Guidance to developing a logframe and monitoring plan
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Introduction to Monitoring, Evaluation and Assessment

Although monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are often presented as a single concept, practitioners have tended to view them as two quite distinct processes with different purposes and methodologies. Typically, monitoring in the context of a project is seen as a process for checking that its implementation – resource-use, activities and outputs – is on track, that the results at this level are in line with those that were planned. Evaluation is a wider set of processes through which implementation and results are assessed. In evaluation, what has happened is important – both planned and unplanned results - and so are the reasons. Evaluation looks at the links between results, implementation and external factors. The section below on the results chain takes up this story.

In practice, these distinctions between monitoring and evaluation have become blurred. Monitoring increasingly includes short-term outcomes and often looks out for unplanned as well as planned results. This wider application of monitoring tends to be accompanied by some degree of assessment – consideration of what has caused or influenced the results - or lack of results. Assessment need not imply formal evaluation, particularly of the external type.
The results chain
The results chain is a widely used model in planning, M&E and reporting, presenting a linear picture of a project or programme and the results it achieves. Terminology may vary, but the order of the components is always the same. This highly simplified picture has limitations, but it is still used by most organisations in development.
Elements of the results chain:

	Ultimate outcome/Impact/Goal 
	Long-term and often wide changes in the ultimately targeted populations or institutions, to which the intervention has contributed.

	Short-term and Intermediate Outcomes
	The short- and medium-term effects of the intervention on the directly targeted - and possibly ultimately targeted - populations or institutions.

	Outputs
	The products and services delivered by the intervention to its directly targeted people or institutions.

	Activities 
	What the intervention does to turn inputs into outputs.

	Inputs
	The resources used in an intervention: money, people, infrastructure, equipment. Also intangibles like know-how, ideas.




The diagram below depicts the results chain using this terminology and presents the increasing influence of external factors on results as we move into outcome territory.


[image: C:\Users\Inspiron\Google Drive\1 COM Foundation\Grants 2014 second call\Grants readings\Results chain.PNG]

Logic Models 

The results chain is a very simple linear picture of a programme or project. A fuller and more nuanced picture can be developed with the use of a logic model. A logic model presents more specific relationships between the changes you aim to influence and the means of achieving that influence: your outputs and sometimes activities. This is sometimes described as your project’s theory of change (ToC).  

The diagram on page 3 illustrates a logic model adapted from a Foundation grant project. The activity level has been excluded for presentational reasons.








	
[image: ]
Logic models have been found to be very useful in project formulation at the stage when you have created the narrative of your project and are beginning to identify specific intended outcomes and outputs. Logic models help you to clarify the intended outcomes and outputs (and even key activities if you are ready for that) and their relationships before committing them to a logical framework. 

A logic model can help you understand the connections, which in turn can pinpoint weaknesses such as elements of projects that appear not to contribute much to your higher-level results, or have long and potentially difficult pathways to those results. 

Logic models are also very useful for communicating the rationale behind your project to others. Because they are highly visual and uncluttered with information about indicators etc., they are far more effective for communication than a logical framework. They are very useful for example at the beginning of an assessment or evaluation process when it is necessary to look at the big picture of a project before drilling down to specifics.

A logic model leads into the construction of a logical framework (logframe). Depending on the structure and other requirements of the logframe template you are using, you may need to reduce the number of levels of outcome that you had in your logic model, or the number of outcomes themselves. Logframes need to be economical particularly in the M&E aspects – the indicators and MoVs. However it is a good idea to retain the full logic model as it a better vehicle for explaining the project.


The Logframe

The logframe was developed about 40 years ago to assist in the planning, monitoring and evaluation of development activities. It is now the most widely used tool for these purposes – employed by governments, aid agencies and NGOs.  
 
It tends to be used mainly:
· To contribute to a systematic approach to project formulation, including the identification of assumptions behind intended results.
· To ensure that the monitoring of key elements in the results chain is addressed at the time of project planning.
· As a framework for evaluation of the project.

The logframe presents a summary of the project. It is not a project plan, nor a full M&E plan. It does not include the detailed sequencing of activities, the assignment of responsibilities, and the budgeting that these plans require. These plans need to be drawn up in parallel with the logframe. 
The picture of the project in the logframe is a highly simplified view of the likely reality.  The project and its environment are a complex system which needs to be skilfully navigated and eventually evaluated as a system. Nevertheless the logframe provides a rough map through this system, without which, navigation and evaluation would be more difficult
There is a natural tendency for project teams to focus day-to-day on the more detailed, short-term aspects of plans, i.e. activities and expenditure. It is important however to keep the logframe in view to remind yourself of the bigger picture. 
It also important to review the logframe periodically and negotiate change with stakeholders when your experience in the project indicates that the logframe had not captured the project accurately in the first place, or that circumstances have changed. It should be seen as a dynamic tool, not as a straightjacket.

The structure of the logframe
Logframes consists of a matrix with four columns[footnoteRef:1] and a number of rows. [1:  The logframe will have five columns if it includes a left-hand column simply containing the labels for the different elements in the narrative summary.] 

