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Executive summary 

Background to the 2014 PPA Evaluation 

The Department for International Development (DFID) views civil society organisations (CSOs) as an essential 

contributor to the global partnership delivering the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and public goods.
1
 One 

of DFID’s largest civil society funding mechanisms is the Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA). Between 

2011 and 2014, the PPA dispersed £360 million of funding to 41 UK and non-UK based CSOs working across a 

myriad of sectors and countries around the world.  

Funding to PPA agencies is provided through unrestricted (sometimes referred to as ‘core’) funding. DFID expects 

that funding PPA agencies in this way will support them to develop their capacity in ways that lead to a stronger 

civil society and improved accountability of the state (at the outcome level) as a means of reducing poverty and /or 

reducing discrimination among socially excluded communities (at the impact level).  

This evaluation report focuses on the effects and impacts specifically achieved from the 2011 to2014 round of PPA 

funding, and does not account for the two-year funding extension that was announced prior to the start of the 

research for this evaluation.
2
 Specifically, the evaluation seeks to understand the investment decisions that PPA 

holders have been able to make because of the unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding and the effects of 

these investments. The evaluation was conducted by Coffey International which was contracted as the Evaluation 

Manager in 2011 to design and manage the overall evaluation functions of the PPAs. 

Approach 

A theory-based approach to the evaluation was adopted which was framed and guided by the overarching Theory 

of Change for the Fund as a whole. The Theory of Change for the 2014 PPA Evaluation (Annex A), presents the 

strategic rationale for DFID’s investment in civil society and through the PPA Fund more specifically, including the 

ways in which PPA funding has been used by agencies to deliver results and the key assumptions that underpin 

the logic of funding agencies in this way. The overarching hypothesis that emerged from the revised Theory of 

Change is that: 

‘The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding enables organisations to develop their 

capacity and systems in ways that lead to measurably improved results and value for money’. 

Within this hypothesis, the Evaluation Manager and DFID identified seven key assumptions that underpin 

the Theory of Change. The validity of each of these key assumptions was examined over the course of 

the evaluation.  

The evaluation then applied a mixed methods approach to data collection and assessment of the strategic and 

operational added value of PPA funding. This included a desk-based review of 2014 Annual Reports, interviews 

with strategic stakeholders, an online survey with PPA agencies and primary research with a broadly 

representative sample of 12 PPA agencies. The collection and analysis of the different types of data was 

conducted through a phased approach to allow the evaluation to respond to data gaps and explore emerging 

hypotheses. This type of iterative working allowed DFID, sampled agencies and the Evaluation Advisory Group to 

help to validate emerging findings on an on-going basis.  

Summary of key findings against the evaluation questions 

What results did strategic funding deliver and how? 

PPA funding more than delivered the results set out in their logframes.
3
 The flexibility of PPA funding has 

successfully allowed PPA agencies to decide how to allocate funding to strengthen capacities and deliver results. 

Decisions about the use of the PPA funding reflected agencies’ strategic intents, the diagnosis of their internal and 

external needs and their respective stages of organisational development. 

                                                      
1
 ‘Review of DFID Support for Civil Society’ – Paper to DFID Development Committee, London (March 2010), Andrea Ledward and Roy Trivedy. 

2
 Evidence from previous rounds of PPA funding has been, and will continue to be, useful for explaining the context to the effects of the current 

round of PPA funding that are observed through this evaluation. There may be additional spillover effects that will be observable as a 
consequence of the two year funding extension.  
3
 Often the results delivered through PPA funding extended well beyond the logframe. 
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What is the strategic added value of unrestricted funding? 

PPA funding enables agencies to invest in areas of activity that are otherwise hard to fund through other types of 

funding sources. Typically, investments in areas such as innovation, capacity building and learning requires time 

and levels of resourcing that are not usually supported through more restricted, shorter-term results-based funding 

modalities. The two key factors that underpin the value of unrestricted funding are its flexibility and predictability. 

How effective was strategic funding in supporting innovation and learning? 

The PPA has been successful in supporting innovation and the production of knowledge which are important 

distinctive effects of strategic funding. This has been a result of investment in learning capacity, as well as the 

flexibility of the funding which has allowed agencies to invest in long-term and experimental work. The PPA has not 

enabled learning and best practice to be effectively mainstreamed across the sector. Instead, the benefits of 

innovation and collaboration have tended to be localised at the level of individual agencies. 

To what extent are the benefits of PPA funding sustainable? 

The sustainability of PPA supported changes to capacity or results is largely dependent on the funding composition 

of each individual agency, the types of activities funded through the PPA and the extent to which the investment 

decisions are likely to deliver the best long-term returns. Despite this qualification, research indicates that the 

quality and scale of capacity will be diminished across approximately half of the investments made by PPA 

agencies. 

Has PPA funding achieved good value for money? 

The complex nature of decision-making processes and conditions that are unique to each PPA agency combined 

with the evidence and reporting limitations of unrestricted funding means that it has not been possible to make an 

evidence-based judgement about whether or not PPA funding represents good VfM. The evidence does suggest 

that the PPA Fund has delivered results and added significant value to the work of the PPA agencies that is 

consistent with part of the the PPA theory of change and DFID’s rationale for PPA as a funding mechanism. 

Summary conclusions against the key assumptions from the Theory of Change  

Assumption 1: PPA agencies are able to deliver results through a mix of cross cutting approaches including 

delivery of goods and services, capacity building of communities and organisations and influencing policy change’ 

PPA agencies have successfully delivered the results set out in their logframes which included: the provision of 

goods and services to socially excluded communities, including humanitarian assistance, peacebuilding and 

development support; capacity building support for communities and organisations enabling them to mobilise and 

organise themselves; and activities that influence policy change. Despite the results that are being delivered, the 

way in which logframes are being used means that the full effects and results of PPA funding are not being fully 

captured. 

Assumption 2: Unrestricted funding for PPA agencies provides them with the flexibility to decide how best to 

allocate DFID funding in order to strengthen capacities and to deliver results 

Agencies have successfully used PPA funding to decide how to allocate funding to meet their strategic priorities. 

The flexibility, predictability and long-term stability of PPA funding have enabled agencies to make investment 

decisions that they are unable to make through other types of more restricted funding. The evaluation was not able 

to assess the extent to which PPA agencies allocated funds most effectively. Decisions about the best use of 

funding related to agencies’ ability to diagnose their needs which requires an assessment beyond the scope of this 

evaluation. 

Assumption 3: The strategic funding relationship provides DFID with the opportunity to build the capacity of PPA 

agencies with regards to the quality of their evidence, accountability and learning 

The conditions that DFID placed on PPA funding and the relationships DFID developed with PPA counterparts 

have enhanced the accountability of funding and the ability of agencies to evidence the effectiveness of their 

activities. This is especially apparent in relation to monitoring and evaluation. However, VfM reporting remains a 

work in progress across the portfolio. Despite DFID’s efforts to raise awareness and PPAs’ increasing 

experimentation with different ways of measuring VfM, there is little evidence of approaches that are capable of 

assessing the VfM of PPA funding at organisational levels in a sufficiently comprehensive way. 
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Assumption 4: PPA agencies use funding to strengthen capacities to reach and support socially excluded 

communities, including in conflict affected and fragile states, to deliver sustainable results that represent best Value 

for Money 

The range of different results reporting by agencies demonstrates that PPA funding has built capacities that have 

been used to support socially excluded communities (albeit sometimes with inferred levels of marginalisation), 

including in conflict-affected and fragile states. Although it is recognised that PPA agencies are successfully 

delivering results, there is currently insufficient evidence to draw conclusions about the extent to which the PPA-

supported results represent the best value for money. 

Assumption 5: As sector leaders, PPA agencies and their local/national partners are able to innovate, generate and 

mainstream best practices and facilitate learning across sectors 

The PPA Fund has enabled agencies to successfully engage in processes of innovation, but agencies have been 

less successful in mainstreaming best practices and facilitating learning across humanitarian and development 

sectors. Despite the PPA’s contribution to fostering learning, there is little evidence of learning from supported by 

PPA funding being taken up across the PPA portfolio, which may reflect a reporting deficit or a lack of mechanisms 

within and between agencies to take up and use research and new information. 

Assumption : PPA agencies and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement beyond the PPA 

funding period given the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing 

The ability of PPA agencies and their partners to maintain their respective roles and contributions without PPA 

funding varies to a large extent across the portfolio. The sustainability of activities funded through PPA funding is 

largely contingent on the funding composition for each individual agency, the types of activities funded through its 

PPA grant and the extent to which decisions are likely to deliver the best long-term return for the investments 

made. 

Assumption 7: The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to develop their 

capacity in measurable ways that leads to improved results and VfM. 

The evidence collected to date does not sufficiently demonstrate that improved capacities and systems have 

consistently had an impact on improvements to the results reported by PPA agencies and their VfM. This does not 

mean that such evidence will not be available in the future or that that there have been no positive effects as was 

evident through primary research with sampled agencies. Agencies were not always able to articulate or evidence 

the links between PPA investment decisions and the results in their logframes, which is perhaps not surprising 

given the complexity of organisational decision-making, the ways in which PPA funding has been used and the 

constraints of the logframe as a reporting tool. 

Summary of key lessons learned 

The most important learning point from this evaluation is the importance of understanding how and why agencies 

make decisions about the purpose and use of PPA funding. Most agencies decided to fund activities that are 

otherwise hard to fund. However, it is also clear that internal decision-making processes are influenced by a range 

of competing factors that are unique to each agency. The internal capacity of each agency to find the right balance 

between these factors determines the effectiveness of those decisions and ultimately their impact and overall VfM. 

These decision-making processes are driven by a range of strategic intentions that potentially relate to the stage of 

organisational development that is specific to each agency. A more stratified approach to strategic funding that 

takes into account key stages in the development of CSOs could provide DFID with opportunity to foster and shape 

the development of the sector and ensure greater alignment with its objectives. Agencies could benefit from a more 

stratified approach to strategic funding through performance objectives and frameworks that are tailored to their 

strategic objectives and stage of development. 

