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FAQs 

What is the performance assessment based 

on? 

The assessemnt is based on the original 

proposals for the PPA, DFID’s business case for 

funding, the 2012 Annual Review reports (and 

DFID’s feedback letter) and the Independent 

Progress Review Reports (and grantees’ 

management response). The criteria for 

assessing performance is set out over the page. 

What will the performance assessment be 

used for? 

DFID will use the performance assessments for 

their ongoing performance mangement of the 

PPAs. 

Coffey will use the performance assessments 

to inform the overall mid-term review of the 

PPA fund. 

Will year three funding be determined based 

on the performance assessment?  

The performance assessment will be one 

source of evidence that DFID will use when 

determining year three funding. DFID will look 

at several sources of evidence and consider 

their future priorities as well as grantees’ past 

performance. 

Will there be an opportunity for grantees to 

provide feedback? 

The Evaluation Manager will accept feedback 

on points of accuracy from 9-16 January 2016, 

but will not respond directly to grantees on 

challenges to performance assessment scores. 

 

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

The Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPAs) are one of DFID’s 

main support mechanisms to Civil Society Organisations. From 2011 to 

2014, DFID will provide over £360m funding to 421 organisations 

through the PPAs.  

Coffey International Development is the Independent Evaluation 

Manager for the Programme Partnership Arrangements and is 

responsible for carrying out a mid-term review and final evaluation of 

the PPA in order to assess: 

 The performance of individual grantees; and 

 The performance and impact of the PPA funding mechanism. 

Coffey’s approach to undertaking the assessment is set out in the 

Evaluation Strategy. The Mid-Term Review of the PPA was conducted in 

November 2011.  

As part of the Mid-Term Review, the performance of each grantee was 

assessed. This document provides an overview of the performance 

assessment process and the findings of the performance assessement 

for your organisation. The document contains the following sections: 

 Performance assessment criteria; 

 Overview of the performance assessment process; 

 Performance assessment report for your organisation; and 

 Assessment of the Independent Progress Review of your 
organisation. 

Analysis of the performance assessments across the whole portfolio will 

be provided in the in Mid-Term Review Report. 

Key dates in the PPA Mid-Term Review process moving forward are: 

7 December 2012 The Evaluation Manager will present the emerging 

findings from the Mid-Term Review to PPA grantees. 

9 January 2012 DFID will send the Mid-Term Review Report to grantees.  

9-16 January 2013 Grantees are invited to provide feedback on points 

of accuracy in the report.  

 

DFID will publish the final version of the Report and communicate 

further with grantees on the process concerning the allocation of 

funding for the third year of the PPA grant.  

                                                      

 

1 39 organisations were awarded PPA grants in December 2010;  
IPPF and FLO had existing PPA grants running to 2013/2014 
 and Bond was awarded a PPA grant in mid-2011.  
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PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The performance assessment was based on a set of criteria which reflect DFID’s rationale for providing funding through the PPAs. 

The evaluation criteria and key assessment questions are listed below. The criteria are weighted to reflect DFID’s priorities. The 

assesment of additionality is separate to the overall performance assessment score. 

 Relevance (5%): Do the grantees respond to the needs and priorities of their constituencies whilst striking a balance 

between achieving the greatest impact and reaching the poor and marginalised? 

 Effectiveness (30%): How effective are grantees in terms of: adding value; learning to improve programmes; their 

organisational effectiveness and benefit to the sector as a whole; their capacity to innovate and channel this into benefits 

for the sector; their partnership approach; and their ability to assess and understand how their interventions change lives 

and reduce poverty? 

 Efficiency (15%): To what extent are grantees able to provide evidence of their cost effectiveness and as such 

demonstrate an understanding of their costs, the factors that drive them, the linkages to their performance and an ability 

to achieve efficiency gains? 

 Results (50%): Are grantees achieving what they set out to achieve (as described in the original proposal and logframe) 

and is this changing lives and strengthening civil society? 

 Additionality: Has DFID funding enabled grantees to deliver more than what would been delivered without this funding, 

and has there been a value for money approach taken in delivering programme activities? 

Within each criteria, there are sub-criteria. Grantees’ performance against each sub-criteria was given a rating of poor, medium, 

high or outstanding. Annex 1 contains definitions of the score banding for each sub-criteria. Based on the sub-criteria scores, the 

reviewer scored each critera. The criteria scores were then weighted and aggregated to provide an overall performance score for 

each organisation. These scores are provided in the individual performance assessment below. 

 

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT PROCESS       

The performance assessment process was undertaken by a team of six evaluation experts from 15 October to 9 November 2012. 

