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Foreword
FORUT started introducing system-wide Results-Based Management (RBM) in the
programme period 2009-2013, and the first experiences with this approach have revealed a
need for further capacity-building and streamlining of it.
This RBM Handbook is one of the main responses to this need. It is designed to be the main
instrument for introducing RBM in FORUT’s partner organisations and programmes, and it
will be followed-up with training and mentoring from the FORUT headquarters in Norway.
The Handbook covers both theory and practices of RBM and is designed to be a practical
guide with many step-by-step explanations and examples. It is a living document and will be
updated and expanded when needed.
We would like to encourage our partner organisations to translate (parts of) the Handbook
into their local languages, in order to make it accessible for all staff, not just those who
master English at a sufficiently high level.
The Handbook has been developed by Trond K. Botnen with input from the FORUT
Programme Department, and it has been approved by the FORUT Management Team.

Gjøvik, 25 October 2018

Morten Lønstad
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Preface: A Reader’s Guide
This handbook is the result of my work with results framework at FORUT since 2013, and my
work as an independent trainer at the subject. It is an attempt at synthesising contents from
existing sources and adapting them to the needs of FORUT and its partners so that the
handbook can become a useful tool and reference guide when planning future programmes
and projects.
The handbook is not intended to be read from beginning to end, but rather as a sourcebook
from which one can pick and choose the topics depending on needs and priorities. Here
follows a short reader’s guide to the handbook.
The first two chapters are introductory chapter that provide the context for the rest of the
book. Many will already be aware of the basics of Results-Based Management (RBM) and the
programme/project cycle. For those who are not, I strongly recommend reading these
chapters before delving into any of the remaining chapters. Chapter two also gives and
introduction to how FORUT deals with some of these issues and should be read by all FORUT
partners.
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 deal with three different approaches to RBM, namely Theory of Change
(ToC), the Logical Framework Approach (LFA) and Outcome Mapping (OM). These chapter
can be read individually as the provide introductions to each method which are independent
of each other. They could for example be the subject of separate internal
workshops/trainings.
Chapter 6 is an attempt at comparing and combining the three methods. This chapter
requires prior knowledge of chapter 3, 4 and 5 and should therefore be dealt with after at
least two of those three methods have been covered. It is however, important to do so, as the
chapter gives important background to how the new FORUT logframe format has been
developed (as a combination of LFA and OM).
Chapter 7 deals with risks and assumptions, and it is both a free-standing chapter and an
elaboration of the same topic which is introduce in Chapter 4 on LFA (the right-hand column
of the logframe). It fits well as a subject of a separate workshop/training, for staff who
already has some experience with LFA, but little prior experience with risk analysis and risk
management.
Chapter 8 deals with monitoring and evaluation, which means that it collects the threads
from many of the preceding chapters and again places it in the context of the
programme/project cycle. As such it can be dealt with both before and after the preceding
chapter, depending on the reader’s preference.
Chapter 9 presents and explains the new FORUT logframe format, which is derived from the
preceding chapters. It is necessary to read, but best done so after (most of) the other topics in
the manual have already been covered, since understanding the format benefits from
knowing the contents of chapters 2, 4 and 5 in particular.
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1 Introduction to Results-Based Management
1.1 What is Results-Based Management?
Results-Based Management (RBM) is a term which covers many specific methods and
approaches which have one thing in common: the focus is on achieving and measuring
results rather than describing activities. It can be defined as:
A strategic approach focused on defining, measuring and
achieving results including a system for monitoring and
reporting on progress towards key results that provides
information for management decision making, learning and
accountability.
An RBM approach involves shifting management attention away from a focus on inputs,
activities and processes to a focus on benefits – from what you have done to what you have
achieved. RBM also focuses on using information on results to improve decision making. The
elements of RBM can be summarised like this:1
1.
2.
3.
4.

Identifying clear and measurable objectives (results), aided by logical frameworks.
Selecting indicators that will be used to measure progress towards each objective.
Setting explicit targets for each indicator, used to judge performance.
Developing performance monitoring systems to regularly collect data on actual
results.
5. Reviewing, analysing and reporting actual results vis-à-vis the targets.
6. Integrating evaluations to provide complementary performance information not
readily availablefrom performance monitoring systems.
7. Using performance information for internal management accountability, learning
and decisionmaking processes, and also for external performance reporting to
stakeholders and partners.

In this Handbook, we present three approaches widely used in international development
work, namely the Logical Framework Approach (LFA), Theory of Change (ToC) and Outcome
Mapping (OM).

1.2 What is a result?
The Norad handbook “Results Management in Norwegian Development Cooperation”
defines a result like this:
“A result is something that ‘arises as a consequence’.”

Binnendijk, A. (2000) 'Results based management in the development co-operation agencies: A
review of experience - Executive Summary', The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Working
Party on Aid Evaluation.
1
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Therefore, RBM is an approach to programme and project management which focuses on the
consequences of the programmes and projects which are planned and implemented by
development actors such as FORUT and its partners. It therefore presupposed that there is a
logical connection between the activities we carry out and the results they cause (which we
try to measure through monitoring and evaluation (M&E)).
We normally talk about results at three levels: (1) Impact; (2) Outcome; and (3) Output. How
to distinguish these levels is covered in Chapter 3 of this handbook.

1.3 Why Results-Based Management?
The move towards the use of RBM in the field of international development assistance has
been prompted by a demand for actors to prove that they are able to make a difference, that
the activities they do actually matter, and that the money spent (by private and public
donors) is used effectively and efficiently. However, this should not only be seen as a
nuisance forced upon us by donor agencies and a critical public opinion. Being able to set
clear goals and knowing to what extent we are reaching them should be at the heart of any
organisation based on a wish to create a better world, and any individual staff member
working for the same goal.
RBM is supposed to help us answer questions such as:







Are we having a positive impact on people’s lives?
Are we doing the rights things?
Are we doing these things in the right way?
Are we spending our resources in the best possible way?
Are we making changes which will be long-lasting and irreversible?
Are we avoiding inadvertently causing harm?

Like any other approach, however, RBM is not a magic wand. Being able to answer these
questions depend entirely upon how we use it.
“If you don’t know where you’re going, any road will take you
there.” – Alice in Wonderland
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2 The Programme & Project Cycle
2.1 Introduction
This chapter introduces the concepts programme and project and how these terms are being
used by FORUT. This is followed by a general introduction to the project cycle and a
presentation of what this means for the FORUT Programme Period 2014-2018.

2.2 What are programmes and projects?
A project can be defined as:
A set of interrelated activities established to achieve specific
outputs which together achieve the project objective - all
within specified time and budgetary constraints
A project is temporary and finite, seeks to accomplish specific objectives, produces
deliverables and end items and is bounded by schedule, budget, resources, performance and
other requirements.
A programme can be defined as:
A set of inter-related projects (and other initiatives) designed
to achieve a programme objective
Programmes can achieve more than projects because they enable projects to work together
and contribute to the higher-level programme objective.

2.3 Programmes and project in FORUT
In the programme period 2009-2013 FORUT had four programme areas and altogether 32
projects (at the time inaccurately known as RBMs). 2
For the programme period 2014-2018 this has been replaced with a slightly more elaborate
system which has three levels: (1) thematic areas; (2) programmes; and (3) projects.
2.3.1 FORUT Thematic areas
The thematic areas are similar to the 2009-13 programmes and are:




Alcohol, Drugs & Development (ADD)
Gender Equality (GE)
Child Rights (CR)

In the period 2014-18 these are just thematic groupings of programmes and projects and
have no further importance for planning and reporting.3
The term «RBM» is inaccurate as the acronym stands for Results-Based Management, which is the
overall approach, not a term for each project matrix. This use of the term is therefore discontinued.
2
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2.3.2 FORUT Programmes
Each thematic area consists of one or more programmes. For 2014-2018 the FORUT
programmes are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

ADD: Global Policy
ADD: National Policy
ADD: Community Interventions
CR: Education and Protection
CR: Advocacy and Empowerment
GE: Gender Based Violence and Women’s Health
GE: Economic Empowerment

FORUT reports to Norad at the programme level. The programme description and logic is
put together at the FORUT headquarters in Norway based on the input about its component
projects provided by FORUT partners.4
2.3.3 FORUT Projects
Each programme consists of one (in the case of ADD Global Policy) or more (all other
programmes) projects. The projects are designed by the FORUT partners in consultation with
FORUT Norway and finally approved by FORUT Norway.
FORUT Norway provides funding for approved projects, and FORUT partners are
responsible for implementation. FORUT partners report to FORUT Norway about the project
results and the information is aggregated to programme level by FORUT Norway and
reported to Norad.

2.4 The project cycle
Most project planning literature refers to the Project Cycle. There have been numerous
diagrammatic representations of this cycle. All can be summarised as showing a sequence of
identification, implementation and control.
The Project Cycle visually reminds us that there is a logical sequence to be followed in project
planning. It should however be emphasised that this simplification of the Project Cycle is
essentially artificial. In practise there is a continual process of reappraisal and adjustment
throughout a project’s life cycle.

It should be kept in mind that ADD and GE are also cross-cutting issues, please see relevant chapter.
The exception being the global ADD programme which is designed from scratch by the ADD Team in
FORUT Norway.
3
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The Project Cycle
Understanding the
situation/ identification

1.

7. Evaluation
2. Design

Lesson
Learning
6. Completion
3. Appraisal and Approval

Monitoring

4. Baseline (update as
necessary from identification
stage)

5. Implementation & Control

Figure 1 The Project Cycle5

2.4.1 Understanding the situation/identification
In the FORUT 2014-2018 programme period, most projects are continuations of projects in
the 2009-13 programme period, or a derived from lessons learned during that period.
Possible projects were identified by FORUT partners and project outlines sent to FORUT
Norway by 1 February 2013.
2.4.2 Design
Projects are designed by FORUT partners using RBM methodologies such as the Logical
Framework Approach (LFA) or Outcome Mapping (OM). For the FORUT 2014-18
programme period, after a period of consultation and collaboration with FORUT Norway, the
project applications were sent from FORUT partners to FORUT Norway by 1 August 2013.
2.4.3 Appraisal and Approval
Project applications from FORUT partners are appraised and approved by FORUT Norway.
For the programme period 2014-18 the projects were approved, clustered into programmes
and sent to Norad by 1 October 2013.
2.4.4 Baseline
Indicators for which baseline data are needed are selected in the project design phase. After
approval, baseline data have to be collected for each indicator. As many of the projects in the
programme period 2014-18 are continuations of projects in the previous programme period
(2009-13), most baseline data are not available before the end of 2013. Therefore, baseline
data were to to be sent to FORUT Norway by 1 October when available, otherwise sent to
FORUT Norway as soon as possible in 2014.

5 PP-presentation from The Norwegian Development network training package in Project
Development & Planning, 2009.
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2.4.5 Implementation and control
Implementation and control is on-going throughout the programme period, which is five
years. Monitoring of indicators provide frequent possibilities for assessment of project
progress, and when necessary project adjustment or redesign. FORUT partners need to send
quarterly reports, annual reports and annual plans/applications to FORUT Norway
throughout the programme period.
2.4.6 Completion
The projects are to be completed by the end of the programme period, but the most
important reporting takes place during the last year of implementation. That is, the most
important report for the programme period 2014-2018 is the 4-year report 2014-2017 which
is to be submitted by 31 May 2018. This report will form the basis for Norad’s assessment of
achievements and by implication their assessment of FORUT’s application for the next
programme period (probably 2019-23). The final 5-year report will have to be submitted to
Norad the year after the programme period ends, and is basically an update of the 4-year
report.
2.4.7 Evaluation
Evaluations are not necessarily end-of-programme evaluations which take place after the end
of the programme period, but can also be mid-term evaluations or evaluations carried out at
any other point in the programme period. Hence, evaluations provide important information
both for adjustment of projects during the programme period and (re)design of projects for
the following programme period. Evaluations can be internal or external. Internal
evaluations funded and carried out by FORUT partners are usually called reviews. External
evaluations are usually funded by FORUT Norway.

2.5 The FORUT 5-year programme cycle
At the time of writing, FORUT’s programme cycles last five years, although this may at any
time in the future be changed by Norad. Nevertheless, the main phases in the cycles will
remain more or less the same, and the 2014-18 programme cycle will therefore be used as an
example of this cycle.
In the figure below, we focus on the deadline given to FORUT by Norad. For each one of
them, there will be one or more earlier internal deadlines for FORUT partners to provide
information to FORUT. These internal deadlines will be set on year-to-year basis in
consultation with all partners, and are therefore not included in the figure.

2013

1 Oct:
Programme
Application
2014-18 to
Norad

2014

2015

1 Jun: 5year
Report
2009-13 to
Norad

1 Oct:
Annual
applications
to Norad

2016

1 Jun:
Annual
reports to
Norad

2017

1 Jun: 4year
Programme
Report to
Norad

2018

2019

1 Oct:
Programme
application
2019-23 to
Norad

1 Jun: 5year Report
2014-18
report to
Norad
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2.6 Data Information System
FORUT is in the process of developing av new Data Information System for monitoring of the
partners’ projects, in co-operation with the University of Oslo. When the new system is
launched, it will provide FORUT and FORUT partners with a tailor-made system for
monitoring of indicators and other variables. This system will be used both for internal
monitoring and for reporting to Norad.

2.7 Planning with Results-Based Management
This chapter provides an overview of the basic of Results-Based Management (RBM) and
some of the most popular approaches to this, namely Theory of Change (ToC), the Logical
Framework Approach (LFA) and Outcome Mapping (OM).
We have already introduced RBM in Chapter 1, and explained why it should be used. For
FORUT, it is essential that RBM not be used as a desk-exercise purely as a means of
satisfying donor demands, but that it be used in a comprehensive and participatory manner
in order to improve projects and programmes and increase our accountability toward the
primary stakeholders, the men, women and children whose lives we strive to improve and
whose rights we strive to uphold.
We are presenting three approaches to RBM here. These are not mutually exclusive, but
complementary, and we encourage our partners to use each of them in the context where it is
found most useful within the constraints given by time and resources. For a couple of decades
the LFA has been the dominant approach to RBM in the field of development, and it is
necessary for FORUT’s partners to know how to use LFA as it is (more or less explicitly)
required by most back donors, including Norad. Theory of Change (ToC) is an approach that
has gained popularity recently and which is complementary to LFA. It is more fundamental,
in that it challenges us to think systematically about how we create change, often at a higher
level than the individual programme og project (which LFA focuses on). Having a good ToC
will be very helpful when using LFA at the project level. Outcome Mapping (OM) has also
gained popularity recently, and is in many ways better than LFA for planning projects that
focus intangible results from rights-based empowerment approaches rather than tangible
results coming from service delivery. The results of an OM planning process can be converted
to a LFA format and presented as such to back donors who require it.
We recommend that our partners develop/update their ToC at the organisational level as part
of their strategic planning processes and every five years at the thematic area level (ADD, CR
& GE) as part of the planning process for a new programme cycle. We recommend that
partners use LFA and/or OM as part of their five-year and annual programme and project
planning cycles. LFA is more useful for service delivery projects, while OM is more useful for
rights-based projects focusing on empowerment and advocacy.
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2.7.1 The Results Chain
But before we turn to the three approaches, we need to have a look at the “results chain”,
which is the basis for all results-based approaches. Norad defines the result chain like this:6

Figure 2 The Results Chain

The three green boxes (Outputs, Outcomes and Impact) are all depicting results. Inputs and
activities are what is needed to produce results. While the results chain shows the causal
relationship between its elements over time, one should be aware that it does not imply a
linear process only. Like all models, it represents a simplification of a complex reality where
many factors beyond the control of programme management may affect the results of the
intervention, particularly at outcome and impact level.
Outputs are normally quantitative results; products or services which are relevant for the
achievement of outcomes. Outputs are actually the short-term products of completed
activities. They can typically be measured on a regular basis by keeping account of what has
been produced within a specific timeframe and budget.
It is generally accepted that outcomes represent the most important result-level in results
management. Outcomes are the intended, intermediate effects on the target groups. They
may often take the form of changes in behaviour, relationships and/or policies among the
stakeholders of the programme/project. Outcomes may stem from factors both within and
beyond the control of the programme, i.e. a particular intervention may be only one among
many contributions to an outcome. The purpose of defining clear outcomes is for managers
to stay focused on what ultimately matters: the effects of their interventions on people and
systems.
By impact we mean long-term improvements in society, such as reduced mortality rates of
children. Measuring impact of a programme represents major methodological challenges.
The causal relationship between the development intervention and the changes that have
taken place in society are often difficult to prove. Multiple factors beyond control of the
programme may influence the long term effects in both positive and negative ways. It will,
therefore, normally be wrong for the programme, not to mention the donor, to take credit (or
the blame) for the results at impact level.
LFA is directly based on the result chain presented above. However, ToC and OM are also
RBM-based approaches, and therefore they have in common with LFA that they start with
defining the desired change at societal level (impact), and then look at how we can contribute
to that. ToC talk about pathways to change, where the pathways pass through the other levels
The model, and the following description of outputs, outcomes and impact are taken and adapted
from“Results Management in Norwegian Development Co-operation” by Norad.
6
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in the results chain. OM focuses on the outcome level, in particular behavioural change, but
always based on the impacts these outcomes are intended to have. Knowing the logic of the
results chain is therefore essential for all RBM planning, although each approach uses it in a
somewhat different way.
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3 Theory of Change
We choose to start with the ToC approach rather than the more commonly used LFA because
ToC is more fundamental to the organisation to the extent that it should be closely linked to
its vision and mission, and because having a good understanding of an organisation’s ToC
will be useful in its use of LFA and OM.
There is no single definition of what a Theory of Change is, or how it should be presented.
INTRAC defines it as:
An ongoing process of reflection to explore change and how it
happens – and what it means for the part we play in a
particular context, sector and/or group of people.7
INTRAC goes on to say that it considers a programme or project within a wider analysis of
how change comes about, makes us explain our understanding of change and challenge us to
explore it further, and that it is often presented in diagrammatic form with an accompanying
narrative summary.
However, before moving on to develop a Theory of Change, we need to have a brief look at
change itself.

3.1 Types and dimensions of change8
We start from an initial premise regarding the different types of change that occur in our
environment.






Emerging changes. They occur as our life unfolds every day. They are adaptive and
irregular processes based on experiential learning, and occur as the result of the
unexpected and/or non-‐planned changes that emerge from the dynamics called Life.
Transformative changes. Crisis and stagnation prepare the ground for change. This
type of change is based on un-‐learning and liberating oneself from those mindsets,
relations, identities, formal and non-‐formal institutions, etc. which hinder and delay
the probability of enacting new realities that are more just and fair in economic, social
and political terms.
Projectable changes. Changes based on complicated or simple problems that can be
resolved by means of specific projects and actions planned from a linear logic.

In general terms, a ToC focuses on analysing and proposing relevant actions to
transformative changes, which are more complex in nature and which require flexible
thinking-action logic from our side. Projectable changes are those that can be managed using
project logic: the LFA as a planning and analysis tool.
The diagram below makes it possible to generate an analysis that is more comprehensive and
related to the strategic approach needed to achieve success as a result of implementing the
initiatives proposed by our ToC. In other words, we suggest integrating different types of
initiatives to help frame our action in a more integrated and articulated way. This allows us,
Theory of Change workshop for the Norwegian Development Network, February 2012.
Text taken and adapted from “Theory of Change. A thinking and action approach to navigate in the
complexity of social change processes”, by Iñigo Retolaa Eguren.
7
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on the one hand, to propose a more integrated institutional action; and, at the same time, to
develop a more collaborative and articulate relationship with other initiatives led by other
actors which are already underway.

Figure 3 Dimensions of Social Change9

As development organisations focused on change, we need to look critically at which types of
change we want to work towards, and the different dimensions of change in the model may
be made to work together to strengthen our efforts to achieve change at a higher level.
Some questions to consider in relation to this model:






What dimension of change predominates in the action of our organisation?
What are the implications of concentrating on one sole dimension of change?
How do we integrate the different dimensions in our Theory of Change?
What type of activities or initiatives can we develop for each dimension of change?
What alliances do we need to put in place to approach our processes in a more
comprehensive way?

There are many other ways of looking at changes, but for our purpose of developing a ToC,
the focus should be on transformative changes in all the four quadrants above.

3.2 The elements of a Theory of Change
A ToC usually consists of four interconnecting elements: (1) how change happens; (2) change
pathway(s); (3) impact assessment framework; and (4) reflection and adaptation of ToC.

9

Eguren (2011), p.7
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.

1 How Change Happens

4. Reflection
and
adaptation
of ToC

2. Change
pathway

3.Impact assessment
framework

Figure 4 Four Interconnecting Elements of ToC10

A ToC may be developed at different organisational levels: at the overall level of the
organisations; for a sector or thematic area; for a programme; or for a project. However, it is
more commonly used at the higher levels, at the project (and sometimes programme) level,
LFA or OM may be more useful tools.
The symbiotic relations between ToC, LFA/OM, implementation and M&E can be illustrated
in the following model:

10
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Figure 5 Toc, Strategy, Programme Plans and M&E11

As we can see, the four elements of the ToC interact with programme/project development,
strategic planning, M&E and impact assessment in an iterated learning loop. At least this is
what happens if it is being used in a participatory and comprehensive manner, not as a head
office desk exercise.

3.3 How Change Happens
The first element of a ToC, “How Change
Happens”, has two main parts. The first part is
a “Vision of Success”, and the second part a
set of “Key Success Factors”, focusing on the
various stakeholders that need to be involved
in achieving the desired change.
3.3.1 Vision of Success
The first step in a ToC process is to agree on a
Vision of Success.
A vision of success is a clear
picture of the achievable and
sustainable future that the
11

Ibid.
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Key
success
factor

Key
success
factor
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of
success
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Figure 6 How Change Happens
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organization would like to see in the context in which it works.
It can still be aspirational. And the organization does not have
to feel that it can achieve this vision on its own.12
The vision should be plausible (achievable and realistic) and dynamic (a snapshot of a system
of behaviours, relationships and conditions). It involves identifying key stakeholders and
describing their behaviours, attitudes, capabilities, values and relationships.
A guiding question can be: If all issues and problems and their underlying causes were
successfully addressed in relation to [fill in the issue(s) you are focusing on], what would
this look like?
3.3.2 Key Success Factors
The second step is to understand and agree the key success factors would need to be in place
to ensure that this vision could become a reality. For each success factor, be specific about
what should be in place and who should be involved. Think beyond your own organisational
strategy – think politics, economics, social relations etc.). Ideally, each key success factor
should be linked to a separate stakeholder and written as a short and specific outcome
statement for that stakeholder, i.e. a statement describing that stakeholder’s behaviour,
relationships and conditions.
So far in the process, all analysis is to be made as if our organisation did not exist. We are
envisioning what should change, and how it can change – later in the process we will look at
the role we can play in the process.
Here is an example of an analysis of how change happens, combining a vision of success with
preconditions for change.

12

Keystone (2009): «IPAL Guide 2: Developing a Theory of Change»
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Figure 7 Success as a System Map13

13

Ibid.
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3.4 Change pathway
Having developed a vision of success and understood the main actors in the system, we can
begin to map preconditions of success and thereafter how to achieve them. These are the
“Change Pathways”. This relates directly to our understanding of how change happens. It
describes in detail our unique ways of understanding and addressing these issues, including:





Who we work with
How we work with them
To achieve or influence what changes
The assumptions that we have made in designing this pathway

3.4.1 Preconditions of success
We should start with the long-term strategic vision of success and identify the changes and
processes we believe are absolutely necessary preconditions to achieving each element of our
vision of success. In other words, these are changes that we believe must happen if we hope
to achieve the outcomes in our vision.
The guiding question is: What MUST happen in our context if
our vision of success is to be realized?14
For each stakeholder whose outcome statement has become a part of our vision of success in
the previous step, we seek to define the changes in the conditions, institutions, relationships,
capabilities, attitudes and behaviours that are considered essential for long term success.
Some factors/preconditions might be hard, tangible changes in conditions (such as access to
vaccinations), but many will be intangible process outcomes (like changes in confidence,
skills, capabilities, relationships, attitudes etc.) that are just as important if changes are to be
made and sustained. Here are a couple of examples:15

Figure 8 Preconditions of success - educators

14
15
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Figure 9 Preconditions for success - local communities

At this stage, we should have produced the following:
1. A central “Vision of Success” statement for the organisation, thematic area or
programme.
2. “Outcome Statements” for a number of selected stakeholders that can influence our
Vision of Success, describing how they would ideally behave in a way that contributes
most effectively to achieving and sustaining the Vision of Success.
3. For each of the stakeholders, a description of the necessary “Preconditions for
Success”, being the short-term and intermediate changes that need to take place for
each actor to contribute effectively – so that the whole system works in a way that
achieves and sustains the Vision of Success.
Now is the time to look at how the preconditions for success can be realised, and to bring
ourselves into the picture: how can we, as an organisation, work to ensure that the
Preconditions for Success are achieved? However, first, we need to take a little detour into
system mapping, in order to better be able to see our own role as part of a bigger whole.
3.4.2 System mapping
We present four model that are easy to use and will enhance our understanding of the
system(s) we are working in. They are intended to be used in the order presented, but
depending on time, resources and perceived usefulness, you may choose not to use all of
them. The output from the use of these analytical tools will not be inserted directly into the
ToC document/figure, but will provide us with information that will be of use when
developing it. One may therefore say that this section is optional.
3.4.2.1 Mapping the activity system
For any outcome that we are working towards, there are usually a number of other actors or
social forces that influence the outcome positively or negatively. It is important to understand
the system of forces and actors that is at work in our context. The change we want to bring
about is most likely to be significant and sustainable if it can influence the other actors in the
system to support it. The following model may be useful:

Results-Based Management (RBM)

Figure 10 System Mapping Template16

The model can be used with either the Vision of Success or the Outcome Statement for a
single stakeholder written in the centre. Place each actor in the quadrant you think best
describes it. Closer to the centre circle indicates an existing strong relationship or connection.
Further away indicates a weak relationship. Other symbols can then be introduced: Green
arrows, for example, could indicate where in the system the organization would like to shift a
particular actor. A red cross might indicate an actor that participants consider to be a serious
threat. The resulting chart should be used for a discussion on the strategic implications of
this – What relationships are we happy with? Where can we make them more effective? What
specific steps should be taken, by who and when?
3.4.2.2 Analysing the dimensions of change
Next, the following model will also be of use:

16
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Figure 11 The Four Dimensions of Sustainable Change17

This model could be used for an analysis of our current approaches to change. Why do we
work in this way? Do we believe that our approach(es) is/are the most effective one(s) for
bringing about societal change? How do the four approaches differ from each other? This
table may be of use to better understand the differences between them:

Figure 12 Four Dimensions of Broad, Sustainable Change18
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When we have thus mapped the system we are working in, our understanding should have
reached a level where we can move on to have a look at each actor or stakeholder we want to
work with.
3.4.2.3 Thinking about collaboration – the “relationship continuum”
An good start, to create a visual overview, could be to place each actor in the place where it
belongs along this continuum:

Figure 13 The Relationship Continuum19

As actors are placed on the map, the group discusses what kind of relationship would be the
most appropriate.
3.4.2.4 Analysing individual actors – creating a “collaboration profile”
Then, when we are ready to think more concretely about establishing relationships, it is time
to discuss each actor. Here are some questions that may help create a ‘collaboration potential
profile’ of each potential partner:











What specific outcomes would the collaboration focus on?
What is the organization’s interest in achieving these outcomes?
Is there a direct alignment with the organization’s mission? (Does this really
matter?)
What are the respective capabilities? (resources, skills, networks, etc)
What is the current relationship with this actor?
What would the group like this relationship to be in the future? (Alignment,
occasional or specific issue collaboration or partnership?)
What advantages would collaboration offer to both parties?
What risks might there be to collaboration (What are possible threats to an
effective relationship – conflicting interests, capacity gaps, behaviors, etc.)
How would the relationship be governed and managed (accountability, values,
learning, reporting, etc.)?
When/How would the relationship be reviewed and evaluated?