· The rows (the vertical logic) represent the levels of the results chain – which is usually referred to as the narrative summary in a logframe context
· The columns (the horizontal logic) indicate how the achievement of the narrative summary is to be monitored – the indicators/targets and means of verification (MoVs) - plus, on the right hand side, the assumptions behind progression up the results chain (or risks that might prevent that progression)


The terminology of the logframe varies. For many years, the most common labels for the narrative summary were: Goal, Purpose, Outputs, and Activities. Now more and more organisations use the language of the results chain: activities, outputs and outcomes. 

Another trend is to be more flexible with the number of rows, allowing for more than one outcome – and more than one outcome level. 
The logframe template below is the one used by the Foundation. We would prefer you to use this format and terminology. Please note the following
· There is no need to identify indicators/targets and MoVs for the Ultimate Outcome as the result at this level is beyond a project’s scope and lifetime.
· Intermediate Outcomes may be achievable – and therefore evaluable – within the lifetime of 2-3 year projects, but probably not for shorter projects. Nevertheless please include them in your logframe and choose indicators/targets and MoVs that could tell you about progress.
· You may have more than one Intermediate and Short-term Outcome. We think that three Intermediate Outcomes, and three Short-term Outcomes per Intermediate are sensible limits. Try to have fewer than these limits.
· You can use assumptions or risks in the right-hand column. Only include those that appear to be significant – serious enough to need monitoring.
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Commonwealth Foundation Model Logical Framework


	
	Titles
	Indicators 
	Means of Verification
	Significant assumptions/risks

	ULTIMATE OUTCOME
	
	
	
	

	INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME 1
	
	
	
	

	Short-term outcome 1.1

	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.1

	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.1.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 1.1.1.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Output 1.1.2

	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.2.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 1.1.2.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Short-term outcome 1.2

	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.1

	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.1.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 1.2.1.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Output 1.2.2

	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.2.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 1.2.2.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME 2
	
	
	
	

	Short-term outcome 2.1

	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1.1

	
	
	
	

	Activity 2.1.1.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 2.1.1.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Output 2.1.2

	
	
	
	

	Activity 2.1.2.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 2.1.2.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Short-term outcome 2.2

	
	
	
	

	Output 2.2.1

	
	
	
	

	Activity 2.2.1.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 2.2.1.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Output 2.2.2

	
	
	
	

	Activity 2.2.2.1
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	

	Activity 2.2.2.2
	
	Main inputs:
	Main inputs:
	





Assumptions and risks
Once the narrative summary is considered sound, you should start to identify and analyse the assumptions or risks. Assumptions are conditions in the project environment that you cannot fully control but which you will rely upon for project success. Risks are the opposite of assumptions – they are factors outside the project’s full control that may prevent it from achieving its objectives.
Analysing assumptions and risks helps test the soundness of the project. The project alone cannot guarantee that the outcomes – particularly the higher-level ones - will be achieved. External factors will begin to affect the project as soon as implementation begins. Even the activities and outputs can be at risk.  These external factors need to be surfaced and their risks to the success of the project identified. 
Assumptions are entered in the right-hand column of the logframe.  Only if the results are achieved and assumptions fulfilled at one level, will the results at the next level stand a chance of being achieved.

Preconditions differ from assumptions in that they must be met before a programme or project can commence e.g. adequate funding and a favourable policy environment. These are sometimes included in the logframe.

The assumptions logic
	
	Narrative summary
	Assumptions/risks

	Ultimate outcome
	
	

	Intermediate outcome
	
	Assumptions/risks

	Short-term outcome 
	
	Assumptions/risks

	Output 
	
	Assumptions/risks

	Activities
	
	Assumptions/risks

	
	
	Pre-conditions



Only when the overall soundness of the logic has been established should you move to identify indicators and MOVs.

Once assumptions have been identified and included in the logframe, a risk management strategy needs to be devised. This involves prioritising risks and planning risk responses. This should be part of your project plan.

Indicators and MoVs in the logframe

The middle columns of the logframe are for indicators/targets and MoVs. Each indicator must relate to a specific element in the narrative summary; and each MoV to a specific indicator. There will typically be 1-3 indicators per output and outcome.

Indicators in project logframes are usually presented as targets – in other words, they specify not just what is to be measured but how much of it is expected in a certain timeframe. 




Activities in logframes often do not have indicators in the normal sense of the term. Instead the middle columns of the activities rows are used to present a summary of the resources (inputs) for the activities. 

Indicators and MoVs should be identified at the same time. They belong together. An indicator without an MOV is like a fish out of water. 

The indicators/targets and MoVs in the logframe form the basis for the project monitoring system. They are not a substitute for an M&E plan. An M&E plan will form part of a project implementation/work plan which needs to be developed in parallel with the logframe. A project implementation plan usually includes:
· A schedule of activities, presenting them in a logical sequence and identifying who will be responsible for implementing each activity.
· A budget, specifying the physical and financial means necessary to undertake the activities.
· A risk management strategy.
· An M&E plan (see the final section in these notes)


Indicators and targets

An indicator is a variable that we can observe, measure or validate in some way to tell us about progress made towards the intended result, and by the end of the project, whether the result has been achieved. Indicators help us demonstrate progress when things go right and provide early warning signals when things go wrong. They assist in identifying where changes might need to be made in practices or even in strategy. The continuous monitoring of indicators also facilitates evaluation - both formative and summative.