The assessment and moderation process is depicted in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Performance assessment process 

 

 

SCORING 

The scoring against sub-criteria and criteria was based on the evidence presented in the documentation available. The process was 

designed to be as objective as possible. Where grantees made claims in certain areas, but could not provide evidence, this was 

noted in the narrative and reflected in the scoring. 

This approach ensured that the assessment process was objective and transparent. It also meant that if evidence to support 

grantees’ claims was weak or non-existent (for example if the the IPR was of a poor quality or did not address certain areas), then 

grantees scores were correspondingly lower. 

The Evaluation Report will provide further details of the assessment process, the research problems encountered and the strengths 

and weaknesses of the approach. 
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GRANTEE PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

Overall Comments 

Oxfam has provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that it is making significant progress and in many cases 

exceeding expectations against the logframe. It can demonstrate it is having an impact on improving lives of 

individuals and institutionalising change in CSOs and partners. Oxfam has developed a range of strategies to ensure it 

represents the poor and marginalised, and has developed a continuous targeting system based on local adaptive 

management. PPA funding has been shown to be effective across a range of areas and enabled flexibility and 

innovation. Its learning systems are well advanced and the level of research and learning it is able to provide online to 

others, evidenced by the level of access to its website, should be commended. Innovation and partnering are central 

to Oxfam's business model and sufficient evidence has been provided to demonstrate the current and potential 

impact this will have on ultimate beneficiaries. Oxfam is embedding VfM guidelines in its program design and can 

demonstrate examples where VfM approaches are having effect. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Score card

 

 

Overall:  High 

Relevance:  High 

Effectiveness: High 

Efficiency:  High 

Results:  High 

Additionality: High 
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Grantee performance assessment commentary 

Relevance (5% weighting) 

Representativeness Oxfam's global aims include reducing poverty, suffering and inequality through quality 
cost-effective and evidence based humanitarian and development interventions. In this 
context, targeting is a continuous process for Oxfam (IPR, p.31) and it has developed a 
range of strategies to ensure it remains relevant to target populations. The IPR has found 
Oxfam to have a continuous assessment process that operates at the strategic, 
programme, country and project level. Examples were provided for Kenya and Pakistan 
(IPR, Section 3.2.1). 

Targeting strategy The targeting strategy is clearly articulated from global to regional, country and project 
specific (IPR, Section 3.2.2). Oxfam undertakes continuous targeting assessments to 
ensure resources meet current and emerging needs. The IPR states targeting is focussed 
on need with a range of criteria including previous patterns of allocation. The country 
level uses weighted analysis that not only considers need, but distinctive offering, fit with 
global agenda, level of funding and level of risk (IPR, p. 32). The senior management team 
undertakes reviews at the global level every three years and APRs at regional and country 
levels. There is adequate and flexible targeting within projects. 

 

Effectiveness (30% weighting) 

Added value According to the IPR the evidence of the effectiveness of unrestricted funding has been 
overwhelming. Although it does not discuss Oxfam's distinctive offering, it does provide 
significant evidence of added value including; accelerated humanitarian responses; 
improved evidence-based effectiveness reviews; robust methods for impact assessment; 
sharing learning; leveraging additional funding; participation in a wider range of 
initiatives; improving accountability and transparency (IPR, Section 4.4). The business 
case emphasizes Oxfam's distinctive offering as its reach in 63 countries, trust and 
authority, quality of partnerships and support from the public. 

 

Learning Learning to improve organisational capacity  

DFID cites examples where Oxfam has made contributions to learning, however did not 

include them directly in the APR, although in reviewing the APR there are examples 

provided. These include examples where Oxfam has applied lessons and innovative 

approaches to build its capacity, including a local adaptive management framework 

developed through ACCRA and approaches to civil society capacity building which has 

resulted in guidelines for programme staff (APR, Part C). The IPR contains many examples 

of learning that is being promoted by Oxfam, however stronger reporting is required. 

Effectiveness reviews are one example of learning used to improve organisational 

capacity (IPR, Section 3.3.1). 

Learning to improve contextual knowledge  

Oxfam provides a number of concrete examples of improving its contextual knowledge 

from local projects with examples from Zimbabwe and Pakistan (IPR, Section 3.3.1). By 

definition its targeting strategy also takes into account contextual learning to adapt its 

programmes and resource allocation. 
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Learning to share with others  

Although DFID were critical of the APR for its lack of examples, upon review, and in 

conjunction with the IPR, there are some excellent and tangible examples of the 

contribution Oxfam makes which should justify an outstanding contribution to the sector. 