These four exercises will hopefully give you a lot of information and “food for thought” which
will be useful when we now return to our ToC in order to develop “change pathways” for each
stakeholder we choose to work with – directly or indirectly.
3.4.3 Developing change pathways
Having identified the preconditions for change for each stakeholder, we now need to identify
which areas of change our organisation can influence – either alone or in concert with
others. We also need to identify which areas of change are beyond the scope of our
organisation or programme.

19
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No influence

Indirect
influence

Direct
influence

Our
organisation

Figure 14 Spheres of Influence

In the sphere of direct influence we are working directly with target groups on specific
changes and have a large degree of (but never full!) control over achieving the outcomes. In
the sphere of indirect influence there are other factors/actors which influence changes we
want to see, and /or we have to work with the targets group indirectly, through
intermediaries. Therefore, we have less control over achieving the outcome. The changes that
are outside of our sphere of influence are beyond our control. As we have analysed them as
being among the necessary preconditions for realising the Vision of Success, however, we are
therefore dependent on other changemakers to ensure that these preconditions are fulfilled.
A practical exercise for sorting and prioritising our work to put in place the Preconditions for
Success, would be to place each of them in this figure – either inside the sphere where it
belongs or on the border between two spheres if that seems more accurate.
Based on this analysis, we should have been able to reduce the number of stakeholders that
needs to be included in our change pathways toward our Vision of Success, and we can move
on to looking at how we can ensure the fulfilment of the necessary preconditions for the
outcome statement of each stakeholder we will work with.
An effective pathway of change reflects only the outcomes, or
preconditions, that are at once necessary and, when taken
together as a set, sufficient to reach the long-term goal.20
Based on this understanding, we need to agree:



Who do we plan to work with (which target groups)?
How do we plan to work with each of these different groups?

“The Community Builder’s Approach to Theory of Change. A practical Guide to Theory
Development” by Andreas A. Anderson, The Aspen Institute.
20
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What short and medium term changes (for these different groups) we hope to
achieve or influence as a result of these efforts?
How do all of these factors link together (what leads to what? Who influences
whom?)?
What are our assumptions in choosing this particular pathway (why this pathway
rather than another one)?

Here is a quick method of doing this in the form of a chart:
1. Clarify and write up the outcome statement for one of the stakeholders you
will work with (place it on the far right of the paper)
2. Identify and write up your high level strategies (what you do with them) –one
per post it. Place in a vertical line on the left side
3. Create “…so that…” chains: by doing x we will achieve y (change) in the short
term which will lead to z (change). Write these down.
4. Use the “…so that…” chains to link your strategies with short term outcomes
and the long-term outcome statement (place post-its on chart and link with
arrows)
5. Test the logic – does it work?
6. Articulate your assumptions ( either on chart or attached)
When you have done this for all the stakeholders you will work with, the outcome statement
for each of them can then be linked to the “Vision of Success” statement and the ToC is near
complete!
Here is an example of change pathways:
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Figure 15 Example of Change Pathways21

3.4.3.1 A few words about assumptions
“Your assumptions are your window on the world. Scrub them
off every once in a while or the light won’t get in” – Isaac
Asimov

3.5 Summarising and simplifying the ToC
If we have a high number of stakeholders (>5) the resulting charts may be too complicated to
be easily summarised in one overarching ToC based on the Vision of Success. In this case, we
may need to simplify it in order not to be overwhelmed and bewildered by its complexity.
The number of stakeholders to be included in the popularised version of the ToC can be
reduced in at least two different ways:
1. We may choose to omit stakeholders that we deem less important in the big picture.
This pathway of change may then be deleted from the simplified presentation of the
overall ToC, but we do of course keep it as a roadmap for our future work with that
particular stakeholder.
2. We may choose to merge two or more stakeholders with whom we work in similar
ways. We then write a new outcome statement to cover both/all of them, and revisit

21
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the pathways of change so that they cover all stakeholders that have been included in
the new outcome statement.
The resulting ToC should have a Vision of Success statement, a limited number (no more
than five is recommended) outcome statements for one or more stakeholders each, and a
pathway of change leading from our strategies, through various levels of change, to each
outcome statements. The pathways of change may of course also be interlinked, like in the
example above.
The assumptions belong to the arrows between each box, but including them in the visual
presentation may often clutter it and make it unreadable. One simple solution is to write a
number or a letter next to each arrow, and have a separate list of assumptions with
corresponding numbers.
Finally, the simplified ToC should be presented in a format which can be used to
communicate with all our constituencies, from primary stakeholders in the field to back
donors. This involves an element of graphic design and narrative presentation.
3.5.1 Graphic design
The graphic design is entirely up to us, there is no template. Here, we just give a few
examples as inspiration. The first example is from rights-based work in Ecuador:22

22 Taken from Iñigo Retolaza Eguren: “Theory of Change. A thinking and action approach to navigate
in the complexity of social change processes”
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Figure 16 Theory of Change Visualisation Example23

23
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The second example is from VSO and shows how much it is possible to simplify a ToC:24

Figure 17 Theory of Change Example from VSO

24

VSO: «People First. VSO strategy.»
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The last example is from Save the Children, and is also very simplified. The model is followed
by a 3-page text which explains each of the four elements in the visual presentation:25

Figure 18 Theory of Change Example from Save The Children

25
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Our partner organisation in Sierra Leone, The Foundation for Rural and Urban
Transformation (FoRUT) developed its ToC in 2015 as part of the process of transition from a
FORUT country office to an independent national partner organisation. The FoRUT ToC is
also presented here.

Figure 19 Theory of Change Example from FoRUT (Sierra Leone)

3.5.2 Textual presentation
In general, the textual presentation needs to explain and elaborate on the visual presentation.
For this reason, the more simplified the visual presentation is, the more text is generally
needed in order to explain it. There isn’t any template or rule-set for the textual presentation
either, but it is common to deconstruct the visual presentation by explaining the various
elements, how they are (inter)connected and the assumption on which the model is based.
We recommend that the textual presentation be limited to 1-3 pages of text.

3.6 Impact Assessment Framework
The impact assessment framework is informed by the Vision of Success and the Change
Pathways and provides a way of understanding our contribution to change and reporting on
it. It also enables us to test and adapt our ToC. Impact assessment can be defined as: 26

26
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“The systematic analysis of significant and/or lasting change
– positive or negative, intended or not – in the lives of target
groups, brought about by a given action or a series of actions”
Impact assessment explores and answers the most important question of all: So what
actually changed?
For more details on how to use ToC to assess impact, see the chapter on Monitoring &
Evaluation.

3.7 Reflection and adaptation of ToC
Having assessed the programme against stated short/medium /long term changes, and
tested the assumptions underpinning the ToC; reflection of and adaptation to the current
ToC will ensure that through the next cycle an improved understanding of how change
happens will inform a revised change pathway, etc.
In this way, the ToC process becomes an iterated loop, where it is adapted and improved
based on reflection on evidence of impact. The ToC process is time-consuming and resourceintensive if it is done properly, with broad participation. Our recommendation is therefore to
go through this process only every five years, when preparing a new five-year plan. Only if
external shocks or revised assessments of impact require it, should a ToC be significantly
changed ruing the five-year period.

3.8 A few words of caution
The entire process outlined here may take a lot of time if it is carried out in a participatory
and inclusive way, which it should. It is not necessary to include all steps and all models. We
encourage our partners to assess how much time you have for the process and which steps
are most useful, and feel free to omit steps you deem of less importance or use in developing
your ToC. The process outline above should be a guidance and inspiration, not a straitjacket.

3.9 FORUT’s Theory of Change
As part of the Policy Document process in 2015-2016, FORUT developed its own ToC. It is
described and visually presented like this:
FORUT therefore believes that its long-term vision can be achieved through an integrated
approach where the three areas of CR, GE and ADD mutually reinforce each other and
where the causal effects go in all directions.
(…)
At the same time as the three areas are horizontally integrated, there is a vertical
integration of work at several levels: local, regional, national and international. At the
international level, the focus is on advocating for global alcohol policies that can be used as
a basis for national level advocacy for alcohol policies and regional and local level focus on
implementation of policies. At the national, regional and local level, advocacy is
supplemented by three other strategies: capacity-building, empowerment and service
delivery. Capacity-building is particularly important with regard to public institutions and
civil society and enables them to become better at what they are doing, but also to do better
things. It also provides opportunities for building trust and collaboration between the
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public sector and civil society. Empowerment is particularly important with regard to
rights-holders and civil society. It is a complex process incorporating aimed at giving
people motivation, competence and capacity to assert their rights and develop their
potential, individually and collectively. Empowerment is a social vaccination against
injustice, oppression and exploitation and strengthens the watchdog-function of civil
society. Service delivery is particularly important with regard to vulnerable rights-holders
who do not have access to the protection and public services they have a right to. It should
be used strategically to gain access to both duty-bearers and rights-holders, and to promote
new models of delivery that are people-centred and rights-centred.

Change may occur in four dimensions, and sustainable change requires the change
processes in each dimension to support each other in order to achieving our vision.


Individual change is about personal transformation and empowerment so people
have the competence, capacity and motivation to improve their lives



Relationship change is about transforming relationships so the communities are
mobilised and trust built between rights-holders, duty-bearers and civil society



Cultural change is about transforming collective patterns of thinking and acting so
that they reinforce human rights, participatory democracy, equity and solidarity



Institutional change is about transforming structures, processes and mechanisms so
that power has been redistributed and duty-bearers are held accountable

In order to contribute to sustainable change in the four dimensions, FORUT chooses to work
primarily with five main groups of stakeholders. Two of the groups are the most important
duty-bearers in society. The first consists of political policy-makers, and the second group
of public institutions which are responsible for implementing laws and policies. The third
group consists of the rights-holders and within this group FORUT focuses on sub-groups
that are often at risk of having their rights violated and who are often excluded and
marginalised from political and economic processes. The two last groups belong to civil
society. The fourth group include traditional media channels as well as various types of
role-models and opinion-leaders. The fifth group consists of more formal institutions and
entities in civil society.
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Figure 20 FORUT Theory of Change
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4 Logical Framework Approach27
The LFA is by far the most common RBM approach in the international development
community. Most back donors explicitly demand logframes as attachments to funding
applications, or their application forms are structured and formulated in such a way that it
implicitly presupposes the use of logframes.
The logframe, however, is only the end product of an LFA process. The focus on logframes by
donors, unfortunately, has led to a focus on the end product rather than the process. The
logframe, when produced through a desk exercise, and/or only as an appendix to existing
planning processes to satisfy donors, runs the risk of alienating staff and other stakeholders.
However, properly used – in particular for service delivery oriented projects – the LFA can be
a participatory and powerful tool for analysis and planning. We will therefore here focus on
the entire LFA process, as the value of the logframe derives from the process by which it has
been made.
The LFA planning process consists of seven steps – the first four focus on analysing the
situation and the last three on designing the project:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Participation analysis
Problem analysis
Objectives analysis
Alternatives analysis
Project elements
External factors / assumptions
Indicators

However, before embarking on the seven steps, we need to have a point of departure. It can
be a description of current problems in the project/programme area, e.g. a needs analysis,
feasibility study, pre-appraisal report or simply a compilation of available information. The
point of departure can often be the result of a previous intervention in the same area.
We will use one example throughout the seven steps, and the point of departure is this:

Unless where otherwise noted, this section is based on «The Logical Framework Appraoch (LFA).
Handbook for objectives-oriented planning.” Fourth edition, Norad 1999.
27
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4.1 Participation analysis
As a first step, we have to develop a comprehensive picture of the interest groups, the
individuals and institutions involved. This step is therefore often also called “stakeholder
analysis”.
The main aims of the participation/stakeholder analysis are:





Identify and define the characteristics of key stakeholders
Assess the manner in which they might affect or be affected by the proposed
outcomes
Understand the relationship between stakeholders
Assess the capacity of different stakeholders to participate

We begin the analysis by writing down all persons, groups and institutions affected by the
problem environment, and categorise them, e.g. interest groups, individuals, organisations,
authorities, etc. This gives us an opportunity to discuss whose interests and view should be
given priority. Here is a simple tool for this purpose:

Stakeholders

Interests

Potential impact
+/- or ?

Primary:28

Secondary:29
Primary stakeholders: those who are ultimately affected, i.e. who expect to benefit from or be
adversely affected by the intervention.
28
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In our example from “Mango”, this analysis was carried out:

Another way of getting a quick overview of stakeholders, is by looking at the importance and
influence of the stakeholders. “Importance” denotes how important the project is for the
stakeholder, and vice versa, how important does the stakeholder perceive the project to be?
“Influence” denotes to what extent the stakeholder may be able to influence the outcome of
the project, i.e. what power does the stakeholder have to affect the project results?

High Importance/
High Influence

Importance

High Importance/
Low Influence

A

B

C

D

Low Importance/
Low Influence

Influence

Low Importance/
High Influence

Secondary stakeholders: people or groups who have a role in the decision-making process without
being directly affected by the outcome. These are usually intermediaries in the aid delivery process.
These can be funding organizations, implementing agencies, executing agencies, NGOs, etc.
29
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Based on this analysis (where stakeholders in quadrant B are most important, followed by A
& D, and finally C), we may then select some of these groups to take a closer look at, e.g. in
terms of:





Problems: the main problems affecting or facing the group (economic, ecological,
cultural, etc.)
Interests: the main needs and interests as seen from the group’s point of view
Potential: the strengths and weaknesses of the group
Linkages: main conflicts of interest, patterns of co-operation or dependency with
other groups.

In our Mango example, the result was this:

It may be useful at this stage to take an additional step and analyse how we want to involve
the stakeholders in the project cycle, for example using this table for each key stakeholder:
Inform
Identification
Planning
Implementing
Monitoring

Consult

Partnership

Manage/
Control
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Evaluation
Please note that as we have not designed the project yet, this table – if used – will have to be
revisited and updated at a later stage.
Finally, based on all of the above, we decide whose interests and views are to be given priority
when the problem analysis is carried out in the next step. These will be among the primary
stakeholders. No tool will be needed for this step, as it is a decision which in general terms
will inform the problem analysis, forcing us to keep the key stakeholders in mind when we
carry out the problem analysis.

4.2 Problem analysis
In the second step, the existing situation is analysed based on available information. The
major problems are identified and the main causal relationships between these visualised in
a “problem tree”. Keep all options on the table during this stage; the aim is to establish an
overview of the situation. Later in the process, we will narrow the perspective in order to
prepare for project design.
We begin the problem analysis by identifying
existing problems. A problem is not the absence
of a solution, but an existing negative state. For
example:
The discussion should be informed by
the Participation Analysis: the focal
problem is the interests and problems of
the stakeholders involved, especially
those give priority in your analysis. We
should try to agree on only one focal
problem for further analysis.
When we have selected the focal
problem, we should develop a problem
tree, using the following steps:
1. Identify substantial and direct
causes of the focal problem
2. Identify substantial and direct
effects of the focal problem
3. Construct a problem tree
showing the cause and effect
relationships between the
problems
4. Review the problem tree,
verify its validity and
completeness, and make
necessary adjustments.
Figure 21 Problem Tree
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Below is our Mango example:

4.3 Objectives analysis
In the objectives analysis stage, the problem tree is transformed into an objectives tree and
analysed. Starting from the top of the problem tree, all problems are rephrased, turning them
into objectives (positive, desirable conditions).
Problem tree:

If cause A, then effect B

Objectives tree:

Means X in order to achieve end Y

Every cause-effect relationship does not automatically become a means-end relationship.
Therefore, take care when rephrasing! Starting from the bottom, check that cause-effect
relationships have indeed become means-ends relationships. If necessary: revise statements,
delete objectives which appear unrealistic or unnecessary, and add new objectives where
necessary.
Here is the Mango problem tree converted to an objectives tree:
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When formulating objectives, keep in mind:




An objective is an end point and not a process
The clearer the objective, the easier it is to plan and implement activities that will
lead to its achievement
Ensure objectives are SMART
o
pecific (what, where and when)
o

easurable (target)

o

chievable (realistic)

o

elevant (real needs)

o

ime bound (time period specified/estimated)

Once the initial tree is complete check:




Are any objectives missing?
Is an intermediate level of objectives necessary?
Can the tree be extended upwards?
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Can a higher level be achieved before one at a lower level?
Can you cost the objectives at the lowest level of the tree?

4.4 Alternatives analysis
The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify possible alternative options, assess their
feasibility and agree upon one project strategy. Identify differing “means-ends” ladders from
the objectives tree, as possible alternative options or project components. Eliminate options
which are not desirable of achievable, and eliminate objectives which are pursued by other
projects in the area. Referring to the participation analysis (step 1) we can then discuss the
remaining options in light of how the different stakeholders will be affected by them.
The alternative options should be considered in the light of the following criteria:






Total cost
Benefits to primary stakeholders
Probability of achieving objectives
Risk analysis
Technical, financial, economic, institutional, social and environmental effects

Based on these (and other, if relevant) criteria, make an assessment of the feasibility of the
different alternatives and select one alternative as the project strategy. We may also improve
the most promising option by including or subtracting elements from the objectives tree.
And now for our Mango example:
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Figure 22 Criteria for Assessing Viability

4.5 Identify main project elements
Finally, the time has come to make use of the famous logframe! But first, let us revisit the
result chain.
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The main project elements are derived from the objectives tree and transferred to the first
vertical column of the logframe. We start at the top and work downwards. If necessary,
reformulate the wording from the objectives tree to make it more accurate:





The “Goal” describes the long-term impact towards which the project will contribute.
This corresponds to the “Impact” level in the result chain.
The “Purpose” describes the intended effects of the project for the primary
stakeholders as a precisely stated future condition. There can be one or more
purposes. This corresponds to the “Outcome(s)” level in the result chain.
The “Outputs” are expressed as objectives which the project must achieve and sustain
within the life of the project. Their combined effects should be sufficient to achieve
the purpose(s).

Important: While the project should be able to guarantee the project outputs, the purpose is
beyond its direct control, because it also depends on the behaviour of other stakeholders.



“Activities” are expressed as processes. Avoid detailing activities, indicate instead the
basic structure and strategy of the project
Main “Inputs” are expressed in terms of funds, personnel and goods.

All purposes, outputs and activities should be numbered so that their interrelation is clear.
There are many ways of presenting the logframe. The most common is probably this:
Narrative
Summary

Indicators of
Achievement

Means of
Verification

Assumptions
and Risks

(measures (direct or
indirect) to verify to
which extent the
impact has been
fulfilled)

(the source of the
indicator information
and the means of
collection)

(important events
conditions or decisions
necessary for
sustaining impact in
the long run)

Impact
(the higher level
objective towards
which the project is
expected to
contribute)

Outcome
(the effect(s) which is
expected to be
achieved as the result
of the project)

Outputs
(the results that the

(measures (direct or
indirect) to verify to
which extent the
outcome(s) have been
fulfilled)

(the source of the
indicator information
and the means of
collection)

(measures (direct or
indirect) to verify to

(the source of the
indicator information

(important events
conditions or decisions
necessary outside the
control of the project
which must prevail for
the impact to be
attained)
(important events
conditions or decisions
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project management
should be able to
guarantee)

which extent the
outputs are produced)

and the means of
collection)

Activities
(the activities that
have to be undertaken
in order to produce the
outputs)

Inputs
(goods and services necessary to undertake the
activities)

necessary outside the
control of the project
management,
necessary for the
achievement of the
outcome(s))
(important events
conditions or decisions
outside the control of
the project
management
necessary for
production of the
outputs)

It is important to note that while the logframe and the result chain only have three result
levels (impact/outcome/output) the objectives tree may have more or less than three (often
more), and the part of the tree selected for the project in the Alternatives Analysis may also
have more or less than three. It is therefore often not possible to transfer objective statements
directly from the objectives tree to the logframe, they will have to be tweaked, reorganised
and reformulated to fit the logframe format. However, the basic logic remains the same,
which is that lower order results should lead to higher order results.
Planning should happen downwards, starting at the impact level.
Implementation should happen upwards, starting at the input level.
4.5.1 Defining Impact, Outcome(s) and Outputs
When formulating Impact, Outcome and Output statements, there are a few rules-of-thumb
that are useful to remember. The most important are:







Write the Impact, Outcome and Outputs as what you expect the situation to be at the
end of the project
o Use present tense
Avoid words like enhanced, improved, empowered, efficient, effective etc.
o Describe instead the enhanced or improved situation that you want to see.
Stay on one result level in formulation
o Avoid words like through and by
No targets (numbers) in these statements
o They are put in the indicator column
From any rank, the planned result in a lower rank answers to the question "How?"
and the planned result in a higher rank answers to the question "Why?"
o Why get to A? In order to achieve B!
o How do achieve B? By getting to A first!

4.5.1.1 Defining the impact
The expected Impact (or Goal) is the longer-term change/impact or ‘bigger picture’ to which
the project will contribute. What long-term change are you aiming for?
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Keep in mind that it is not expected that your programme or project alone will achieve the
impact. As this is a long-term change, there will also be a host of other factors deciding to
which extent the impact will be reached. In practice it will also be difficult – if not near
impossible – to attribute the impact to your intervention (more on this in the chapter on
Impact Assessment). What we will aim for is therefore a significant contribution to achieving
the impact.
It is important that the impact is clearly defined. A
common problem is that that the impact is too broad
or ambitious or not clearly defined. A narrow, specific
goal is preferable and will help clarify decision during
implementation, increase chances of success and
provide a point of reference for impact assessment.

“Poverty in rural areas reduced.”
“Overall standard of living
improved.”
“Physical environment
improved.”

Ensure that:









It is consistent with the development policy of the partner country
It is consistent with the donor’s policy guidelines
It represents a sufficient justification for the project
It is not too ambitious (achieving the outcome(s) will contribute significantly to
reaching the impact)
The targets groups are explicitly defined
It is expressed as a desired end not as a means (process)
It is expressed in verifiable terms
It does not contain two or more objectives which are causally linked (means-ends,
avoid words like by, through, etc.)

Here are some rules of thumb on how to formulate impact statements:
1. The impact is normally only one statement, and does not change during project
period.
2. Avoid the words ”through” and “by” in the impact statement. This ensures flexibility
later!
3. Avoid words like enhanced, improved etc. Describe instead the enhanced or improved
situation that you want to see.
4.5.1.2 Defining the outcome(s)
The expected Outcome(s) describe(s) the intended effects of the project/programme for the
direct stakeholders as a precisely stated future condition. It describes the situation that is
expected to prevail as a consequence of the project/programme, but which is outside its
direct control. One should avoid outcomes which are too ambitious, unclear or complex. A
project or programme may have one or more outcomes, depending on its complexity. In
some handbooks on RBM/LFA it is stated the each project/programme should only have one
outcome (which is its purpose). In FORUT we think that being strict on this would lead to an
unnecessary proliferation of projects, and we therefore allow each project/programme to
have more outcomes. It should, however, not have too many outcomes as this would make it
too complex to monitor progress toward the outcomes. We recommend 2-3 outcomes per
project/programme, and only rarely would we recommend more than 4 outcomes.
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Each Outcome is formulated as one statement/one sentence summarising a specific and
immediate outcome of the project/programme. What improvements or changes will the
project bring about? This is the ‘why’ of the project/programme. The statement will normally
start with specifying the target group. It should specify the intended benefits for the target
group or the intended behavioural change in the target group which will contribute to
achievement of the impact.
The expected outcome (purpose) does normally not change during project period. Set
realistic outcome(s), but avoid repetition of the planned outputs. If you have more than one
outcome they should be numbered.
Ensure that:








Each outcome consists of one single objective
The target groups are specified
It can be expected to contribute significantly to the impact
It is realistic, i.e. it is likely to occur once the outputs have been produced
It is outside the immediate control of the project/programme itself
It is formulated as a desired state, not a process
It is precisely and verifiably defined

Here are some rules of thumb on how to formulate outcome statements:
1. There may be one or more outcomes for one project/programme30. Normally they do
not change during project/programme period, but in some circumstances (important
contextual changes or discovery that the project logic is not sound) they may change.
2. The target group should be specified in the outcome statement. Hint: start
formulation with target group
3. Avoid the words ”through” and “by” in the outcome statement. This ensures flexibility
later!
4. Avoid words like enhanced, improved etc. Describe instead the enhanced or improved
situation that you want to see.
4.5.1.3 Defining the outputs
The Outputs are the results that can be guaranteed by the project/programme as a
consequence of its activities. The achievement of the outcome(s) requires the production of
the outputs at different stages throughout the implementation period. As such, Outputs differ
substantially from the Outcome(s), which is what we hope to achieve as a result of the
project/programme.
As a rule of thumb, the difference between outputs and outcomes is
whether or not they are largely within the power of project/programme
management to achieve, provided the inputs are available.