Indicators only indicate; they do not explain. Determining that change has occurred does not tell the story of why it has occurred. For that you need to apply evaluation methodologies.

Indicators are variables - they specify what is to be measured or validated along a scale or dimension – e.g. % of the population with income below $1 per day. They do not specify the degree or even the direction of change that is desired. In contrast, a target specifies a value for an indicator that is to be accomplished, usually by a specific date e.g.:
10% or less of the population with income below $1 per day at the end of the year 2016. 
A target could also be expressed as a change in the indicator: 
% of population with income below $1 per day to be halved by the end of the year 2016.

Indicators tend to be expressed quantitatively e.g. 
· Numbers of…
· %, proportion, ratios of…
This is true of things you could actually observe or objectively track e.g. 
· Number of homes with piped water.
· % of an age group entering higher education.
It is also true of subjective variables, such as people’s awareness, knowledge, opinions, attitudes, to which you can apply rating scales or binary (yes/no) questions.
· Levels of satisfaction with a service. 
· % of people who believe an election has been free and fair.
Sometimes the latter are referred to as qualitative indicators. 

Indicators can also be expressed solely in words, in which case they would always be called qualitative indicators. They can be short descriptions of change such as the adoption of a policy, the creation of a new unit in an organisation, or an improvement in an institution or process. To be effective as indicators, these statements need to be as unambiguous as possible, or backed up by more detailed qualifying information to enable them to be verified.

An indicator that relies on lengthy descriptions of the change that needs to be verified is not usually practical. Outside stakeholders in particular may not have the time or inclination to read them and digest their implications. That is why, where possible, qualitative information should be translated into quantitative indicators (e.g., by the use of rating scales) to make it more communicable. These quantitative results can be illustrated with purely descriptive data.

Indicators at different levels of the results chain	

Output indicators. They track and measure the most immediate results of the intervention, that is, the actual quantities of goods produced or services delivered to specific groups). Outputs should where possible also have quality dimensions (example: % of people receiving health treatments that meet specific standards, % of people trained who give the course a specific rating). 

Outcome indicators. They measure or validate the short- to medium-term effects of outputs on client groups, institutions or their environment - such as changes in skills, attitudes, behaviours, practices, processes and structures.

Ultimate Outcome/Impact indicators.  They track the longer-term and more widespread changes in the society, economy or environment to which the programme contributes. Often these are captured via national surveys or other secondary sources (examples: reductions in % of the population living below the poverty line; reductions in urban pollution emission rates; decline in gender-based violence). This level of results are often too wide, long-term and remote for the intervention’s effect to be traceable. In which case, the indicators simply provide a picture of whether the changes that matter are actually occurring, irrespective of the intervention’s effect on them. As such they provide a steer for the identification of future interventions, rather than any information on the performance of existing or past ones.

Composite indicators or indices. They are created when a number of individual indicators are compiled into a single index, on the basis of an underlying model of the concept that is being measured (e.g. competitiveness, environmental quality, degree of corruption in society). Composite measures are used when single indicators cannot adequately capture the concept in question. The contributing indicators are usually weighted in various ways.

As you move up the results chain for an intervention from inputs to impact, there is a consistent pattern to the mix of positive and negative attributes of indicators (see table below). 

Near the bottom of the chain, positive features generally relate to the ease and low cost of data collection (data on inputs, activities and outputs are often available in-house), and to the usefulness of the indicators for internal, short-term management matters. Indicators in the lower parts of the chain however have little obvious relevance to the intended impact (or long-term outcome) of the intervention.

Near the top of the results chain, the balance is reversed: indicators relate more closely to impact but data collection is more difficult and costly. Also, it is less easy to attribute the findings to the intervention itself – there is more uncertainty about cause and effect.

Criteria for effective indicators

Many development agencies and other organisations have created lists of criteria for indicators. They are mostly very similar. The criteria below are a distillation of several of these lists. 

1. Direct/relevant

A performance indicator should measure as closely as possible the result it is intended to measure or validate 

For example in a community health promotion programme, we might be interested in the reach of the programme (output level). For this we would need indicators of the number of people attending events - not the number of events. At the outcome level we would be interested in whether the programme has changed behaviours. We would need indicators of what people actually do differently not what they say they might do.
If using a direct measure is not possible, one or more proxy indicators might be appropriate. Proxy measures are indirect measures that are linked to the result by one or more assumptions. For example, in rural areas of low income countries it is often very difficult to measure income levels directly. Measures such as percentage of village households with tin roofs (or radios or bicycles) may be a useful, if somewhat rough, proxy. The assumption is that when villagers have higher income they tend to purchase certain goods. 

Another example might be the proportion of parliamentarians who are female as “proxy” for empowerment of women in national decision-making processes. This would need to be validated with evidence that the parliamentary arena was representative of the wider set of national decision-making processes.

