country level through the

Local Education Group and through the

Secretariat's quality assurance processt

Implementation grant proposal review 22 13 0 1 36
and recommendation to the Board shou

be the responsibility of the Secretariat

alone.
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Establishment of New Standing Committees

The survey posed the following question regardirg testablishment of new Board committees:
Question 16:The FAC and Ethics Committee are the only standingommittees of the Board

of Directors. Additional Board inputis provided by working groups with limited mandates
(in scope and time). Do you think that the establisment of further standing committees is
necessary? If so, what areas should they cover aritbw should they relate to the FAC?

Of the 25 reponses, 9 (36%) were against the establishmenéwfstanding committees. There was some
support for establishing morad hoc committees, including for input into the pe3015 agenda. A few
respondents suggested splitting the FAC's work imto committes.

The following were some of the ideas for new stargdicommittees:

e Global and Regional Activities grants

e Monitoring and Evaluation/results

e Finance and audit (financial forecasting and mamaget, fraud and misuse, audit, due diligence
(especially for ner Supervising/ Managing Entities))

Resource mobilization

Executive Committee

Governance Committee

Policy Committee

Administrative Committee

Part V: Decision-making

A majority of respondents felt that decisiomaking at faceo-face meetings is working welalthough
some expressed in their comments that often detisare rushed through without enough discussion.
One noted that the reasons faceface meetings are effective is because of the gtiCimair.

Respondents were generally equally divided abthwet efficacy of decisioimaking outside faceo-face
meetings. The low participation of developing coynpartners in teleconferences was noted, as was th
difficulty of the medium in general.

While a strong majority agreed that the Board sdoadree inadvance about what kinds of decisions may
be taken outside of faem-face meetings, an almost equal number of resporsdérdught that the Chair
and CEO should have flexibility in modes of seekiBaard decisions, which is somewhat contradictory.
The ned for flexibility was recognized in the comments.

Regarding delegation to committees and the Sededtahe results are also extremely mixed; however,
there is more support for delegation to committdesn the Secretariat. It was noted that any delegat
must be clearly set out in writing.

The establishment of an executive committee reckivery mixed support with 43% disagreeing or
strongly disagreeing, and 57% agreeing or strorgglyeeing. One respondent felt that there was not
enough evidence ofthe need for an Executive Conamit
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Question 17:Please indicate your agreement/disagreement with ghfollowing statements.

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly @ Total
disagree Agree

Decisionmaking by the Board during fade- 1 10 22 4 37
face meetings is workingell.

Decisionmaking by the Board outside of face 5 18 14 0 37
to-face meetings (audioonference and no-
objection decisions) is working well.

The Board should agree in advance on whal 2 3 22 9 36
kinds of decisions may be taken outside of
faceto-face meetings.

The Chair and CEO should have flexibility in 0 9 20 6 35
modes of seeking Board decisions based on
needs.

More decisioamaking authority should be 0 17 14 5 36
delegated to committees by the Board.

More decisionmaking authorityshould be 4 18 9 4 35
delegated to the Secretariat by the Board.

The establishment of an Executive Committ: 6 9 11 9 35
made up of a subet of Board members woul

facilitate efficient decisiormaking between

faceto-face Board meetings.

Part VI: Role of the Secretariat

1. Support to Partnership and Governance Bodies Charter: Providing support to the
Partnership, the Chair, the Board of Directors asdcommittees, working groups and task teams tip he
them fulfill their roles and responsibilities dmaintain progress toward the strategic objectivBshe
GPE.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 1 1 8 28 38 3
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 2 8 15 11 36 5

Respondents felt that this was very importartd performance was middling.
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2. Support to Meetings: Charter: Providig support and oordinaton for the arganizaton of
Global Patnership for Educaton meetings, including preparaion of meeting agndas and meting
organization.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
0 0 0 4 12 22 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 0 3 15 18 36 5

Respondents felt that this was very important, padormance was generally good.

3. Resource Mobilization: Charter: Spporting resouce mobilization efforts.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 1 0 6 12 19 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 1 3 15 9 8 36 5

Respondents felt that this was important, bateikecution could be improved.