There are different schools with regard to this. Some say a project should just have one outcome,
while others say it is ok with a few outcomes per project. FORUT has decided to follow the latter school
of thought.
30
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Difficulties in distinguishing between outcomes and outputs often cause logical mistakes in
project design and logframes. If a result depends on the work of others, we cannot directly
control it, and it is an outcome rather than an output.
The Outputs are expressed as objectives which the project/programme management must
achieve and sustain within the life of the intervention. Taken together they should be
sufficient to achieve the outcome(s). What will be produced or delivered by the end of the
project/programme in order to achieve the each outcome? Normally it requires more than
one output to achieve each outcome. Examples (not exhaustive) of outputs are:







Human Capacity
Systems
Materials
Knowledge
Infrastructure
Awareness

All outputs should be numbered, relating each of them to the corresponding outcome.
Ensure that:






All essential outputs necessary for achieving the outcome(s) are included
Only the outputs that can be guaranteed by the project/programme are included
Each output can be seen as a necessary means to achieve the outcome to which it is
related
All outputs are feasible with the resources available
The outputs are precisely and verifiably defined

Here are some rules of thumb on how to formulate output statements:
1. There are usually (but not always) several outputs for each outcome. Outputs
statements may change during the programme/project period.
2. Avoid the words ”through” and “by” in the project goal. This ensures flexibility later!
3. Outputs are also formulated positively as-if they have already been produced.
4.5.1.4 Defining the activities
Activities are the actions required to transform given inputs into planned outputs within the
time span of the project/programme. They are carried out by project staff and others directly
involved in the project. For each output there will be one or more activities.
Activities are expressed as processes. Avoid detailing activities; indicate the basis structure
and strategy of the project/programme. Each activity should be numbered, relating it to the
corresponding output.
The Activities included in the logframe should be target-oriented in that they are tasked to be
performed in order to produce a specific output. If it is not geared toward producing an
output it should not be listed. Thus, routine administrative tasks should not be included.
Only tasks to be undertaken by the project should be listed.
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Since Results-Based Management (RBM) focuses on the result-levels (impact-outcomeoutput), avoid under-definition of results combined with over-specification of activities and
input. This would remove the focus from the results. Project-design should only provide an
overview of the main inputs and activities. Detailed activity-planning should be done as a
separate exercise.
Ensure that:







All essential activities necessary to produce the outputs are included
All activities contribute directly to the output level above
Only those activities to be performed by the project/programme are included
Activities are stated in terms of actions being undertaken rather than completed
outputs
The time available for each activity is realistic
The activities are appropriate to the local/national context

4.5.1.5 Defining the inputs
Inputs are the “raw materials” of a project necessary to produce the intended outputs. The
total inputs must reflect what is necessary to produce the outputs. The main inputs are
expressed in terms of funds, personnel, services and goods provided by the donor and other
partners (host country, other stakeholders).
The description should provide sufficient basis for judging the appropriateness of the inputs
to the project/programme, but avoid over-specification. More detailed descriptions should be
done during the detailed project planning.
Ensure that:






The inputs can be related directly to the specified activities
The inputs are necessary and sufficient conditions to undertake the planned activities
The level of detail is adequate, but limited to comprehensibility
The inputs are precisely and verifiably defined (quantity, quality, cost)
The resources are appropriate for the situation in the partner country

At this stage, we return to our example from Mango, with the logframe partially filled in:
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4.6 Assumptions
Assumptions are specified in the last column of the logframe. Assumptions describe
conditions that must exist if the project is to succeed, but which are outside the direct control
of the project management. It is important to identify assumptions as early as possible and
take them into consideration when the project is designed, in order to:





Determine the risks or probability of success
Avoid serious risk by redesigning the project
Clarify the limits of responsibility of project/programme management
Indicate areas where there is a need for more information
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When working with assumptions, start from the bottom of the logframe and work upwards.
Identify assumptions at all levels of the logframe. Each level must contain the necessary and
sufficient conditions for achieving the level above. Make sure that assumptions are described
in sufficient detail that they can be monitored. Examples of assumptions:




Fellowship recipients return to assigned positions
Local institutions collaborate in planning activities
Changes in world prices can be accommodated within the project budget

Some assumptions may be derived from the objectives tree, others from risk analysis (see
chapter on risk analysis for details). Assumptions are phrased as positive conditions, unlike
risks which are worded as “things that may go wrong”. They are linked to different levels in
the logframe, so there are four different cells for entering assumptions.
Go through the assumption one by one at each level of the logframe and check its importance
and probability (see flowchart). Assumptions should be weighted according to importance
and probability (like risks), and assumptions that are either very likely to occur or not very
important for the outcome of the project should be deleted. If an assumption is both very
important for the outcome and unlikely to occur, then it is a killing factor. Confronted with a
killing factor, the project must be abandoned or changed in order to avoid these factors.
Ensure that:











They are formulated as
desirable, positive
conditions
They are linked to the
correct project level
Assumptions which are
not important are not
included
Assumption which are
very likely to occur are
not included
If there are assumptions
which are both
important and unlikely
to occur (“killing
factors”), the project
should either be
abandoned or
redesigned to avoid
them
The remaining
assumptions are
precisely and verifiably
Figure 23 Significance of Assumptions Flowchart
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Our Mango logframe now also has assumptions filled in:

For a more detailed presentation of risks and assumptions, see Chapter 6.

4.7 Indicators
Indicators are specified in the second column of the logframe. They are a way of measuring to
what extent the objectives have been achieved at different times and provide the most
important basis for monitoring and evaluation (M&E). They will provide early warning
signals when things are heading in the wrong direction. Indicators can be:
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Quantitative, for example number of Village Savings and Loans Groups (VSLs), or
number of wells constructed.
Qualitative, for example Village Development Committees (VDCs) functioning
effectively

Qualitative indicators can also be made measurable – or quantitative – for example by
creating numerical scales that measure the quality we are looking for, such as a scale from 1-6
describing how Village Development Committees (VDCs) or Village Savings and Loans
groups (VSLs) are functioning.
Several indicators are better than one, because a single indicator rarely convey a
comprehensive picture of change. However, too many indicators make the logframe unwieldy
and require many resources to measure, so the optimal solution is to have a few (2-3)
indicators (for each outcome or output) carefully selected to give a comprehensive picture of
change.
Direct indicators reflect changes sought by the project/programme directly (tons produced,
acres irrigated, candidates graduated, etc.). Sometimes it is not possible or convenient to
measure change directly. In such cases we use indirect or proxy indicators (sixth grade
graduates as indicator of literacy; standard of housing or purchase of bicycles as indicator of
farmer income).
Indicators should specify:





Target group (for whom)
Location (where)
Quantity (how much) or Quality (how well)
Time (by when)

In FORUT, this is done in the following way:



The indicator text specifies the target group and the location in addition to describing
what is to be measured
Annual targets – which are separated from the indicator text – take care of the
quantity/quality and the time

Avoid costly and/or unreliable indicators. The measurements provided by indicators should
ideally be accurate enough to make the indicator objectively verifiable, i.e. that different
persons using the same measuring process independently of one another should obtain the
same measurements. This is easier for quantitative than qualitative indicators, but this is not
an argument for avoiding the use of qualitative indicators. A good indicator is SMARTER:


pecific



easurable



vailable



elevant



ime-bound



njoyable to measure

Results-Based Management (RBM)


ewarding to measure

Finally, the Mango indicators are filled in (the example is simplified by omitting the Means of
Verification column):
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4.7.1 Means of Verification (MoV)
Means of Verification (MoV) are specified in the third column of the logframe. MoV are the
sources of the indicator information and the means of collection. Indicators are useful only to
the extent that the MoV can be established.
When indicators are formulated, the sources of information necessary to use them should be
specified in a separate column. External sources should be assessed for accessibility,
reliability and relevance. Internal sources should be assessed for the work and costs involved
in producing the information. If we cannot identify suitable MoV for an indicator, it needs to
be replaced by other, more verifiable indicators. If it is found to be too expensive, it must be
replace by simpler, cheaper indicators. Give attention to:









How and where to get the information?
o Data collected on a routine basis by project staff
o Data generated through project led studies
o Data available in other sources
o Primary or secondary sources?
How often?
o In the FORUT template, there is also a column for frequency. This is the
frequency with which data for each indicator is to be gathered and
analysed. This could for example by monthly, quarterly, annually or endof-project.
Who is responsible for collection, analysing, reporting and commenting?
How much does it cost to provide the information?
How valuable is the information?
Do not establish a new indicator if an acceptable one already exists

Here is a quick checklist for assessing the usefulness of an indicator, and to avoid costly or
unreliable indicators:
1. Is the information available from existing sources?
2. Is the information reliable and up-to-date?
3. Is special data-gathering required?
a. If so, do the benefits justify the costs?
More information on the development and use of indicators is given in the chapter on M&E.
Since our example from Mango does not have a MoV column, we just give an example taken
from the indicator to output 1 which was specified on the previous page:
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4.8 A few words at the end
Unlike the ToC process, the LFA is really more of a defined process where omitting a step or
two is not recommended. A very common error is to go directly to the logframe and start
filling in the boxes without having gone through the preceding analytical steps. We will warn
against this. It will usually lead to lack of ownership, lack of connection between the logframe
and the ground reality, and indicators that do not really measure progress like they should.
We therefore strongly recommend following all the preceding analytical steps before
embarking on filling in the logframes.
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5 Outcome Mapping31
While LFA is a good method for projects that are linear and aim at creating physical outputs
that are to be used to improve the lives of targets groups, the method is less appropriate for
projects that focus on behavioural change, such as empowerment, capacity-building and
advocacy-focused projects/programmes. This is because human nature and human
interaction is exceedingly complicated and rarely can be captured in logframe boxes without
loss of information, in particular with regard to unexpected results (negative and positive)
and pathways of change which involve complex and non-linear patterns of influence and
behaviour.
Outcome Mapping (OM) is a method for planning, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation which better capture these complexities. If focuses explicitly on the Outcome
Level, which coincidentally is also currently the focus of many donors in their reporting
requirements. It also focuses explicitly on behavioural change among target
groups/stakeholders, rather than on physical outputs. When donors, such as for example
Norad, demand logframes, it is possible to convert OM plans to logframes in order to satisfy
their reporting demands, while continuing to use OM for internal project control. OM is
therefore well suited for projects/programmes that focus on change in behaviours,
relationships, action and activities of the people with whom we work directly. It also requires
a commitment to participatory and learning-based approaches to M&E, rather than controlbased approaches.
Notably, OM never claims that a project or programme has achieved impacts, because it is
based on a philosophy that such attribution is scientifically impossible to prove. It rather
focuses on contribution to outcomes. These outcomes, in turn, enhance the possibility of
development impacts — but the relationship is not necessarily a direct one of cause and
effect. This gives a more realistic ambition for complex projects and programmes than a
claim that a long-term impact can be attributed to a certain project/programme.

5.1 OM Terminology
OM uses its own terminology, so we start by giving a short explanation of some of the most
important terms used in this chapter
Term
Boundary Partners
Intentional Design

Organisational Practices
Outcomes
Outcome Challenge

Definition/explanation
Those individuals, groups, or organizations with whom the
program interacts directly and with whom the program can
anticipate some opportunities for influence.
The planning stage of Outcome Mapping, where a program
reaches consensus on the macro level changes it would like to
help bring about and plans strategies to provide appropriate
support.
Eight separate practices by which a program remains relevant,
innovative, sustainable, and connected to its environment.
Changes in the behaviour, relationships, activities, and/or
actions of a boundary partner that can be logically linked to a
program (although they are not necessarily directly caused by it).
Description of the ideal changes in the behaviour, relationships,

Most text and figures in this chapter are taken from Earl, Carden & Smutylo (2001): ‘Outcome
Mapping. Building Learning and Reflection into Development Programmes.’, IDRC, Ottawa.
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Outcome & Performance
Monitoring Stage

Outcome Journal
Performance Journal
Progress Markers
Strategy Journal
Strategy Map

activities, and/or actions of a boundary partner. It is the
program's challenge to help bring about the changes.
The second stage of Outcome Mapping. It provides a framework
for the ongoing monitoring of the program's actions in support
of the outcomes and the boundary partners' progress towards
the achievement of outcomes. It is based largely on systematized
self-assessment.
A data collection tool for monitoring the progress of a boundary
partner in achieving progress markers over time.
A data collection tool for monitoring how well the program is
carrying out its organizational practices.
A set of graduated indicators of changed behaviours for a
boundary partner that focus on the depth or quality of change.
A data collection tool for monitoring the strategies a program
uses to encourage change in the boundary partner.
A matrix that categorizes six strategy types (causal, persuasive,
and supportive), which a program employs to influence its
boundary partner. Strategies are aimed at either the boundary
partner or the environment in which the boundary partner
operates.

5.2 The OM theory
Outcome Mapping assumes that the boundary partners control
change and that, as external agents, development programs
only facilitate the process by providing access to new resources,
ideas, or opportunities for a certain period of time. A focus on
the behaviour of the boundary partners does not mean that the
program decides how, when, and why those partners will
change. In fact, by focusing on changes in behaviour, Outcome
Mapping makes explicit something that has been accepted by
development practitioners for a long time: the most successful
programs are those that devolve power and responsibility to
endogenous actors.32
This quote from the OM manual captures the essence of the idea behind OM. The focus is on
people rather than things, because development is achieved by, and for, people. Our
contribution to development must therefore be assessed based on our influence on the
partners with whom we work to effect change.
The figure below illustrates the “influence chain” of any development programme: As we
move through the results chain from Input to Impact, our influence diminishes and the
influence of other actors increases. This is fundamental to understanding project/programme
planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.

32

Outcome Mapping, p. 1-2.
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Figure 24 Our influence and influence of other actors in the results chain

Based on this understanding, OM uses a concept of Spheres of Influence which is quite
similar to that in the ToC chapter.
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Figure 25 System Boundaries33

Based on this understanding, OM poses four key planning questions:

Why?
Who?
What & When?
How?

Vision
Boundary Partners
Outcomes Challenges,
Progress Markers
Mission, Strategy Map,
Organisational Practices

The Vision corresponds largely to the Development Goal or Expected Impact of LFA. The
Boundary Partners correspond roughly to Stakeholders, the Outcome Challenges to
Outcomes, Progress Markers to Outcome Indicators and the Strategy Map to Activities. For
this reason, it is not too difficult to transfer Outcome Mapping plans to an LFA Logframe.

5.3 The Three Stages of OM

AGRIDEA, PowerPoint Presentation at training for The Norwegian Development Network October
2010.
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OM is divided into three
stages. The first stage
attempts to answer the four
key planning questions above
and is called Intentional
Design. The second stage is
called Outcome and
Performance Monitoring
and is based on systematised
self-assessment. The third
stage is called Evaluation
Planning and identifies
evaluation priorities and
develops an evaluation plan.
Together the two last steps
cover M&E of the project or
programme. Each stage
except the third is subdivided
into several steps as show in
the figure to the right.
The whole process is
intended to be participatory
Figure 26 The Three States of OM
and involve not only the
programme staff of FORUT partners, but also the full range of stakeholders, or boundary
partners as they are called in OM. This give ownership to everybody involved in
implementation.
Importantly, M&E considerations united process and outcome M&E by collecting data both
on the direct activities of the project/programme and the results achieved by boundary
partners. OM monitors three key areas:
1. Changes in the behaviours of boundary partners (Outcome Journal)
2. The project/programmes strategies (Strategy Journal)
3. The way in which the project/programme functions as an organisational unit
(Performance Journal)
This can be illustrated graphically like this:
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Figure 27 Spheres for Monitoring

The creators of OM also give a few reasons why they do not focus on assessing impact, and
they are worth noting before we move on to the 3 phases and 12 steps:





Linear, “cause and effect” thinking contradicts the understanding of development as a
complex process that occurs in open systems.
Bureaucratized programming contradicts the relationships, vision, and values of
socially sustainable development.
Attribution of impact to donors contradicts the multiple endogenous contributions
and conditions necessary for sustainable development.
The notion of program impact contradicts the ongoing confluence of initiatives and
conditions that affect social and environmental well-being.

5.4 An OM workshop: 3 phases and 12 steps
It is estimated that an OM workshop for a project/programme needs three days, but this will
of course vary with experience of the participants and the complexity of the
project/programme. It would be wise to set aside a week the first time the method is being
used, in order to maximise learning from the OM process itself. With more experience, two
days may be enough for less complex projects.
The first seven steps belong to the International Design phase, the next four to the Outcome
& Performance Monitoring phase, and the last step to the Evaluation Planning phase.
5.4.1 Outputs
The outputs of an Outcome Mapping design workshop include:



A brief representation of the logic of the macro-level changes to which the program
wants to contribute (vision, mission, boundary partners, and outcome challenges);
A set of strategy maps outlining the program's activities in support of each outcome
(strategy maps);
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A change ladder for each boundary partner to monitor the progress towards the
achievement of outcomes (progress markers, outcome journal);
A self-assessment sheet for monitoring what the program is doing internally to
manage its work and contribute to change in its boundary partners (organizational
practices, performance journal);
A data collection sheet for data on the strategies being employed by the program to
encourage change in the boundary partner (strategy journal);
An evaluation plan detailing: the priority evaluation topics, issues, and questions; a
utilization strategy for the evaluation findings; the person responsible for conducting
the evaluation; the date; and the cost (evaluation plan).

5.4.2 Participants and facilitation
There should ideally not be more than 25 participants in the workshop – if there is a need to
include more, the process will need to use breakout groups and other tools to ensure
participation and is likely to take more time. A certain level of literacy will also be required –
again, if boundary partners to not have this, adjustments in methods will have to be made
according to culture, skills and dynamics of the groups.
OM should ideally involve programme staff, boundary partners, donors and ultimate
beneficiaries. However, responsibility for planning and M&E should rest primarily with
programme staff. At the end of the day, there are not strict rules for participation, and the
FORUT partner will have to determine, based on usefulness and practical considerations,
who should participate at each stage of the process. One guiding question may be:
“How can our program be open, consultative, and transparent
with our boundary partners while being realistic about their
desire and ability to participate fully?”
In order to answer this question, you may consider:









What they can contribute to the discussion
Whether they can effectively participate in the discussion
What they will get out of participating in the design workshop;
Whether information from them is better gathered prior to the
workshop and then fed into the discussion
Whether the necessary time, human, and financial resources are
available;
Whether the timing and location of the meeting(s) fit their schedule.

A facilitator familiar with OM and the art of facilitation should lead the workshop, and could
be internal or external or a pair combining the two.
5.4.3 Preparing the workshop
5.4.3.1 Introductory presentation
It may be a good idea to have an introductory presentation on the theory of OM prior to the
actual design workshop. This may make it easier to go through each of the steps, but must be
weighed against cost and time constraints and participants’ previous experience with OM.

Results-Based Management (RBM)
5.4.3.2 Historical scan
It may be useful to conduct a historical scan that reviews the programme’s history and the
events and issues that have influenced its development to date. It may give the group the
opportunity to develop a shared understanding of the past and a common language for
discussing the future. A historical scan can be done by in a three hour workshop, which is
described in detail in the OM manual.
5.4.3.3 Developing a common understanding of evaluation
Engaging the participants in a discussion on evaluation may help create a common language
and ensure that everyone understands the process and its results. This can be done in a half
hour discussion which is described in detail in the OM manual.
5.4.4 Stage 1: Intentional Design
In this stage we define the
development goals of the project
or programme. The seven steps
outline the vision, mission,
boundary partners, outcome
challenges, progress markers,
strategy maps and organisational
practices. Through discussing and
agreeing on each of the sevens
steps, we articulate how we will
contribute to change.
5.4.4.1 Describe the Vision
The vision reflects the large-scale
development related change that
the programme hopes to
encourage. It describes economic,
political, social or environmental changes that the programme hopes to help bring about, as
well as broad behavioural changes in key boundary partners. Thus, it is similar to the
development goal, or expected impact, in LFA. However, a vision in OM is usually expressed
more in detail than in LFA since it does not have to fit in a small box.
The vision is related to the programme’s objectives, but goes deeper, is broader in scope, and
is longer-term. The ultimate achievement of the vision lies beyond the programme’s
capability; however, its activities should contribute to and facilitate that end. It is the
programme’s contribution toward the vision (through its boundary partners) that will be
measured in an evaluation – not whether the vision was achieved. The Vision in OM is the
Vision of a project or programme and should not be confused with the Vision of the entire
organisation.
Two hours should normally be sufficient for a workshop on the Vision, and a suggested
process is described in detail in the OM manual.
EXAMPLE OF A VISION STATEMENT
In the medium and large cities of Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America, the value of
urban agriculture (UA) as an integral part of effective urban management and development is
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recognized by local authorities, communities, and international organizations. Municipal,
regional, and national governments actively support UA activities by formulating and
implementing UA-related policies. Using research findings, these governments have
developed a comprehensive urban food supply and security strategy that allows cities to fully
exploit their local strengths and create effective mechanisms for collaboration with rural and
regional agriculture production sectors. More green spaces are built into cities, including
designated areas for fruit trees, which provide shade and help to purify the air. To be more
resource efficient, cities treat and reuse waste water for irrigating crops and watering
livestock. Farms and households compost organic matter and recycle waste, contributing to
better urban sanitation. Urban dwellers have greater food security, and more self-reliant local
food systems are in place. Men and women who want to engage in UA have access to land and
technical information so as to reduce their food insecurity and generate income. Producers,
both rural and urban, have easy access to urban markets, as they are supported by a reliable
physical infrastructure and are well organized. They are able to sell their products for a fair
profit. Formerly marginalized producers are organized into advocacy groups that can
effectively present their needs to policymakers. All groups have access to reliable and relevant
technical information about UA. In essence, these cities are better fed, healthier, wealthier,
more equitable, and cleaner.
5.4.4.2 Step 2: Identify the Mission
The mission statement describes how the programme intends to support the vision. It states
the areas in which the programme will work toward the vision, but does not list all the
activities in which the programme will engage. Rather, it is an ideal statement about how the
programme will contribute. It represents what the programme wants to grow into as it
supports the achievement of the vision. We should consider not only how we work with
boundary partners, but also how we will keep ourselves effective, efficient and relevant (see
also step 7).
Two hours should normally be sufficient for a workshop on the Mission, and a suggested
process is described in detail in the OM manual.
EXAMPLE OF A MISSION STATEMENT
In support of the vision, the program will work to enhance specific research expertise and
training capacities in urban agriculture (UA) in research organizations that can influence
local, national, and international policy-making in UA. It will contribute to the development
of active networks of researchers and advocates and encourage partnerships between
research organizations and interested governments. Working also with NGOs, government
agencies, community groups, and other donors, it will support research to: document
municipal practices and policies; test policy consultations; compare policy approaches in
support of UA; and issue guidelines for incorporating UA into policies dealing with food
supply and security, urban planning, gender inequality, poverty reduction, and waste
management. It will encourage the identification of unresolved issues and will support
research on these issues, for greater incorporation of UA into policy-making locally,
regionally, nationally, and internationally. It will contribute to the production, organization
and dissemination of data and information that will sensitize local and international actors to
the positive and negative aspects of UA activities.
5.4.4.3 Step 3: Identify the Boundary Partners
Boundary partners are those individuals, groups or organisations with whom the programme
interacts directly and with whom the programme can anticipate opportunities for influence.
These actors are called boundary partners because, even though the programme will work
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with them to effect change, it does not control them. The power to influence development
rests with them. The programme is on the boundary of their world!
EXAMPLES OF BOUNDARY PARTNERS
1. Local communities (NGOs, indigenous groups, churches, community leaders, model forest
administration unit)
2. Government officials and policymakers (national forestry agency/department, regional
administration)
3. Private sector (tourism, fisheries, non-timber forest products, logging and wood processing
companies)
4. Academic and research institutions
5. International institutions
A single boundary partner may include several
individuals, groups or organisations if a similar change is
being sought in all of them. When listing the boundary
partners, focus on those with whom you work directly. If
you cannot directly influence an actor, find out who you
can influence who can in turn influence that actor. Then
include the actor you can influence as a boundary
partners instead. Usually, a project/programme does not
have more than 4-5 types of boundary partners.
Other partners you need to work with, but whom you
don’t necessarily want to change, can be listed separately
as “strategic partners”, since the focus for boundary
partners is on behavioural change.
Figure 28 Boundary Partners

A workshop to identify boundary partners can be
complete in about an hour, and the OM manual has a detailed description on how it can be
facilitated.
5.4.4.4 Step 4: Identify the Outcome Challenges
Once the boundary partners have been identified, an outcome challenge statement is
developed for each of them. Outcomes are the effects of the programme ‘being there’, with a
focus on how actors behave as a result of being reached. An outcome challenge describes how
the behaviour, relationships, activities or actions of an individual, group or institution will
change if the programme is extremely successful. Outcome challenges are phrased in a way
that emphasises behavioural change.
We should think about how we can contribute to the most profound change possible. The
‘challenge’ is for the project/programme to help bring about these changes. Because changes
in people, groups and organisations cannot be understood in isolation from one another, the
outcome challenges incorporate multiple changes within a single statement rather than
breaking them up into separate statements.
In order to keep the discussion as relevant as possible to the vision and mission, outcome
challenges tend not to be quantified or tied to a specific completion date. This also helps to
avoid focusing on indicators that are easier to achieve and measure at the expense of more
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profound qualitative changes. Outcome challenges should not include information about the
strategies or activities that the program intends to employ, but should describe the qualities
of change in the boundary partners' behaviours. Outcome challenges are usually phrased as
“The [program] intends to see [boundary partner] who [description of behaviours in the
active present tense].”
The process to identify an Outcome Challenge is described in detail in the OM manual, and
usually takes about half an hour per Boundary Partner.
EXAMPLE OUTCOME CHALLENGE
Outcome Challenge 1: The program intends to see local communities that recognize the
importance of, and engage in, the planning of resource management activities in partnership
with other resource users in their region. These communities have gained the trust of the
other members of the partnership and the recognition of government officials so that they
can contribute constructively to debates and decision-making processes. They are able to
clearly plan and articulate a vision of forest management activities and goals that is relevant
to their context and needs. They call upon external technical support and expertise as
appropriate. They act as champions for model forest concepts in their communities and
motivate others in the partnership to continue their collaborative work.
5.4.4.5 Design worksheet 1: Programme framework
At this stage, after having completed the first four steps, it is time to fill in the first worksheet,
which gives us the programme (or project) framework:

Figure 29 Design Worksheet 1: Programme Framework
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5.4.4.6 Step 5: Develop Graduated Progress Markers
Progress Markers are a set of graduated indicators of changed behaviours for a boundary
partner that focus on the depth or quality of change. Graduated progress markers are
identified for each of the outcome challenges that the programme is helping to bring about.
They show the complexity of the change process associated with each boundary partner and
represent the information the programme can gather in order to monitor achievement
toward the desired outcome.
A set of progress markers represents a change model for the boundary partner that
illuminated the depth and complexity of the change being sought. The progress markers
should advance in degree from the minimum one would expect to see the boundary partner
doing as an early response to the program's basic activities, to what it would like to see them
doing, to what it would love to see them doing if the program were having a profound
influence. Progress markers are generally framed as follows: “Who? Is doing what? How?”
Individually, progress markers can be considered as sample indicators of behavioural change,
but their real strength rests in their utility as a set. Cumulatively, they illustrate the
complexity and logic of the change process. This is something that no single indicator can
accomplish. Progress markers can also be used to describe how the boundary partner is
interacting with its own boundary partners, thereby reflecting the indirect influence of the
program.
The progress markers need to be mutually agreeable, and worthwhile to both the program
and the boundary partner. The progress markers can be negotiated with the boundary
partners before, during, or after the design workshop to ensure that they are relevant and
appropriate.
In order to manage the amount of data that needs to be collected, the program should limit
the number of progress markers it sets for each outcome challenge to no more than




Four “expect to see” progress markers;
Eight “like to see” progress markers; and
Three “love to see” progress markers.