Key recommendations 

The Evaluation Manager has identified a set of recommendations to inform: DFID’s future policy-making purposes; 

the remainder of the current PPA funding period; and future evaluation activities conducted by the Evaluation 

Manager. These recommendations were developed in consultation with DFID to be as user-focused as possible.  

DFID recommendations for future policy-making purposes 

 DFID should develop a more stratified approach to supporting civil society organisations through different 

funding mechanisms that help DFID to shape and foster the growth of different sectors. 
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 DFID should require recipients of strategic funding to develop and maintain a governance / decision-

making framework to specifically inform and evidence how and why key decisions about the use of 

strategic funding are made at key stages of the planning and implementation process, including for PPA 

agencies for the remainder of the PPA funding period. 

 DFID should maintain strategic funding opportunities while also embedding further strategic conditionality. 

Assessment and reporting criteria should respond to DFID’s objectives for supporting civil society with 

further emphasis on gender and disability mainstreaming and mainstreaming of learning and best practice 

across the sector. 

 DFID should embed additional approaches to ensure that CSOs’ use of strategic funding is coherent with 

DFID’s strategic and policy objectives. 

 DFID should consider changing the ways in which logframes are used as a performance management tool 

for strategic funding and consider alternative accountability mechanisms to accommodate a diverse range 

of iterative and adaptive approaches to the use of strategic funding by agencies. 

DFID recommendations for the remainder of the current PPA funding period 

 DFID should require agencies to develop new approaches to tracking key investments that are not 

currently expressed in the logframe. 

 DFID should develop an explicit approach and objective to support and facilitate the uptake of learning 

within and between organisations that is owned and driven by CSOs themselves and as such less 

dependent on DFID support and incentives. 

Evaluation Manager Recommendations 

 The Evaluation Manager should continue to adopt a collaborative and iterative approach to the next phase 

of the PPA evaluation process. This approach should extend to subsequent review and revisions to the 

Theory of Change for strategic funding, further developments of the Evaluation Strategy and its 

implementation. 

 The Evaluation Manager should review the PPA Theory of Change to respond to the findings and 

conclusions of this evaluation and to accommodate DFID’s current development of its policy on strategic 

funding. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background to the 2014 PPA Evaluation 

The Department for International Development (DFID) views civil society organisations (CSOs) as an essential 

contributor to the global partnership to deliver the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and public goods. 

DFID’s rationale for funding CSOs is also captured in the ‘Review of DFID Support for Civil Society’4, including the 

expectation that supporting civil society:  

 Provides goods and services to the poor, particularly the hard to reach; 

 Helps people in developing countries to hold governments and others to account and influence decisions 

that affect poor people’s lives; 

 Helps poor people to do things for themselves;  

 Builds support of development in the UK; and 

 Encourages the growth of an active civil society.5 

Two of DFID’s largest civil society funding mechanisms are the Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPAs) and 

the Global Poverty Action Fund (GPAF). Between 2011 and 2014, the PPA and GPAF dispersed £480 million of 

funding to over 120 UK and non-UK based CSOs working across a myriad of sectors and countries around the 

world.  

This evaluation report focuses on the effects and impacts specifically achieved from the 2011 to2014 round of PPA 

funding, and does not account for the two-year PPA funding extension that was announced prior to the start of the 

research for this evaluation or the performance of the GPAF.
6
 The key audience for the 2014 PPA Evaluation 

report is DFID, although the findings will be disseminated more broadly to the 41 PPA agencies and other 

stakeholders interested in understanding the effects of strategic, unrestricted funding.  

The evaluation was conducted by Coffey International which was appointed as the independent Evaluation 

Manager in January 2011 to design and manage the overall evaluation functions for both the GPAF and the PPA 

Funds. The overarching purpose of the Evaluation Manager contract is to ‘design and manage the overall 

evaluation functions of the GPAF and the PPAs – ensuring impact can be assessed at both individual grantee level 

as well as at the overall portfolio (fund) level’.
7
 

1.2 Strategic funding through the PPAs 

DFID defines the PPAs as a set of strategic-level arrangements with CSOs based on mutually agreed outcomes 

and individual performance frameworks (i.e. logframes). PPA agencies vary in size, organisational structure, 

specialisation and approach with large and small organisations, multi-sectoral and niche organisations, and first-tier 

and second-tier
8
 organisations obtaining grants.

9
 PPA agencies were selected on the basis of their reputation as 

sector leaders and their ability to ‘demonstrate real and practical impact on poverty reduction, significant capability 

across their systems and policy engagement, and a clear fit with DFID’s values and priorities’. 

DFID has provided strategic grants through PPAs since 2000 with the expectation that this funding enables 

selected organisations to invest in their strategic priorities. Specifically, DFID holds that unrestricted funding 

‘enables organisations to support activities that are higher risk and [enables them to] have greater flexibility and is 

                                                      
4
 DFID’s rationale for funding CSOs is presented in Ledward and Trivedy, 2010. 

5
 DFID Civil Society Department Operational Plan 2011-15, DFID, updated June 2013. Note that the wording of these objectives has changed 

since the start of this round of PPA funding: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf   
6
 Evidence from previous rounds of PPA funding has been, and will continue to be, useful for explaining the context to the effects of the current 

round of PPA funding that are observed through this evaluation. There may be additional spillover effects that will be observable as a 
consequence of the two-year funding extension.  
7
 GPAF & PPA Evaluation Manager Terms of Reference, 2010  

8
 Second tier PPA agencies are those organisations whose theory of change is dependent on the results achieved by the intermediary partners 

that they support and organisations who are dependent on partners to deliver their work. 
9
 For more information on the PPA portfolio, please see the Evaluation Strategy, Annex B. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
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thus highly valuable to organisations’.10 DFID’s selection of sector leaders follows its belief that investment in these 

organisations can contribute to broader influencing effects across different sectors. Ultimately, DFID expects that 

PPA funding will have enabled organisations to develop their capacity in ways that lead to a stronger civil society 

and improved accountability of the state (at the outcome level) as a means to reducing poverty and /or reducing 

discrimination among socially excluded communities (at the impact level). 

DFID’s management of unrestricted funding shifted in 2000 from being led by DFID’s policy teams to a centralised 

mechanism through the Inclusive Societies Department (ISD).
11

 While the management of the PPAs has evolved, 

DFID’s rationale for providing this type of funding has remained constant. For example, DFID has historically 

provided unrestricting funding to encourage certain CSOs to pilot new research and develop tools, such as in the 

health sector, and to be responsive to changes to context which is especially important for those CSOs engaging in 

conflict-affected areas, humanitarian relief and long term advocacy initiatives.  

1.2.1 Other definitions of strategic funding 

Like DFID, a number of other donors provide strategic funding with the expectation that changing organisational 

capacities will enable organisations to deliver better results. A recent comparative review of different donor 

approaches to strategic funding found that the overarching rationale for supporting CSOs is to ‘develop the 

capacity of Southern civil society to help the poor and marginalised to claim their rights.’12 Interviews with a range of 

strategic stakeholders13, including donors and sector experts, explained that unrestricted funding provides 

organisations with the flexibility to choose and the space to innovate and take risks that produce public goods (e.g. 

tools, new approaches) that benefit CSOs working in both the Northern and Southern hemispheres and ultimately 

poor and marginalised groups.  

1.2.2 PPA Theory of change  

When the current round of the PPA was established in 2011, DFID decided not to set specific performance 

objectives relating to how PPA grants should be used since this funding was unrestricted. In order to evaluate a 

fund without performance objectives, the Evaluation Manager developed a ‘Causal’ Theory of Change (setting out 

why DFID should fund civil society) and a ‘Business Case’ Theory of Change (setting out how DFID intended to 

fund civil society) in 2011.
14

 These theories of change formed the basis of the PPA Mid-Term Evaluation 

(completed in June 2013). As part of the lesson learning process that followed the PPA Mid-Term Evaluation, the 

Evaluation Manager and DFID agreed to review and amend the overarching Theory of Change.15  A revised Theory 

of Change for the 2014 PPA evaluation was finalised in May 2014 following a comprehensive consultation process 

with DFID and PPA agencies. 

The revised Theory of Change for the 2014 PPA Evaluation (in Annex A), presents the strategic rationale for 

DFID’s investment in civil society and through the PPA Fund more specifically, including the ways in which PPA 

funding has been used by agencies to deliver results and the logic of funding agencies in this way. The overarching 

hypothesis that emerged from the revised Theory of Change is that: 

‘The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding enables organisations to develop their 

capacity and systems in ways that lead to measurably improved results and value for money’ 

                                                      
10

 Review of DFID Support for Civil Society’ – Paper to DFID Development Committee, London (March 2010), Andrea Ledward and Roy 
Trivedy. 
11

 Formerly referred to as the Civil Society Department. 
12

 INTRAC ‘Comparative review of donor approaches to unrestricted funding of CSOs’, November, 2014. The practices of Danida, Sida, Comic 
Relief, Irish Aid, Norad, DFID and the Netherlands all participated in this study.  
13 

The selection of strategic stakeholders was at the discretion of the Evaluation Manager and DFID, however, these stakeholders were 
nominated by PPA agencies. The selection process considered the extent to which stakeholders are independent from PPA agencies, have a 
sufficiently broad understanding of the Fund and can contribute knowledge on a topic or theme that is relevant to the evaluation. The final list of 
stakeholders was agreed with DFID and the Evaluation Manager at the end of August 2014. 
14

 The Theories of Change for how DFID funds Civil Society also applies to the GPAF. 
15

 The delivery of the 2014 PPA Evaluation has been guided by the lessons learned from the PPA Mid-Term Evaluation and has also been 
informed by the 2013 GPAF Mid-Term evaluation. The key principles underpinning the delivery of this evaluation have been: 
the evaluation strategy should be relatively simple, clear and concise; the evaluation requirements and specifically the burden on PPA holders 
should be proportionate, recognising that agencies may often be required to collect robust evidence in challenging programme environments; 
the PPA theory of change should frame the evaluation and should be sufficiently specific and well-defined, with a clear logical flow that captures 
the desired changes as a result of the PPA; and the strategy development process should be highly consultative to ensure that the revised 
design is as relevant and appropriate as possible given the long-term strategic nature of PPA funding. 
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Within this hypothesis the Evaluation Manager and DFID identified seven key assumptions that underpin the 

Theory of Change. The validity of each of these key assumptions was examined over the course of the evaluation. 