2. Precise

Indicators should have clarity about what is being measured or verified and how it is measured. For example 
· “Political representation by women” would be ambiguous without further refinement such as the “Proportions of seats in both provincial and national parliaments held by women”.
· “Satisfaction with local government services” could be further refined as “% of people who say they are totally or mostly satisfied with services” 

Your M&E plan needs to provide this clarity if the indicator title does not do that.

3. Adequate

Indicators linked to a result should adequately measure or validate it. This may require two indicators or more. A frequently asked question is "How many indicators should be used to measure any given result?" The answer depends on:
· The complexity of the result being measured.
· The level of resources available for monitoring performance.
· The amount of information needed to make reasonably confident decisions. 

For some straightforward outputs or outcomes one performance indicator may be enough: 
e.g. for “Increased immunisation of vulnerable groups”, the indicator “% of people in [defined groups] who have been immunised in [a given period]” might be adequate. Where no single indicator is sufficient, or where there are benefits to be gained by "triangulation", then two or more indicators may be needed. For example, improved transport might need separate indicators for accessibility, reliability, affordability, journey times and safety.

From an adequacy perspective, a good set of indicators for an output or outcome would be enough to capture the essence of the result and no more.

4. Feasible, reliable, proportionate

An indicator is feasible if it possible to collect the required data. This means that the data source must exist and that it is possible to access it and collect the data in the form required. This is usually not a problem with activity and output data because the data sources are mostly within the intervention’s spatial and temporal boundaries. Outcome and impact data are different – they usually involve outreach beyond the spatial and temporal boundaries of the intervention.  Feasibility is the first hurdle – many indicators fall at this one.
The second hurdle for this criterion is reliability. There are two main aspects to this. One is the need for the data collection to be feasible not just once, but every time the data for the indicator are required. The other aspect is that the data, whenever they are collected, must have integrity – you need to be confident that it the data was collected as intended. This has implications for the design of surveys, the processes of data capture, storage and analysis, and the capacity and motivation of staff. It will not usually be possible to have a complete picture of the integrity dimension the first time an indicator is selected, but it is something to review after the first round of data collection.

The third hurdle is proportionality. While it may be theoretically possible to collect the required data, collection may incur an unreasonable cost either in funds or in the strain it places on the people and organisations involved. The cost and effort in obtaining data for an indicator must be in proportion to its importance and usefulness.

5. Possible to disaggregate

Data which involves people need to be dis-aggregatable so that important variables such as gender, income, ethnicity and location can be represented. This may not a problem where the surveys or other forms of data collection are in your own hands. It becomes more of an issue when the data are collected by intervention partners, and even more if it is secondary data. If the disaggregation is critical for your purposes, you may be able to influence the design of data collection by the other parties.

6. Useful

It goes without saying that an indicator must be useful. Given the cost and effort in collecting data for some indicators, they must be useful to justify their existence – not just “nice to know”. 

Choosing indicators and targets

Indicators need to provide key stakeholders with relevant, useful information about the performance of an intervention at a reasonable cost and without perverse effects. Getting this right the first time is difficult. Even a single indicator is rarely finalised in one round of work. Indicator definition is almost always an iterative process.

There are likely to be tensions or trade-offs among the indicator criteria, and a careful weighing of the pros and cons of selecting any particular indicator or set of indicators needs to be made. Some examples:
· The data for an indicator that directly addresses a long-term outcome may not be practical or feasible to collect – or may be available infrequently - so an indicator for a shorter-term outcome may have to be accepted as a proxy. 
· Being comprehensive in covering all relevant aspects of a complex result – such as “improved perceptions of governance by citizens” - may conflict with the need to limit the number of indicators.
· An indicator advocated by a stakeholder for one part of a programme may not be scalable across the programme as a whole.

A participatory, collaborative approach to selecting indicators for projects, programmes or organisations is highly recommended - involving not only programme and project managers, but also representatives from partner organisations, service users, and other stakeholders. Not only does it make good sense to draw on their experience and knowledge of data sources, but participation in the indicator selection process helps with consensus and ownership. 
A model participatory and iterative approach is illustrated by the diagram below.
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Targets

Once indicators have been identified, a further step is to devise targets. Targets represent commitments to achievements in concrete terms. 

Targets can be useful in several respects. 
· They orient intervention staff and other stakeholders to what needs to be done and achieved. 
· They serve as guideposts for judging whether progress is being made.
· They clarifying the results for which managers or the organisation as a whole will be held accountable. 

A natural tension exists between the need to set realistic and achievable targets versus setting them high enough to ensure project personnel use all their potential to achieve them. When motivated, people can often achieve more than they imagined. On the other hand, if targets are unrealistically high and unattainable, confidence and credibility will suffer, and may even set in motion perverse incentives to hide or distort the data. 

Any information that helps ground a target-setting exercise and ensure its realism is helpful, especially the following:

Establishing a baseline. It is difficult to establish a reasonable performance target without a baseline. Baselines may be established using secondary data sources or may require primary data collection. 

Identifying trends. Understanding the underlying historical trend in the indicator can be as important as knowing the baseline. What is the pattern of change - a trend upward or downward? Targets should reflect these trends plus the "value added" that a programme or project is expected to contribute over and above what would have occurred in its absence. A target could, for example, be set to halt or weaken a downward trend.