A detailed process for identifying Progress Markers is given in the OM manual, and it is
estimated that 45 minutes will be need for each Boundary Partner.
EXAMPLE PROGRESS MARKERS
Outcome Challenge: The program intends to see local communities that recognize the
importance of, and engage in, the planning of resource management activities in partnership
with other resource users in their region. These communities have gained the trust of the
other members of the partnership and the recognition of government officials so that they
can contribute constructively to debates and decision-making processes. They are able to
clearly plan and articulate a vision of their forest management activities and goals that is
relative to their context and needs. They call upon external technical support and expertise as
appropriate. They act as champions for model forest concepts in their communities and
motivate others in the partnership to continue their collaborative work.
EXPECT TO SEE LOCAL COMMUNITIES:
1 Participating in regular model forest (MF) partnership meetings
2 Establishing a structure for cooperation in the partnership that ensures that all local
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interests are represented (mechanics of setting up the structure)
3 Acquiring new skills for involvement in the MF
4 Contributing the minimum human and financial resources necessary to get the MF
operational
LIKE TO SEE LOCAL COMMUNITIES:
5 Articulating a vision for the MF that is locally relevant
6 Promoting the MF concept and their experiences with MFs
7 Expanding the partnership to include all the main forest users
8 Calling upon external experts when necessary to provide information or meet technical
needs
9 Requesting new opportunities for training and extension
10 Producing and disseminating concrete examples of benefits arising from MF activities
11 Identifying opportunities for collaboration with other institutions and actors
12 Identifying opportunities for, and successfully obtaining, funding from a range of sources
LOVE TO SEE LOCAL COMMUNITIES:
13 Playing a lead role in resource management with view to long- and medium-term benefits
14 Sharing lessons and experiences with other communities nationally and internationally to
encourage other MFs
15 Influencing national policy debates and policy formulation on resource use and
management
5.4.4.7 Design Worksheet 2: Progress Markers
We can fill the graduated progress markers directly into the second worksheet. See next page.
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Figure 30 Design Worksheet 2: Progress Markers
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5.4.4.8 Complete a Strategy Map for each Outcome Challenge
A Strategy Map is a matrix that categorizes six strategy types (causal, persuasive, and
supportive), which a program employs to influence its boundary partner. Strategies are
aimed at either the boundary partner or the environment in which the boundary partner
operates. The purpose of the strategy map is to identify the strategies used by the programme
to contribute to the achievement of an outcome. A strategy map is created for each outcome
challenge.
Each of the six cells represents a different type of relationship between the programme and
the boundary partners it is attempting to influence. The three strategies in the first row are
labelled «I» because they are aimed directly at specific individuals, groups or organisations.
The three strategy types on the bottom row are labelled «E» because they are aimed at the
environment in which they operate.
Both the “I” and “E” strategy types are further divided into three categories: those that are
causal (I-1 and E-1); those relying on persuasion (I-2 and E-2); and those that are based on
building supportive networks (I-3 and E-3). Primary control and responsibility for the
consequences only rests with the program when I-1 and E-1 strategies are employed. With I2, I-3, E-2, and E-3 strategies, the program tries to facilitate change, but the ultimate
responsibility rests with the individual, group, or institution (i.e., with the boundary
partners).
Once the group has completed a strategy map, they can look it over and analyse the total
approach. This can help determine whether they are working too much or not enough in
certain areas, what relative influence they can expect (given the strategies being employed),
and whether they are spreading themselves too thin to have a substantial effect.
It is approximated that one hour will be needed for each Boundary Partners, and the details
of how to conduct a workshop are given in the OM manual. The following table explains more
in detail how each cell in the matrix is defined and below is an example of how to fill it in:
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Figure 31 Matrix 1: Strategy Map

Figure 32 Example Strategy Map

Results-Based Management (RBM)
5.4.4.9 Design Worksheet 3: Strategy Map
Here is a blank worksheet to be copied and used for filling in the Strategy Map:

Figure 33 Design Worksheet 3: Strategy Map

5.4.4.10 Step 7: Articulate Organisational Practices
The purpose of this step is to identify the organisational practices that the programme will
use to be effective. The OM method defines eight separate practices by which a program
remains relevant, innovative, sustainable, and connected to its environment. Taken together,
these organisational practices describe a well-performing organisation that has the potential
to sustain change interventional over time.
Collecting and reviewing data on organisational practices contributes in two ways.
1. It provides an opportunity to reflect on what is going on internally in the
organisations, and how
that situation could be
improved upon so that
the programme can
operate more effectively.
2. Unintended results often
occur in relation to
organisational practices,
and the opportunity
should be taken to
document these.
Figure 34 Organisational Practices
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For detailed description of each practice and how to conduct a half hour workshop on this
step, see the OM manual. Here we give an example as guidance:

Figure 35 Examples of Organisational Practices
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5.4.4.11 Design Worksheet 4: Organisational practices
This is the last step of the first phase, which is to fill in the results of the Organisational
Practices Step in Design Worksheet 4.

Figure 36 Design Worksheet 4: Organisational Practices
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5.4.5 Stage 2: Outcome & Performance Monitoring
In the second stage we develop a framework to monitor the programme. The four steps
consist of setting monitoring priorities, monitoring the progress of boundary partners
towards the achievement of outcomes, monitoring the programme’s strategies to achieve
outcomes and monitoring our organisational
practices. The tools for the three latter steps are
called outcome journal, strategy journal and
performance journal. The tools are intended for
self-reflection and their usefulness depends on
how they are integrated into the programme
cycle. The all help answer the crucial question:
“How can we get better at what we
are doing so as to increase our
contributions to outcomes?”
In OM there is no attempt to imply a causal
relationship between the programme’s actions
and changes in its boundary partners, because
the programme is only one of many influences on the boundary partners. Logical arguments
will have to be made in order to make a case for the programme’s partial contribution to
these changes.
OM combines process and outcome evaluation through looking at outcomes, strategies and
performance. It focuses on how a programme facilitates change rather than on how it causes
change, and looks to assess contribution rather than attribution. Outcome Mapping
encourages a program to think of itself as part of the change process and to embrace complex
reasoning and multiple logic systems.
OM was designed primarily as a learning tool for a programme that conducts its own
monitoring. It begins from the premise that the easiest and most reliable place to gather data
is from those implementing the programme. Most of the data collected in the Outcome and
Performance Monitoring stage is self-assessment data generated by the programme.
5.4.5.1 Step 8: Setting Monitoring Priorities
Monitoring and evaluation priorities need to be set so as not to waste resources. The first step
is to define what to monitor on an ongoing basis and what to evaluate in depth in the future.
OM identifies three types of information that can be monitored on an ongoing basis, to
demonstrate results and/or to help improve performance: the organisational practices being
employed by the programme to remain relevant, innovative, and viable; progress toward the
outcomes being achieved by boundary partners; and the strategies that the programme is
employing to encourage change in its boundary partners. The programme may choose to
implement a “light” monitoring system in which they meet regularly, either face-to-face or
electronically, to discuss their boundary partners' achievements and their own strategies or
practices. Alternatively, they may choose to implement a “heavier” monitoring system in
which they document the data. There are advantages and disadvantages to each approach.
Although it is often true that what gets monitored is what gets managed, it is not possible or
useful to monitor everything. Therefore, the number of boundary partners, or types of
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strategies, or practices to be looked at should be limited. Outcome Mapping can be modified
to consider an entire programme broadly, or it can focus on a particular partner or strategy.
It is up to the programme to determine its priorities. A detailed process for setting
monitoring priorities is outlined in the OM manual, and it is estimated that about an hour
will be needed for this step.
5.4.5.1.1 Monitoring Worksheet 1: Monitoring Plan
The result of Step 8 is a monitoring plan which can be used to fill in monitoring worksheet 1.

Figure 37 Monitoring Worksheet 1: Monitoring Plan

5.4.5.2 Step 9: Develop and Outcome Journal
To track progress over time, an outcome journal is established for each boundary partner
that the program has identified as a priority. It includes the graduated progress markers set
out in Step 5, a description of the level of change as low, medium, or high, and a place to
record who among the boundary partners exhibited the change. Information explaining the
reasons for the change, the people and circumstances that contributed to the change,
evidence of the change, a record of unanticipated change, and lessons for the program is also
recorded in order to keep a running track of the context for future analysis or evaluation.
The progress markers articulate the results that the program has helped to achieve. They do
so by tracking and discussing trends in the behaviours of the boundary partners. They are
graduated (LMH; low-medium-high), and some of them, particularly those listed under “like
to see” and “love to see,” describe a complex behaviour that is difficult to categorize as
“having occurred” or “not having occurred.” The purpose of the progress markers in
monitoring is to systematize the collection of data on the boundary partners'
accomplishments. These details should be viewed as the richness of the results and
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complexity of change, not as check-marks to be obtained. With this information, the
programme will be able to improve its own performance and encourage its boundary
partners to achieve deeper levels of transformation. The programme will also be creating
records of observed changes.
Progress markers should not be viewed as unchangeable during monitoring. If the progress
markers are no longer appropriate indicators of change, then they should be revised to reflect
the new conditions.
The process of developing an outcome journal is estimated to 30 minutes per boundary
partner and a detailed description is given in the OM manual.

Figure 38 Example Outcome Journal

5.4.5.3 Monitoring Worksheet 2: Outcome Journal
Step 9 is completed by filling in the Outcome Journal for each boundary partner. How often
this is to be done, depends on the priorities you have set in the Monitoring Plan developed in
Step 8.
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Figure 39 Monitoring Worksheet 2: Outcome Journal
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5.4.5.4 Step 10: Customise a Strategy Journal
In order to provide the program with a systematic way to monitor its actions in support of its
boundary partners (so that it can think strategically about its contributions and modify its
actions as required), Outcome Mapping provides a monitoring tool called the strategy
journal. The strategy journal records data on the strategies being employed to encourage
change in the boundary partners. It is filled out during the program's regular monitoring
meetings. The format includes the resources allocated (inputs), the activities undertaken, a
judgement on their effectiveness, the outputs, and any required follow-up.
To make optimum use of the strategy journal as a learning and management tool, the
program, when completing the journal, should not just ask, “How well have we done?” It
should also ask, “How can we improve over the next few months?” This dual function is
intended to help a program build its own capacity to be effective and relevant. Ideally, the
program should be able to make a logical connection between its strategies and its boundary
partners' achievement of outcomes — but, again, the relationship is not causal.
A process to customise the strategy journal is estimated to take about one hour, and details
are given in the OM manual.
5.4.5.5 Monitoring Worksheet 3: Strategy Journal
For each process that the programme wants to monitor, the strategy journal should be filled
in. At the design stage, there are as yet not data to fill in, but the strategy journal may be
customised and a monitoring process developed.
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Figure 40 Monitoring Worksheet 3: Strategy Journal
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5.4.5.6 Step 11: Customise a Performance Journal
Outcome Mapping is based on the premise that the programme has to be prepared to change
along with its boundary partners. It will need to get better and better at its job in order to
respond to its boundary partners' changing needs. The performance journal records data on
how the programme is operating as an organization to fulfil its mission.
A single performance journal is
created for the programme and
filled out during the regular
monitoring meetings. It
includes information on the
organisational practices being
employed by the programme to
remain relevant, sustainable,
and connected to its
environment. Data on these
organisational practices can be
gathered through quantitative
indicators, qualitative
examples, or a combination of
the two. If gathered regularly
and systematically, this
information will enable the
programme to gauge whether it
is making optimum
contributions to the
achievement of outcomes and
to modify its actions
accordingly.
Together with the information
collected in the outcome journal
in Step 9 and the strategy
journal in Step 10, the program
will have a systematized set of
data — a map — about its
operations and the results being Figure 41 Example of Organisational Practice Indicators
achieved by its boundary
partners. Analysing and interpreting the internal and external monitoring data will require
the program to reflect on the environment in which it and its partners are operating and
contextualize its achievements and failures.
The process of developing the performance journal is estimated to about one hour and the
details given in the OM manual.
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5.4.5.7 Monitoring Worksheet 4: Performance Journal
Using the performance journal provides an opportunity to talk about the actions that can be
taken by the team to improve the collective capacity to contribute to change. Some
programmes may prefer to use the performance journal simply as a guide for a conversation,
while others may want to gather detailed information and evidence. There are no guidelines
on which method is better, because it is completely dependent on the needs of the
programme (in terms of its objectives for the monitoring and for the uses of the data).

Results-Based Management (RBM)

Figure 42 Monitoring Worksheet 4: Performance Journal
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5.4.6 Stage 3: Evaluation Planning
At the Evaluation Planning stage, OM
provides a method to identify evaluation
priorities and develop an evaluation plan.
There will never be sufficient time and
resources for a programme to evaluate
everything, therefore priorities should be
and choices made. The programme first
needs to devise an evaluation plan
carefully so that resources are allocated
wisely and the evaluation findings are
useful. The programme needs to be clear
about the identification of clients for the
depth evaluation and ensure their
participation in the process.

set

in-

5.4.6.1 Step 12: Develop an Evaluation Plan
The evaluation plan provides a short description of the main elements of the evaluation to be
conducted by the program. It outlines the evaluation issue, the way findings will be used, the
questions, the information sources, the evaluation methods, the evaluation team, the dates
for the evaluation, and the approximate cost. The information in the evaluation plan will
guide the evaluation design and, if the program has decided to use an external evaluator, it
can be used to set the terms of reference for the contract. Discussing the various elements of
the evaluation plan will help the program to plan an evaluation that will provide useful
findings.

Figure 43 Example Evaluation Plan
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The information needs of the primary user of the evaluation findings are paramount. Even if
an evaluation is being done primarily to meet an accountability requirement for an external
donor or manager, it can also be used to generate new knowledge, support learning, question
assumptions, plan and motivate future activities, or build the analytical capacity of those
involved. However, the program needs to plan for utilisation, because utilisation does not
necessarily follow naturally from the results. Utilization is the ultimate purpose of evaluation,
therefore this “front-end” work should be given due attention, whether the program is
conducting a self-assessment or responding to external pressure.
A detailed process of how to develop an evaluation plan is given in the OM Manual, and is
estimated to need about two hours.
5.4.6.2 Evaluation Worksheet 1: Evaluation Plan
The evaluation plan can be made by using the following format. It is not necessary to
complete the evaluation plan during the OM workshop. It can be developed at the point
where the programme is preparing to begin an evaluation process.

Figure 44 Evaluation Worksheet 1: Evaluation Plan
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6 Comparing, combining and uniting LFA, OM and ToC
LFA, OM and ToC are all RBM approaches and while they are based on different philosophies
and assumptions, they also have many things in common. In this chapter we will first have a
look at how they can be compared, i.e. focusing on the difference, then we will have a look at
how LFA and OM can be united in a framework based on combining the strengths of both of
them. Finally, we will have a look at how, when you have used OM or ToC for planning, the
output from the planning sessions can be made to fit into logframes and application forms
based on an LFA approach.
When comparing them, we need to be aware of some fundamental changes since LFA was
introduced in the 70s and 80s:





From direct poverty alleviation to capacity building and social development
From direct implementation to a multi-stakeholder approach
From direct cooperation with beneficiaries to “vertical integration“
From implementing donor-driven projects to supporting partner programmes

There are some dilemmas that have resulted from these changes, such as:



Which methods for which types of development projects or programmes are best
able to meet the demand for results-based management?
How must these methods be employed in order to defuse the dilemma between
partner and programme-based approach on one side and results-based
management of donor-financed programmes on the other?

The following sub-chapters focus on how we can resolve these two dilemmas.

6.1 Comparing LFA, OM and ToC
Let us start by looking at a table which compares all three approaches:
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Figure 45 Comparing LFA, OM & Toc34

This will come in handy when you want to compare the three approaches to the development
philosophy and approach of your organisation, the kind of work you do and how you
approach M&E.
We will supplement this with a table looking just a how LFA and ToC can be compared:

34

INTRAC 2012
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Figure 46 LFA vs. ToC35

This table goes a bit further in giving hints and advice regarding what kind of organisations,
projects and programmes the two approaches are suitable for. There is no approach which is
inherently superior to the others, it will be the characteristics of each organisation, its
environment and its programmes/projects that determine which approach will be best to use,
or how they can be best combined. We therefore move on to look at how they can be
combined.

6.2 Uniting/combining LFA, OM and ToC
6.2.1 Combining LFA and ToC
It is useful to start out with having a look at a diagram which shows how ToC and LFA can be
made to fit together within an organisation:

35

Keystone 2009
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Basically this diagram places the four steps in the ToC model in relation to logframes,
strategic plans and M&E frameworks. The starting point is the first step of ToC, followed by
the second step which produces the pathways of change. According to this model, the
pathways of change (for the entire organisation or a specific programme) will then inform the
logframes and the strategic plan. This again leads to the implementation phase during which
the programme will be monitored according to the logframes, and later evaluated against
logframes. Moving back to ToC the impact of the programmes will then be assessed in
relation to the Toc (pathways of change). All of this again will be used to reflect on the ToC
and adapt it, moving back to the first step.
In reality it is never this simple of clear-cut, but the diagram shows that having a ToC may be
useful as a basis on which LFA can be used to develop logframes, and to extend M&E into
impact assessment to promote reflection on the development programme.
6.2.2 Uniting LFA and OM
Uniting or combining LFA and OM is a bit more challenging because their point of departure
in terms of development philosophy is more divergent, but some exciting attempts have been
made.36 Let us start with reflecting on why uniting the two – to the extent possible – could be
useful. Here are four points.

The fusion approach here described is taken from a discussion paper by Daniel Roduner and Walter
Schläppi, AGRIDEA and Walter Egli, NADEL (ETH Zurich) called “Logical Framework Approach and
Outcome Mapping. A Constructive Attempt of Synthesis”, Zurich 2008.
36
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1. A combination of focuses serves different users and uses: clear result areas and
ultimate results (LFA concept, mostly for accountability) and process on “how to get
there” (OM concept, mostly for learning and programme steering).
2. Existing programme frameworks (planned with OM or LFA) can be improved with
simple adaptations.
3. Concepts from both approaches can be used, where they add most value. Long term
processes (i.e. advocacy work) can be tracked with OM; while service delivery from a
programme team can be planned and tracked with LFA methods.
4. Progress markers for tracking social and behavioural change can be used for
programme steering and learning amongst programme partners, while quantitative
indicators are most relevant for reporting.
Based on these principles, they develop the following chart, combining the two approaches:

Figure 47 Logical Fusion of LFA and OM

Results-Based Management (RBM)

Compared to the LFA, they first introduce the Mission Statement and the Organisational
Practices from the OM approach at the Input level of the LFA logframe. The Output level is
basically LFA, but then the main elements from OM, namely Project/Boundary Partners,
Outcome Challenges and Progress Markers are inserted between the Output and Outcome
levels. This rectifies a problems inherent in LFA, which is that too much change has to fit into
the Outcome level (behavioural change, situational change, policy change, etc.), by effectively
dividing the Outcome level in two by introducing behavioural change by project/boundary
partners as a separate level. Then, the Outcome level and Goal/Vision/Impact levels are
basically LFA elements. In this model Assumption focus only at the outcome level, but if
required they could easily be kept at all levels as in LFA.
Let us illustrate this by an example, which could be a FORUT partner working the civil
society alliances (National Alcohol Policy Alliances - NAPAs) in order to influence the
government to adopt and implement a new, comprehensive alcohol policy. In LFA, we would
put the work of the NAPA, as well as the adoption of a new policy and its implementation at
the Outcome level. In this model, we would put the work of the NAPA (=behavioural change
of Boundary Partner) at the new level, and monitor the NAPA using progress markers. Policy
change and degree of implementation are situational changes in the environment of the
primary stakeholders and would remain at outcome level. Additionally, we would of course
specify our Mission and our Organisational Practices.
The new OM-infused logframe would then look something like this:

Figure 48 Combined LFA/OM logframe
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As one can see, it is a bit more complicated than the original LFA, but not very much so, and
it may be seen as closed to the reality we are trying to fit into limited number of boxes in a
frame.
The new FORUT logframe format builds on this model (see Chapter 9 for details).
6.2.3 Transferring OM and LoC to logframes
Since all RBM approaches explicitly or implicitly are based on different levels or results, it is
actually not too difficult to transfer the output from OM or ToC workshops to LFA logframes.
Here are two quick checklists that will help you do this:
6.2.3.1 From OM to Logframe
In order to transfer data from OM worksheets to a logframe, try following the following rules
of thumb:








The Vision corresponds largely to the Development Goal or Impact of LFA.
o It is necessary to shorten it
The Boundary Partners correspond roughly to Stakeholders
o One Outcome per Boundary Partners which is a priority in the
project/programme
The Outcome Challenges to Outcomes
o Sometimes they need to be shortened, too
Progress Markers to Outcome Indicators
o Select just a few, focus on quantitative indicators or indicators that can easily
be quantified as an adaptation to LFA
Strategy Map to Activities
o Output statements and indicators need to be developed from Strategy
Map/Activities.
o Note that in LFA there is often a high degree of similarity between Outputs,
Output Indicators and Activities. This usually makes it easy to carry out this
step

6.2.3.2 From ToC to Logframe
In order to transfer data from OM worksheets to a logframe, try following the following rules
of thumb:






The Vision of Success corresponds largely to the Development Goal or Impact of LFA.
o You may need to shorten it, but now always
The Outcome Statements for stakeholders correspond to Outcomes
o Sometimes you may need to shorten them
Indicators may be inspired by the Preconditions for Success
o This is because the Preconditions for Success together ensures that the
Outcome Statement is achieved. This means that taken together (some or all)
they indicate how close you are to achieve the Outcome.
o When we say “inspired by”, that is because you will need to formulate the
indicators SMART, i.e. it need to be a lot more specific and measurable than
the Precondition for Success that inspire it.
From Pathways of Change you may select Outputs
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o

o

Focus on the beginning of the pathways, the first 1-2 steps after your
activities/strategies. If you go further towards the long-term, you will soon
cross the line to the Outcome level.
Develop Output Indicators, much the same way as in LFA
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7 Risks and Assumptions
This chapter gives and introduction to risk management and to the connection between risks
and assumptions as defined in the logframe.
Realisation of the objectives of this scheme is associated with
considerable risk. Applicants must be able to identify risks and
consider what counter-measures may, if appropriate, be
implemented and what type of risk may be accepted.37

7.1 Introduction38
Wikipedia in 2008 defines risks as:
"events or conditions that may occur, and whose occurrence, if it does take place,
has a harmful or negative effect"
… a definition as good as any. Risks are closely related to results and should consequently be
analysed against the results framework of a programme. There are both internal and
external risk factors. Internal risks are factors under the control of the programme that may
hinder success, such as corruption, human and financial resource capacity, management
capabilities, incentive structures, accountability and transparency, ownership and motivation
of staff. External risks are conditions outside the programme which could have a negative
influence on the achievement of results. External risks could be related to political,
institutional, economic, environmental, social or technological conditions.
The core of risk management is to identify, analyse and react to internal or external factors
that might impede implementation or have a negative influence on the achievement of
results. What are the major risks? How should they be handled, by whom and how?
Identification of risks is not sufficient. The next step is to analyse the risks in terms of the
probability of their occurrence, and the consequences they are likely to have for the success of
the programme. The purpose of risk analysis is to assess the level of threat to the
development intervention. The total analysis will also reveal whether the design of the
programme is robust enough to achieve its planned results in the presence of uncertainty and
risk.