Key assumptions include: 

1. PPA agencies are able to deliver results through a mix of cross cutting approaches including delivery of 

goods and services, capacity building of communities and organisations and influencing policy change’;  

2. Unrestricted funding for PPA agencies provides them with the flexibility to decide how best to allocate DFID 

funding in order to strengthen capacities and to deliver results; 

3. The strategic funding relationship provides DFID with the opportunity to build the capacity of PPA agencies 

with regards to the quality of their evidence, accountability and learning; 

4. PPA agencies use funding to strengthen capacities to reach and support socially excluded communities, 

including in conflict-affected and fragile states, to deliver sustainable results that represent best value for 

money; 

5. As sector leaders, PPA agencies and their local /national partners are able to innovate, generate and 

mainstream best practices and facilitate learning across sectors; 

6. PPA agencies and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement beyond the PPA 

funding period given the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing; and 

7. The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to develop their capacity 

in measurable ways that leads to improved results and VfM. 

1.2.3 Purpose and scope of the 2014 PPA Evaluation 

Between 2011 and2014, DFID anticipated that PPA holders made strategic investment decisions about how best to 

allocate and use PPA funding in order to add the most value to their organisations, the work that they and their 

partners do, and the results that they deliver. Testing this assertion has provided the focus of the 2014 PPA 

Evaluation. All £360 million of unrestricted funding that was distributed to all 41 PPA agencies between April 2011 

and April 2014 was examined through this evaluation, including the £60 million that was allocated to support 

organisations working in the conflict and humanitarian sector through the Conflict, Humanitarian and Security 

Department (CHASE).  

The evaluation’s purpose included two specific objectives as agreed with DFID:  

Accountability 

objective: 

 

To demonstrate to a wide range of audiences the effectiveness, impact and value for money of 

three years of strategic funding by providing robust evidence that comprehensively describes 

and explains the added value this type of funding has made to socially excluded groups 

through the work of PPA holders. 

Learning 

objective:  

 

To build an understanding of how the nature of PPA funding has influenced the type of 

investment decisions that organisations take and the extent to which these investment 

decisions are of strategic importance for the organisation, its countries of operation, the 

sector(s) in which it works, and ultimately how these investment decisions achieve results for 

intended beneficiaries. The evaluation should also explore the extent to which these results 

could have been achieved, to the same standard of quality, timeliness, cost and impact, with 

more traditional restricted funding. 

The evaluation’s objectives were operationalised through the development of evaluation questions. The evaluation 

questions were broadly guided by the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation (OECD) and Development 

Assistance Committee (DAC) criteria to ensure that the approach to the evaluation is consistent with best practice.  

The key evaluation questions in Table 1 have been designed to test the PPA Theory of Change and as such have 

been instrumental in defining the scope and focus of the 2014 PPA evaluation. Each of the overarching evaluation 

questions presented in Table 1 is complemented by a set of sub-questions that focus on specific aspects of the 

PPA Theory of Change. These sub-questions are detailed in Annex B of the Evaluation Strategy together with 

supporting explanatory notes. It is highly recommended that users of this report familiarise themselves with both 

the Theory of Change and PPA Evaluation Strategy before reading further. 
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Table 1: PPA Key Evaluation Questions 

OECD-DAC Criteria Ref. Key Evaluation Questions 

Impact and Value for Money 

(including Efficiency) 

1 What were the results of strategic funding through the PPA and did this 

investment achieve good value for money? 

Relevance and Effectiveness 2 To what extent is there an effective and demonstrable link between the 

strategic use of funding (e.g. on activities to improve organisation 

effectiveness) and the benefits delivered for socially excluded 

communities?16 

Sustainability 3 How and with what effects were plans for sustainability enacted to ensure 

that the benefits continue post-funding?  

The evaluation questions formed the basis for the development of the PPA Evaluation Framework presented in 

Annex C. The 2014 PPA Evaluation Framework presents the list of key indicators against each of the evaluation 

questions and identifies the data sources and research methods that were used to collect and respond to each 

indicator. A full timeline of the evaluation’s key activities, delivery team and governance arrangements are 

presented in Annex D.  

1.3 Evaluation approach and research methods 

To assess the performance, effectiveness and impact of the PPA Fund, data and evidence was collected from a 

range of sources to inform the findings produced. This evidence needed to be sufficiently granular to explain how 

and why PPA funding is effective, for whom and under what circumstances. This also meant that the performance 

of individual PPAs was not assessed.  

The Evaluation Manager and DFID worked together to devise an evaluation approach that at all times sought to 

balance the rigour required to deliver the evaluation while also minimising the research burden on PPA agencies. 

The development of the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy was in line with the recommendations from the May 2013 

Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) review of ‘DFID’s Support for Civil Society Organisations through 

Programme Partnership Arrangements’.17 The full evaluation approach, discussion of methods, limitations, scope of 

work and evaluation timelines are captured in the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy in Annex B.   

1.3.1 Approach to assessing impact 

A theory-based approach to the evaluation was adopted which was framed and guided by the overarching Theory 

of Change for the Fund as a whole. The evaluation was designed to enable PPA agencies to individually define 

and evidence, in mostly qualitative terms, the different ways in which PPA funding adds value to the work of 

agencies.
 18

 

The evaluation of the added value of strategic funding involved understanding the individual choices that agencies 

made in deciding how to use their grants. These information requirements necessitated developing an evidence-

based understanding of key decision-making processes that agencies applied to determine how best to use 

strategic funding. Evidence of how key strategic and operational factors (including internal organisational factors 

and external contextual or delivery factors) have influenced this decision-making process provided a sound basis
19

 

                                                      
16

 Socially excluded communities are defined as certain groups in society who are excluded from opportunities that are open to others, because 
they are marginalised and /or discriminated against on the basis of their race, religion, gender, caste, age, disability, or other social identity. The 
definition of ‘social exclusion’ in this context includes those who are disadvantaged by who they are or where they live, and as a result are 
locked out of the benefits of development (Reference: DFID (2005) ‘Reducing Poverty by Tackling Social Exclusion’). This includes those 
groups of people who are disadvantaged by humanitarian crises. This definition is purposefully broad to enable PPA and GPAF agencies to 
define the nature of marginalisation, disadvantage and /or social exclusion of the groups of people that they are targeting and who are benefiting 
in different ways from programme and project activities. 
17

 Independent Commission for Aid Impact ‘DFID’s Support for Civil Society Organisations through Programme Partnership Arrangements 
(PPAs)’ 2013.http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/ICAI-REPORT-DFIDs-Support-for-CSOs-through-PPAs.pdf.  
18

 PPA agencies were able to submit a range of supporting evidence, including quantitative estimates of funding that had been leveraged 
through the PPA. 
19

 The complex relationships between different factors and agencies’ decision-making processes were not recorded when they made these 
decisions so reconstructing this relationship became important to understand the how PPA funding enabled agencies to make different types of 
decisions in response to their respective priorities. 

http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/ICAI-REPORT-DFIDs-Support-for-CSOs-through-PPAs.pdf
http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/ICAI-REPORT-DFIDs-Support-for-CSOs-through-PPAs.pdf
http://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/ICAI-REPORT-DFIDs-Support-for-CSOs-through-PPAs.pdf
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for identifying and evidencing the different ways in which strategic funding has added value to the work of PPA 

agencies. 

The unrestricted, strategic and diverse nature of PPA funding meant that it was not possible to identify a scenario 

that adequately identifies what would have happened without PPA funding. For this reason experimental or quasi-

experimental approaches to quantifying the impact of the PPA Fund were not considered an appropriate approach 

to evaluating PPA funding. 

1.3.2 Approach to assessing value for money (VfM) 

The approach to assessing the VfM of the PPA fund has been framed by the evaluation questions, assessment 

criteria and indicators presented in the PPA Evaluation Framework in Annex C. The evaluation has been framed by 

a ‘4E’s approach’ that considers the interdependency between the key components of VfM – economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness and equity.
 20

  Specifically, the evaluation gathered evidence about the different ways in which PPA 

holders have understood the principles behind VfM. It also focused on how PPA holders have interpreted and 

applied these principles in the course of deciding on how to use PPA funding to add the maximum value to the 

work of the agencies.  

1.3.3 Data collection strategy, data sources and research methods 

The evaluation applied a mixed methods approach to data collection and assessment of the strategic and 

operational added value of PPA funding. The collection and analysis of the different types of data was through a 

phased approach to allow the evaluation to respond to data gaps and to explore emerging hypotheses. 