Evaluation or research findings. Reviewing evaluative or other research in your – or an adjacent - area may help in setting realistic targets. It may point to the reasons behind trends – the supportive factors and constraints.

Stakeholder expectations. While targets should wherever possible be set on an objective basis, it is important to get opinions from stakeholders about what they know or expect. 

Staff experience and views. Staff are very important stakeholders. They will have hands-on understanding of what is feasible to achieve in a given context. Their participation in the process will also help obtain their agreement to, and "ownership" of, the targets.

Most people would agree that setting targets is appropriate for monitoring performance and holding people accountable at the lower levels of the results chain (e.g. in the efficiency of implementation processes and in the scale and quality of outputs). Such targets are clearly within the intervention personnel’s sphere of control. It is usually reasonable and useful also to set targets at the short-term and intermediate outcome levels, which intervention personnel can reasonably influence, although not control completely. 

At higher outcome and impact levels, however, results are by their nature affected by many external factors and actors, and may be well beyond any single project or even organisation’s control.
Data are the lifeblood of M&E. You can have the most well-constructed logical framework, but without sufficient flows of quality data, your M&E will not function. For it to work you need to:
1. Identify relevant sources of data to activate your indicators or answer your evaluation questions.
2. Design practical instruments and processes to collect the data.
3. Put in place a system to mobilise the data collection, channel and collate the data to ensure that they are in the right shape and place and at the right time for analysis, interpretation and utilisation.



Means of verification

With most types of monitoring, the data collected – and the instruments for collecting them - are mostly pre-defined by performance indicators and targets. This is where the term means of verification (MOV) comes into play. The data sources and instruments are used to verify specific performance expectations - as defined by the indicators and targets - for the various elements in the results chain. Open-ended participatory monitoring techniques, such as Most Significant Change, have been introduced in recent years, but they are still not widespread.

Indicators and data sources have a mutually dependent relationship. Without appropriate data sources, indicators cannot be used for monitoring. On the other hand, without indicators, data collection lacks direction and can become unmanageable. 

Data sources are either secondary or primary. 
· Secondary data are data collected by other organisations and institutions for purposes other than your own. Unless you intervene to influence these secondary sources, you have no control over them, and you would be fortunate if exactly the right sort of data are available from these sources.
· Primary data are captured by you, your partners or agents. They will be a better fit with your needs. However they will be more expensive to collect. 

In logframes the potential data sources – and the instruments to tap those sources - must be carefully considered before the framework is finalised. Often this leads you to modify or rethink your indicators because relevant secondary data may not exist, and new data collection can prove to be impracticable, unduly time-consuming or expensive. It is very important that this iterative process is completed before the framework is finalised. 

Failure to consider in detail the practicability of collecting data for indicators is probably the most common weakness in M&E frameworks and systems. 

Criteria for MOVs

Several of the criteria for MOVs are the same as for indicators. Here is a comprehensive checklist:
1. Relevant - to the indicator.
2. Practicable and proportionate. 
3. Trustworthy – not made up, distorted or incomplete; nor unintentionally biased by flawed data collection instruments or techniques.
4. Representative – the sample is a valid one.
5. Consistent – the same data architecture every time.
6. Timely and up-to-date. 
7. Sensitive – the data are able to pick up important differences over time and space.
8. Disaggregatable – at any one time the data can be disaggregated by important dimensions such as gender.

Data sources and instruments in general

Evaluation has a wider perspective on data than monitoring. It answers a wider range of questions than are posed by the limited number of indicators in a results framework or logframe. It usually includes open-ended questions to identify results that were not planned or expected.

However there is sufficient common ground between evaluation and monitoring for us to look at data sources and instruments for these two processes together.

The following are the main types of data source and collection instruments and processes:
1. Operational/administrative records of inputs (e.g. financial transactions), activities (e.g. meetings, materials production and transportation) and outputs (e.g. headcounts and demographics of people reached).
2. Secondary sources – documents, media reporting, etc.
3. Surveys - including questionnaires, depth interviews, facilitated group discussions (focus groups).
4. Self-monitoring with the use of diaries, video, audio, and other media and instruments - individually or collectively - by people engaged with interventions.
5. Direct observation and recording by non-engaged personnel (including ethnographic techniques).
6. Structured (against predefined criteria) assessment including self-assessment.

The data collection instruments and processes at 3, 4 and 6 can include what are often referred to as participatory approaches to M&E.

The instruments and processes you apply depend to some extent on which part of the results chain you are interest in.

Inputs, activities and processes 

Data for the lower parts of the results chain typically come from your own, or partners financial and operational records, e.g. records of resources used, of activities undertaken. These are the most straightforward elements to monitor. 

Activities and processes have a quality dimension. If this of interest in your M&E, you may need to assess quality by one of the two standard methodologies:
· Surveys of people interfacing with the activities and processes
· Structured self-assessment, or assessment by other parties.

Direct observation and diaries can be used to monitor and evaluate processes, although they are also used to capture outcomes.

Data on inputs, activities and processes are mostly of interest to intervention personnel for decisions about economy and efficiency.