7.2 Risk management in the FORUT family
Risk analysis should be carried out:




37
38

At the beginning of each programme period, as part of the programme planning
process
Annually, as part of the planning process for the coming year
Whenever there is a drastic change in the programme context which means that new
or altered risks must be identified, analysed and managed.

Norad 2012: rules for Support to Civil Society Actors – Chapter 160.70
Taken from Norad 2008
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7.2.1 Identify risk factors
Risks factors will, if they occur, have an adverse effect on the achievement of planned results
of a programme. Risk factors may emerge or be identified throughout the programme cycle.
Still it is early risk identification in the planning phase that is most rewarding for the success
of the project as there is still time to alter the design, organisation or management of the
programme.
The identification process should focus on the specific risk factors that are directly relevant
for the project. In order to identify risk factors, ask the following question:
What can go wrong?
There are normally both internal and external risk factors. The external risks are conditions
outside the programme’s control (e.g. war, political change, pandemics, HIV/AIDS) but
which still are necessary for reaching the objectives. Internal risks are aspects within the
programme design and execution that constitute a risk (e.g. corruption, skills of staff)..
Keep in mind that risk factors belong to different level in the result chain.

Risk

Risk

Risk

Risk

There are risks that may prevent:





Input from being converted to Activities
Activities from being converted to Outputs
Outputs from being converted to Outcomes
Outcomes from being converted to Impact

As we move along the results chain – from inputs to impact – internal risks become less
important, and external risks more important. At the same time, as said before, our control
over the risk factors is also being reduced as we move from input to impact along the result
chain.
For each risk identified, record which of the four levels the risk belongs to. Take care to think
about potential risks at all four levels.
7.2.2 Risk analysis
Identification of risks is not sufficient. The next step is to analyse the risks in terms of the
probability of their occurrence, and the consequences they are likely to have for the success of
the programme. The purpose of risk analysis is to assess the level of threat to the
development intervention. The total analysis will also reveal whether the design of the
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programme is robust enough to achieve its planned results in the presence of uncertainty and
risk. Ask the following two questions for each risk:
What is the probability of it going wrong?
What are the consequences if it happens?
These quantities can be either simple to measure, in the case of the value of a lost building, or
impossible to know for sure in the case of the probability of an unlikely event occurring.
Therefore, in the assessment process it is critical to make the best educated guesses possible
in order to properly prioritize the implementation of the risk management plan.
For probability and consequences, we have made a scale with five levels. Determine for each
risk which level it belongs to:
Probability:
Unlikely – Less likely – Likely – Quite likely – Very likely
Consequences:
Not dangerous – Less Dangerous – Dangerous – Critical –– Disastrous
Then, fill in the Risk Analysis Form (Appendix 1) with the data you now have. Don’t forget
that each risk must have a number. Sort the risks so that you have Impact level risks first,
then Outcome, then Output and finally Activities level risks.
7.2.2.1 Risk prioritisation
If risks are improperly assessed and prioritized, time can be wasted in dealing with risk of
losses that are not likely to occur. Spending too much time assessing and managing unlikely
risks can divert resources that could be used more profitably. Unlikely events do occur, but if
the risk is unlikely enough to occur, it may be better to simply retain the risk, and deal with
the result if the loss does in fact occur.
Prioritising the Risk management processes too highly could potentially keep an
organisation from ever completing a project or even getting started. This is especially true if
other work is suspended until the risk management process is considered complete.
We therefore need to decide which risks we can ignore and which risks we have to manage.
This is called risk prioritisation
With the data from the Risk Analysis From, place the number of each risk in the Traffic Light
Form (Appendix 2). This is the basis for risk prioritisation.
Those risks which you have placed within the green cells can normally be ignored, as the risk
level is acceptable. If easy risk-reducing measures are available, they can be implemented.
These risks should not be included as assumptions in the RBM, because we assume that they
are likely to hold and even if they don’t they won’t affect the project significantly.
Those risks you have placed within the yellow cells are significant, and risk response
measures should be considered in order to reduce the risk level to green. These risks are to be
included in the RBM as assumptions.
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Those risks you have placed within the red cells are critical, and risk response measures
should be considered in order to reduce the risk level to yellow or green. If this is not
possible, options for drastic changes in the project must be considered, and in the worst case
the project may have to be cancelled or postponed. These risks are to be included in the RBM
as assumptions.
7.2.3 Risk response
The next step is risk response, or risk mitigation. The approach is to accept the presence of
risks and plan accordingly. Management strategies can then be considered and resources
allocated, if it is feasible and cost effective, to bring the factors under manageable control of
the programme. This includes a variety of actions related to these two options:



Reduce the probability that a risk factor will occur by changing the design or the
implementation plan, or introducing mitigating measures
Reduce the consequences if the risk factor occurs

Sometimes, neither of the two options is possible. If the risk level and consequences are
significant, carrying on with the implementation should be questioned. If not rejected, the
high risk tolerance level should always be documented. Based on the fact that controlling
risks sometimes is not possible, the best alternative is to monitor the status of the risk
assumptions, giving the greatest attention to those with the highest risk rating and taking
corrective actions when required.
Those risks categorised as yellow or red need to be responded to. Therefore, ask the following
question for each of these risks:
What can we do to prevent something from going wrong or to minimise
the consequences if it happens after all?
All techniques to manage the risk fall into one or more of these four major categories:





Avoidance
Transfer
Reduction (aka Mitigation)
Acceptance (aka Retention)

Risk avoidance
Risk avoidance Includes not performing an activity that could carry risk. An example would
be not buying a property or business in order to not take on the liability that comes with it.
Another would be not entering an area in order to not take the risk that the vehicle were to be
hijacked. Avoidance may seem the answer to all risks, but avoiding risks also means losing
out on the potential gain that accepting (retaining) the risk may have allowed. Not carrying
out a project in order to avoid the risk of loss also avoids the possibility of achieving the
results.

Risk transfer
Risk transfer means causing another party to accept the risk, typically by contract. Insurance
is one type of risk transfer that uses contracts. Other times it may involve contract language
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that transfers a risk to another party without the payment of an insurance premium. Liability
among construction or other contractors is very often transferred this way.

Risk reduction (mitigation)
Risk reduction involves methods that reduce the severity of the loss or the probability of the
risk occurring. Examples include smoke detectors designed to warn of a fire, vehicle seat
belts to reduce the risk of loss of human life in case of an accident, or having a night watch to
reduce the probability of burglary and theft.

Risk acceptance (retention)
Risk acceptance involves accepting the loss when it occurs. Risk retention is a viable strategy
for small risks where the cost of insuring against the risk would be greater over time than the
total losses sustained. All risks that are not avoided, transferred or reduced are retained by
default. This includes risks that are so large or catastrophic that they either cannot be insured
against or the premiums would be infeasible. War is an example since most property and
risks are not insured against war, so the loss attributed by war is retained by the insured. Also
any amount of potential loss (risk) over the amount insured is retained risk. This may also be
acceptable if the chance of a very large loss is small or if the cost to insure for greater
coverage amounts is so great it would hinder the goals of the organization too much.
Some ways of managing risk fall into multiple categories. For example, to reduce the risk of
theft you may have a guard; you may insure the property, but also have to pay a part of the
costs not covered by the insurance. Thus, the strategy involves reduction, transfer and
acceptance.
When you have considered all risks and decided on how to deal with each of them, you
should make a Plan of Action, including measures, deadline and responsibilities. You may
want to use the Plan of Action Form (Appendix 3).

7.3 From risk to assumptions

Figure 49 LFA definition of assumptions39

In the context of Results-Based Management, some risks are to be converted to assumptions
and included in the RBM, but not all.
The following categories of risks are normally excluded (not included in the RBM):

39

Norad 1999
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All risks at the input->activities level. These are important for internal risk
management, but as we do not report to Norad on activities, they are not needed in
the RBM.
Risks that belong to the green cells in the Traffic Light Form. These are not
important enough to be included.
Internal risks. The RBM focuses on external risk factors. Internal risks are still
important for internal risk management, though.

The remaining risks are all “candidates” for inclusion in the RBM as Assumptions. Basically,
in order to convert a risk to an assumption, you have to make a statement that assumes that
the risk does not occur or does not have significant negative consequences if it occurs. That
is, to formulate it as a desirable, positive condition.

Examples:






Risk (outcome level): Scholarship recipients drop out from school before
completing their education
o Assumption: Scholarship recipients complete their education without
dropping out from school
Risk (outcome level): Local authorities are not interested in co-operating with
local CBOs.
o Assumption: Local authorities co-operate with CBOs
Risk (activities level): Construction cannot be complete within budget due to high
inflation
o Assumption: Changes in prices can be accommodated within the budget40

In short: All yellow and red external risks at output, outcome and impact level should be
converted to assumptions and included in the RBM.
Hence, the flowchart below gives a simplified description of the procedure to determine if an
assumption should be included or not.

Note: as this risk/assumptions belongs to the outcome level, it should not be included in the RBM
matrix
40
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Figure 50 Checking Significance of Assumptions41

In the RBM, the assumptions should be given the same number as the corresponding risk in
the Risk Analysis Form, for easy reference. They should be inserted in the appropriate matrix
cell, according to its level (output, outcome or impact).
Your risk response strategy should not be included in the RBM, it is for internal use and,
when requested, for reporting to FORUT.
Finally, use the checklist above to the right to verify that everything is in order:

41

Norad 1999
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7.4 Summary: The five steps in risk management
1.

Identify potential risks

2.

Analyse the probability and consequences of each risk identified

3.

Prioritise risks

4. Develop a response strategy for each priority risk
5.

Convert the relevant risks to assumption and included them in the RBM
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8 Monitoring & Evaluation
8.1 Introduction to M&E
Before starting on the practical description of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems, it is
useful to talk about users and purposed of M&E, clarify some terms and make clear the
difference between monitoring on one hand and evaluation on the other.
8.1.1 Users and purposes of M&E
A good starting point is to look at who are the users of M&E, or to be more specific, the
results of M&E.

Primary
stakeholders

Secondary
stakeholders

FORUT

FORUT
partner
Private
donors

Local &
national
authorities

Public
donors

We have placed the FORUT partner in
the centre of the model, because the main
part of the M&E work is carried out by
FORUT’s partner organisations, not by
FORUT itself, and FORUT is but one of
many users of the M&E results.
Since M&E is tightly interrelated with
accountability, and our primary
accountability always should be towards
the primary stakeholders, they are also
the most important users of M&E. In
practice, however, way too often we see
that priority is given to donors and
authorities when designing M&E
systems.

When looking at FORUT and its partners, the purposes/functions of M&E are also
diverse, but we start with accountability towards the primary stakeholders:










Accountability (upwards)
Accountability (downwards)
Improving communication
Control and supervision
Learning
Improving performance
Project management
Public relations and fundraising
Resource allocation

8.1.2 M&E definitions42
Monitoring is a continuing function that uses systematic collection of data on specified
indicators to provide management and the main stakeholders of an ongoing development
intervention with indications of the extent of progress and achievement of objectives and
progress in the use of allocated funds.
NGO Support Centre, INTRAC & The Management Centre (2007): ‘Cyprus Civil Society
Strengthening Programme. Training Courses. Monitoring and Evaluation.’
42
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Evaluation is the systematic and objective assessment of an on-going or completed project,
programme or policy, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to determine the
appropriateness and fulfilment of objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, impact
and sustainability.
M&E system refers to the entire set of processes, tools, formats and protocols that define
how people, data and time interact so that the performance of initiatives can be meaningfully
assessed and improved. These should be available in one place at or shortly after activity
starts.
The following table gives a useful overview of some of the main characteristics and
differences of monitoring and evaluation.43

8.1.3 M&E and the Project Cycle
M&E is closely linked to the programme/project cycle. There are many ways of illustrating
this. What is common for most models is that monitoring is a central aspect of the cycle and
linked to every other step, while evaluation often is seen a separate step in the cycle, for
example mid-term and/or end-term. Many models are similar, and here are a couple of them.

43

Anette P. Simonsen, PP-presentation for the Norwegian Development Network (2011)
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Sources: Norwegian Development Network Results Based M&E Training Package / Presentation by
Bruce Brittan, INTRAC: “Learning from Evaluations”.

The triangle from Bruce Brittan focuses on how M&E is closely related to planning. This is
why many organisations now talk about P, M & E systems rather than M&E, with the P
representing “Planning”.
In this manual we will focus on monitoring, but will also give an introduction to one
approach to evaluation (Utility-Focused Evaluation) and how to write Terms of Reference
(ToR) for an external evaluator.
8.1.4 Developing M&E systems
There is no best blueprint for developing an M&E system, because what works depends on
the organisation using it, the context it works in, the others users and the purposes of using
it. The best we can do is giving some guidelines for how to develop the M&E system and a
good starting point may be to ask oneself the following questions:








What is the main purpose of the M&E system?
Who are we measuring for?
What do you want to find out?
Who will have the information?
How will you get this information?
When should we collect the information?
How will you analyse the information?

The two first questions deal with the users and the purposed we covered above, the
remaining questions are more detailed questions about information collection, analysis and
use. You may not be able to answer them in detail initially, but keep them in the back of your
mind throughout the process of developing an M&E system.
In order to understand M&E one needs to understand the nature of development, because we
are not monitoring and evaluating a linear, predetermined process following laws of physics
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where we can accurately calculate the outcome. Rather, development is, according to Bruce
Britton:44







Complex: involving a mix of actors and factors
Indeterminate: independent of project duration
Non-linear: unexpected, emergent, discontinuous
Two-way: results may change intervention
Beyond control: but subject to influence
Incremental, cumulative: watersheds & tipping points

The consequence of this is that M&E needs to be designed as a learning system, because
learning is key to being able to navigate the complex reality and improve your ability to
achieve results. And learning must not be limited to the organisations itself, but all the users
of M&E should be able to learn from it. So what characterises M&E as a learning system?







A clear analysis of the stakeholders involved, their information and learning needs
and their power relations.
Creation of a set of norms and values and level of trust that makes transparency of
performance and open dialogue about success and failure possible
Design and facilitation of the necessary interactive learning processes that make
critical reflection on performance possible.
Establishment of clear performance and learning questions (including where
appropriate qualitative and quantitative indicators) that deal with the what, why, so
what and now what aspects of M&E.
The collection, analysis and presentation of information in a way that triggers interest
and learning from those involved.

This is easier said than done! However, what this makes abundantly clear is that a good M&E
system is not primarily a technical exercise in setting good indicators and measuring them, it
is much more than that. It is primarily about building an organisational culture that
promotes critical thinking, learning and change, and which allows for open and transparent
exchange of information and opinions between stakeholders.
We can therefore add two purposes to our original list (in 5.1.1.) of purposes/functions of
M&E:



Knowledge creation – generating new insights that contribute to the established
knowledge base in a given field.
Empowerment – building the capacity, self-reliance and confidence of beneficiaries
and implementing staff and partners to effectively guide, management and implement
development initiatives.

8.1.5 Prove (accountability) vs. improve (learning)
With multiple purposes/functions of M&E, it is unavoidable that there will sometimes be
tensions among them. It is very difficult, not to say impossible, to design systems that will
achieve many ambitious goals at the same time, and in practice there will often be trade-offs
between them. The most debated trade-off is between accountability and control on one hand
44

Britton 2011
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and learning and improving on the other hand. We will therefore dwell for a moment on this
issue before moving on.
Here are two definitions of accountability:
The obligation to demonstrate that work has been conducted
in compliance with agreed rules and standards or to report
fairly and accurately on performance results, vis-à-vis
mandated roles and/or plans.
SIDA, 2004
This is a typical donor definition which focuses only on upwards accountability (towards
donors) at the expense of downwards accountability (towards primary stakeholders). It is
also quite legalistic with a strong focus on rules, standards, roles and plans, so it implicitly
regards development as much more linear and predictable than it actually is.
Demonstrating to donors, beneficiaries and implementing
partners that expenditure, actions and results are as agreed
or are as can reasonably be expected in a given situation
Woodhill, 2005
Woodhill’s definition on the other hand, included downwards accountability on par with
upwards accountability and included a caveat taken into account a “given situation” in
recognition of the unpredictability of development work. FORUT finds the second definition
significantly more useful than the first.
Similarly, a couple of definitions of learning:
… a continuous dynamic process of investigation where the
key elements are experience, knowledge, access and relevance.
It requires a culture of inquiry and investigation, rather than
one of response and reporting.
UNDP, 2002
Here, it is noteworthy that the definition includes the recognition of the tension between
learning and “response and reporting”, and that the importance of organisational culture is
included.
…not only the accumulation of knowledge or skills, but … the
ability to constantly improve the efficacy of action.
Woodhill, 2005
Woodhill’s definition does not contradict the UNDP one, but it adds a crucial element,
namely that true learning is not just theoretical, it actually leads to improvements. Taken
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together, the two definitions provide us with a basis for thinking about M&E in the context of
learning.
Collective learning arise from experience, and the following model is derived from the classic
experiential learning cycle (Acting – Reflecting – Learning – Planning)
Collective reflection takes
place openly. It requires
reflective practitioners who
are committed to
collaborative practice.
Shared meaning is collective
learning leading to mutual
understanding or shared
insights.
Joint planning involves
narrowing down options to
reach agreement about what
needs to be done and how.

Figure 51 Experiental Learning Cycle

Coordinated action need not
be joint action but requires
agreement about who will be

doing what, when and how.
The question remains, however, knowing all this about
learning, to what extent can it be combined with the control
function?
There is no clear answer to this, because the tensions
certainly exist. If the primary objective of an evaluation, for
example, is accountability towards the back donor, and this
may have consequence for future funding, there are few
incentives to admit mistakes and shortcomings, and
analyse reasons for not having achieved expected
outcomes. Instead, focus will be on showing off successes
and trying to cover up failures. These incentives, in other
words, do not promote learning from mistakes and
improving performance.
On the other hand, it is not impossible to combine control and learning, there are approaches
that can ensure both, and one of them, Utilisation-Focused Evaluation (UFE) will be
presented in this manual. Furthermore, careful selection of indicators and verification of data
will provide an early-warning system which both fulfils the control function and helps us
identify shortcomings and correct course during implementation.
We should therefore look for a “both/and” approach to learning and accountability, rather
than an “either/or” approach.

Results-Based Management (RBM)
8.1.6 Checklists for M&E systems
We finish this section by providing a couple of practical checklists and figures that may come
in handy when developing M&E systems. The checklists are intended to bridge the gap
between the overall approaches to M&E and the practicalities of selecting indicators and
writing TORs for evaluation.
Let’s start with a useful checklist for good M&E systems:45
1. the importance of setting clear objectives.
2. that outcomes represent the most important result-level in results management.
3. the significance of developing a limited number of sound indicators with
targets to know when you and your partner are making measurable progress towards
desired results.
4. the need to collect baseline values for the indicators in the planning phase.
5. that risk management is an important and integrated part of results management.
6. that the results framework with indicators, targets and baselines should be linked to a
monitoring and evaluation plan.
7. the importance of KISS! Keep It Simple and Smart! If results management is to
be successful, it must be grounded in reality and be perceived as useful. This suggests
a simple and practical approach to result management.
No system is useful without it being properly used, so here is also a checklist for how to
ensure that M&E systems are being used well46:
1. thinking in terms of a learning approach to project M&E and management;
2. emphasizing the value of stakeholder participation in M&E;
3. structuring the plan around routine functions and tasks and integrating M&E into
the project cycle;
4. ensuring that a common planning and M&E language is used;
5. giving value to a diversity of working methods and styles; and
6. acknowledging the importance of institutional and human capacities for
implementing M&E.
The following table also gives a quick checklist for how to link M&E to the different levels of
the logframe:

45
46

Anette P. Simonsen 2011
Ibid.
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Table 5: Objective Hierarchy Links to Monitoring & Evaluation

Level in project hierarchy

What to monitor and evaluate

Goal
(Impact)

To what extent has the project contributed towards its longer term goals?
Why or why not? What unanticipated positive or negative consequences
did the project have? Why did they arise?
What changes have occurred as a result of the outputs and to what extent
are these likely to contribute towards the project purpose and desired
impact? Has the project achieved the changes for which it can realistically
be held accountable?
What direct tangible products or services has the project delivered as a
result of activities?
Have planned activities been completed on time and within the budget?
What unplanned activities have been completed?
Are the resources being used efficiently?

Purpose/objectives
(Outcome)
Outputs
Activities
Inputs

Finally, a figure which reminds us of challenges and limits to project/programme
management and how that links to M&E:

Figure 52 Challenges and Limits to Management47

8.2 Monitoring
As can be derived from the definition given above, monitoring is the continuous or periodic
surveillance of the implementation of a programme or project. Monitoring has three main
purposes:
1. To see if there is a need or if it would be beneficial to make changes in the
programme/project in order to improve achievements of results
2. To learn lessons about what works and what does not work, in order to inform
planning and implementation of future programmes/projects.

47
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3. To report to stakeholders and back donors about the programme/project process and
its results.
In order to fulfil these purposed we have to monitor:




The actual progress of the programme/project, i.e. the monitoring the process
The results of the programme/project, i.e. outputs, outcome(s) and impact
The environment/context in which the programme/project is being implemented, i.e.
to monitor the validity of the assumptions made and other risk factors

The three single most important aspects of successful monitoring are:






To have a an organisational culture that promotes learning from M&E so that
monitoring does not just become a compulsory exercise to satisfy donors, but is seen
as an opportunity for learning, improving and accountability towards stakeholders.
The develop early on a realistic monitoring plan and budget which ensures not only
that monitoring gets done, but that the right kind of monitoring gets done at the right
time.
To keep M&E in mind when designing the programme/project, in particular ensuring
that you have baseline data and high-quality indicators to measure progress and
results.

8.2.1 Organisational culture for learning
An organisational culture cannot be developed through reading a manual, so although it is
perhaps the most importance of the three aspects we will not deal with it in detail here. We
will just list a few factors that need to be present in an organisation that is characterised by a
learning culture, namely motive, means and opportunity48:






Motive: Developing a motive for organisational learning can be supported by
developing a strategy which pays attention to the following factors:
o 1) ensuring supportive leadership;
o 2) developing and sustaining a culture supportive of learning
Means: In order to contribute to organisational learning, NGO staff needs more
than a motive for learning, they also need the means to do it. The ‘means’ for
organisational learning include:
o 1) ensuring conceptual clarity;
o 2) supporting the necessary competences to learn;
o 3) providing a range of methods and tools that can be used;
o 4) providing specialist support; and
o 5) investing adequate financial resources.
Opportunity: Opportunity is about creating space for learning. Space for
learning can be understood in two ways. Firstly, space is needed for both
individual and collective learning. Secondly, formal and informal space is needed.