The IPR cites where learning is shared with others and provides website statistics on the 

contribution Oxfam makes to the sector, with testimonials regarding the value offer (IPR, 

Section 3.3.1). Oxfam has taken a lead role on the PPA Institutional Efficiency Learning 

Group (IPR, p.33). Oxfam’s website, with over 3,000 publications covering policy 

development, research, case studies and training manuals is a testament of their 

commitment to sharing knowledge. According to the IPR there are about 5,000 document 

downloads per month with over 50% coming from developing countries. Other specific 

examples of shared learning and adoption of techniques are given in the APR and IPR. 

Innovation Incremental Innovation  

Innovation appears central to Oxfam's business model (IPR S3.3.2) and the country 

reports all link innovation and independence. It is noted that innovation almost only ever 

seems to occur with unrestricted funds and Oxfam has established an innovation fund to 

accommodate this. Incremental innovation is evident in the adaptive management model 

Oxfam uses. The IPR cites examples from Kenya, Pakistan and Zimbabwe of innovative 

practices, some of which could be classified as incremental which may also lead to radical 

innovation (IPR, p.35). However, the IPR and APR do not give extensive examples of 

explicit innovation, however do emphasize the role unrestricted funding has in enabling 

innovation and flexibility. 

Radical innovation  

There are a few examples of what could be deemed radical innovation although this is 

not explicitly expressed as such. It is clear that innovation is central to Oxfam's business 

model however most appear to be incremental, building on previous practice. The IPR 

provides examples of a potentially radical innovation in Kenya and some innovative 

practices in Pakistan and Zimbabwe 9IPR, Section 3.3.2). The adaptive management 

framework may encourage some forms of radical innovation, however additional 

documentation in this area is warranted. 

Partnership approach Partnership is central to Oxfam's work and engagement approach. Unrestricted funding 
provides the ability to build partnership relationships which take time and money. Oxfam 
has six principle of partnership development. The IPR and APR provide recent 
partnerships demonstrating how these have leveraged additional resources and funds. 
These arrangements assume mutual accountability. The APR states Oxfam is able to 
leverage partnerships and additional funding through PPA funds, examples include; 
Climate Development Knowledge Network on climate change resilience; Norwegian and 
UK Governments on Arms Trade Treaty; Glencree Centre and UK and Irish Aid agencies on 
Civil Society in Fragile States. (APR, p16-18). The IPR cites partnership examples in 
Pakistan, Kenya and Zimbabwe with some relationships lasting for over 20 years (IPR, 
Section 3.3.3). 
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M&E The IPR recognises Oxfam's limitations in its ability to report due to the inability to 
attribute PPA funds to specific investments and impacts (IPR, Section 6.3). Many of the 
review recommendations pertain to strengthening M&E systems and Oxfam developed a 
Global Performance Framework to improve its ability to track and report on activities 
(IPR, Section 7). The framework focuses on using effectiveness reviews to obtain more 
rigorous assessments. Oxfam now needs to strengthen its effectiveness reviews at the 
country level to inform its effectiveness and impact, and also consider ways of tracking 
the impact of its learning within the sector. In terms of accountability and transparency 
Oxfam publishes an Accountability Report on an annual basis (APR, Part D) and a report 
against the Global Reporting Initiative Framework. Oxfam is IATI compliant. 

 

Efficiency (15% weighting) 

Cost effectiveness There is evidence that Oxfam understands it costs and cost drivers, and efficiencies are 
being made with the introduction of new systems. This understanding is well evidenced in 
the annual review which documents the main costs drivers and the concept behind the 
VfM assessment (APR, Part B - Value for Money). The IPR explains the main strategies 
that Oxfam uses for cost control and achieving overall VfM, including choosing the right 
partners and focusing on quality of results and not just cost cutting. There is further 
evidence to suggest that Oxfam is continuously reviewing its costs and potential savings 
(IPR, Section 3.4.1). Oxfam introduced new and improved systems to manage 
procurement and finances, and staff show an awareness of cost drivers. Oxfam is also 
implementing cost controls for things like fleet maintenance (IPR, Section 3.4). 

 

Results (50% weighting) 

Performance against 
the logframe 

The PPA funding makes up 12% of Oxfam funding (IPR, p.5). The logframe and indicators 

are appropriate (IPR, p.20). Progress overall is very positive with year 1 milestones 

exceeded in five out of six outputs in the review’s executive summary (IPR, p.5). The IPR 

review verifies the accuracy and validity of the APR results (IPR, Section 3.1). The IPR 

acknowledges that Oxfam's reporting in the annual review is correct and appropriate. 