The key data sources and research methods include were phased as follows: 

 desk-based secondary analysis of all 2014 PPA Annual Reports (June – August 2014): This review 

included all 41 PPA agencies and a total of 45 Annual Reports (including the organisations that hold both a 

General and a CHASE PPA grant). Further information is included in Annex E; 

 the Evaluation Manager formed three research teams to conduct primary research with a sample of 14 

PPA agencies (September 2014 – January 2015)21: the three research teams spoke to a range of key 

stakeholders which allowed the Evaluation Manager to gain insights into how and why decisions were 

made. Sampled agencies included: Oxfam GB; Transparency International Secretariat (TI-S); 

Transparency International UK (TI-UK); Farm Africa and Self Help Africa; Development Initiatives; 

International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF); Malaria Consortium; Gender Links; WaterAid; The 

Asia Foundation; CAFOD; MapAction and Sightsavers. Further information concerning the primary 

research is included in Annex F; 

 primary research with the Learning Partnerships (October – December 2014): primary research included 

six focus group discussions, 15 semi-structured interviews and an online survey with nine non-PPA 

organisations that participated in the Learning Partnership with a 50% response rate 22. Further 

information is included in Annex G; 

 semi-structured interviews with strategic stakeholders  (December 2014 – March 2015): interviews were 

conducted with 10 strategic stakeholders, included in Annex H; and 

 an online survey to non-sampled PPA agencies (February 2015): the survey targeted 29 PPA agencies23 

with responses from 26 agencies. The survey questions are included in Annex I. 

1.3.4 Analysis, triangulation and synthesis of data 

The approach to the analysis was both systematic and iterative. Each phase of the research and analysis involved 

different types of data, collected through different methods from a variety of sources. To ensure that the data was 

analysed and synthesised in a way that provided the most objective and meaningful findings possible, the 

Evaluation Manager applied the following steps:  

                                                      
20

 The Coffey approach to evaluating value for money goes beyond DFID’s 3’Es approach of economy, efficiency and effectiveness to consider 
how equity (e.g. values) is interpreted and institutionalised by agencies into their investment decisions.   
21

 The sampling strategy is presented in Annex D of the 2014 Evaluation Strategy.  
22

 The Evaluation Manager invited 18 non-PPAs to participate in the survey.  
23

 Sampled agencies were not asked to complete the online survey in an effort to both avoid duplication and to reduce the research burden on 
agencies.  
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 assessed the quality of evidence within the 2014 PPA Annual Reports; 

 conducted open, selective and axial coding and qualitative analysis of data in the 2014 PPA Annual 

Reports; 

 conducted selective and axial coding and qualitative analysis of data gathered through the online survey; 

 applied a theory-based analysis of primary data from the sampled agencies; and 

 triangulated and synthesised data through multiple group workshops involving the Evaluation Manager. 

Further information explaining the analysis and synthesis of different types of data is detailed in Section 3.3.3 of the 

2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy.  

1.3.5 Changes to the approach 

The evaluation was delivered according to the agreed time frames, but with some changes to the phasing of data 

collection schedule that was presented in the Evaluation Strategy. Interviews with strategic stakeholders and the 

distribution of the online survey was originally planned to occur between August and September 2014 and instead 

took place between December 2014 and March 2015. This change resulted from a lack of strong hypotheses 

emerging from the analysis of Annual Reports, and because of this, the Evaluation Manager decided to delay the 

online survey until data from the primary research with the sampled agencies was available. Changing the 

sequence of data collection activities was consistent with the evaluation’s iterative approach and was discussed 

and agreed in advance with DFID.    

The other noteworthy addition to the evaluation was the establishment of the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) in 

November 2014. The group was chaired by DFID ISD and included three PPA agencies and a non-PPA agency. 

The aim of the group is to: ‘provide a supportive group which ensures that the evaluation process is transparent, 

products are of a high quality, and advice on issues is provided and communicated.’24 The group commented on the 

strategic stakeholder list and interview guide, online survey questions and emerging findings, and reviewed the first 

draft of the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report. The Evaluation Manager welcomed the inclusion of the group, which has 

added value to the process as a whole. Further details concerning the Terms of Reference for the EAG are 

included in Annex D. 

1.3.6 Limitations of the approach 

Overall, the limitations of the research approach did not compromise the quality of the evaluation’s findings or its 

capacity to contribute to the understanding of DFID and other stakeholders about how and to what extent PPA 

funding adds value to PPA agencies and their work. This does not mean that the approach was without limitations, 

three of which were not fully anticipated during the development of the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy.  

The key focus of the primary research with sampled agencies was to understand how sampled agencies made 

decisions concerning the use of PPA funding. Research teams were able to probe how and why sampled PPA 

agencies made the investments they did. However, for reasons explained in the findings, the teams were not in a 

position to assess whether the investments represented optimal decisions in the context of complex decision-

making processes that were different for each individual agency. Such an approach would have been outside the 

scope of a fund-level evaluation and would have required an extensive institutional assessment of each sampled 

agency. This is in itself a key part of the evaluation findings from the evaluation process and is discussed further in 

the conclusions because it should inform the on-going development of the theory of change underpinning strategic 

and unrestricted funding for civil society organisations.  

The way that some agencies divided and used PPA funding for different types of investments, combined with a 

diversity of accounting systems meant that it was not always possible to trace how investments lead to distinct, 

PPA-enabled results from Annual Reports, or to understand what specific investment areas received the highest 

proportion of funding across the portfolio (e.g. the amount invested in M&E). This situation relates to the nature of 

strategic funding and is not necessarily a criticism of the agencies concerned.  The primary research conducted 

with sampled agencies proved more effective at establishing some of these linkages. However, some agencies 

were not able to provide a breakdown of the use of funds nor were they always able to show how the use of funds 

translated into distinct PPA results. This meant that it was not always possible to assess DFID’s contribution to the 

results that agencies delivered.  

                                                      
24

 Evaluation Advisory Group for the PPA fund-level Evaluation 2014-15, Terms of Reference. 
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The evaluation approach that was adopted attempted to reduce the extractive nature of the primary research with 

sampled agencies by developing shared learning agendas (where possible) and providing summary feedback 

reports. This approach had mixed results because sampled agencies contributed large amounts of staff and 

partner time in response to the key research themes. However, the ability of the research teams to respond to 

additional points of interest for agencies was restricted by the resource and time pressures of the evaluation.  

Similarly, the value of the feedback reports, while helpful for validating the research teams’ findings that fed into the 

2014 PPA Evaluation Report, tended to have limited analytical value for sampled agencies. Both of these 

constraints were, to an extent, imposed on the research teams and sampled agencies by the fund-level rather than 

agency-level focus of the evaluation process and the lack of strong hypotheses emerging from the review of the 

PPA Annual Reports. This meant that while the analysis of the Annual Reports helped frame the primary research, 

the primary research process involved a considerable amount of time and effort on the part of all those participating 

in the process. 

When designing the strategy for this evaluation, it could be argued that the expectations that were set through the 

evaluation questions and supporting framework were slightly ambitious given the complexity of this type of 

programme. However, by striving to achieve an ambitious set of learning objectives, the evaluation has been able 

to produce valuable learning about how the PPA mechanism actually works and adds value, even though it has 

proven difficult to draw definitive findings and conclusions in some areas. Future evaluations of strategic and 

unrestricted funding should benefit from the findings and conclusions because of the opportunity to develop a more 

nuanced theory of action that frames how the programme mechanism is intended to work in practice. This should 

enable agencies, DFID and future evaluators to collect more specific data that focuses on the how investment 

decisions are made, why, under what type of varying conditions and with what type of effects. 

Some typical points of inquiry were not emphasised as part this evaluation. This includes the effects of strategic 

funding on gender because the use of strategic funding does not necessarily involve gendered power relations in 

the same way as more traditional programme or project funding with ultimate beneficiaries. The evaluation did , 

however, consider the extent to which agencies mainstreamed best practice across their organisations, including 

gender and disability, and reviewed organisational reporting against how the use of PPA funding was designed, 

implemented and monitored in a way to deliver and track improvements in the lives and well-being of girls and 

women and contribute to gender equality.  

Other typical points of inquiry, such as the unintended consequences of funding, did not emerge strongly in relation 

strategic funding. This can partly be explained because of the limited reporting format of the Annual Report that did 

not explicitly ask for this information. Primary research also suggested that because many of the PPA agencies 

were experienced appling PPA funding or other types of unrestricted funding before and had used this funding in 

relation to articulated organisational objectives, the nature of the results were expected. 

Other limitations of the evaluation approach that were anticipated prior to the implementation of the research are 

presented in Section 3.3.4 of the Evaluation Strategy. All expected and unexpected limitations were reviewed with 

DFID colleagues throughout the evaluation process and managed accordingly.  
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2 Summary of Key Findings 

2.1 What results did strategic funding deliver and how? 

Key Theory of Change assumptions 

 Unrestricted funding for PPA agencies provides them with the flexibility to decide how best to allocate 

DFID funding in order to strengthen capacities and to deliver results; and 

 The strategic funding relationship provides DFID with the opportunity to build the capacity of PPA 

agencies with regards to the quality of their evidence, accountability and learning.  

Key findings 

PPA agencies have delivered the results set out in their logframes. The flexibility of PPA funding has also 

allowed PPA agencies to decide how to allocate funding to strengthen capacities and respond to strategic 

priorities. Decisions about the use of PPA funding reflected agencies’ strategic intents, the diagnosis of their 

internal and external needs and their respective stages of organisational development. The evaluation was 

able to identify distinct categories of strategic intent behind investment decisions, but investment decision-

making processes and choices were unique to each agency because agencies used PPA funding in ways 

that responded to what they diagnosed as distinctive strategic needs within very different types of operating 

environments. 

The main characteristics of PPA funding that enabled agencies to improve their capacity relates to the nature 

of unrestricted funding more generally: particularly the flexibility of the funds, that allowed agencies to invest 

in areas that are ‘hard-to-fund’ through more conventional (and restrictive) grants; and the predictability of the 

funds, that allowed agencies to respond quickly to changes to context, undertake relatively experimental 

initiatives or other work that has longer-term objectives. The PPAs’ contribution to learning and innovation 

appears more broadly throughout the report and highlights the cross-cutting value of unrestricted funding. 

The PPA, as an unrestricted fund, was distinctive in successfully influencing PPA agencies to respond to 

DFID’s focus on the measurement of results by increasing their investments in monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E). Agencies also increased their awareness of the VfM agenda, although there is less evidence that 

raised awareness has led to significant improvements in practice.  