48 Bruce Britton: INTRAC Praxis Paper no. 3: “Organisational Learning in NGOs. Creating the Motive,
Means and Opportunity”
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8.2.2 Monitoring plan and budget
M&E plans typically describe objectives, strategies, methodologies, work plans, activities in
detail and the technical tools to be used. The document also defines the main concepts
related to M&E, the logframe, and the M&E matrix.
There are many ways to make a monitoring plan. Normally, the organisation should have an
overall monitoring (or M&E) policy or strategy which broadly outlines how programmes and
projects are to be monitored, which resources are allocated to this and how the results are to
be used. Based on this, there should be a more specific plan for each programme/project,
which is derived from the
overall policy but also
takes into account the
specifics of the
programme/project. This
plan can be simple or
complex, but the most
important is that it is
realistic, i.e. that it takes
into account the
resources you have, the
knowledge needs you
have for management,
learning and accountability, and more often than not this means that simpler is better. One
relatively simple method is to design the plan in six steps answering one question for each
step49:
In addition to these six steps it is important to have clear divisions of responsibility
and tasks within the organisation, and this should be part of the monitoring plan.
The plan should be accompanied by a budget (coming from the programme/project budget
where this is allowed by donor, or coming from the overall organisational budget where this
is not allowed), so that monitoring costs are clearly distinguished from other costs.
8.2.2.1 M&E Matrix
M&E matrix is an effective way to develop a detailed plan. To make the M&E plan operational
you need detailed information that can be summarized in the M&E Matrix. The M&E Matrix
can be developed in five steps:
1. Identifying Information Needs and Indicators
2. Knowing What Baseline Information You Need
3. Selecting Which Data Collection Methods to Use, by Whom and How Often
4. Identifying the Necessary Practical Support for Information Gathering
5. Organizing Analysis, Feedback and Change
49
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The resulting matrix may look like this:

Figure 53 Example M&E Matrix

8.2.3 Integrating monitoring in programme/project design
We have presented three approaches to RBM: Theory of Change, Outcome Mapping and
Logical Framework Approach. All three have integrated M&E in the planning process. In ToC
this is in the form of impact assessment and we have a separate chapter on that. In OM it is in
the form of three Journals: Outcome, Strategy and Performance. In LFA monitoring focuses
on indicators at the different levels of the results chain. The main message in each method is
that monitoring must be integrated into the design of the programme/project from the
beginning.
In this manual we will focus on two of the more technical aspects of monitoring, namely
development of indicators and collection of baseline data. Our point of departure will be
LFA, because the OM journals have already been covered in chapter 3.4 and the focus in ToC
is on impact assessment which we will deal with later.
8.2.4 Indicators
There are few areas in RBM in such need of demystification as the use of indicators. While
there are a lot of technicalities involved in the actual use of indicators, an indicator is just “a
specific, observable and measurable characteristic that can be used to show changes or
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progress a programme is making toward achieving a specific outcome.”50 This means that the
development of indicators in a programme/project is simply to ask the question:
How can we know if we are on track to achieve what we want?
Referring to the logframe, we have to ask this question for each impact, outcome and output
statement that we have made and the result will be one of more indicators that in time will
show us how well we are doing in achieving that particular impact/outcome/output.
Each indicator should also have a target. The target is the goal-line. It tells us where we want
to be at the end of the programme/project is we are able to fully achieve our objectives. The
actual results can then be compared with the target to see how far we are from having
achieved it (or if we even have overachieved it). It is also possible to have annual targets in
multi-year programmes/projects, so that we can see if we are ahead of or behind schedule to
achieving the final target. Such targets are sometimes called milestones.
In the following sub-chapter we will deal more in detail with how to develop indicators,
different types of indicators, indicators at different result levels, and how indicators can be
recorded in the format that FORUT currently uses. It is important not to be overwhelmed by
the details, but always keep in mind that they are just tools for finding out if we’re on track to
achieving our goals or not.
Before we do so, however, a word of warning. Beware of goal displacement! Indicators
are not goals in themselves; they are just something we look at to see if we are able to reach
those goals. Way too often we see that project managers aim at fulfilling the indicators
instead of reaching the goals. This is goal displacement. An indicator is a simplification of
reality and if we aim at them instead of the real goal (impact, outcome and/or outputs) we
risk missing or real target. This risk is augmented if it turns out that the indicator was not
really good, that it was inexact or actually measured something else than the goal we tried to
reach.
We have developed three indicators that together are supposed to tell us if we’re making
progress towards the goal. But if we shift our focus from the central goal to any one, two or
three of these indicators, we are likely to miss our real goal. Indicators are therefore only to
be used for measuring results, never for planning!
8.2.4.1 SMART and CREAM indicators
To the extent possible, indicators should be SMART (Specific – Measurable – Achievable –
Relevant – Time-bound). And this is usually possible, if it isn’t it is probably not a good
indicator. We therefore recommend that you test all indicators for SMARTness after you have
written them down and then adjust the text if necessary.
Specific:

It should be exact, distinct and clearly stated

Measurable: It should be measurable in some way, involving qualitative and/or
quantitative characteristics
Achievable:
50

It should be realistic with the human and financial resources available

UN Women definition.
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Relevant:

Does it measure the result?

Time-bound: It should be achieved in a stated time-frame
Another approach is CREAM (Clear – Relevant – Economic – Adequate – Monitorable). It
covers more or less the same ground as SMART, and it is a matter of taste which one you
prefer to use.
Clear:

Indicators must be clear an easy to understand what will be
measured

Relevant:

Indicators should measure the specific result and not something else.

Economic:

The price of collecting the indicator must not exceed the use and
relevance of it.

Adequate:

The selection of indicators (together) must be sufficient to measure
progress. Choose the number according to risk and importance.

Monitorable: Indicators must be collectable at regular intervals (time) and be
simple to measure.
One way of checking if the indicator is SMART/CREAM or not, is to use the following
checklist for what the indicator should specify:






Target group (for whom)
Quantity (how much)
Quality (how well)
Time (by when)
Location (where)

This does not mean that you need to write this into the text of each and every indicator. For
example, if the time is the same for all indicators in a programme/project (e.g. end of a 5-year
programme term) you don’t need to repeat this endlessly. The same goes for location and
target groups. However, if these vary within the same project, you need to specify this in each
indicator.
8.2.4.2 Indicators and targets
There are two distinct ways of dealing with targets (how much / how well) and indicators,
and it is a matter of taste and preference which one to choose.
1. The target is stated as part of the indicator text. For example: “100 of the 250 middleincome families live in wooden houses by 2002.”
2. The target is separated from the indicator text. For example: “# of 250 middleincome families who live in wooden houses”. Target: “100 in 2020”.
In FORUT we have decided to use the second option, as it allows us to set targets not only for
the end of the project, but also intermediate annual targets, without making the indicator text
too complicated.
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8.2.4.3 Indicators and result levels
In LFA, indicators are used at all three result levels: output, outcome and impact. FORUT, in
accordance with current Norad guidelines, have stated that outcome level indicators are the
most important, output level indicators are also needed, but indicators are not needed at
impact level. Hence, this handbook will also focus on the outcome and output levels. Impact
assessment is dealt with in a later section, in ways that are not so dependent on indicators in
the traditional sense. The FORUT RBM format has therefore also omitted impact level
indicators.
At this point it is necessary to give some words of caution. It is not always immediately
obvious to which result level an indicator belongs. This is because the real world is too
complicated to be divided into outputs, outcomes and impact without loss of data and detail.
This is particularly the case where we are talking about such things as advocacy,
empowerment and capacity-building rather than service delivery. Especially at the outcome
level it may sometimes be useful to think and speak about “lower level outcomes” and “higher
level outcomes”. Often, a lower level outcome may be behavioural change in target groups,
while higher level outcomes may be changes in their well-being or socio-economic status. In
Outcome Mapping (OM), the focus is on behavioural change, i.e. a lower level outcome.
When distinguishing between an output and a lower-level outcome, the most important ruleof-thumb is that an output is a result you can expect to achieve if you carry out the activities,
i.e. it is inside your sphere of control. If you build a hospital, the finished hospital to be
handed over to local authorities is clearly an output. If you have a training, and you know
what you are doing, you can reasonable expect that the participants learn something, so them
having knowledge about the topic is an output. However, how the local authorities use the
hospital is beyond your control, so it is a lower-level outcome and the number of people
treated for health problems may be a higher-level outcome. How the participants use the
knowledge they have gained in their training (i.e. to lobby authorities or increase personal
hygiene) is also beyond your control, so it is at the outcome level.
Indicators at the outcome level can be both qualitative and quantitative in nature. Emphasis
is often placed on the measurement of improvements in well-being and socio-economic
status (higher level) or behavioural change (lower level) and may include:









Production and adoption
Income and expenditure,
Education, improved health, sanitation and nutrition;
Housing; land or pond ownership;
Reduced indebtedness;
Women empowerment; improved social networks.
Employment; improved market access;
Change of behaviour and/or attitudes in target group

Indicators at the output level monitor “progress”. They have the following characteristics:



Easy to measure
Can be monitored from project start and give an indication of progress made
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Continue to rise or remain steady as progress is achieved and are not sensitive to
fluctuations (e.g. price, weather, floods etc.)
More closely related to inputs and expenditure than outcome indicators

8.2.4.4 Qualitative and quantitative indicators
In the previous paragraph we referred to qualitative and quantitative indicators. As a rule of
thumb, a qualitative indicator is an indicator which is described by a text, and quantitative by
a number (although sometimes it is more complicated than that). Quantitative indicators are
numerical values such as literacy rates, agricultural productivity/crop ratios or the number of
men and women with university education. Qualitative indicators reflect people’s
judgements, opinions and attitudes towards a given situation or subject. While quantitative
outputs and efficiency express how much has been produced at what costs, quality is
primarily about usefulness. Quality may be measured both through quantitative indicators as
well as surveys of the users’ assessments i.e. their perceived quality of the services.
It seems fairly simple, but there are, however, also other differences that are important, both
in their use and in their characteristics. It is also possible to quantify qualitative indicators,
and sometimes this may be useful. We will cover these complexities here.
Here are some quick guidelines to difference between qualitative and quantitative data:51

Quantitative





Quantifiable responses in numeric terms
Uses close-ended questions limiting range of responses
Uses probability sampling allowing for statistical significance
Objective measurement techniques (i.e. area of land under cultivation, income.)

Figure 54 Quantitative data

51
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Quantitative data is most likely to be used when aggregation and generalisation is required
and can be validated.

Qualitative




Reveals descriptive information (perceptions, opinions, concerns)
Uses open-ended questions allowing a wide range of responses and in-depth analysis
Typically uses a participatory approach or purposive sampling

Figure 55 Qualitative data

Qualitative data is used when complexity and the finer details of experience need to be
described and is focused on inquiry.
There is, however, in practice a continuum between quantitative and qualitative data
definition and collection. All qualitative data can be coded quantitatively. All quantitative
data is based on qualitative judgment.
8.2.4.5 Proxy indicators
Proxy indicators can be used when information (i.e. data) does not exist or is difficult to
measure. For example, if we want to measure the effect of a programme focusing on
improved livelihoods in rural areas, we might want to use the following indicator:
% increase in household income levels since baseline year
However, statistics on household level income at village level may not be available, and it
may be time-consuming and costly to do a survey, and perhaps people would not answer
accurately. A proxy indicator could then be:
# of houses in the community with new tin roofs, doors or windows per
year
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This is a proxy indicator because we are not really interesting in measuring house
improvement. However, we assume that households may use part of increased income to
improve their housing standard, and roofs, doors and windows are easily observable if one
walks around in the village looking at the houses (it also assumes we took such an
observation walk before the programme) so that we know what the houses looked like when
the programme started – i.e. we have a baseline).
The use of proxy indicators may save time and money and increase validity of data, but it
rests on the quality of the assumptions made. For example, if households spend increased
income on school fees for children, investing in crops/animals or spend it on alcohol, the
proxy indicator will not be accurate. A proxy indicator should therefore, as a rule-of-thumb,
be used together with other indicators in order to give a more complete and reliable
measurement of results.
There is nothing very complicated or mystical about proxy indicators, and sometimes we use
them even without thinking about them as proxy. It is just about being a bit more creative in
looking for ways to see if you have succeeded. You may ask yourself:
If we succeed in reaching our Outcome, will it have any other
consequences that we can observe?
Proxy indicators are more common at Outcome (and Impact) levels because your Outputs
should normally be directly observable and proxy indicators therefore less needed. Here is
another example:
Outcome: Pregnant and lactating women are accessing good health
information and facilities
Proxy indicator: # of children up to 2 years who are underweight
The outcome statement deals with access to information and facilities. It can be measured
directly by accessing official statistics about # of visits to health posts, but this does not
measure if the information and facilities are “good”. However, if they are good, one may
assume that the # of malnourished children may go down (other things being equal), and if
there are statistics available on # of underweight children, this is a good indicator to
complement the # of visits. In a way, this proxy indicator is closer to the impact level (= highlevel outcome) because it measure the consequences (in child health) of the behavioural
change of the mothers (accessing information/facilities) which is a lower-level outcome.
8.2.4.6 Key indicators
What FORUT calls “key indicators” are often also called “core indicators”. There is often a
demand from back donors (e.g. Norad) to concentrate the project portfolio, show results on
higher levels and produce more brief reports. The question then becomes:
How to aggregate the results of a project portfolio?
The answer to this question is often the use of key/core indicators. If the portfolio is
concentrated on one recipe for change or all in one sector – such aggregation may be possible
and even not too difficult. However, with project portfolios that are spread over many sectors,
countries or approaches, aggregation of results is more challenging if not impossible. Even if
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you have thematic groups of projects, it is still hard to find core indicators at anything but
Output level. “# of persons reached” (output) is therefore a very common key indicator.
If one choses indicators on a higher level, the indicator becomes so important in the
organisation that it has a tendency to become the goal (on goal displacement, see more under
6.1.4).
In FORUT, we have chosen thematic programmes rather than country (or partner)
programmes. This means that we have lumped together projects that are thematically related
into seven (for 2014-18) programmes. This was, and remains, a challenge, because within
each programme we have projects with different targets groups, methodologies, geographic
coverage, etc. Finding key indicators for all of these has been impossible, and we have
therefore had to resort to key indicators that cover some, but not all, projects within a
programme – and sometimes just one project.
The selection and follow-up of key indicators has also confirmed the challenge of goal
displacement, and more focus has been put on these indicators than other indicators and
FORUT has got the impression that they are regarded as goals by some partners. Another
challenge, which is related, is that most of them have been chosen because they can be used
for several partners, rather than because the measure the most important progress or
because they are the best indicators of progress.
These are challenges that are unavoidable, and that can only be resolved by repeating that
indicators are not goals and by refining and improving future selection of key indicators.
8.2.4.7 Process indicators
Normally indicators measure if a result has been achieved, but sometimes it is more useful to
measure how far we have come in a process. Processes may be linear or non-linear. Linear
processes are easier to measure, but non-linear processes can also be measured. Process
indicators can sometimes be called milestones because you pass them on the way to your
goal. OM uses the term “progress marker”, and focuses more on process indicators than
results indicators.
Process indicators can be particularly useful when trying to measure progress on advocacy.
Oxfam Policy Department distinguish between six different stages of the advocacy process
which appear as a rather linear progression:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Heightened awareness about an issue
Contribution to debate
Changed opinions
Changed policy
Policy change is implemented
Positive change in people’s lives

An indicator based on this progression, might read:
“Stage of advocacy process reached by end of year (scale 1-6)”
FORUT’s ADD Department has developed an indicator for stages in the development of new
alcohol policy and legislation in FORUT project countries. Recognising that such processes
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are seldom linear, FORUT has opted for selecting six criterions rather than six sequential
steps. For each criterion, 1, ½ or 0 points are awarded (fully accomplished, partially
accomplished, not accomplished, respectively), creating an index from 0 to 6 points as a total.
The six criterions are:
1. FORUT affiliated civil society actors are engaging on the issue of alcohol policies
and/or alcohol legislation
2. A formal policy process has started
3. Consultations with stakeholders are ongoing
4. A draft document is produced and available
5. A final version presented for adoption
6. Policy or legislation is adopted
In theory, one could also use weighted criteria, for example giving 2, 1 or 0 points to a
criterion regarded as very important, but FORUT has so far only used unweighted indices.
Another area where process indicators may be useful, is the area of capacity-building, where
we want to measure the strength, activities of sustainability of organisations we are working
with and trying to strengthen. Similar indices are for advocacy process can be used, again
awarding 1, ½ or 0 point to different characteristics that together give us a good picture of
the progress we are making with capacity building. In Sierra Leone, FoRUT has developed
five criterions for assessing the sustainability of village savings and loans groups:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Updated financial and non-financial records
Annual savings
Annual loan repayment
Use of Welfare Funds
Effective Management Committee

FORUT’s ADD-department has developed a similar index to assess the development of
national alcohol policy alliances:
1. Alliance is formally established and registered
2. Alliance has a secretariat with a permanent secretary and has regular meetings
3. Alliance has established good working relations with the relevant policymaking
institutions within the government (for instance the NCD Unit and the Policy Unit
of the MoH)
4. Geographic outreach of alliance (ability to mobilize grassroots outside the capital,
engagement with local authorities, offices in different geographical locations)
5. Thematic outreach of alliance (ADD, youth, children, women, NCD's, HIV/AIDS,
religious, others)
6. Governmental institutions such as development agencies (i.e. Samurdhi in Sri
Lanka and the National Aids Commission in Malawi), are engaging the NAPA or
competent NAPA members when developing plans/addressing other development
work (such as youth, children, women, NCD's, HIV/AIDS, religious, other
development issues)
Indexes should always be tailored to the local context and the description of each criterion
developed from the bottom-up, unless they have been developed as key indicators that cover
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several projects, in which case common definitions are needed although they may be more
difficult to fit the local context.
Another, more participatory way of assessing capacity-building by way of an index as process
indicator is the following 3-step process:
1. Participatory workshop to agree on the most important dimensions of organisational
capacity
2. Baseline questionnaire
3. Post-intervention questionnaire
In an example from a Red Cross society in Africa52, this process yielded the following results:

What was done in this example was to first have a participatory workshop in the Red Cross
society where they agreed on the 11 dimensions in the table being the most important for
their organisational capacity. Some of these will be the same across all organisations
(finances, leadership, staffing, etc.) while others may be particular to each organisation (e.g.
volunteers in the case of Red Cross). They then made a retroactive baseline survey, thinking
back on how the situation was before the capacity-building intervention, and assigning a
value to each dimensions based on that. They then did the same for the present situation, and
the result is what is seen in the “Scores out of 25” column. From this the % improvement is
easily calculated.
To simplify the indictor, the scores for each criterion may be added together to give a total
score for the organisation before and after. This gives one number that shows progress (or
lack thereof), at the cost of lack of detail. However, as long as the above table is being used
internally for project management and review, the loss of data is not critical for reporting
purposes. For management and review purposes, however, it is critical to know along which
dimensions the intervention has been more successful at creating change.
FORUT and its partners work a lot through networks, for example national alcohol policy
alliances. We have seen one example of the progress we make in strengthening such networks
52
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can be measure, and here is another one, which is more linear in that is uses a stepladder to
visualise the measurement:53

Figure 56 Capacity to Influence Government Policy

There are seven steps on the ladder, so it can easily be converted to a scale 0-6 or 1-7. The
challenge with using such scale is always that more than one of the descriptions might apply
at the same time, and it becomes difficult to decide. For example, the network might meet
regularly, develop joint positions and be invited by government to contribute. Therefore,
when developing the description of each level, one should take care to formulate them in such
a way that they are mutually exclusive, and/or to be very clear on the instructions, for
example saying that a network should be allocated the highest level that applies if more than
one is applicable.
Finally, a few words about text analysis as basis for developing indicators. Many advocacy
processes involve formal draft documents at various stages of the process, and also a final
piece of legislation, policy or directly as the outcome of the process. Text analysis can
therefore be used to produce both process (drafts) and results (final text) indicators. Text
analysis is basically a qualitative method and the results can easily be represented as an
indicator describing the text analysed. As with all other qualitative indicators, however, it can
be quantified. FORUT has done this with a key indicator which analysis national alcohol
policy drafts and final texts. The indicator reads:
Quality of draft national alcohol policy documents in each country
compared to WHO strategy recommendations and evidence base (scale
0-20)
53 Simister, Nigel, with Rachel Smith (2010): ‘Monitoring and Evaluating Capacity Building: Is it really
that difficult?’, INTRAC Praxis Paper 23, January 2010.
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The index is based on 20 criterions, again each of the can be awarded 1, ½ or 0 points, giving
an index from 0-20 as the total. The criterions are:
1. A clear statement on the purpose of the policy (Prevention of alcohol-related harm
and protection of public health)
2. Alcohol taxation to reduce consumption
3. Taxation revenues dedicated for alcohol prevention
4. Minimum legal age for sale and purchase of alcohol (minimum 18 years,
preferably 20 or 21)
5. Restrictions on hours and days of sale
6. Licensing of producers and points of sales, including informal producers and
outlets.
7. Outlet density restrictions.
8. Government monopoly of retail sales
9. Ban on alcohol promotion and sponsoring (total ban or partial regulations)
10. Low BAC limits in road traffic (0.5 or less).
11. Sobriety check-points and random breath-testing.
12. Administrative license suspension or other swift punishment for offenders
13. Screening and brief interventions at primary health care units.
14. Public campaigns to mobilize support for alcohol policies.
15. Programmes to challenge prevailing alcohol expectancies.
16. Training programmes for relevant government officers and professions (doctors,
police, teachers, religious leaders, NGO leaders etc).
17. Life-skills education and education on the real effects of alcohol for young people.
18. Support to NGOs involved in alcohol prevention and treatment
19. System to collect data on alcohol consumption and related harm
20. A specific authority or unit for implementation and follow-up of the policy and the
relevant laws and regulations
Process can be measured to see how the score for the quality of the drafts vary at different
stages of the policy-making process. Results are measure by looking at the absolute score of
the adopted policy.
8.2.5 Baseline situation, baseline values and baseline studies
The baseline measures the status ideally prior to implementation of a programme/project. It
serves as a point of comparison to see how indicators change over time in project period.
We must distinguish between baseline situation and baseline values. The baseline situation
is connected to the problem analysis/needs assessment/baseline study. What is the problem
the project trying to address? The baseline situation is therefore a narrative description of the
situation before programme/project start. It usually includes available statistics that back up
claims made in the narrative and verify the extent of the problem.
The baseline values are specifically connected to indicators. Each indicator has a baseline
value which describes the indicator at the start of the programme/project. Indicators
measure change, without a baseline it is not possible to see if anything has changed. Baseline
values are particularly important at Outcome level because this is where we measure change
in our target groups. Many indicators are Output level measure production – e.g. # of
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training courses held per year – and for those indicators baseline is not really that important
and will often be zero if it is a new programme/project.
Keep in mind that:




data collection for baseline has to be mirrored in data collection for later years and in
particular end-of-project, for data to be comparable
the target group has to be the same at the time of baseline data collection and later
indicator measurement for data to be comparable
indicator and Means of Verification descriptions need to be clear and precise in order
to ensure continuity in data collection and data analysis

Collect the first set of data as soon as you can after the planning phase is over (or during
planning phase). Early first time collection will help to check the SMART-/CREAM-ness of
the indicators. Early first time collection will also give you the time / momentum to change
some of them, if necessary.
When planning a baseline studies, these are some key questions to ask:




What do we already know and what do we need to know?
Qualitative vs. Quantitative methods, or a combination of the two?
o Should we use a control group?
Collection and analysis of data:
o How is data to be collected?
o How is data to be analysed?
o Can it be replicated at mid-term and end-term for comparison?

Finally, we will deal a bit more in detail with some important aspects of baseline studies.
8.2.5.1 Data collection
The following steps ensure a solid data collection process:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Establish and train Baseline Survey Team
Use the team for pre-testing of survey
Carry out interviews
Make random quality checks of data collection
Enter data in software package

Focus on quantitative data collection for objective measurement of change. Use qualitative
data to provide additional depth and context to quantitative data. The latter helps understand
WHY change happens. Furthermore, all that counts cannot be counted, e.g. opinions,
challenges, relations, values, participation, attitudes…
Quantitative methods:





Quantifiable responses in numerical terms
Uses closed questions limiting the alternative responses
Uses randomised selection which allows for statistically significant conclusions
Objective measurement techniques
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Qualitative methods:




Uncovers descriptive information (opinions, perceptions, attitudes…)
Uses open questions that allows different responses and in-depth analysis
Common to use participatory methods and purposeful selection

8.2.5.2 Some data collection methods
This manual does not go into detail on data collection methods, as there are many field
manuals available which do that. Here we will just give a quick overview of some of the
sources of data and collection methods available:







Internal documents
External documents /statistics / media
Interviews
o Group
 Usually large (but manageable)
 Sometimes gender segregated
 Provides a general “backdrop” of the community
o Key Informant
 Someone who can give a unique perspective
 Cross check of information
o Focus Group
 Structured or semi-structured
 Homogenous group (often gender segregated)
 Usually clearly identified topic for discussion
o Household
 Case studies – can be purposely selected
Questionnaires
Interactive data collection tools:
 Typically less structured than interviews
 Dependant on the participation of community members
 Are especially well-suited for analysis of agricultural, ecological and social
systems within a particular community
 Often referred to as participatory appraisal techniques (PRA tools)

Here is a list of some of the most common interactive data collection tools:







PRA/PLA
o Participatory tools for local data collection
o Community mapping, transect walk, ranking, seasonal calendar, problem tree
analysis, etc.
MSC: Most Significant Change
o Tool for storytelling to assess qualitative change
Appreciative Inquiry
o Identify and value what is working well in a project, program or intervention
and build on these good practices.
Outcome Mapping
o Focus on behavioural change and the outcome level
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Reflecting on Peace Practices
o For peacebuilding and conflict transformation

8.2.5.3 Survey design
Here a short checklist to help with the survey design:








Make use of previous surveys for similar studies – don’t reinvent the wheel!
Carry out key informant of focus group interviews with target group
representatives
Brainstorm the first draft of the survey
Get feedback from others and reduces # of questions to measure indicators
Pre-test the survey
Revise survey based on pre-testing
Short – simple – interesting – foolproof!

8.2.5.4 Data analysis
Have a data analysis plan (as part of M&E plan). I could for example contain:






Data storage
Data overview
Data log
Backup of data
Guidelines for sharing of data

Know if you are testing hypotheses and assumption of causality. Are you doing research or
just data collection?
8.2.5.5 Presentation and sharing
Plan ahead for how you want to present and share the data. Some guidelines for presentation:







Short reports focusing on the analytical objectives
Only present findings relevant for conclusions and recommendations
Use graphic presentation if it enhances understanding and readability
Tables should not have too many variables
Include contextual information
Details in attachments

Don’t forget that information needs to be shared both internally and externally and always
with a view towards learning!
8.2.6 Means of Verification
Means of Verification (MoV) give an exact description of where to find the data to verify the
indicator. MoV should be defined at the same time as the formulation of the indicator.
Indicators for which no suitable MoV can be identified, must be replaced by verifiable
indicators. Before settling on MoV for each indicator, you need to ask the following
questions:


Where can we find the information and how to collect it systematically (primary
data)?
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How reliable are the sources?
Is special data gathering expertise required?
Is it within our means (in terms of cost, time and know-how) to get it?
Alternatively - who will provide it (secondary data)?