Oxfam is able to exceed most of the year one milestones. 

 

Improving lives  The IPR review and annual review concur on the results achieved in terms of improving 
people’s lives. The IPR in particular details performance against the logframe (IRP, Section 
3.1) indicating humanitarian support to individuals and households. The results indicate 
that Oxfam exceeded expectations in five out of six milestones and show the impact the 
programme is having on peoples’ lives. The effectiveness reviews provide specific case 
study examples. Results against log frame milestones document quantitative 
humanitarian results. The IPR discusses the intended and unintended consequences on 
poor and marginalised and civil society (IPR, 3.1.2). It provides a clear example of 50,000 
people being assisted by an irrigation scheme directly and indirectly in Zimbabwe. The 
Effectiveness Review based on the country visit to Zimbabwe provides further robust 
evidence that the program is having a positive impact on the lives of individuals and that 
these changes are sustainable in terms of livelihoods into the future. 
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Changes in civil 
society 

Oxfam appears to play a key role in empowering civil society organisations and having a 
central role in civil society in-country (IPR, p.30). The IPR and APR outline examples of 
working with civil society organisations to directly influence sustainable changes. There 
are numerous examples throughout the documents from the country visits and other 
references. As stated in the IPR, partnering is central to Oxfam's approach and numerous 
examples are provided in this section which indirectly results in improving people's lives 
through CSO's (IPR, Section 3.3.3). The IPR highlights a specific example in Zimbabwe 
where Oxfam is central to civil society where it co-chairs the WASH cluster and 
coordinates disaster responses in -country (IPR, Section 3.1.2). 

Additionality 

Additionality Oxfam clearly demonstrates it has been able to use PPA funding to innovate and allow 
flexibility in its programme. The IPR lists all the additional activities Oxfam has been able 
to conduct with the flexibility of unrestricted PPA funding. Additional activities including: 
achievements in the output level of the global performance framework; enhancing and 
accelerating humanitarian responses; improved effectiveness reviews; driven a results 
based culture; improved sharing of learning; and leveraging additional funds (IPR, Section 
4.4). 

The additionality benefits are also clearly articulated. PPA funding has allowed Oxfam to 
be more experimental and innovative across a range areas such as humanitarian 
assessment, climate resilience, and civil society in fragile states (e.g. within and without). 
The annual review provides additional and more specific examples of where Oxfam has 
been able to introduce innovations or take risks due to availability of PPA funding. For 
example, the development of ArmsTreaty.org is credited to PPA funding (APR, Section B - 
risks and assumptions). 

 

VfM Oxfam clearly provides qualitative information to indicate VfM. However, there is little 
quantitative information. Oxfam decided not to use financial analysis methods in 
calculating VfM, yet embeds VfM guidelines in its programme design (IPR, Section 3.4.1). 
The IPR states that the effectiveness of unrestricted funding is overwhelming and that 
Oxfam worked hard to introduce VfM principles in its work. Oxfam demonstrates that it 
understands cost drivers and introduced more efficient systems and processes. In 
addition, it is able to use PPA funds to leverage additional funds at a ratio of 70 to 1. 
Oxfam introduced innovative approaches to evaluating the effectiveness of its projects 
(IPR, 3.5.1), as detailed effectiveness reviews. This innovative approach improves 
understanding of impacts and effectiveness. 
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INDEPENDENT PROGRESS REVIEW 

Overall Comments

The overall design and approach to the review is sound. The data sources used are comprehensive and the tools and 

techniques are varied to allow triangulation and cross referencing. The description of the analytical framework is 

concise and follows the evaluation design. The analytical framework could, however, be improved by a conceptual 

framework that relates the data sources and tools used to develop the results and conclusions. The logic and 

assumptions are adequately discussed and a quality assurance process is used to ensure objectivity and neutrality. The 

qualifications and experience of observers should be included in the annex and referenced in relation to 

interpretation of the data. Findings from the review are substantial and the quality of evidence is high. Attribution of 

results to PPA funding is sometimes problematic. Reference is made to innovation, broader application and DFID's 

theory of change. The research process is briefly documented and is auditable, however, additional documentation is 

required for replication.  
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Independent progress review commentary  

Design 

How defensible is the 

research design? 

The design of the research is strong. The evaluation and research design conforms 

to the requirements of the review, and the rationale for the design is also explained. 