2.1.1 What results have PPA agencies reported? 

PPA agencies reported the successful delivery of a myriad of results25 in their logframes. This includes results that 

can be organised by the two categories shown in Table 2 i.e. those results that are typically associated with the 

work of CSOs as well as the intended results of unrestricted funding delivered through the PPA as a strategic 

support mechanism. 

Table 2: Type of results that PPAs delivered 

Intended results that CSOs delivered: Intended results of the PPA mechanism: 

 Goods and services; 

 Supported the efforts of communities / governments 

to build capacities; and 

 Influenced policy change.  

 Strengthened organisational capacity ; and 

 Built the capacity of the sector in relation to 

reporting, accountability and learning. 

 

Aggregating and comparing results across the portfolio was not entirely possible because of the large number of 

different sectors in which PPA agencies work, the diverse approaches through which agencies deliver results and 

the variety of ways in which these agencies have used PPA funding to address a range of complex and distinct 

strategic needs.  

                                                      
25

 ‘Results’ are defined here as the Outcome and Output results set out in PPA agencies’ logframes.  
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Despite the diversity of the PPA supported results, it was possible in some instances to identify and to ‘group’ 

common types of results at both the output and outcome level from analysis of the PPA agencies’ 2011 to 2014 

logframes. Outcome-level results were grouped according to broad domains of change.26 Analysis of the domains of 

change show that PPAs are: 

 increasing access to essential services, goods and information in order to realise basic rights and/or needs; 

 influencing the policy environment that enables improved access to essential services, goods and 

information; 

 supporting the ability of communities to organise and mobilise themselves around key areas of concern;27 

 building the capacity of different organisations and institutions to support or demand improved access to 

essential services, goods and information; and 

 facilitating the development, testing and wide-scale adoption of pilot or innovative projects. 

The Evaluation Manager was similarly able to construct common output groups that were reported in PPA 

agencies’ logframes. The quantity and variety of results demonstrates the capacity of PPA agencies to deliver 

results at scale that benefit their partners, target groups and the sector more broadly. Despite not being able to 

aggregate all of the output-level results of PPA agencies
28

, analysis of these common output groups shows that 

between April 2011 and April 2014 PPAs have:  

 directly supported or reached over 150,000,000 people / households / communities (against an aggregate 

target of over 130,000,000); 

 produced over 16,000 information and learning materials29 (against an aggregate target of more than 

15,000); 

 trained and / or provided capacity support to over 554,000 groups or individuals (against an aggregate 

target of more than  529,000); 

 implemented over 11,000 policy influencing activities (against an aggregate target of more than  6,900); 

and 

 designed over 650 initiatives to support women and girls directly (against an aggregate target of more than 

350). 

The different ways that PPA logframes were designed by agencies affected the types of results that were reported 

and the clarity of the relationship between PPA funding and results. For example, some logframes were specifically 

tied to the actual use of PPA funding, such as delivering activities that built the capacity of partners, generating 

research and knowledge products, or delivering programme activities that directly benefited the poor and socially 

excluded groups. In these instances, the contribution made by PPA-funded activities to results was clear, although 

these PPA agencies often explained that the logframes frequently did not capture the full range of results that been 

enabled through the diverse ways in which PPA funding was typically used.  

Other agencies explained that the logframes were designed to be more illustrative of the type of results that they 

deliver but were not necessarily directly linked to the use PPA funding. PPA funding indirectly supported logframe 

results by contributing to activities designed to improve the capacity of agencies to deliver against the targets set 

out in these agencies’ logframes. In these instances, the contribution made by PPA-funded activities to results 

tended to be less clear. 

The extent to which PPA logframes reflected results that benefited poor and socially excluded groups or changes 

to internal organisational capacity and the capacity of partners also varied. This finding could potentially challenge 

a key underlying assumption supporting the PPA Theory of Change, which was that PPA agencies reach and 

benefit the poor and in particular the hard to reach. However, the absence of a strong link between logframe results 

                                                      
26

 The domains of change were developed following a mapping exercise of outcome areas from PPA agencies’ logframes.  Gender is treated as 
a cross-cutting issue as DFID have requested all indicators to be disaggregated by gender. However, specific indicators relating to the ability of 
women and girls to influence decisions that affect their lives are captured under the ‘empowerment’ domain. 
27

 There is obviously some overlap between capacity development, policy influencing and mobilisation. This cannot be avoided as these 
domains are interrelated with each other. 
28

 The Evaluation Manager was not able to aggregate all of the outputs because of the extensive diversity of the PPA portfolio and the plethora 
of results that they reported.  
29

 Other resources including publications, methodologies and tools. 
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and delivering benefits for poor and socially excluded groups does not mean that this link does not exist; rather the 

link is inferred than explicitly evident. In some instances, organisations deliver results for poor and socially 

excluded groups less directly by supporting their partners to do this work. In other instances, PPA agencies that 

deliver results that benefit the poor and socially excluded groups do not include evidence in their reporting about 

what makes these groups hard to reach or socially excluded. 

2.1.2 What choices did PPA agencies make about the use of strategic funding and why? 

Organisational structures and hierarchies typically influenced ‘how’ PPA investment choices were made. Some 

sampled agencies have formal, decision-making processes whose investment choices were informed by a range of 

data and information sources. Other sampled agencies had less structured decision-making processes whose 

investment choices were largely informed by the experience of senior leadership and their awareness of 

organisational needs. The differences in organisational decision-making structures and hierarchies often reflected 

the maturity and size of organisations, with larger more established agencies tending to have more formal decision-

making processes than smaller, newer organisations. 

The use of PPA funding was also affected by the ways in which PPA agencies divided funding. Sampled agencies 

divided PPA funding in the following ways: 

1. To entirely restrict PPA funding for certain programmatic or organisational activities; 

2. To pool PPA funding with other unrestricted funding sources; or 

3. To combine the first and second options.  

In some instances, the use of funding by different parts of an organisation was consistent with previously identified 

area(s) of organisational need, as set out in an organisational strategy. In other instances, the choice to divide PPA 

funding across an organisation resulted in multiple sites of independent decision-making where departments were 

free to define how funding should be used to further their own strategic needs at a departmental level. Most of the 

sampled agencies that were selected for primary research restricted some PPA funding for strategic programmes 

and capacity building activities while pooling remaining PPA funding with other unrestricted sources. 

The use of PPA funding was further affected by the strategic intents of agencies.30 Identifying different, and often 

overlapping, strategic intents was important because it allowed the Evaluation Manager to understand the 

trajectories of change that agencies sought to achieve and how PPA funding could be used to catalyse that 

change. Analysis of the primary research with sampled PPA agencies
31

 revealed four predominant groups of 

strategic intents that helped to drive investment decisions. Strategic intents included: 

1. Enhancing the ability to influence key stakeholders: the intent to influence stakeholders reflects the 

many ways in which agencies work in order to deliver, scale up and sustain results. This strategic intent 

was found to cut across sampled agencies in terms of their size, sector and level of organisational 

development.  

2. Implement existing strategies or re-strategising: many of the PPAs developed strategies prior to, or 

during the current round of PPA funding, which examined internal capacities and external environments. 

Strategies typically included organisational objectives, values and a plan of activities that PPA funding was 

often used to support. Other agencies stated the intent to re-strategise to ensure future organisational 

relevance, for which the PPA was used for planning and in some instances, to support organisational 

restructuring.   

3. Maintaining and/or developing a key technical focus: a number of the sampled agencies wanted to 

maintain or deepen their technical focus. This intent was often driven both by areas where agencies had 

comparative advantage across the sector and was strongly linked to their organisational identify. In other 

instances, the need to develop new technical capacities was in response to perceived skills gaps in 

response to broader sector trends.     

                                                      
30

 The traditional strategic planning model aims to attain a fit between internal resources, capabilities, external opportunities and threats. By 
contrast, the strategic intent notion helps managers to focus on creating new capabilities to exploit future opportunities by defining and then 
operationalising a broad vision. Hamel, Gary and C.K. Prahald, ‘Strategic Intent’ Harvard Business Review. July 2005. 
31

 For further detail, please see Annex F. 
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4. Expanding organisational size: several of the sampled agencies expressed the strategic intent to 

increase their organisational size in order to reduce risk to their basic organisational function. These 

organisations were smaller and tended to have higher levels of dependency on PPA funding. Other 

organisations wanted to expand in order to deliver results on a larger, more programmatic scale, often 

reflecting more ambitious targets and new types of service delivery.  

Many of the sampled agencies exhibited a mixture of these four overarching strategic intents and it is important to 

note that the categories of strategic intents are not intended as descriptions of individual organisations or their 

work. Within each of the overarching strategic intents were also subcategories of intent, one of which is examined 

in Case Study 1. 

Case Study 1: ‘Knowledge brokering’ as a sub-category of influencing  

Three of the agencies in the primary research sample made the production of knowledge one of their core 

strategic intents. For the purpose of this case study, this type of intent is called ‘knowledge brokering’. The 

model presented is an analytical construct, not a description of any individual organisation. Agencies differed 

from each other in the degree to which they embodied all features of this model. Other agencies included 

elements of the knowledge broker model as a subsidiary intent.  

Figure 1: The Knowledge Broker Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sampled agencies engaged in knowledge brokering: 

 were middle-sized organisations that  occupy or seek to carve out a distinctive niche in the 

development sector;  

 often competed with larger organisations with more developed systems, and consequently produced 

knowledge in addition to delivering results; 

 leveraged knowledge through influence on organisations which can take knowledge to scale; 

 experimented, innovated and trialled new approaches, such as through a ‘Darwinian’ approach of 

testing a variety of approaches and selecting those that best fit their intended purpose; and 

 required investment in strategies, systems and staff which are adequate to the knowledge producing 

task. 