4, Data Reporting and Communication: Charter: Workng with all partners to promote
effecve canmunicafon and data rporting at all levels, particularly strergthening comnunications at
the country éwel and enaling clear messges on progess tobe corveyed at he global level and tothe
media.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
1 0 3 7 10 17 38 3
Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 2 9 15 7 3 35 6

Respondents felt that this was of middling imporenand performance is quite poor. It is noted thrag
respondent stated, “All the data stuff is more cdexpgn terms of roles and responsibilities and gthe
could be handling theountrylevel communicationsSecretariat simply cannot and shduiot have a
budget for that.”

5. Sharing Lessons Leaned: Charter: Facilitating the sharing of lessons learnend data
collected from developing country partners withimetGlobal Partnership for Education in a timely
manner.
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Importance Ranking

0 1
0 1 7 6

Total No answer
16 37 4

N
w
NIEN
a1

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 3 13 7 7 4 34 7

While most respondents felt that this was very imtpat, its perfornance is generally seen as poGne
respondent noted thafThe Secretariat’'s role on lessons learned showldh acilitator,not a big actor
in the process.”

6. Support for in-country processes Charter: Providig sypport, where required, to he LEG
andCoordinatingAgency to stregthen thein-country pro@ss,n particularin the following ways:

i. taking the lead in collecting information on the country processes leaithg to educdbn plan
endorsement, and shiangthis with other partnersin the Global Patnership for Educaion; and

ii. providing quality support to the planning and moiitoring proceses,including the Jant Setor
Review.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 1 3 9 25 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 2 9 10 10 4 35 6

The vast majority thought this area was very impott but performance is low to middlindne
respondenttatedthat the Secretariat neetis reconsider current resources directed to suppgithe
Local Education Group#inother stated that the quality of country suppentarying.

7. Monitoring of Education Funding Information : Charter:Collecting, monitaing, and shaing,
amang partners, gldbal and county-level information on all fundng amounts and sources assted wth
delivery of the endorsed educain plans.

Importance Ranking
0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 2 2 11 7 15 37 4

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 5 6 14 5 5 35 6

This role was ranked lower than other areas, angédrrformance was also ranked low.

8. Supporting Board on grant proposal process Charter: Providig suport to the Board of
Diredors andits comnitteesin the Glbal Patnershp for Educaiton trust fundproposalprocess ad
providing accurae financial information and in nonitoring of the utlizaton of Global Patnershp for
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Education trust funddn line with Global Patnershp for Educaion’s dbjectives andpolicies {ncluding
the rekvant trust fund docunrd).

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 0 5 16 17 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No
answer
0 0 2 9 14 10 35 6

This is another area that was seen as importarttperfomance was middling.

9. Oversight of disbursements with safeguards Charter: Providig support to the Board of
Diredors andits committeesin their owrdght of the dficient and effetive disbursenent of the Global
Partnership for Edwcation trust funds wih appropiate saéguards and @ountaility.

Importance Ranking
0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 0 0 3 15 20 38 3

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total No answer
0 1 4 10 14 6 35 6

This is another area that is seen as imaotiwith middling performance.

10. Addressing Issues of Policy, Data, Capacity and Fiance: Charter:Helping coordinate the
efforts of GPE to address issues and prioritieatesl to policy, data, capacity and finance.

Importance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
1 1 4 9 9 12 36 5

Performance Ranking

0 1 2 3 4 5 Total | No answer
1 3 8 12 6 6 36 5

The views expressed on the importance of this areamixed, with prformance reviews also mixeNote
that this role is essentially the reason for edsdlthg the GRAOne respodent noted that theglo not
understand what it mes.

11. Other:
Suggestions made for additions include monitorimgl &evaluation and results reporting (this can be
incorporated into provisions that are already thereunning the Needs and Performance

Framavork/allocation of funds (perhaps too detailed)damorking with new and existing SEs and MEs
to support them (note that this is generally in@ddn the GPE Fund document).
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Part VII: Role of the Chair

Survey Feedback: Unfortunately, there was a techn@l issue with the survey on this
guestion for an unknown reason and so the quantifiale responses cannot be analyzed.
Below is the additional feedback from the commentsection:

e The Chair role must remain focused on politicaldesship, representation,seurce mobilization,
supervision of GPE Board meetings. The creatiora oficeChair would be welcomed in order to
second the Chair and have a better balance of septation of the different Board categories (for
instance, have a North/South alternance betweenCtiar and the vic&hair). It is unfortunate
that clear repartition between the Board Chair and tlE€®JUs not proposed at this stage as it gives
little opportunity to clarify the different role3his should beaddressé as an urgent matter.