Research methodology for the review includes a wide range of approaches for cross-

referencing and triangulation, including country visits, interviews, document 

reviews, feedback loops and online surveys (IPR, Section 2.1.2). Limitations and 

weaknesses of the review are adequately discussed (IPR Sections 2.2-2.3). The 

research draws on Oxfam's quasi-experimental effectiveness reviews. 

 

How well was the 

data collected and 

managed? 

 

The collection and management of the data is sufficient. Details of data collection 

are provided yet not in detail. Quality assurance processes are evident and include 

extensive participation. A risk register is also provided in the review (IPR, Section 

2.1.4-2.1.5). Interview topic guides are used to provide semi-structured data 

collection during interviews. Fieldwork methods and tools are provided in IPR 

annexes. 

 

Analysis 

How well has the 

approach to and 

formulation of the 

analysis been 

conveyed? 

The approach to and formulation of the analysis is sufficient. The analytical 

framework is not fully described. The framework is based on triangulating 

qualitative and quantitative information according to DAC criteria to reflect the 

extent to which Oxfam delivered results (IPR, Section 2.1.3). The analytical 

framework could benefit from a description of the workflow and synthesis 

techniques used to reach conclusions. 

How clear are the 

links between data, 

interpretation and 

conclusions – i.e. 

how well can the 

route to any 

conclusions be seen? 

The routes to the review’s conclusions are sufficiently clear. There is no explicit 

conceptual framework describing the links between the original data sources and 

the interpretation and conclusion. The link of data to conclusions is discussed 

throughout the findings (IPR, Section 3) for each component. Data capture tools are 

provided as examples in Annex C, yet these are not described in detail. 
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Neutrality 

How clear are the 

assumptions 

/theoretical 

perspectives /values 

that have shaped the 

form and output of 

the evaluation 

/evidence 

submitted? 

The assumptions and theoretical perspectives that shape the review are sufficiently 

clear. The logic and assumptions of the review are discussed (IPR, Section 1.5), yet 

the impact of the researcher on the process is not discussed. The evaluation team is 

listed, yet their qualifications and experience are not provided making it difficult to 

understand any potential observer bias. The potential for survey bias is however 

discussed (IPR, Section 2.3). Quality assurance, cross-referencing and data 

triangulation are undertaken to improve neutrality and reduce bias in the review. 

Oxfam's quasi-experimental techniques are referenced as a potential source of 

unbiased reporting. 

 

Findings 

How credible are the 

findings? 

The review’s findings are credible. Findings are deemed credible, coherent and 

accurate owing to the extensive quantitative and qualitative data available, the level 

of cross-referencing and the data collection methods. Oxfam supports the findings 

and the verification of results, and endorses the review’s recommendations in its 

management response. 

 

How well does the 

evaluation /evidence 

address its original 

aims and purpose? 

The review and its evidence address the original aims and purpose of the IPR. The 

review’s aims and objectives are clearly stated. Similarly, the findings link to the 

IPR’s purpose. Limitations of the review are also examined in relation to the 

findings. 

 

Scope for drawing 

wider inference – 

how well is this 

explained? 

 

The scope for drawing wider inference is well explained. The review presents a 

comprehensive explanation of how its findings can be applied to the broader section 

(IPR, Section 3). Discussion of the Oxfam’s theory of change and its applicability to 

broader policy is also provided (IPR, Section 4). 

 

Auditability 

How adequately has 

the research process 

been documented? 

 

The research process is sufficiently documented. Adequate documentation of the 

research process and tools are provided, yet this documentation is insufficient to 

allow replication. The research process is further discussed under the review’s 

findings section (IPR, Section 3). Extensive information is provided in the annexes to 

enable some repeatability and the further verification of results. 

 

 



 

 

ANNEX 1: DEFINITIONS OF SCORES 

NB: The ‘Outstanding’ criterion is not defined. The reviewers used their discretion to apply the outstanding criteria if grantees’ achievements significantly 
exceeded the ‘high’ criterion in terms of scope or scale, impact on the sector or impact on beneficiaries. 

RELEVANCE 

Representativeness 
Definition: The degree to which the supported civil society organisations represent and respond to the needs and priorities of their 
constituencies - do the planned interventions continue to respond to these needs? 

Poor 
The organisation does not provide any evidence that they design their interventions based on the needs and priorities of target 
populations or that they re-consider intervention design or targeting during the course of the intervention. 

Medium 
The organisation can show evidence of how they have tested the underlying rationale behind interventions and the extent to which is 
continues to meet the needs and priorities of target populations. However, no evidence is provided to demonstrate that the results have 
any impact on intervention management. 