The predictability and flexibility of the PPA has been critical in enabling these changes to occur. 
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2.1.3 What types of capacities did PPA agencies invest in? 

The flexibility of unrestricted funding is reflected in the different capacities that PPA agencies chose to invest in. 

‘Capacity’ is defined as the ability of organisations to work in different ways because of PPA funding, which can 

include capacities that have an external focus, such as an enhanced ability to support partners or conduct 

advocacy work, or capacities with an internal focus, such as the ability to hire new staff or make investments in 

internal systems. 

PPA agencies reported that the majority of their investments were in non-programme or project related capacities. 

The breakdown of areas of spend that were reported by PPA agencies is presented in Figure 2. Research with 

sampled agencies further indicated that what had been categorised as ‘programme investments’ in the PPA Annual 

Reports often included other sub-categories of capacities that could have been reported under institutional 

strengthening, such as hiring specialist staff and investing in programme management systems.  

Figure 2: Percentage allocation of PPA funding across the PPA portfolio  

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports, Annex G (n=46)
32

 

Further analysis of the data submitted in the PPA Annual Reports and the primary research data collected from the 

sampled PPA agencies revealed more details about how PPA funding was used to invest in new capacities or to 

deepen existing capacities. Key areas of investment included: 

 Strategies and planning; 

 Organisational restructuring and governance; 

 Systems (M&E, knowledge management, financial management, project management, communications);  

 Tools (M&E, knowledge management, financial management, project management, communications); 

 Internal capacity (hiring technical staff, support staff, conducting training, fundraising); 

                                                      
32

 The open category of ‘other’ was included in the survey and elicited a wide range of different answers, ranging from infrastructure projects to 
pre-financing.  
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 External capacity building (providing training, hiring technical staff); 

 Building partner capacity; 

 Learning and innovation; 

 Pre-financing / match funding; 

 Bridge funding/ gap filling; and 

 Contingency funding. 

The types of investments that were reported most frequently by PPA agencies in their Annual Reports were: 

monitoring and evaluation (M&E);
33

 hiring technical staff;
34

 and engaging in learning activities.
35

 Although these 

types of investment categories were the most frequently reported, they did not necessarily correspond to areas 

where PPA agencies made the most investments in terms of monetary value.
36

 

2.1.4 What factors affected strategic choices and why? 

The rationale for different PPA investments depended on a wide array of internal and external factors that were 

unique to each PPA agency. The research teams anticipated that the different strategic intents of agencies, 

discussed in Section 2.1.2, would be connected to and predictive of groups of factors and subsequent investment 

decisions. This expectation proved to be incorrect. Instead, the combination of different factors and organisational 

dynamics were so distinct to each sampled PPA agency that no strong patterns emerged between influencing 

factors and the subsequent investment decisions.  

Four broad groups
37

 of factors that influenced strategic choices emerged from analysis of primary and secondary 

data: 

1. Factors relating to organisational values and principles: such as organisational belief in the value of 

working through partners and southern NGOs; 

2. Factors relating to the composition of internal resources: such as the need to fundraise and increase 

other sources of unrestricted funding; 

3. Factors relating to internal capabilities: such as the need to strengthen management capacity and 

information systems; and 

4. Factors relating to external capabilities (included DFID and PPA related factors): such as the need to 

respond to donor trends, changing contexts and DFID’s M&E and VfM agenda. 

All of the factors that research teams identified as affecting PPA investment choices are shown in Figure 3.  

                                                      
33

 96% of Annual Reports mentioned this investment 
34

 76% of Annual Reports mentioned this investment 
35

 71% of Annual Reports mentioned this investment 
36

 PPA agencies were required to indicate, in percentage terms, only broad areas of spend so it was not possible to measure spend against 
more nuanced investment categories. 
37

 These driving factors were also apparent across the reports from the whole portfolio, as described in Annex E. The analysis of the reports 
also highlighted some additional factors, which were elaborated on in the interviews with sampled agencies: invest in difficult-to-fund areas, 
respond to windows of opportunity, and strengthen networks and partners. 
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Figure 3:  Organisational factors affecting PPA agency decision-making 

 

While the relative weight of different factors in relation to funding decisions was unique to each agency, factors 

concerning organisational values and principles tended to be the most influential. Data from the online survey 

showed that internal organisational factors (including values, capabilities and resources) were the single biggest 

driver of how PPA funding was used. Internal factors were twice as important in influencing investment decisions 

as external or PPA /DFID related factors. Of the internal factors, respondents identified the delivery of their 

organisational strategy as the key element that informed the use of PPA funding, which was also consistent with 

the findings from the primary research with sampled agencies.38  

The primacy that PPAs assigned to internal factors and organisational values supports the finding that DFID’s 

relative influence over PPA agencies’ investment decisions was somewhat limited. This is consistent with the 

underlying rationale for both the PPA mechanism and unrestricted funding, which was to support trusted delivery 

partners and sector leaders to respond to their strategic priorities. Although the results delivered by PPA agencies 

were expected to align with DFID priorities, as formalised in their logframes, the ability of PPA agencies to make 

investment decisions based on a balanced understanding of the factors that are presented in Figure 3 is part of the 

added value of unrestricted funding.  

                                                      
38

 13 of 31 respondents 
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The relative importance of external factors compared to DFID /PPA factors was more or less equivalent.39 

Influencing external stakeholders,40 responding to opportunities41 and filling gaps that emerged as contexts 

changed42 
 were frequently cited as the most important external factors. Responding to external factors is strongly 

linked to CHASE grantees in particular, whose work in humanitarian and conflict areas tends to be the most 

sensitive to changes in the contexts in which they operate.  Of the DFID and PPA related factors, 75% of 

respondents cited the perceived need to respond to M&E and VfM agendas as the key DFID and PPA factors that 

affected their investment decisions. It was evident that the decisions to invest in monitoring and evaluation and in 

VfM were driven by DFID’s focus on these areas. This is discussed in more detail in Section 2.2 

Research with the sampled PPA agencies also illustrated how different internal and external factors intersected 

with different stages of organisational development to influence investment decisions. For example, larger, more 

mature, PPA agencies tended to already have basic systems, procedures, governance functions, financial controls, 

human resource management, monitoring and evaluation and fundraising capacities. By contrast, smaller PPA 

agencies, who are often at an earlier stage in their organisational development lifecycle, tended to lack some of 

these more basic systems and capacities and took the opportunity of PPA unrestricted funding to invest in these 

areas. 

Analysis of the 2014 PPA Annual Reports supports the findings from the primary research. Larger, more 

established organisations, reported investing more in improving programme quality, hiring technical staff, 

increasing the scale and integration of their programmes and delivering their organisational strategies. Conversely, 

smaller, less established organisations, reported using the PPA to invest in organisational development such as 

project management systems and support functions, strategic planning and fundraising, as well as using the PPA 

as an important source of match funding. All types of agencies highlighted the importance of being able to respond 

to windows of opportunity as a key priority.  

Despite these broad generalisations across the PPA portfolio, it should be stressed that each agency made 

individual choices about their investments in response to their distinct understanding of the internal and external 

factors that affect their own organisations. Although the research teams were not able to assess the 

appropriateness and effectiveness of investment decisions made by each individual agency (as discussed in 

Section 1.3.6), primary research illustrated the relationship between investment decisions and the range of formal 

and informal
43

 ways in which organisations diagnosed their strategic needs and priorities. Greater priority may have 

been given to some organisational factors than others, yet effective decisions will have taken into account the types 

of factors (presented in Figure 3) and found an appropriate balance between those factors that significantly affect 

the development and performance of the organisation.  

2.1.5 What are the advantages and disadvantages of holding both a General and CHASE PPA grant? 

There are distinct advantages for the four PPA agencies that hold a General and a CHASE PPA grant.
44

 The 

benefits of holding dual grants were most pronounced for those departments working in the humanitarian and 

conflict sectors within larger organisational departments. Agencies explained that holding both types of PPA grants 

provided humanitarian and conflict departments with the capacity to ring-fence unrestricted funding for hard-to-fund 

advocacy, risk-taking and institutional development, all of which was reported as being more difficult to raise 

internal funds for than in departments focused on development. Without the General PPA, many informants also 

felt they would not be able to ring-fence as much funding for CHASE activities if their agencies were provided with 

only one pot of funding. 

The differences in management relationships with DFID appear to be a benefit of holding both grants. General PPA 

agencies are managed directly by programme managers within ISD that are perceived as placing a stronger 

emphasis on VfM and performance than their CHASE counterparts. This was described as being useful for 

organisations to help prioritise M&E internally. By contrast, management relationships within DFID’s CHASE 

department were identified as being especially useful for promoting work with a certain programmatic or thematic 

                                                      
39

 Respondents stated that external factors contributed 27% and PPA /DFID related factors contributing 24% to the decision-making process.  
40

 8 of 29  online respondents 
41

 8 of 29 online respondents 
42

 7 of 29 online respondents 
43

 Informal diagnosis does suggest that these diagnoses were inaccurate, however they often reflect judgements that were informed by 
experience, rather than formalised options analysis. Formal diagnoses typically included written documentation, including internally or externally 
commissioned studies or needs assessments.  
44

 Among the PPA agencies are three agencies that hold both a General and CHASE PPA grant, Christian Aid UK, Oxfam GB and Save the 
Children UK. These are all large agencies that have both a development and humanitarian mandate. 
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focus and to provide a link to DFID’s policy teams because of the sector-specific knowledge of the CHASE 

programme managers.  

There were fewer apparent disadvantages of holding both a General and CHASE grant. Agencies perceive that 

General PPA grants are under a higher level of scrutiny and were more challenging to report against because 

General PPA logframes tended to reflect organisational objectives, whereas CHASE logframe reporting was 

usually linked to restricted programmatic activities. Dual reporting requirements were frequently cited as 

drawbacks, yet, given the sums of funding involved, dual reporting does not appear disproportionate. 