Outputs

Outputs are products and services you deliver. As such they are within reach of the intervention and are not usually complicated to monitor and assess. But you need to be systematic and consistent in your approach.

Data on outputs typically come from operational records maintained by intervention staff. Measuring outputs is usually a simple process of counting, but can be complicated in cases where definitions are not straightforward. Records of people reached (e.g. those attending a clinic or training course, farmers receiving credit) will be more useful in later analysis if their socio-economic characteristics, such as age, gender, race, economic status, etc. are recorded. This is not always easy. Sometimes clients are not willing to divulge this information and informed guesses have to be made.

Outputs – the products or services delivered - have a quality dimension which needs to be assessed where possible, as well as who they reach. The methodologies are broadly the same as for quality of activities or processes.

Outputs represent the most immediate results of interventions. Their data are useful for short-to-medium term management decisions aimed at improving output quality, equitable distribution to clients, and efficiency.

Short-term and Intermediate Outcomes

Outcomes, by definition, happen after the related intervention disengages. They are therefore usually not so easy to monitor as outputs. You have to go back into the project environment to collect the information. This raises issues about timing, cost and appropriateness of access. The design of data collection instruments for outcomes is more complicated and sensitive. It is not surprising that many organisations, programmes and projects shy away from output monitoring and rely on evaluations. Evaluations, however, can be a blunt instrument for monitoring outcomes, particularly in organisations or long-term programmes which need regular outcome data.

Monitoring of outcomes most commonly uses surveys involving people. Through questionnaires, interviews, focus groups and other participatory processes, information is collected on the downstream effects of the intervention through people’s eyes. People can be asked about their own awareness, knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, behaviour (practices), relationships, or about things they observe in their environment.

Data about organisational and institutional change – such as new policies, legislation, organisational structures and processes - may be obtained via informal consultations, monitoring of media, or scrutiny of third party records such as institutional reports, many of which are available on public websites.

Outcome data collection may be conducted directly by your own organisation or its partners if capacity exists, or it may be subcontracted to a suitable outside organisation. While not necessarily complicated or expensive, survey methods do require skills beyond regular record keeping. Collaborating with other agencies in carrying out or funding data collection may be important, particularly if your organisations contribute to the same outcomes.

Ultimate Outcome or impact 

The Ultimate Outcome or Impact tends to refer to changes in the status of people - in their living conditions, health, educational status etc. Monitoring in this context involves population-based surveys. Even if they can be confined to a limited geographical area, these surveys are costly, can be complicated to design and administer, and may need to be conducted long after the intervention. 

These factors do not make it cost-effective for most organisations to monitor people-centred long-term outcomes and impact. There is a tendency to rely for impact data on existing national or internationally supported surveys rather than create a new data collection instrument. If household survey information is already being collected by government or international agencies, it may be less expensive to add to, or influence, those efforts than to undertake a separate survey. 

However, potential problems with using existing data include incomplete coverage of your geographical or thematic area of work, lack of disaggregation, inconsistencies in methods used (e.g. interviewing household members in one survey and household heads in another) or switching techniques (e.g. from measuring actual crop yields in the field to using farmers’ estimates). Such problems can invalidate any comparisons intended to show changes in performance. 

Some Ultimate Outcomes are concerned with broad and sustained institutional change. These changes can more easily be monitored by a single organisation or programme; although attribution is still a challenge.

Baseline data

Data for baselines do not fall into a separate category. Depending on what you need to research or measure for your baseline – demographic data, opinions, coverage of legislation etc – there will be relevant sources and instruments.

Baseline data are collected in three main contexts:
1. For the indicators and targets in logframes. 
2. For eventual evaluation, especially impact assessment.
3. For capture of baselines where indicators and targets have not been defined.

The baseline data needed for a project logframe will be precisely defined. It will be confined to the framework’s indicators and targets. However if it is known that an evaluation will require other type of results data, it is a good idea to anticipate these data at the beginning of the project and research the baselines.

Data for more general understanding of a project’s environment is usually collected at the project formulation stage and is there not strictly baseline data in the M&E sense. However, data for M&E purposes for a project – particularly an innovative one – without clear-cut indicators and targets may need to be quite wide-ranging and both quantitative and qualitative. This is because it may not be completely clear at the beginning of the project what the outcomes of interest are likely to be. The danger with this approach is that you will collect too much data for effective utilisation.

Quantitative and qualitative data

Rather than think of quantitative and qualitative methods as two opposing options, it can be more helpful to think of a continuum with varying degrees of quantification. On the quantitative extreme are measures that involve continuous, equal-interval scales with true zero points (such as GDP per capita, infant mortality rates, school enrolment rates, etc). At the qualitative extreme are data that are difficult to quantify and best captured by descriptive narrative such as people’s sense of empowerment. 

In the middle are data for which the frequency of various events can be counted and categorised, and perhaps even rank-ordered. Most data for M&E exists in this middle ground. For example, much of the performance data being collected on policy reform, institutional strengthening, and people’s perceptions of change and benefits are measured on some type of ranked scale. Such scales, when effectively designed and implemented, enable subjective information to be usefully and effectively quantified. This includes certain types of data derived from participatory approaches: the so-called participatory numbers movement.