High 
The organisation shows evidence of continuously re-evaluating their interventions, and making appropriate changes, to ensure that they 
respond to the needs and priorities of the target population. 

Outstanding   

 

Targeting strategy 

Definition: The extent to which the interventions target the poorest and most marginalized, and the extent to which they target in such a 
way as to achieve maximum benefit.  
NOTE: The groups who make up the poorest and most marginalised will vary from setting to setting, and the grantee should provide 
analysis sufficiently robust to identify who these are. 

Poor 
The organisation provides little or no evidence that their interventions consider the balance between maximising impact and meeting the 
needs of the most poor and marginalised. 

Medium 
The organisation provides evidence that the decision making process around intervention planning and design considers whether the 
interventions strike a balance between maximising impact and addressing the needs of the most poor and marginalised. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence of a clearly articulated targeting strategy addressing the balance between maximising impact and 
addressing the needs of the most poor and marginalised. 

Outstanding   

 



 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Added value 

Definition: Whether grantees offer a distinctive competence or otherwise complement and add value to DFID’s portfolio, and how this has 
been developed and/or demonstrated throughout the funding period. 
NOTE: A distinctive offering or added value should be distinguished from core competencies in programme management. These might 
include things like a distinctive technique (such as management of malnutrition, or research) or approach (such as a focus on disability or 
partnership). 

Poor 
The organisation does not provide any insights or evidence of their distinctive offering/ added value, or cannot show how their distinctive 
offering or added-value has improved or increased.  

Medium The organisation can describe a distinctive offering, but does not demonstrate how this benefits DFID or the sector more broadly. 

High 
The organisation provides externally verifiable evidence of a distinctive competence in one or more areas, whether it has evolved over the 
course of the funding, and demonstrates how this has added value to the sector or industry as a whole i.e. provides evidence of the 
organisation's approaches or techniques must have been taken up by others (such as mainstreaming of disability). 

Outstanding   

 

Learning to improve 
organisational capacity 

Definition: The extent to which grantees learn from their work, and integrate the learning into improved programming, as well as the 
extent to which others (civil society, governmental and international organisations) make use of this learning in altered policy and practice.  

Poor 

The organisation provides little evidence that it has used learning to improve key competencies 
NB:  key competencies will vary widely, depending on the type of programme, but might include competencies like project cycle 
management, monitoring and evaluation, procurement, human resource management, governance, grant proposal development, research 
and influencing. 

Medium 
The organisation provides some evidence that it has used learning to improve key competences, and can show evidence of how this has 
become integrated into its interventions and organisational practice. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence that it has used learning to improve key competences which have become integrated into its 
interventions and organisational practice, leading to increased organisational effectiveness with demonstrable results on the targeted or 
ultimate beneficiary groups. 

Outstanding   

 

  



 

 

EFFECTIVENESS (continued) 

Learning to improve 
contextual knowledge 

Definition: The extent to which grantees learn from their work, and integrate the learning into improved programming, as well as the 
extent to which others (civil society, governmental and international organisations) make use of this learning in altered policy and practice.  
NOTE - Contextual learning refers to learning which improves situation analysis and intervention design in the specific intervention 
situation, should be distinguished from more generalizable learning about approaches and techniques. 

Poor 
The organisation is unable to show how learning during the course of the intervention[s] has affected the design and targeting of its 
interventions. 

Medium 
The organisation shows some impact of learning about the context and/or learning during the course of the intervention[s] on the design 
and targeting of its interventions. 

High
2
 The organisation demonstrates that the design and targeting of its interventions derive from systematic learning about the context. 

High 
The organisation can show that learning during the course of the intervention[s] has resulted in significantly improved results. 
NOTE: You will have to use your judgement as to whether a result is significant. But the kinds of things you might look for are a major 
increase in coverage, or dramatic increase in the quality and effectiveness of the intervention. 

Outstanding   

 

Learning to share  
with others 

Definition: The extent to which grantees learn from their work, and integrate the learning into improved programming, as well as the 
extent to which others (civil society, governmental and international organisations) make use of this learning in altered policy and practice. 

Poor 
The organisation can show little or no improvement in its learning strategies, and is unable to provide evidence of how any of the learning 
generated through its interventions has been used or adopted. 

Medium 
The organisation provides examples of learning generated from its interventions which have been generalized from the intervention 
context for the benefit of the sector/industry more generally. 

Medium The organisation describes a clear or improving strategy for communicating the learning.  

High 
The organisation can show clear and verifiable examples of how learning generated from its interventions has significantly improved 
results and has been used by others in the sector/industry. 