Primary data can normally be collected by checklists, simpler surveys among target group,
or community / population directly or by selecting a sample randomly.
Use of secondary data requires:




Data available at project area level54
That you know definitions and methodologies used
Assessment that the data is accurate and reliable.

8.2.6.1 Frequency of data collection
How often you need to collect indicator data depends on cost (money, time, staff work) and
usefulness (reporting and project review). Default should probably be «annual» so you can
include data and analysis in annual reports. Some indicators can be updated more frequently,
if data is available anyway and it is useful to see how things are going (e.g. semi-annual,
quarterly, bi-monthly). These are often Output-indicators. Others may be collected more
rarely, e.g. bi-annually, mid-term and/or end-of-project. These are often at Outcome-level
and are more costly to verify (e.g. surveys, qualitative interviews, etc.). Note that frequency of
data collection may be different from frequency of reporting from partner to FORUT, and
reporting FORUT you to Norad and other back-donors.
8.2.6.2 Triangulation
Triangulation facilitates validation of data through cross-verification from more than two
sources. It tests the consistency of findings obtained through different instruments and
increases the chance to control, or at least assess, some of the threats or multiple causes
influencing our results. There are four basic types of triangulation:
1. Data source triangulation: involves time, space, and persons
2. Investigator triangulation: involves multiple researchers in an investigation
3. Theory triangulation: involves using more than one theoretical scheme in the
interpretation of the phenomenon
4. Methodological triangulation: involves using more than one option to gather
data, such as interviews, observations, questionnaires, and documents.
Use triangulation when you have doubt in the reliability of the primary MoV:



Many Output indicators do not need verification if you trust your partners records
o # of trainings, # of participants, # of leaflets distributed, # of toilets built, etc.
Many Outcome indicators need triangulation if external data sources (e.g. official
statistics) are inaccurate

A common problem is that data is polluted by inclusion of groups not included in the project. E.g.: if
a hospital or school has patients/students from a mix of communities included or not included in the
project. If it is not possible to separate those included from those not included, the data will be
polluted and have strongly reduced value, if any value at all.
54
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o
o

e.g. under-reporting of GBV, combine official data with data from focus groups
or interviews
Note: even of statistics are inaccurate, they will show trends if the inaccuracy
is constant…

8.2.7 Targets and disaggregation
An indicator target tells you what you want the value of the indicator to be at the end of the
project if it has succeeded.55 It is also common to have intermediate (e.g. annual56) targets in
order to track progress towards the final target.
The key when establishment of targets is realism. Setting up a plan for collecting indicators
will assist in that realism both for setting targets, for the number of indicators to be collected
and how to collect them.
The targets generally need to be set after baseline collection. You need to know where you are
in order to have an idea about how far you can get from there…
Disaggregation means that you collect, analyse and report separately on sub-categories of
data from the same indicators. Disaggregation is useful if you want to see if trends are
different among target groups, e.g. men/women, urban/rural areas. Typically, indicators can
be disaggregated by.





Sex
Age
Geography
Type of…

Disaggregation may be combined, for example by sex and geography. FORUT allows
maximum two levels of disaggregation in order to avoid overcomplicating reporting.
8.2.8 Indicator tracking
For keeping track of indicator, we recommend the use of an indicator tracking table. The
FORUT format has the following headlines:
Outcome indicators
#

Indicator

Means of Verification

Frequency

Baseline

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Total 2014-18

Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

Comments

The headlines for Output indicators are identical. At the start of the programme/project
period, all columns are to be filled in except the columns named “Actual”. This is because
indicator selection, MoV, frequency, baseline and targets all need to be set initially. The
actual indicator values are filled in and submitted to FORUT with the annual reports and
half-year reports (for indicators collected more frequently than annually). Partners may wish
to update the tracking table even more frequently for internal project management purposes,
but this is not required.

In principle both quantiative and qualitative indicators can have targets, but it is much easier to set
targets for qualitative indicators if they have been quantified through used of scales/indices. Narrative
targets are time-consuming to set and may be difficult to compare with actual results.
56 If frequency of data collection is less frequent than annual, of course you cannot have annual
intermediate targets.
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8.2.8.1 Calculating indicator totals
It is often a challenge to decide how to set the target for the entire period, i.e. the column
“Total 2014-18” above. This is because different indicators have different properties and we
may need to calculate differently in order to arrive at figures that we can analyse with regard
to programme/project results. In general, we distinguish between three kinds of indicators:
8.2.8.1.1 Annual indicators
Annual indicators are common and are used when we want to add together the value for each
year in order to arrive at the total achievement during the programme/project period. This
method is most common at Output level, but is also used at Outcome level. It has the
following formula:
Total = yr 1 + yr 2 + yr 3 + yr 4 + yr 5
Use of annual indicators requires that what we count is different every year and we are
interested in the total. Examples are:




# of trainings per year
# of condoms distributed per year
# of visits to health posts per year

However, beware of # of people (or similar), because you may have the problem that the
same person fulfils the criterion to be counted several years. Therefore, if using # of people as
annual method, you need to be 100 % sure that the people counted are different from year to
year. For example:




# of women trained per year
o If the same women participated in trainings several years, you will end up
overestimated the # of women trained if you just add up annual numbers
# of girls who have visited health posts per year
o It is quite likely that the same girl my visit health posts several years, or even
several times during the same year. It is therefore better to avoid the problem
by using “# of visits” as the indicator, rather than “# of girls”.

8.2.8.1.2 Status indicators
Status indicators are also common, and more common at Outcome than Output level. They
are used when we want to know the status at the end of the project and compare it with the
status at the beginning of the project (baseline). The formula is:
Total = last year
The baseline and the actual result for the last year can be directly compared in order to
measure change. Some examples of typical status indicators:




% of women who give birth in health institutions
% drop-out rate in primary school
# of illegal sales point for alcohol in the community

Common for all of these is that we are not interested in the total throughout the period, but
the status at the end of the period.
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8.2.8.1.3 Fluctuating indicators
Sometimes (but less often) we are not particularly interested in the status after the last year,
but we cannot add the years together due to double counting problems. A solution may be to
use average per year. Not optimal, because it does not show trends. Use it only when other
options not available. Sometimes, we want to use this method to measure “throughput”, i.e.
to say how many we have been able to help per year. Examples:



# of girls who have stayed at “Balika Peace Home” during the year
# of youth participating in vocational training per year

In both cases, the same person may stay/participate during two calendar years, and therefore
adding up (annual method) will run into the problem of double counting. We may also be less
interesting in that total # of people helped than to what extent available capacity has been
utilised each year. The solution is to use the following formula:
Total = Average (yr 1 … yr 5)
This method can also be used for indicators about # of training participants when you there is
overlap and the same people are being trained several years in a row.
At the end of the day, choice of method for calculating totals is partially determined by the
characteristics of the indicator and partially by what we subjectively find most interesting
and useful. Often, two or three of the methods can be used, but then we have to as ourselves
what we are really interested in knowing: the total number over the years, that status at the
end of the project or the average throughput?
8.2.9 Indicator summary

Be as specific as possible when formulating an indicator. This will facilitate the
collection.

Be aware that the indicator should objectively verify the planned result (independence
of source)

Select as few indicators as possible.

Select only those indicators that are relevant and needed in the program as irrelevant
indicators are likely not to be collected.

Collecting data on indicators takes time money and effort. Make sure the indicators
would need to be collected ”anyway”.

An indicator is meant to give added value to the log frame (project document). Drop it
if it does not.

Be aware that using descriptive/qualitative indicators (“improved”, “effective” etc..)
may cause either high monitoring costs (e.g. interviews) or having to choose some
proxy indicators instead.
Shy away from indicators that draw the project in the wrong direction, i.e. has negative

influence.

The indicator values should be collected a.s.a.p. This creates a baseline and it very
quickly verifies whether the indicators are good enough.
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8.3 Evaluation
8.3.1 Introduction
We have already, in Section 5.1, presented the differences between monitoring and evaluation
and offered a definition of evaluation. Now we will start out by presenting a couple of
approaches to what makes quality evaluation.
”A quality evaluation should provide credible and useful
evidence to strengthen accountability for development results
or contribute to learning processes, or both.“57
We see that the OECD definition of quality evaluation focuses on both the credibility and the
usefulness of the evidence and on both accountability and learning.
“The over-arching goal for evaluation in international
development is to foster a transparent, inquisitive and selfcritical organization culture across the whole international
development community, so we can all learn to do better.”58
The DFID statement, on the other hand, focuses more strongly on the learning aspect and the
development of an organizational culture for improvement, not just in each organization, but
across the whole development community. Together the two statements give us a good
starting point for exploring how evaluations can contribute to learning while at the same time
accomplishing accountability.
Another central document in the area of evaluation is the OECD DAC five evaluation criteria.
These are:






Efficiency - assesses outputs in relation to inputs
Effectiveness - examines whether outputs led to the achievement of planned
outcomes
Impact - assesses what changes (intended and unintended) have occurred as a result
of the work
Relevance - examines to what extent the objectives of the project match the priorities
or policies of major stakeholders (including ‘beneficiaries’)
Sustainability - looks at how far any changes are likely to continue in the longer term

Most external evaluations that focus on accountability make reference to these five criteria in
their Terms of Reference (ToR) and it has come to be expected that most evaluations should
cover these.

57
58

OECD DAC (2010): ‘Quality Standards for Development Evaluation’
DFID (2005) quoted in Britton 2011
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8.3.2 Purpose: Accountability vs. learning
Both OECD and Norad refer to accountability/control and learning as the two main purposes
of evaluation. OECD says that the main purposes are:59



To improve future aid policy, programmes and projects through feedback of lessons
learned
To provide a basis for accountability, including the provision of information to the
public

…while Norad says they are:60



To systematise knowledge of results and achievements with a view to improving
similar measures in future (the learning function)
To consider whether a measure has been implemented as agreed and/or whether the
anticipated results have been achieved (the control function)

8.3.2.1 Evaluation for accountability61
Some characteristics of evaluation that focuses on accountability are that it:







Relates to standards, roles and plans
Is shaped by reporting requirements
Focuses mainly on efficiency and effectiveness
Measures outputs and outcomes against intentions in plan (often a logic model)
Has limited focus on the relevance and quality of the intervention
Overlooks unintended outcomes (positive and negative)

The criticism against evaluation the focuses solely on accountability is that it:









Provides for control of the organization.
Implies lack of utility.
Diverts resources.
Focuses on justification rather than improvement.
Distorts program activities.
May promote incentive to lie, cheat, and distort.
Misplaces accent on control.
Emphasises results orientation while maintaining traditional checks on use of inputs
and compliance with procedures.

8.3.2.2 Evaluation for learning
Some characteristics of evaluation that focuses on learning are that it is:62



Understanding the difference the organization makes
Understanding how the organization has helped to make a difference

OECD DAC (undated): ‘Evaluating Development Cooperation: Summary of Key Norms and
Standards’
60 Norad Evaluation Policy 2006-2010
61 Britton 2011
62 Adapted from ‘Comic Relief’ International Program Strategy, in Britton 2011
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Exploring assumptions specific to each program
Sharing the learning with a wide audience

In FORUT we believe that learning should be the primary purpose of evaluation (this is not
saying the accountability should not be a purpose, only that it is secondary). This is because
learning should be at the core of every organisation - to enable adaptability and resilience in
the face of change. Evaluation provides unique opportunities to learn throughout the
project/programme management cycle. To maximise these opportunities, evaluation must be
designed and conducted with learning in mind.
8.3.2.3 Combining learning and accountability
Let us first have a close look at the core difference between evaluation for learning and
evaluation for accountability.63
Item

Evaluation for
Accountability

Evaluation for
Learning

Basic Aim

The basic aim is to find
out about the past.

The basic aim is to
improve future
performance.

Emphasis

Emphasis is on the degree
of success or failure.

Emphasis is on the
reasons for success or
failure.

Favoured by

Parliaments, treasuries,
media, pressure groups

Development agencies,
developing countries,
research institutions,
consultants

Selection of Topics

Topics are selected based
on random samples.

Topics are selected for
their potential lessons.

Status of Evaluation

Evaluation is an end
product.

Evaluation is part of the
project cycle.

Status of Evaluators

Evaluators should be
impartial and
independent.

Evaluators usually include
staff members of the aid
agency.

Importance of Data
from Evaluations

Data are only one
consideration.

Data are highly valued for
the planning and
appraising of new
development activities.

Importance of
Feedback

Feedback is relatively
unimportant.

Feedback is vitally
important.

Table adapted by INTRAC (Britton 2011) from Cracknell, B. 2000. Evaluating Development Aid:
Issues, Problems, and Solutions. East Sussex: Sage Publications.
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However, we do not have to look at the two a polar opposites, it is more constructive to look
at how can we maximise evaluation for learning while at the same time ensuring evaluation
for accountability?

Figure 57 Both Accountability and Learning64

INTRAC indicates with the above figure that there are indeed overlapping interests between
learning and accountability, as both have performance improvement and increased
development effectiveness as core concerns. This may lead us toward an alternative view of
accountability, which is less focused on compliance with plans, standards and contracts and
more on the common interests between learning and accountability. Such an approach
would65:











Ask difficult questions
Maintain a focus on outcomes
Identify problems, limitations and successes
Take risks rather than playing it safe
Actively seek evaluation and feedback
Actively challenge assumptions
Identify mistakes and how they can be rectified
Effectively plan and manage based on monitoring data
Act on the findings of evaluation
Generate learning that can be used by others

8.3.3 Learning from evaluations
Having agreed that learning is the primary – albeit not only – purpose of evaluation, the next
questions naturally becomes “How can we learn from evaluations?”. This may seem like a
case of stating – or asking – the obvious, but experience shows that way too many evaluation
64
65

Britton 2011
Perrin, Burt (2007) Towards a New View of Accountability, quoted in Britton 2011
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reports gather dust in the bottom drawer of filing cabinets rather than being used to learn
and improve.
INTRAC have compiled a list of eight points that are important to keep in mind as a starting
point for thinking about how to learn from evaluations:66
1. Evaluations are an under-used resource for learning in organizations.
2. To learn effectively from evaluation, learning has to be planned in to each stage of the
M&E process: before, during and after.
3. Monitoring should be a continuous learning process that enables double-loop as well
as single-loop learning.67
4. Monitoring and evaluation can contribute to learning among all stakeholders, not just
implementers.
5. To maximise the potential for learning, it is essential to be clear from the outset about
the uses and users of an evaluation.
6. Learning is a process - it is more than simply generating knowledge ‘products’
7. Conventional approaches to evaluation based on logic models often overlook
important outcomes and learning points.
8. Narrative and appreciative approaches can complement conventional approaches to
evaluation by focusing on the unexpected and unintended.
The list, however, leaves unanswered a more fundamental question, which we have already
touched upon when discussing M&E in general: Who can learn from evaluation? Too often
we forget many of the following potential learners:68








The people whose work is being evaluated (including implementing partners)
The beneficiaries whose lives are affected by the work that is being evaluated
The people who commission the evaluation
The people who conduct the evaluation
The people who contribute to the evaluation (including direct stakeholders)
People who are or will be doing / managing / planning similar project work in the
future
The wider development community

When we later turn to Utilisation-Focused Evaluation, we will see that the who question is
the first and most fundamental question we have to ask ourselves – and each other.
8.3.4 Participatory evaluation
Having said that learning is of paramount importance in the evaluation process, and that it is
important to have a comprehensive view of who learns, we need also to consider that adults
learn through participation. A commitment to learning therefore requires a commitment to
inclusive and participatory processes, so also in evaluation. Hence, we need to ask ourselves
how stakeholders can contribute to learning from evaluations:69


Help to design the evaluation/ToR

Britton 2011
http://www.toolshero.com/organization/single-and-double-loop-learning-argyris-schon/
68 Britton 2011
69 Ibid.
66
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Be involved in the evaluation process (evaluation team, reference group, source of
information)
Discuss/respond to the analysis & findings
Discuss/respond to recommendations
Use findings to influence future practice or policy
Review the evaluation process

It is our belief that involving stakeholders in this way throughout the process does not only
increase learning opportunities, but it does also increase the quality of the evaluation itself.
This can be shown be contrasting participatory evaluation with the more traditional, topdown evaluation.
Traditional Evaluation
W HY: Accountability – summary judgments
about the project to determine if funding
continues
W HO: External experts
W HAT: Predetermined indicators of success,
principally cost and production output;
assesses project impact
HO W: Focus on scientific objectivity
distancing of evaluators from other
participants; uniform complex procedures;
delayed and limited access to results
W HEN: Midterm and completion; sometimes
ex-post (long after the project)

Participatory Evaluation
W HY: To empower local people to initiate,
control and take corrective action
W HO: Community members, project staff,
facilitator
W HAT: People define their own indicators o
success
HO W: Self-evaluation; simple methods
adapted to local
context; open immediate sharing of results
through local
involvement in evaluation process
W HEN: Frequent small evaluations

However, there are always practical considerations, and perhaps donor requirements, that
limit the extent to which evaluations can be made fully participatory. The figure below
illustrates the continuum from top-down to participatory and for each evaluation one must
find out how far toward the left-hand side of the line it is desirable and possible to move.
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Figure 58 Continuum from Participatory to Top-Down Evaluation Approaches

8.3.4.1 The importance of questions
Learning is best stimulated by seeking answers to our questions. Questions cut through
bureaucratic requirements and provide a meaningful focus for evaluation. Seeking answers to
questions can generate energy and motivation. Questions make it easier to design the
evaluation: what data to gather, how, and from whom? Answers to questions can provide a
structure for reporting findings, conclusions and recommendations. But how to come up with
the best and most inspiring questions? Here are a few guidelines:70
1. Data can be used to answer the question.
2. There is more than one possible answer to the question, ie the question is open and
the wording does not pre-determine the answer
3. The primary intended users want an answer to the question. They care about the
answer.
4. The primary users want to answer the question for themselves, not just for someone
else.
5. The intended users have ideas about how they would use the answer to the question
i.e. they can specify the relevance of the answer for future action.
8.3.5 Follow-up of evaluations
OECD has also made quality standards for evaluation follow-up, use and learning:71


70
71

Evaluation is designed, conducted and reported to meet the needs of the intended
users.

Britton 2011
Ibid.
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Conclusions, recommendations and lessons are clear, relevant, targeted and
actionable so that the evaluation can be used to achieve its intended learning and
accountability objectives.
The evaluation is delivered in time to ensure optimal use of results.
Systematic dissemination, storage, management of the evaluation report is ensured to
provide easy access to all development partners, to reach target audiences and to
maximize the learning benefits of the evaluation.

INTRAC have made a checklist that can help you operationalise the last point, on
dissemination of findings:72











Hold feedback meetings with interested stakeholders
Understand and use existing systems
Upload to websites
Incorporate findings into existing publications eg annual reports, newsletters
Present findings and learning points at meetings
Publish an article for a journal
Present a paper at a conference or seminar
Invite local researchers and academics to discuss evaluation findings
Share findings and learning points through workshops and training
Share lessons through knowledge networks and CoPs

8.3.6 Summary: enhancing learning from evaluation
INTRAC have made a list of nine “commandments” for enhancing learning from evaluation,
which summarises this section and adds as a bridge to the next section, which deals with
Utilisation-Focused Evaluation (UFE) as a particular model that seeks to enhance the use of,
and learning from, evaluations:73
1. Plan for use from the start, ie identify intended uses by intended users. Identify
supportive and influential individuals who want evaluative information.
2. Select topics that are relevant to your intended audience and their timeframes.
3. Engage intended users in the entire evaluation process. Learning is an active not
passive process. e.g. advisory committees, data analysis, assist with forming
recommendations.
4. The evaluation needs to be credible in the eyes of users and of high quality. If
your findings are controversial your evidence needs to be of an even higher standard.
5. Timely reporting supports immediate use.
6. Reporting of results needs to make use of multiple formats (written, verbal,
visual) while presenting 3-5 key messages in an user friendly format.
7. Good recommendations are: technically, politically, administratively, legally and
financially viable.
72
73

Britton 2011
Ibid.
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8. Evaluation findings must be disseminated assertively in a manner that supports
audience engagement. Your evaluation findings are competing against other sources
of information.
9. Think about learning and use from a change management perspective.
Resistance to change is to be expected. Potential users benefit from support:
technical; emotional; financial; practical help and advice; etc.
8.3.7 Utilisation-Focused Evaluation
FORUT recommends the use of Utilisation-Focused Evaluation (UFE) as an approach to
evaluation which puts learning at the centre of the process while at the same time ensuring
the required level of accountability. It was developed by Michael Quinn Patton in the late
1990s.
Utilization-focused evaluation is evaluation done for and with
specific intended primary users for specific, intended uses. 74
UFE begins with the premise that evaluations should be judged by their utility and actual use.
It concerns how real people in the real world apply evaluation findings and experience the
evaluation process.
Patton has identified three main outcomes of UFE, which are important for FORUT and its
partners. UFE:
1. Increases utilisation of evaluation
2. Builds evaluation capacity
3. Contributes to a culture of evaluation
These three outcomes are crucial for the learning function of evaluation, but also important
for the accountability function.
8.3.7.1 Fundamental premises of UFE
UFE is built on 14 fundamental premises:75
1. Commitment to intended use by intended users should be the driving force in an
evaluation.
2. Strategizing about use is ongoing and continuous from the very beginning of the
evaluation.
3. The personal factor contributes significantly to use.
4. Careful and thoughtful stakeholder analysis should inform identification of primary
intended users, taking into account the varied and multiple interests that surround
any programme, and therefore, any evaluation.
5. Evaluations must be focused in some way; focusing on intended use by intended users
is the most useful way.
6. Focusing on intended use requires making deliberate and thoughtful choices.
7. Useful evaluations must be designed and adapted situationally.
Patton, Michael Quinn (2008): ‘Utilization-Focused Evaluation’. 4th Edition. SAGE Publication.
Patton, Michael Quinn (2000): “Utilization-Focused Evaluation”, chapter 23 in D.L. Stufflebeam,
G.F. Madaus and T. Kellaghan (eds.). ‘Evaluation Models’. Kluwer Academic Publishers. Boston.
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8. Intended users’ commitment to use can be nurtured and enhanced by actively
involving them in making significant decisions about the evaluation.
9. High quality participation is the goal, not high quantity participation.
10. High quality involvement of intended users will result in high quality, useful
evaluations.
11. Evaluators have a rightful stake in an evaluation in that their credibility and integrity
are always at risk, thus the mandate for evaluators to be active-reactive-adaptive.
12. Evaluators committed to enhancing use have a responsibility to train users in
evaluation processes and the uses of information.
13. Use is different from reporting and dissemination.
14. Serious attention to use involves financial and time costs that are far from trivial.
FORUT subscribes to all 14 premises, but would in particular like to highlight #8-10, which
emphasise the link between UFE and participatory evaluations.
There are several factors that affect how evaluations are utilised (by the intended users). Here
are some factors to keep in mind:76










Relevance
Credibility
Quality
Actual findings
The evaluator’s communication practices
Timeliness of reporting
The organizational setting
The attitudes of key individuals towards the evaluation
The organizational climate - decision-making, political and financial

The first four factors have to do with the evaluation itself, how the end product is views. The
next two points deal with communication and process issues, and the last three with the
organisational context. Together they underline the fact that the usefulness of an evaluation
depends on context, process and product – one must pay attention to all three.
8.3.7.2 The stages of UFE
UFE has two essential elements. Firstly, the primary intended users of the evaluation must
be clearly identified and personally engaged at the beginning of the evaluation process to
ensure that their primary intended uses can be identified. Secondly, evaluators must ensure
that these intended uses of the evaluation by the primary intended users guide all other
decisions that are made about the evaluation process. In order to achieve this, the process is
divided into five main stages:77
The evaluator’s job is not to make decisions independently of the intended users, but rather
to facilitate decision making amongst the people who will use the findings of the evaluation.

Britton 2011, adapated from Bayley, John Scott (2008) Maximizing the Use of Evaluation Findings
Manila: ADB.
77 http://betterevaluation.org/plan/approach/utilization_focused_evaluation
76
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UFE can be used for
different types of
evaluation (formative,
summative, process,
impact) and it can use
different research designs
and types of data.

Figure 59 Five Main Stages of UFE

Step 1.
Step 2.
Step 3.
Step 4.
Step 5.
Step 6.
Step 7.
Step 8.
Step 9.
Step 10.
Step 11.
Step 12.
Step 13.
Step 14.
Step 15.
Step 16.
Step 17.

These five stages may be
further divided into 17
steps78, but it is important
to keep in mind that UFE
can be used in a variety of
ways depending on the
context and the needs of
the situation, the steps
should not be followed
uncritically in all contexts.

Assess and build program and organisational readiness for UFE.
Assess and enhance evaluator readiness and competence to undertake UFE.
Identify, organise, and engage primary intended users.
Conduct situation analysis with primary intended users
Identify primary intended uses by establishing the evaluation’s priority purposes.
Consider and build in process uses if appropriate.
Focus priority evaluation questions.
Check that fundamental areas for evaluation inquiry are being adequately
addressed.
Determine what intervention model or theory of change is being evaluated.
Negotiate appropriate methods to generate credible findings and support
intended use by intended users.
Make sure intended users understand potential controversies about methods and
their implications.
Simulate use of findings.
Gather data with ongoing attention to use.
Organise and present the data for use by primary intended users.
Prepare an evaluation report to facilitate use and disseminate significant findings
to expand influence.
Follow up with primary intended users to facilitate and enhance use.
Meta-evaluation of use: Be accountable, learn, and improve

While in principle there is a straightforward, one-step-at-a-time logic to UFE, in reality the
process is seldom either as simple or as linear. For example, the evaluator may find that new
users become important as the evaluation proceeds or new questions emerge in the midst of
options decisions. Nor is there necessarily a clear and clean distinction between the processes
of focusing evaluation questions and making options decisions; questions inform options,
78

Patton M Q (2013) Utilization-Focused Evaluation (U-FE) Checklist.
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and methodological preferences can inform questions. The reality may be better represented
by a flowchart:

Figure 60 UFE Flowchart79

UFE requires active and skilled guidance from and facilitation by an evaluation facilitator. In
conducting a UFE the evaluator must give careful consideration to how everything that is
done, from beginning to end, will affect use.
Time resources available for the evaluation must be clearly negotiated, built in from the
beginning, and stated in the agreement. The essentially collaborative nature of UFE demands
time and active participation, at every step of the entire process, from those who will use the
evaluation results. Additional resources may be needed if new uses or users are added after
the evaluation has begun.
Financial resources available for the evaluation must be clearly stated. They must include
financial resources beyond mere analysis and reporting. Resources that facilitate use must be
available.