Quantitative methods

There are many freely available guides to quantitative survey methods. Here we simply highlight some of the main issues to look out for.

Quantitative research collects information systematically from a defined target population or other set of objects of interest (farms, roads etc), and analyses it to provide a profile of those people or objects. In many cases this involves taking a sample, although censuses and routine data collection - e.g. from health facilities – attempt to capture data from everyone or everything that is relevant. 

Quantitative research almost always involves a questionnaire or checklist of questions or data categories. It produces results in numbers, although the same survey instruments can also capture qualitative data – results in words.

Quantitative research, like other forms of research, aims to capture as true a representation of reality as possible. It is therefore important to design the research carefully to minimise distortion and eliminate bias. Sampling can be one source of bias and we will deal with that below. But there are several potential sources of non-sampling bias that need to be considered. Some of these apply to qualitative research as well. They include:
· A poor response rate.
· The way the questionnaire is structured and the questions worded.
· If interviews are involved, where and how they are conducted.
· Deliberate mis-information by respondents – for example if they are not fully committed to the objectives of the survey. 

Surveys must not only be technically sound, but also sensitive to local cultural, linguistic and political contexts to minimise the risk of distortion.

There are advantages and disadvantages with different questionnaire media. Face to face interviewing is generally the best form of research. It produces good response rates and allows the interviewer to use prompt cards and explain questions if necessary. It is also often the only feasible means of conducting research among people in poor communities, where there are high rates of illiteracy, and access to other media such as landline telephones and the internet are very limited (interviewing by mobile telephone has attendant risks). Face to face interviewing is however the most expensive medium and takes more time to roll out than other forms

Sampling

Sampling, whether quantitative or qualitative, is probably the area that causes most anxiety among M&E personnel. It need not. The concepts are relatively simple, although they are often obscured by jargon. A good research company should be able to explain the concepts in normal layperson’s language. 

Sampling can be random or non-random. Random samples are samples in which each unit in the population of interest has an equal chance of being selected. It is valuable because it eliminates selection bias. If the sample is big enough, it can be taken to be representative of the population from which it is drawn.

To select a random sample you need a sampling frame – ideally a complete list of the units (e.g. households) from which you plan to select at random (e.g. using random number tables). Often such a list is not available, so you have to adopt a systematic random approach where you start at a random point and then, for example, select every Nth house in a transect of a community or Nth person passing by. In these cases you have to be sure that you are not introducing bias owing to the layout of the community or characteristics of people likely to pass by during the research.

There are different types of random sampling.
· Simple random sampling treats the whole population as homogeneous and assumes it will pick up essential diversity through the sample. Sample size is particularly important with this mode.
· Stratified random sampling is designed to ensure that specific groups of interest – such as people from ethnic minorities - are included that might otherwise be missed by using a simple random sample. Stratified sampling divides the population into strata based on important characteristics and selects randomly within them.
· Cluster sampling is used where it is impractical to use a sampling frame for the whole population of interest, but where there is a reasonable chance of accessing a representative sample of people, farms etc at certain types of location such as a clinic or a local government area. These locations are randomly selected and people are selected randomly within each location.

There are several types of non-random sampling. Some is deliberately non-random where you want to ensure that a certain number of people or other survey objects with certain characteristics are included. Others are used where it is difficult to adopt random methods for a variety of reasons. Snowballing is an example. This is used when you do not know how to find enough people or objects of interest. Typically used in interviews, you would ask your interviewees who else you should talk to and how to reach them.

Sample size and response rates

Sample size dictates the margin of error that will apply to a survey. The larger the sample the smaller the margin of error. The smaller the margin of error, the more confident you can be in the survey figures, other factors being constant. The actual sample size is much more important than its size relative to the survey population.

Your confidence in the results also depend on the concepts of confidence level and confidence interval. These are technical concepts that are best explained by your research agents in the context of specific surveys.

Low response rates are very potent sources of bias. It is very important to maximise the response rate to avoid the possibility of non-respondents having significantly different set of characteristics from respondents. This is a risk in website pop-up surveys, for example, which are usually only answered by a small % of visitors to the site. 

Where you anticipate difficulties in getting a high response rate, it is usually better to plan for a smaller sample and concentrate on getting a high response, than to have a larger sample with the likelihood of a low response rate. Low response rates – e.g. below 50% - are tolerable if you have good evidence that non-respondents have similar characteristics to respondents.

Qualitative methods

Qualitative methods are concerned with understanding rather than measuring things. Their output is words and not numbers. They provide depth and richness and are usually the only way to explore complex issues. They are more suited to evaluation rather than monitoring in organisation- or programme-wide M&E systems, because it is very difficult to present qualitative data in a digestible form on the scale that is demanded by these large systems. Projects on the other hand often use a hybrid form of monitoring that includes qualitative reporting of results.

Qualitative methods include semi-structured survey tools such as depth interviews and focus groups. Questionnaires designed primarily for quantitative responses can also contain open-ended questions to provide qualitative data.

Qualitative tools include observational processes such as ethnographic research.  Ethnographic research consists mainly of detailed observation of people as they interact with each other and their environment in natural – rather than artificial – settings. Ethnographers often use video so they can do further analysis of what they have observed.