Outstanding   

 

 

                                                      

 

2
 For certain criteria there are multiple indicators of ‘poor, medium or high’ performance. 



 

 

EFFECTIVENESS (continued) 

Incremental Innovation 
Definition: The extent to which grantees develop, test, and achieve the adoption by others of new knowledge, such as in techniques, 
approaches, and design of interventions.  Innovation is a special type of learning. It is distinguished from learning in general by novelty. 

Poor The organisation provides little evidence of the development and testing of existing knowledge to new contexts. 

Medium 
The organisation provides some evidence of the development and testing of existing knowledge to new contexts, and can show how this 
has been disseminated more widely. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence of the development and testing of existing knowledge to new contexts that has led to a demonstrable 
and significant improvement in their interventions or organisational capacity. 

High The organisation provides evidence of the extent to which it has been taken up by others. 

Outstanding   

 

Radical Innovation 
Definition: The extent to which grantees develop, test, and achieve the adoption by others of new knowledge, such as in techniques, 
approaches, and design of interventions.  Innovation is a special type of learning. It is distinguished from learning in general by novelty. 
NOTE: 'New knowledge' is knowledge which breaks new ground for the sector. 

Poor The organisation provides little evidence of the development and testing of new knowledge. 

Medium 
The organisation provides some evidence of the development and testing of new knowledge, and can show how this has been 
disseminated more widely. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence of the development and testing of new knowledge that has led to a demonstrable improvement in 
their interventions or organisational capacity. 

High The organisation provides evidence of the extent to which the new knowledge has been taken up by others. 

Outstanding   

 

  



 

 

EFFECTIVENESS (continued) 

Partnership approach 

Definition: The extent to which partnerships are made with others (civil society, the private sector, governmental and international 
organisations) that enhance the effectiveness and impact of interventions and encourage sustainability. 
NOTE: Partnership approach refers to the organisation's stance on partnership with others. It need not take the form of a general policy 
but must be codified as an agreement with partners on the purpose of the partnership andthe expectations each partner will have of the 
other. It should also be transparent about the power relationship. 

Poor The organisation can show little or no evidence of an explicit partnership approach. 

Medium 
The organisation has developed its partnership approach or can show it is following an existing partnership approach to reasonable 
standards. 

Medium 
The organisation is able to show how its partnership approach improves sustainability and/or enables mutual accountability between 
partners. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence of a well developed or substantially improved partnership approach with verifiable benefits for results 
and sustainability. 

High The organisation provides evidence of mutual accountability within the partnership. 

Outstanding   

 

M&E 

Definition: The extent to which grantees effectively monitor and evaluate their performance and assess their impact. Effective M&E and 
impact assessment includes demonstrable assessment and reporting of results at different levels, especially outputs and outcomes.  
NOTE:  An M&E system, as opposed to ad hoc project-level arrangements, specifies higher-level methods and measures of effectiveness, 
allowing aggregation and comparability of data between projects. 

Poor 
The organisation is unable to demonstrate that it has an effective M&E of impact assessment system or framework that enables it to 
capture, analyse, use and share information on changes (outcome and impact) or lessons learned. 

Medium 
The organisation is able to provide evidence of improvements to its M&E or impact assessment systems, which have enabled it to improve 
the capture, analysis, use and sharing of information on changes or lessons learned.  

High 
The organisation provides evidence of an M&E / impact assessment framework which ensures that results (in terms of changes in people’s 
lives and civil society more broadly) and learning are captured, shared and taken up by the organisation and the sector more broadly. 

High 
The organisation provides evidence of impact assessments which have generated learning that has had an impact on the organisation and 
the sector more broadly. 

Outstanding   

  



 

 

EFFICIENCY 

Efficiency Definition: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time etc.) are converted to results. 

Poor 
The organisation demonstrates little or no understanding of its costs and cost drivers i.e. the main factors that influence costs and how 
they link to performance. 

Poor 
The organisation is unable to demonstrate that it takes account of its understanding of its costs and is able to make any efficiencies as a 
result. 

Poor 
The organisation is unable to provide any evidence concerning its cost effectiveness; or the evidence available suggests that the 
organisation is very inefficient. 

Medium The organisation is able to demonstrate good understanding of its costs and able to make efficiencies as a result. 

Medium The organisation is able to demonstrate a comprehensive and granular understanding of its costs and cost drivers. 

Medium The organisation is able to provide comprehensive and robust quantitative and qualitative evidence of its cost effectiveness. 

High 
The organisation is able to demonstrate an excellent understanding of its costs and cost drivers and as such is able to provide cost driver 
analysis clearly explaining the relationship between costs and performance. 