Overall, the advantages of holding both General and CHASE PPA grants substantially outweigh its disadvantages. 

The added value of holding both grants for PPA agencies relates to the internal dynamics and ensuring that some 

workstreams are not prioritised over others. The extent to which providing both types of grants adds additional 

value for DFID relates to DFID’s wish to continue supporting organisations with dual mandates to deliver both types 

of results. 

2.1.6 What immediate effects did these choices have on the capacity and capabilities of PPA agencies? 

PPA investments led to improvements in the capacity of PPA agencies to work in new or different ways. The 

strength of the relationship between PPA investments and new or improved capacities across PPA agencies was 

fairly clear from the Annual Reports and is broadly mapped in Figure 4. This shows the frequency of different 

reported investment areas and then connects these investment areas to different types of capacities that were 

reportedly developed through PPA funding.
45

 

Figure 4: Relationship between investments and changes to capacity as reported in the 2014 PPA Annual 

Reports 

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

                                                      
45

 There is a relationship between colour and frequency. The darker the shade of blue, the more frequently the investment area or changes to 
capacity were reported.  
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The extent to which changes in the capacity of PPA agencies led to new or different results compared with those 

previously delivered by agencies was less clear as broadly mapped in Figure 5.
46

 This finding reflects how some 

changes to capacity are not being measured and reported as results (e.g. the relationship between improved 

human resource management and programme quality). Equally, this finding illustrates the difficulties in measuring 

results that fall outside of a logframe (e.g. results delivered by newly hired technical staff) or those results that are 

delivered after long yet uncertain periods of engagement (e.g. capacity building partners or advocacy 

interventions).     

Figure 5: Relationship between changes to capacity and changes to results as reported in the 2014 PPA 

Annual Reports 

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

Many of the PPAs invested in different types of organisational development activities that contributed to 

demonstrable changes in the capacity of core systems, including enhanced finance management systems; IT 

systems that connect field offices and headquarters; and integrated knowledge management systems and human 

resource management systems. Such investments, particularly for less mature organisations, helped agencies to 

professionalise the ways in which they work, and in some instances allowed agencies to make observable step-

changes in their organisational development. 

A large number of sampled agencies invested in hiring specialist skills, particularly relating to M&E and niche 

technical skills, including in humanitarian and conflict expertise. Different types of investments allowed agencies to 

                                                      
46

 As with Figure 4, there is a relationship between colour and frequency. The darker the shade of blue, the more frequently the changes to 
capacity and type of results that were reported. 
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deliver new work, such as by establishing new or increasing existing staff presence in countries, and influenced the 

quality of on-going programmatic work and reporting. Oxfam GB’s investments in its Global Performance 

Framework (GPF) have demonstrated how the PPA has contributed to organisational-level changes in its 

measurement and reporting capacity in Case Study 2.  

Case Study 2: Improving organisational capacity to monitor results and assess impact 

Monitoring and evaluating performance at a programmatic level requires a range of different capacities, 

especially for organisations that have a broad portfolio of different types of projects. Understanding 

organisational-wide performance also poses challenges, some of which are resource dependent and some 

of which require cross-organisational support. One PPA agency that has leveraged the PPA to build 

capacities for greater organisational performance reporting is Oxfam GB through its Global Performance 

Framework (GPF). 

Members of Oxfam’s Planning, Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (PMEAL) team 

explained that the PPAs’ emphasis on measurement has been helpful in further embedding the PMEAL 

agenda across Oxfam GB, particularly through the development and implementation of the GPF. The GPF 

is comprised of two key elements: Global Output Reporting and Effectiveness Reviews which are framed 

around seven outcome areas.  When the GPF was designed, it aimed to tackle two distinct but related 

challenges: 

 how to access credible, reliable feedback on whether interventions are making a meaningful 

difference in a practical, proportionate way; and 

 how to aggregate this information at an organisational level.   

PPA investments in the GPF has allowed Oxfam to build its capacity to develop and implement practical 

and proportionate (affordable) approaches to measuring hard-to-measure concepts, such as resilience, 

women’s empowerment and policy influence. While not all that Oxfam GB does is captured, it has allowed 

the organisation to better understand its organisational impact, what works under different circumstances 

and why. 

DFID did not specify the extent to which it expected changes to capacity to be institutionalised across 

organisations, yet, for most of the sampled agencies, capacities were built across organisations. In some cases, 

however, the most immediate changes to capacity were restricted to certain teams or departments within PPA 

agencies. This was the case with TI-UK because the grant went to one programme within the organisation, 

although there was evidence of a diffusion of capacity more widely within the organisation. It was also the case for 

TAF whose decentralised structure meant that its regional team directed the use of funding for specific objectives 

for that region. Restricting the use of PPA funding to certain regions or departments may be effective to prevent the 

dilution of the strategic added value of funding but research also showed that localised changes to capacity were 

more vulnerable to staff turnover. 

2.1.7 How have changes in the capacity and capabilities of PPA agencies affected the delivery of their 

results? 

The 2014 PPA Annual Reports contain details about the results achieved by the PPA agencies but it was not 

always possible to track a strong connection between the capacities that PPA agencies invested in and the results 

that were reported. DFID did not require agencies to specifically report changes to capacity which made it difficult 

to identify the contribution and impact PPA funding made to changes in organisational capacities and /or the 

specific effects these changes had on the delivery of results. For example, investments in improved human 

resource management might be expected to produce an increase in the recruitment and retention of high calibre 

staff, but it would be difficult for PPA agencies to prove the connection between this and the type of results reported 

in many agencies’ logframes without designing and using other types of indicators and measurement techniques.   

The primary research with sampled agencies was more successful in demonstrating the range of results that PPA 

investments have enabled. Different categories of results that emerged from the primary research included the 

following examples:  

 New technical and management capacities have enabled agencies to design and manage more 

complex and effective programmes – for example, Farm Africa /SHA were both able to successfully gain 

funding from DFID’s 2014 Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters 
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programme (BRACED).
47

 This kind of result is a common and positive outcome of the ability to use PPA 

funding to develop capacities that in turn translated into more effective programme work. The outcome of 

DFID’s focus on results, and consequent enhancement of M&E, is visible here, as it also is in examples 

demonstrated by Gender Links, IPPF, TAF and Oxfam GB below. 

 Agencies were able to develop new areas of work – for example: Sightsavers was able to develop 

work on Neglected Tropical Diseases and fast-track initiatives around the elimination of river blindness 

and blinding trachoma; Malaria Consortium was able to extend its programme remit to include work on 

dengue fever; and WaterAid was able to incorporate a social development focus into its traditional water 

and sanitation work. The ability to experiment with new areas of work is a distinctive result of strategic 

funding.  

 Agencies were able to develop and pilot new approaches and tools – for example, TI-UK developed 

transparency indices for the security sector, which have successfully attracted the attention of security 

ministries. TI-S has been able to develop tools to support country-based advocacy. Both of these results 

were fundamental to their PPA proposals and this type of experimentation and innovation is another 

distinctive characteristic of strategic funding.  

 Agencies have been able to develop new strategies that advances work to new levels – for example, 

Gender Links has been able to move from advocacy to supporting policy implementation and has 

extended its work into new countries and established new partnerships. This result has made Gender 

Links more effective as a knowledge broker in the Southern Africa region. 

 Agencies have been able to expand the scale of their programmes and their ability to measure the 

accomplishment of expanded targets – for example, IPPF aimed in its strategy to double services by 

2015 and has developed a methodology for assessing the degree to which service users are from the 

poorest groups. Oxfam GB has experimented with and developed a performance framework that relates 

an enabling environment at output level to high level outcomes
48

 – this is a means of overcoming the 

necessity for detailed pre-specified outputs, which may be difficult to predict in complex programmes. The 

capacity to enhance the scale of programme delivery is another typical example of the way in which the 

PPA has supported improvements in the capacity in the CSO sector. 

 Agencies are able to support enhanced long-term advocacy outcomes – for example, both TI-UK and 

Oxfam GB have supported the development and ratification of the UN Arms Trade Treaty, a shared 

objective with DFID. The existence of shared objectives with DFID is a frequent characteristic of CHASE 

funding. IPPF has achieved 41 advocacy ‘wins’ in 2013/14. DI has been able to campaign for the 

recognition that eradication of poverty is an achievable goal. Long-term advocacy is a particularly clear 

example of an area of work that is ‘hard-to-fund’ through other grants. 

 Agencies have been able to foster innovation – some agencies, such as IPPF, Oxfam GB and 

Sightsavers, have used PPA funding to develop their own Innovation Funds. These results (which are 

discussed in more detail in Section 2.2. on innovation) directly relate to the PPA purpose of fostering 

innovation. 

 Agencies are able to support enhanced preparedness and capacity for humanitarian responses – 

for example, MapAction’s operational readiness has been improved in the form of volunteer training, 

strengthened policies, procedures, systems and processes to deploy, support and retain volunteers, 

including the ability to respond to complex emergencies. Oxfam’s standing capacity for humanitarian 

emergencies has also been supported through PPA funding.  

 

Intended and unintended effects that are specific to PPA funding 

In addition to the type of results unrestricted funding supports, there were some features of PPA funding that led to 

intended, PPA-related results. DFID’s explicit expectations regarding M&E and VfM have directly contributed to 

                                                      
47

 BRACED is expected to directly benefit up to 5 million vulnerable people, especially women and children, in developing countries by helping 
them become more resilient to climate extremes. In addition, by helping to improve national policies and institutions to better integrate disaster 
risk reduction (DRR), climate adaptation and development approaches, DFID expects the programme to indirectly help many millions more. 
48

 Oxfam GB has published an account of its framework in Claire Hutchings (2014) Balancing accountability and learning: a review of Oxfam 
GB’s global performance framework, Journal of Development Effectiveness, 6:4, 425-435. 
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changes in respective capacities and awareness across the PPA portfolio. Although DFID’s emphasis on M&E 

began during the previous PPA funding round, most of the sampled agencies described DFID’s results focus as 

giving weight to strengthening M&E. Improvement to M&E capacity is observable across the portfolio which is 

consistent with the PPA Theory of Change.  