79

Patton 2000.
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8.3.8 Terms of Reference
Terms of Reference (ToR) is a document that is prepared to provide a clear description of a
proposed piece of work for which you need to invite consultants to prepare a tender. Hence, it
is:





a starting point for the design of a piece of work
the basis for the work plan
part of the legal contract
a short and focused document that should be less than 8 pages excluding annexes

The ToR is a key reference document to guide the assignment and all those involved and
should contain information about:







What is the subject of the assignment?
Why is it undertaken?
Who is involved and how?
How will it be done?
When will it take place?
How much will it cost?

The ToR should be:









Coherent. Its approach should be consistent with the stated objectives; budget
should be in line with the scope; the consultant profiles should be in line with the
requirements of the evaluation, etc
Without conflicting information, e.g. stating in the evaluability assessment that
there is no reliable data and in the methodology that the monitoring data should be
used!
At the right level of details, e.g. background section should not present the
country history dating back 20 years but objectives of the operation, number of
beneficiaries, etc.
Realistic, e.g. timeline, skills required, etc.
Well focused. Not including too much information about other initiatives, trying to
include everything about a project, etc.

8.3.8.1 ToR template
There are many ways of writing ToRs, and many templates to be downloaded from the web.
We therefore give just one example here, as a starting point:80
1. Background
1.A Country context
1.B Organisational background
1.C Any existing relevant operations
1.D Stakeholders
2. The Assignment

80

Spreckley, Freer (2010): PP-presentation for The Norwegian Development Network, May 2010
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2.A Evaluation Rationale
2.B Evaluation Objective
2.C Scope of the Evaluation
2.D Evaluation questions/content
3. Assignment Method
3.A Assignment preparation
3.B Assignment Approach
3.C Phases, Timeline and Deliverable
3.D Quality Assurance
3.E Budget
4. Roles and Responsibilities for the Assignment
4.A Assignment team
4.B Client stakeholders
4.C Communication
Annexes:
Bibliography
Operation factsheet
Stakeholder record
Reports templates and checklists
Job Description (JD) evaluation team
Map
Other technical annexes
8.3.8.2 ToR and UFE
It is important, when commissioning a UFE, to write this clearly into the ToR, so that one can
select evaluators who are familiar with the approach and who know that this is the approach
that is to be used.
When using UFE, this has to be stated clearly in section 3.B, but this is not enough. UFE is an
approach which should inform the language throughout the Tor, for example:










1.D, connecting stakeholders and intended users
2.A and 2.B, the focus on intended use by intended primary users
2.D, that intended users will have a role in developing the final evaluation questions
3.A, that identifying intended users and uses is part of the preparations
3.C, that the steps and stages of UFE are reflected here
3.E, that the budget includes resources that facilitate use
4.B, that intended users are reflected as stakeholders
4.C, that dissemination of findings to intended users in a way that promote intended
use is included
Annexes: information about and references to UFE should be included

This list is not exhaustive; the use of UFE could be reflected in every single section of the
ToR.
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9 The FORUT Results Framework Format (RFF)
The FORUT logframe format was formerly (incorrectly) called RBM format. With the
development of this new format we change its name to RFF, being short for Results
Framework Format, which is a more accurate term.
The old RBM format was based purely on LFA, with its limitations and problems discussed in
previous chapters. It was an Excel document with the sheets, the Project Logic sheet and the
MoV and Targets sheet. The new RFF consists of three sheets, and introduces elements of
OM because most of FORUT partners’ projects deal with capacity-building, empowerment
and advocacy approaches where OM is superior to LFA:
1. The Project Logic sheet is a modification of the previous Project Logic Sheet.
2. The Indicator Tracking sheet is a new name for the old MoV and Targets, which is
basically unchanged except for a reduction from 5 to 4 years.
3. The Progress Markers sheet is a new sheet building on OM and is basically a
simplified Outcome Journal or indicator tracking sheets for OM.
We will now introduce and explain each of the three sheets of the new format.

9.1 The Project Logic sheet
The Project Logic sheet will be familiar to those who have used the old RBM format, but it
contains some new elements which all come from OM.
9.1.1 Header: Project identification
This part is unchanged. On all three sheets, the project is identified by four parameters:





The project code as used in FORUT’s application to Norad
The project name as used in FORUT’s application to Norad
The country or countries in which the project is implemented
The FORUT partner(s) who carry out the project

These parameters will normally be unchanged throughout the period.
9.1.2 Impact/vision
This field was formerly known as “impact” but “vision” has been added to allow for both LFA
and OM terminology. It is used for the formulation of the desired situation as well as the
practices and behaviour of project partners. See LFA and OM chapters for details on how to
write impact and vision statements.
9.1.3 Mission
This is a new field which comes from OM. It is used for the definition of intended overall
support by the FORUT partner to achieve the impact/vision. If you have developed a Theory
of Change for the project, elements of the ToC can also be used to define your mission. See
the OM chapter for details on how to write a mission statement.
9.1.4 Geographic areas
This is the same field as in the previous format. Use it to give details about the geographical
areas covered by the project, such as for example districts, communities, etc. You may both
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give names of areas, numbers of areas (e.g. x districts) and description of areas (e.g. rural
villages, urban slums…).
9.1.5 Stakeholders
This is the same field as in the previous format. Describe (primary and secondary)
stakeholders of the project.
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):

Impact / Vision

Mission

Geographic areas

Stakeholders

Outcomes

Outcome Indicators

Outputs

Output Indicators

1.a

1.1

1.1.a
1.1.b
1.1.c
1.2.a
1.2.b
1.2.c
1.3.a
1.3.b
1.3.c
1.4.a
1.4.b
1.4.c
1.5.a
1.5.b
1.5.c
2.1.a
2.1.b
2.1.c
2.2.a
2.2.b
2.2.c
2.3.a
2.3.b
2.3.c
2.4.a
2.4.b
2.4.c
2.5.a
2.5.b
2.5.c
3.1.a
3.1.b
3.1.c
3.2.a
3.2.b
3.2.c
3.3.a
3.3.b
3.3.c
3.4.a
3.4.b
3.4.c
3.5.a
3.5.b
3.5.c

1.

1.2
1.b
1.3

1.4
1.c
1.5

2.

2.a

2.1

2.2
2.b
2.3

2.4
2.c
2.5

3.

3.a

3.1

3.2
3.b
3.3

3.4
3.c
3.5

Boundary Partners
1.

Outcome Challenge BP1

2.

Outcome Challenge BP2

3.

Outcome Challenge BP3

4.

Outcome Challenge BP4

5.

Outcome Challenge BP5

Risks (internal and external)

Mitigation strategies/actions

i

i

ii

ii

iii

iii

iv

iv

v

v

Figure 61 FORUT Project Logic Sheet
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9.1.6 Outcome
The Outcome column is unchanged. However, with the introduction of Boundary Partners
focusing on behavioural changes, outcomes now have to focus more strictly on description of
concrete changes to be attained by the project, i.e. changes in political, social, economic,
legal, cultural and environmental conditions for the defined primary targets group(s).
The format has space for three outcomes, but the number can be increased or decreased by
adding or deleting lines in the format. We do, however, recommend that the number of
outcomes be between 1 and 5. If you have more than five outcomes you should consider if it
would be better to divide the project into two or more RFFs. See the chapter on LFA for
details on how to formulate outcome statements.
Outcomes are numbered 1, 2, 3 etc.
9.1.7 Outcome indicators
This column is also unchanged. For each outcome, there should be a number of indicators to
help us see if we are on track to achieving the outcome or not. The outcome level is the most
important indicator level, so quite a bit of effort should be put into developing smart
indicators at this level. See the chapter on LFA for details on how to develop outcome level
indicators.
The format has space for three indicators per outcome, but the number can be increased or
decreased by adding or deleting lines. We do recommend to have between 2 and 5 indicators
for each outcome. More than five would be too cumbersome, while only one indicator is
usually not sufficient to let us know if we are achieving the outcome or not.
Outcome indicators are numbered a, b, c etc. for each outcome the help measure, thus
forming the combinations 1.a, 1.b, 1.c, 2.a, 2.b, 2.c etc.
9.1.8 Outputs
This column is also unchanged. For each outcome there is a number of outputs that will
contribute to the achievement of that outcome. Please note that outputs are not connected to
outcome indicators. This is why they do not correspond on the sheet.
The format has space for five outputs per outcome, but the number can be increased or
decreased by adding or deleting lines in the format. We do, however, recommend that the
number of outcomes be between 2 and 8. If you have more than eight outputs for one
outcome you should consider if it would be better to divide the outcome into two or more
outcomes. See the chapter on LFA for details on how to formulate output statements.
Outputs are numbered 1, 2, 3 etc. for each outcome they contribute to, thus forming the
combinations 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 etc.
9.1.9 Output indicators
This column is also unchanged. For each output, there should be a number of indicators to
help us see if we are on track to achieving the output or not. See the chapter on LFA for
details on how to develop output level indicators.
The format has space for three indicators per outcome, but the number can be increased or
decreased by adding or deleting lines. We do recommend having between 1 and 3 indicators
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for each output. More than three would force us to spend a lot of time on data collection
which could better be spent otherwise.
Output indicators are numbered a, b, c etc. for each output they help measure, thus forming
the combinations, 1.1.a, 1.1.b, 1.1.c, 1.2.a, 1.2.b, 1.2.c, 2.1.a, 2.1.b, 2.1.c etc.
9.1.10 Boundary Partners
This is a new section which is taken from OM. In the left hand column, list the BPs which the
project will work with. Remember that similar BPs which you work with in similar ways may
be grouped together to reduce the total number of them. The format has space for five BPs,
but the number can be increased or decreased by adding or deleting lines. Normally, projects
would have 2-8 PBs, but these limits are not absolute.
In the right hand column, record the Outcome Challenge (OC) which you have developed for
each BP, using the OM methodology. If you need more space than two lines, expand the
height of the line. See the chapter on OM for details on how to select BPs and develop OCs.
If the project focuses mainly on service delivery and you therefore do not use the OM
methodology, you need not fill in this part.
9.1.11 Risks (internal and external)
This section replaces the three sections on assumptions in the old format. Now, there is no
need to distinguish between the result level to which the risk/assumption belongs, and there
is no need to formulate the assumption as a risk which does not occur. Based on a risk
analysis, we ask that you list the most important risks – internal as well as external – in this
section. For details on Risk Analysis, see Chapter 7.
The format has space for 5 risks, but this can be increased or decreased by adding or deleting
lines. We do not want to set an upper limit for the number of risks that are serious enough to
be included, but based on experience we would not recommend fewer than three risks as that
is an indication that a proper risk analysis has not been carried out.
9.1.12 Mitigation strategies/action
For each risk listed we ask that you indicate the main strategies or action (that will be) taken
to mitigate that particular risk. If you need more space than two lines, expand the height of
the line. See the chapter on Risk Analysis for advice on the main approaches to mitigating
risks. No risk identified should be without a mitigation strategy.

9.2 The Indicator Tracking sheet
The Project Logic sheet will be familiar to those who have used the old RBM format as the
only difference is that the number of years has been reduced from five to four. It is used for
annual reporting and half-year reporting on the indicators for each project.
9.2.1 Header: Project identification
This part is unchanged. On all three sheets, the project is identified by the same four
parameters.
9.2.2 Outcome indicators
This part of the sheet covers all necessary information about the indicators at the outcome
level of the results chain. There is space for three indicators each for three outcomes, but this
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can be increased or decreased by adding or deleting lines. The indicators listed here need to
be identical to the indicators in the Outcome indicator column of the Project Logic sheet (see
9.1.7).
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):
Outcome indicators

#

Indicator

Means of Verification

Frequency

Indicator

Means of Verification

Frequency

Disaggregation
1st lvl

2nd lvl

2019
2020
2021
2022
Total 2019-22
Baseline Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

Comments

1.a
1.b
1.c
2.a
2.b
2.c
3.a
3.b
3.c

Output indicators
#

Disaggregation
1st lvl

2nd lvl

2019
2020
2021
2022
Total 2019-22
Baseline Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

Comments

1.1.a
1.1.b
1.1.c
1.2.a
1.2.b
1.2.c
1.3.a
1.3.b
1.3.c
1.4.a
1.4.b
1.4.c
1.5.a
1.5.b
1.5.c
2.1.a
2.1.b
2.1.c
2.2.a
2.2.b
2.2.c
2.3.a
2.3.b
2.3.c
2.4.a
2.4.b
2.4.c
2.5.a
2.5.b
2.5.c
3.1.a
3.1.b
3.1.c
3.2.a
3.2.b
3.2.c
3.3.a
3.3.b
3.3.c
3.4.a
3.4.b
3.4.c
3.5.a
3.5.b
3.5.c

Figure 62 FORUT Indicator Tracking Sheet

9.2.3 #
The # column is simply a reference column to correctly identify the indicator and the
numbers given here must correspond to the number given for the indicator in the Project
Logic Sheet.
9.2.4 Indicator
The indicator column should be identical to the indicator text in the Project Logic Sheet (see
9.1.7 and 9.1.9). The best way to achieve this is simply to copy the text from each of the cells
in the Project Logic Sheet. If you make changes to the indicator description during the
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programme period it is necessary to update the text both on the Project Logic sheet and the
Indicator Tracking sheet.
9.2.5 Means of Verification
This column should give a short and concise description about how the indicator data is to be
collected – from which sources and by which methods. This should be sufficiently detailed for
a reader who is not involved in the actual data collection to be able to understand who this is
being done and assess the reliability and validity of the data. See 4.7.1 for details about Means
of Verification.
9.2.6 Frequency
This column should indicate the frequency of data collection and updating of the data for this
indicator. It is not the frequency of reporting to FORUT (this may be less frequent than data
collection). Frequency can for example be, in order of decreasing frequency:








End of programme period
Mid-term and end-term (bi-annually)
Annually
Semi-annually
Quarterly
Bi-monthly
Monthly

When reporting to FORUT, it is only necessary to report on indicators which have a
frequency that corresponds to the type of report or is more frequent. That is to say that it is
not necessary to report on the first three types of indicators in the half-year reports, and on
the top two types only in annual reports for the mid-term or end-term year.
9.2.7 Disaggregation
The format allows for two levels of disaggregation, as more levels would be more
cumbersome. In the sub-column “1st level”, indicate what are the primary categories of
disaggregation, for example “male” / “female”, geographical locations or target groups. If
there is no disaggregation, write “N/A”.
Indicate in the sub-column “2nd level” what are the secondary levels of disaggregation, if
applicable. If not, just leave it empty.
For every indicator which is to be disaggregated, there will be a need to add more lines to the
sheet, one line for each sub-category. For example, if an indicator is disaggregated first
according toe gender (male/female) and the according to three geographical locations, you
will need six (2 x 3) lines for the indicator. For more details on disaggregation, see 8.2.7.
9.2.8 Baseline
This column is for entering the baseline value of the indicator. This is the value against which
all subsequent targets and results are to be compared. See 8.2.5 for more about baseline
values and studies.
Normally, the value to enter here is the value at the end of the last year before the programme
period starts, for example the value at the end of 2018 for the programme period 2019-22.
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However, in some cases this may not be logical, so here is a list of possible exceptions to this
general rule. See 8.2.8.1 for more about different types of indicators.






Annual indicators at the output level will often show the production in a given year
(e.g. # of trainings, # of schools built, etc.). In most cases, comparing with the
previous period is not meaningful, and the baseline can therefore be set to zero
indicating that in the new programme period we start from scratch.
For status indicators the status at the end of the previous period is normally the best
reference points, so there will be few, if any, exceptions to the rule for this kind of
indicator.
For fluctuating indicators it will sometimes make more sense to compare with the
average for the whole previous programme period than comparing with the last year.
If so, use the average and use the comment column to indicate that the baseline is for
the whole previous period.

There may be other reasons to make exceptions; the important point is that whenever the
baseline is not from the last year before the programme period, this must be clearly indicated
in the comments column to avoid misunderstandings.
9.2.9 Target
Each year of the programme period has its own target column. These columns are to be filled
in during programme planning, after the baseline is known. See 8.2.7 for more on target
setting. When setting targets, keep in mind whether the indicator is an annual- , status- or
fluctuating indicator.
Targets should normally not be changed during the programme period, except in extreme
cases where changes in external circumstances render the original targets completely
meaningless. If changes in budget or priorities make it impossible to fully realise the original
targets, this should be explained in the comments column and in the narrative reporting.
9.2.10 Actual
Each year of the programme period has its own actuals columns. These are filled in as part of
annual (and half-year) reporting every year and are based on project monitoring results. As
with the targets, keep in mind whether the indicator is annual, status or fluctuating.
9.2.11 Total 2019-22
This column also has a target and actual column, but unlike the annual targets and actuals,
these columns will be calculated automatically, depending on whether the indicator is
annual, status or fluctuating. The formula is not entered into the template, because it can
only be filled in by looking at each indicator and determining which type of indicator it is.
The formulas for these columns are entered by FORUT after FORUT has received the first
version of the project logframe from the partner organisation.
9.2.12 Comments
The comments column is for any kind of comments which makes it easier to understand the
data. Comments can deal with how the baseline is calculated, deviations between targets and
actuals, elaboration of numerical date given in the table, etc. Comments should be made as
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short as possible in order to avoid expanding the table too much. Longer comments should
preferably be made in narrative reports.

9.3 Progress Markers
The “Progress Markers” sheet is new, and is connected to the section on the Project Logic
sheet called Boundary Partners. This sheet can be regarded as a sort of indicator tracking
sheet for the OM-based indicators (called Progress Markers).
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):

BP #1

BP #2

BP #3

BP #4

BP #5

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Year
Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:

2019 2020 2021 2022
Low / Medium / High

1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Figure 63 FORUT Progress Markers Sheet

9.3.1 Header: Project identification
This part is identical to the two other sheets. On all three sheets, the project is identified by
the same four parameters.
9.3.2 BP # & Outcome Challenge
For each BP included in the Project Logic sheet, the name of the BP and its Outcome
Challenge (OC) is copied from the Project Logic sheet to these fields.
There is space for five BPs. If more is needed, additional section can be copied horizontally, if
less is needed, deleted sections from the right.
9.3.3 Progress Markers
For each BP there is a section for tracking the PMs over the multi-year period (4 years).
According to the OM method the PMs are categorised as “Expect to see” (max 4), “Like to
see” (max 8) and “Love to see” (max 3). For each PM there is a field to fill in the PM
description/text. For each of the four years, there is a field to fill in the value L (low), M
(medium) or H (high). This is to be filled in every year as a part of the annual reporting.
There are no targets to compare with, as in the Indicator Tracking sheet, and there is no
summary field for all four years either, as these are qualitative indicators/PMs. For details
about PMs, see Chapter 5.4.4.6.
9.3.4 Comments
As in the Indicator Tracking sheet there is a field to fill in general information about the PMs
for each BP. This can be used to explain the value (L/M/H) assigned to certain BPs, explain
unexpected developments not covered by BPs or any other information that helps the reader
analyse the PMs.
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9.4 The Planning Process toward the RFF
There is no specific planning process designed to fill in the RFF, but as it is a mix of LFA and
OM we recommend that our partners design a planning process which reflects this, drawing
on chapters 4 and 5 in this manual.
Here are a few tips that may facilitate this merger.









You have to decide if you want to use LFA or OM as the foundation, on which you will
add elements from the other approach. If LFA is the foundation, you should go
through the first four analytical phases of that method before starting on the RFF
itself. If OM is the foundation, it is possible to start directly on the first Step of the
method, but keep in mind that the preceding analysis to a large extent is implicit in
the OM method.
The Vision (step 1) of the OM method and the Impact statement formulation are
interchangeable. Use whatever method you prefer and which fits best for the project
you are dealing with.
The Mission step of the OM method should always be included.
The formulating Outcome statements, be strict on defining Outcomes as changes in
conditions for the targets groups, not as changes in behaviour for that group. This is
because behavioural change should be dealt with in the section of Boundary Partners.
We recommend that a separate risk analysis be carried out based on Chapter 0 and
that the main results from this be entered into the Project Logic sheet.
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Attachments
Attachment 1: Risk Analysis Form

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Critical

Disastrous

What can happen? Situations and circumstances that can lead to risk
(unwanted events/conditions). To be assessed both for people, environment
and material/financial values.
1.

Dangerous

Finally: Transfer to Traffic Light Form (Appendix 2)

Less dangerous



Not dangerous

Enter the level of the results chain where the risk belongs, i.e. what is it
that the risk can prevent the project form achieving: (1) Activities; (2)
Output; (3) Outcome; or (4) Impact

Very likely



Quite likely

The number for Probability is multiplied with the number for
Consequence (P * K). The result is entered under “Product”

Consequence
May lead to

Likely



Probability
May happen

Less likely

For each line (i.e. for each situation that can lead to risk) put on cross
for Probability and one for Consequence

Unlikely



1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Product
(P x C)

Result
Chain
Level
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Attachment 2: “Traffic Light” Form

Risk area (what can go wrong?)
Consequence
Probability

Not dangerous

Less dangerous

Dangerous

Critical

Disastrous

Very likely
Quite likely
Likely
Less likely
Unlikely
Greeen

=

Small risk. Acceptable (alternatively risk-reducing measures)

Yellow

=

Medium risk. Does not prevent implementation of activity, but risk-reducing measures must be considered.

Red

=

Great risk. Unacceptable. All activities/conditions must be assessed with regard to risk-reducing measures.
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Appendix 3: Plan of Action Form

Department/Office:

_____________________________________________________________

Contributing staff:

_____________________________________________________________

Date:

_____________________________________________________________

Risk # and description
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Measures

Deadline for
implementation

Responsible for
implementation

Signature to
confirm it is
implemented
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Appendix 4: Project Logic sheet
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):

Impact / Vision

Mission

Geographic areas

Stakeholders

Outcomes

Outcome Indicators

Outputs

Output Indicators

1.a

1.1

1.1.a
1.1.b
1.1.c
1.2.a
1.2.b
1.2.c
1.3.a
1.3.b
1.3.c
1.4.a
1.4.b
1.4.c
1.5.a
1.5.b
1.5.c
2.1.a
2.1.b
2.1.c
2.2.a
2.2.b
2.2.c
2.3.a
2.3.b
2.3.c
2.4.a
2.4.b
2.4.c
2.5.a
2.5.b
2.5.c
3.1.a
3.1.b
3.1.c
3.2.a
3.2.b
3.2.c
3.3.a
3.3.b
3.3.c
3.4.a
3.4.b
3.4.c
3.5.a
3.5.b
3.5.c

1.

1.2
1.b
1.3

1.4
1.c
1.5

2.

2.a

2.1

2.2
2.b
2.3

2.4
2.c
2.5

3.

3.a

3.1

3.2
3.b
3.3

3.4
3.c
3.5

Boundary Partners
1.

Outcome Challenge BP1

2.

Outcome Challenge BP2

3.

Outcome Challenge BP3

4.

Outcome Challenge BP4

5.

Outcome Challenge BP5

Risks (internal and external)

Mitigation strategies/actions

i

i

ii

ii

iii

iii

iv

iv

v

v
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Appendix 5: Indicator Tracking sheet
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):
Outcome indicators

#

Indicator

Means of Verification

Frequency

Indicator

Means of Verification

Frequency

Disaggregation
1st lvl

2nd lvl

2019
2020
2021
2022
Total 2019-22
Baseline Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

Comments

1.a
1.b
1.c
2.a
2.b
2.c
3.a
3.b
3.c

Output indicators
#
1.1.a
1.1.b
1.1.c
1.2.a
1.2.b
1.2.c
1.3.a
1.3.b
1.3.c
1.4.a
1.4.b
1.4.c
1.5.a
1.5.b
1.5.c
2.1.a
2.1.b
2.1.c
2.2.a
2.2.b
2.2.c
2.3.a
2.3.b
2.3.c
2.4.a
2.4.b
2.4.c
2.5.a
2.5.b
2.5.c
3.1.a
3.1.b
3.1.c
3.2.a
3.2.b
3.2.c
3.3.a
3.3.b
3.3.c
3.4.a
3.4.b
3.4.c
3.5.a
3.5.b
3.5.c

Disaggregation
1st lvl

2nd lvl

2019
2020
2021
2022
Total 2019-22
Baseline Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual Target Actual

Comments
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Appendix 6: Progress Markers sheet
Project code
Project name

Country/-ies:
Partner(s):

BP #1

BP #2

BP #3

BP #4

BP #5

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Outcome Challenge

Year
Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Progress Markers
2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Progress Markers
2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Progress Markers
2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Progress Markers
2019 2020 2021 2022 Year
Low / Medium / High Expect to see:
1
2
3
4

Like to see:
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Love to see:
13
14
15

Comments:

Progress Markers
2019 2020 2021 2022
Low / Medium / High