High The organisation is able to demonstrate an excellent understanding of its costs and achievement of excellent value for money. 

High 
The organisation is able to demonstrate innovation or best practice in the production of quantitative and qualitative evidence of its cost 
effectiveness. 

Outstanding   

 

  



 

 

RESULTS 

Performance against the 
logframe 

Definition: The extent to which grantees have delivered on outputs and achieved the changes indicated in their Logframes 

Poor Roughly relates to DFID project score of C. 

Medium Roughly relates to DFID project score of B. 

High Roughly relates to DFID project score of A. 

High/Outstanding Roughly relates to DFID project score of A+. 

Outstanding Roughly relates to DFID project score of A++. 

 

Improving lives 

Definition: An assessment of the extent and the manner of changes in the lives of poor and marginalized people as a result of the changes 
achieved, and the extent to which these changes are likely to be sustained. 
NOTE: Where the organisation is not directly intervening at the level of the ultimate beneficiaries, it must be able to provide a coherent 
chain of causation that links its interventions to outcomes for the poor and marginalised, and there must be evidence to indicate that the 
chain of causation is likely to be correct. 

Poor The organisation is unable to provide valid evidence of changes in the lives of poor and marginalised people. 

Medium 
The organisations are able to show some verifiable examples of how the lives of the poor and marginalised have been directly or indirectly 
improved. 

High 

The organisation provides robust evidence of how its interventions have directly or indirectly resulted in long-term and sustainable 
changes in the lives of the poor and marginalised.  
NOTE: The organisation should provide evidence that the changes can be sustained beyond the intervention period. Evidence might include 
things like government or other entity commitment to provide the necessary support, or evidence that the activity has become self-
sustaining. For humanitarian interventions, which are necessarily more acute, the criteria will be different. The organisation should provide 
evidence that the design of the intervention assists recovery and reduces future vulnerability and increases the resilience of beneficiaries. 

Outstanding   

 

  



 

 

RESULTS (continued) 

 

Changes in civil society  

Definition: The extent to which citizens are able to do things for themselves, for example community organizations to manage and deliver 
a particular service, and the extent to which civil society organizations are able to hold governments (such as the private sector and 
international bodies) to account. 
NOTE: Evidence of people doing things for themselves might include community involvement with management of basic services, or small 
business activities. Evidence of civil society holding government to account might involve things like budget monitoring or advocacy. 

Poor The organisation is unable to provide valid evidence of changes in civil society. 

Medium 
The organisations is able to show some verifiable examples of how its interventions have directly or indirectly resulted in sustainable 
changes to civil society (i.e. people doing things for themselves, civil society holding government to account) and can clearly demonstrate 
how this will improve the lives of the poor and marginalised. 

High 
The organisation provides robust evidence of how its interventions have directly or indirectly resulted in sustainable changes to civil society 
(i.e. people doing things for themselves, civil society holding government to account) and can clearly demonstrate how this will improve 
the lives of the poor and marginalised. 

Outstanding   

 

  



 

 

ADDITIONALITY 

Additionality  

Definition: What is being achieved by grantees that would not have been achieved without DFID funding?  
• Direct inputs: this includes the resources allocated to the delivery of activities, i.e. human resources, funding, materials etc 
• Indirect inputs: this includes the organisational frameworks that supports the delivery of activities and create an enabling environment 
for the activities to take place i.e. management systems, partnership strategies, information databases, learning networks etc.  

Poor 
The organisation is unable to demonstrate with evidence that the effects of the funding have allowed it to do things it would not otherwise 
have achieved. 

Medium 
The organisation can show evidence that it has been able, as a result of the funding, to develop new competences, skills or learning with 
demonstrable effects, that it would not otherwise have been able to develop. 

High 
The organisation can show evidence that it has been able, as a result of the funding, to take risks and innovate or achieve very significantly 
greater results that it would not otherwise have achieved. 

Outstanding   

 

VfM of PPA funding  Definition: Does the grantees’ use of the PPA funding represent good value for money? 

Poor 
The organisation is unable to provide any evidence concerning its cost effectiveness that is appropriate to the type and focus of the funding 
received; or the evidence available suggests that the organisation is very inefficient. 

Medium 
The organisation is able to provide comprehensive and robust quantitative and/or qualitative evidence that PPA funding has been used 
cost effectively. 

High 
The organisation is able to demonstrate innovation or best practice in the production of quantitative and qualitative evidence of its cost 
effective use of PPA funding. 

Outstanding   

 

 