. I think this needs clarification. | see the CEObasng the CEO of the Secretariat, not the CEO ef th
partnership. In fagthaving a CEO of a partnership would not make seHgais is the case then the
roles and responsibilities are fairly clear.

. The role of the Chair cannot be considered in isolatrom the role of the CEO. The answers above
assume that the CEO will take responsibility andoamtability for some of the more operational
functions currently performed by the Chair.

Part VIII: Other

Please find below all the responses to the questPiease list any other comments you have
regarding GPE global governance mechanisms that yoteel need to be addressed and are
not covered by the questions in this survey.

e Verywell designed survey!

e Thegovernance role of the GPE Board vs the World BBolrd is not addressed in this survey and
is not clear to Board members.

° Great work has been done. The representation iseditcto the partnership. There has to be
something which donors and partnergrsiup to leave behind their mubi-lateral agendas or
interests. The very existence of the partnershifpikave behind such agendas and serve the needs
of education systems and learners. At present tlieeteo much influence from these agendas. It
would be more prudent and result in more credibilitthe Secretariat is funded out of the general
pool and be totally answerable to the Board, antl bmable to accept Hateral contributions for
programmes.

° Main challenges: Have a Board that is repgentative from a partnership point of view, buteatd
make decisions in an efficient manner. An executwenmittee for decisions during the year might
be an option.- Real engagement of developing country partners 8odthern NGOs: How to
strengthen thir participation?

e As a member of a developing country beneficiary\G#fE grant we would like to commend the GPE
governance structure for their efforts to lead aodrdinate a global effort to deliver a good qualit
education to all girls and boys, prioritizing thegrest and most vulnerable.

° Recognise that each partner within GPE needs tatgrealign Board presence with on the ground
implementation presence. This could better be itatdd by having a greater insight into the
planned travel/outreach of the Secretariat, whichuld enable greater flagging internally with
partners/donors and ensure that the partnershifnerground is stronger.

o | think the relationship between the Chair and mbreadly the board and the Secretariat needs to
improve andassume that this will happeror at least | certainly hope sowith the appointment of
the new CEO. | also think decisions for the boaeegd to be framed better and the CEO needs to be
seen to support the development and finalisatiothe§e during bard meetings.

° Clear repartition between the Chair and the CE@sol

e An issue that is only covered indirectly is the nitoning of the utilization of GPE grants and the
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oversight of effective and efficient use of the G§fants. It is not clear within the governance &E
where and how this is covered.

e An active role of the secretariat in the supportoteal Education Groups and support to developing
countries constituencies are key priorities. A nadwision of labour between the CEO and the Chair
shouldbe welcomed.

° Please rethink your approach to thinking througlvegoance and make it more flexible and less
centrally driven all decision making. Currently tleeis limited opportunity for opt in participation
and this needs to be a critical component of th&GRes it needs a board and it needs to a tight
process around finances, but it also needs fitpferpose governance beyond the financially related
work.

° How should visibility of GPE be enhanced-égountry? Local Education Groups consist of donors
who have their respective local assistance strasegibeit based on the Education Strategic Plans of
countries. Hence these partners, notwithstandingirtitontribution to implementation grant
proposals, are more inclined to meeting the targetsundertheir plans instead of committing to
abroad based plan like the GPE. This unfortunaseatinect has implications for crediting GPE with
results from the work done. SE/ME are perceivedconsider themselves owners of the GPE
activities. This has to chaegand country ownership must be taken up serioifdlye GPE is to
become more visible locally. The lack of visibilinas a potential to undermine resource mobilization
since fatigue could set in to minimize results affitct. Simply, when developing oatry partners
own the GPE processes with support from the SeciedtaGPE visibility will be enhanced at the local
level.

° Reaching consensus on governance mechanisms widiffieult while the current diversity of view
on the precise nature and purpose of GPE remainesoived. An important bproduct of this
survey will be to enable a stocktake of these dieewviews and their implications for potential
changes in governance arrangements.

° Promote understanding of GPE governance organs gralboonstitiencies.

e The effectiveness of the FAC is not questionedhis tsurvey, but should be further explored. The
division of roles and responsibilities between @O and the Chair is presented, and the role of the
Chair delineated. The role of the CEO is rhatwever presented. It would be important to map the
functions of the former Head of Secretariat andnidfy the gaps which may be present which the
new structure as this relates to the effectiverod$be Secretariat.
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