Another qualitative tool is self-reporting by people engaged in programmes and projects through diaries (which can include audio and video content).

Participatory approaches such as Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) tend to use qualitative methods, although they can also apply simple quantification. Commonly used techniques include timelines and matrices, social maps with well-being ranking, matrix scoring and impact flow charts. 

Qualitative methods are good for testing ideas and discovering connections which you might not have thought of. As such qualitative methods are often used as a precursor to quantitative evaluative research – to help define the right questions to ask. They are also used alongside quantitative research to provide depth and fresh insights to the results. Finally, it is often the only form of evaluative research that is appropriate for very senior figures.

Focus groups

In focus groups, the participants – ideally between 6 and 10 in number - are brought together for a semi-structured discussion under the guidance of a moderator who will lead the group through a series of open-ended questions in what is usually known as a topic guide. 

Focus groups are designed primarily to capture the consensus among the participants, although strongly held minority views are important to capture as well. Minority positions tend to be overshadowed in the discussion and may be under-represented in the analysis, so discussion groups are not ideal for capturing the full range of opinions, attitudes, etc.

A focus group should be as homogeneous as possible in age, educational background, ethnicity, mother tongue and any other significant factor. 

Depth interviews, which are usually conducted with individuals one at a time – but sometimes two at a time - give you most of the advantages of focus groups but also the ability to get a handle on the range of opinions and beliefs held by a number of interviewees. Their main drawback is that they can be considerably more expensive if conducted in sufficient numbers to produce reliable conclusions about the range of views expressed. They also do not provide the interaction between participants that focus groups encourage. If discussion groups are impracticable for logistical, political or cultural reasons, then depth interviews may be the only option for qualitative research.



Case studies

A case study is the detailed and intensive study of a single example – or two or more comparable examples - of a phenomenon, using whatever methods are seen as appropriate. The general objective is to develop as full an understanding of the case(s) as possible. Case studies are not considered representative and therefore it is difficult to generalise from one case study. 

An effective case study 
· Clearly defines the boundaries of the case.
· Coherently takes the reader through the theory of change: what happened and how. 
· Uses multiple sources of data and different data collection methodologies



The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan 

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) is an integral part of a project, and its planning needs to be integral to the overall planning of the intervention. M&E perspectives contribute to the identification of the expected results of the interventions, the indicators and the means of verification.

A logframe is not an M&E plan. It doesn’t say enough about how the monitoring will be done, or how evaluation will be brought into the picture. For this you need to draw up an M&E plan.

As with all aspects of M&E, the scope and complexity of the plan needs to be in proportion to that of the project. It should be a simple as is compatible with the M&E needs.


Elements of an M&E plan for a project 

You should consider including: 
1. A description of the baseline research and the steps to execute it.
2. An indicator monitoring matrix (see below) consisting of the narrative summary from the project logframe; definitions of terms in the indicators; and detailed descriptions of the methodology, timings, responsibilities and costs for data collection for each indicator. 
3. Descriptions, timings and responsibilities for any non-indicator-based monitoring (such as the Most Significant Change technique) that you plan to do.
4. A description of planned evaluation or other assessment processes: their approach, scope, costs and timings.


The Commonwealth Foundation expects grantees to complete M&E plans for their projects.



Indicator monitoring matrix

	Narrative summary

	Indicator title
	Full explanation of indicator, including definition of terms that are not immediately clear 

	Full description of the means of verification – data sources and collection methods - including the timing/frequency of data collection

	Person(s) responsible 

	Costs 

	Ultimate Outcome
	
Not normally monitored at the project level

	Intermediate Outcome
	
	

	
	
	

	Short-term Outcome 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.3
	
	
	
	
	

	Short-term Outcome 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.1
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.2
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 2.3
	
	
	
	
	

	Short term outcome 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.1
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.2
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 3.3
	
	
	
	
	






Reporting

Reporting is an integral part of the project cycle. It is best seen as the culmination of a process of data collection, analysis and interpretation that should be of as much value to the project team and local stakeholders as to funding partners.

The Commonwealth Foundation will provide templates for interim and final reporting. It will also ask you to complete an extension of the logframe which is called a Performance Framework. The Performance Framework (see below) includes columns for baselines and targets which should be identified early in the project cycle. It also includes a column for summarising results achieved, with another column for any notes about issues such as data constraints or proposed changes to planned outputs. The latter two columns will be updated at each reporting point.
	Commonwealth Foundation Performance Framework


	[Write item under each heading below]

	Indicator
	Baseline
	Target with dates
	Means of Verification
	Significant Assumptions /
Risks
	Results achieved to date
	Notes

	ULTIMATE OUTCOME

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME 1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Short-term outcome 1.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.1.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.1.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.1.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.2.1
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.1.2.2
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Short-term outcome 1.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.1.1
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.1.2
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Output 1.2.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.2.1
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity 1.2.2.2
	Main inputs:
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTES:
· Please add more rows as needed.
· Cells in grey do not need to be filled in.
· The two columns furthest to the right are to be used at the time of reporting. 
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