The intended effects of DFID’s emphasis on VfM have, to date, been less evident (as described in Section 2.4). 

DFID succeeded in raising awareness about the key principles underpinning VfM through its reporting 

requirements and group support sessions (e.g. through webinars). PPA agencies have responded by devoting 

more attention and resources to thinking through how to measure, report and demonstrate their VfM. Despite these 

investments, evidence of robust organisational-level VfM remains weaker. Similarly, DFID’s expectation that 

agencies would also use PPA funding to mainstream best practice, particularly gender
49

 and later disability,
50

 does 

not appear to have succeeded, which requires further thought by DFID to incentivise changes in behaviour in these 

areas.  

An unexpected effect is that the PPA logframe and /or the PPA Annual Report has been adopted by some 

agencies as a key progress report to senior management and at the board level. This shows that at least some 

agencies have been able to leverage the PPA reporting process for wider organisational management and learning 

purposes. In others instances, the PPA logframe was designed by individual departments or personnel advocating 

specific agendas and the PPA reporting format helped to prioritise these agendas within the context of their 

organisations. Both examples illustrate how the benefits of PPA logframes and reporting can extend beyond 

serving as an accountability mechanism for the PPA. 

DFID’s relationships with different PPA agencies have also changed in ways that were not foreseen. Some 

agencies included in the primary research, particularly among new PPA agencies, designed their proposals in 

accordance with DFID priorities and reported developing a closer relationship with DFID. By contrast, some 

agencies that previously had a technically based relationship with DFID’s policy departments reported that this 

relationship had been attenuated by the shift of funding to the ISD, although this concern was not reported by 

agencies with a CHASE PPA. 

Lessons learned: Results 

 The logframe was not always used in ways to fully capture the results (in their broadest sense) 

achieved through strategic funding. Using the logframe to capture both direct and indirect results 

(including changes in organisational capacity) would have helped both agencies and DFID define, 

evidence and report the linkages from inputs through to impact. For particular types of activities and 

interventions, the logframe may not have been the most appropriate accountability tool because of 

the restrictions associated with its linear format. 

 Although the outcomes and results delivered by agencies align with DFID’s theory of change, the 

flexibility of choice afforded to agencies means that investments may not always have aligned with 

DFID’s strategic priorities. DFID could have ensured greater alignment with its strategic priorities by 

more specifically identifying the results areas (at the outcome or impact level of the theory of change) 

that it wanted PPA agencies to prioritise. 

 If DFID wanted to encourage stronger gender (and later disability) mainstreaming, it could have 

achieved greater success by making these issues mandatory reporting requirements at the start of 

the PPA in the same way that M&E and VfM were successfully emphasised throughout the current 

round of PPA funding.   
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 DFID Civil Society Department, 5 March 2012, ‘ICAI Initial Brief Final’; Submission by DFID to ICAI  (Annex A). 
50

 Disability mainstreaming was not stressed to the same extent as Gender mainstreaming in 2011. DFID has placed greater emphasis on 
disability mainstreaming since 2014.  
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2.2 What is the strategic added value of unrestricted funding? 

Key Theory of Change assumption 

 PPA agencies use funding to strengthen capacities to reach and support socially excluded 

communities, included in conflict-affected and fragile states, to deliver sustainable results that 

represent best VfM. 

Key findings 

PPA funding enables agencies to invest in areas of activity that are otherwise hard to fund through other 

types of funding sources. Typically, investments in areas such as innovation, capacity building and learning 

requires time and levels of resourcing that are not usually supported through more restricted, shorter-term 

results-based funding modalities.  

The two key factors that underpin the value of unrestricted funding are its flexibility and predictability. These 

factors have enabled agencies to: 

 Experiment and take risks in the piloting of approaches, initiatives, and the development of new 

resources (as discussed in Section 2.3). Such risk taking is hard to fund from conventional restricted 

grants, which generally requires outcomes to be predicted before the commencement of the work.  

 Strengthen their M&E capacity, and through it, the results focus which was a direct reflection of the 

emphasis and support that DFID has provided on this issue. There is less evidence of concrete 

outcomes from the other main component of DFID’s focus, namely VfM, although the PPA 

relationship has heightened awareness of and experimentation with the issue across the portfolio. 

 Support long-term and adaptive work programmes, where the path to outcomes is unpredictable, 

such as R&D, and policy advocacy and peace building. This type of work, some of which overlaps 

with innovation, is again hard to fund from conventional grants. 

 Support a high level of responsiveness to changes in context and windows of opportunity. Most PPA 

agencies, ranging from health to humanitarian organisations require some flexibility to intervene at 

key moments when they can have the potential to have the greatest impact. Predicting when these 

windows of opportunity will become available is difficult and restricted funding cannot generally be 

secured before these opportunities arise. 

2.2.1 What have PPA agencies been able to achieve with PPA funding that they could not with other 

types of funding? 

The PPA Fund has supported results that it would have been difficult to achieve with shorter-term, restricted 

funding. Typical restricted funding modalities, unlike unrestricted funding, rarely supports long-term internal or 

external capacity building or higher-risk activities that include unpredictable or unknown results. Agencies across 

the portfolio highly value unrestricted funding because of the type of choices that they are able to make.
51

 

The key qualities of PPA funding that enables agencies to make different types of choices are its flexibility and 

multi-year predictability. Both of these factors were strongly identified by sampled agencies as benefits of strategic 

funding more broadly, and these factors are also prevalent in the analysis of the key benefits of unrestricted 

funding that were reported in the 2014 Annual Reports as shown in Table 3. 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
51

 Further analysis of the effects of unrestricted funding for CHASE agencies are included in Annex E. 
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Table 3: Key benefits from the analysis of 2014 PPA Annual Reports 

Key benefits Percentage of 2014 PPA Annual 

Reports citing this effect
52

 

General flexibility to choose 64% 

Ability to take risks 52% 

Flexibility to adjust and respond 48% 

Predictability and stability of funding 41% 

Scaling work and increasing reach 41% 

Bridge funding/ pre-financing/ cost recovery 32% 

Enhance the quality of results 32% 

Ability to leverage additional funding 27% 

Increase the speed of results
53

 23% 

Ability to leverage from the PPA reputation 16% 

Ability to use for match funding 11% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

It is not possible to say whether these types of additionality effects correspond to the ‘objectives’ of the PPA 

because the PPA Fund was not set specific performance objectives. These effects are, however, consistent with 

the PPA Theory of Change and why DFID chooses to fund sector leaders. As several strategic stakeholders 

explained, donors provide unrestricted funding because it is linked to trust in the core mandates of agencies and 

the types of results that they deliver. The key benefit to donors of funding CSOs through unrestricted funding is that 

it allows agencies to ‘design programmes that meet the needs of their beneficiaries and the leeway to adjust 

strategies in an ever changing world’.
54

 

The specific ways in which PPA agencies exploited the flexibility and predictability of PPA varied according to their 

different strategic needs and organisational trajectories, for example: 

 For organisations like MapAction, the PPA has acted as a growth stimulant, allowing the organisation to 

exist and prosper, to deliver the technical services that DFID considers valuable.  To a degree, Malaria 

Consortium, although a vastly bigger organisation, has also been incubated, in that it has made the 

transition during the course of the PPA from being essentially a DFID-funded ‘resource centre’ to becoming 

a large, development organisation with significant delivery capabilities; 

 PPA funding has provided an injection of capital, allowing medium-sized organisations such as Self-Help 

Africa to make step-changes in the development of their systems and capacities; 

 PPA funding has served as a catalyst to push agencies to report and interrogate results at the 

programmatic and organisational level. This move away from project-based reporting is notable and was 

observed for both newer agencies such, as Farm Africa, and more established organisations such as 

Oxfam GB; and 
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 The results are based on the analysis of 46 Annual Reports.  
53

 The speed of results appeared to be an additionality effect that was unique to humanitarian agencies and was related to the extent to which 
PPA facilitates pre-financing, standing response capacities and a rapid humanitarian response.  
54

 Interview with Sanne Frost Helt, Chief Advisor, Health at Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, DANIDA, 27 March 2015. 
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 PPA funding enabled agencies to nurture innovation and learning, such as the TI-UK security sector 

indices. These indices have helped to elevate TI-UK’s profile as a leader in this field and have also helped 

to build sectoral momentum as other organisations are increasingly engage with this issue. 

Case study 3: Benefits of flexible funding  

The predictability and stability of PPA funding has played an important role in fragile contexts by enabling 

longer-term and more sustained programming and partnerships. This is particularly important for politically 

sensitive peacebuilding and governance reform processes which, by their nature, require support for partners 

over time and takes place in contexts where funding streams can be erratic due to political upheavals and the 

suspension of programmes.  

In the Philippines, the flexible nature of PPA funding has enabled The Asia Foundation (TAF) to shift the 

emphasis of PPA support in response to the evolving context (both internally and externally). Although 

originally supporting both community level efforts to improve security and national level peace negotiations, 

PPA support has been shifted toward activities aimed at ensuring acceptance of the key provisions of the 

peace agreement (the Framework and Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro, signed in 2012 and 

2014 respectively). This reflects both a change in their strategic priorities as well as the availability of other 

funds to support local level efforts.  Some PPA funding continues to be spent at the local level, however, 

these are used to respond to strategic windows of opportunity to supplement and strengthen existing 

programmes or in response to local conflicts that threaten the national level peace process.  

The flexibility of PPA funding enabled TAF to swiftly step in and support the initial start-up costs for a new 

Third Party Monitoring Team (TPMT), the body officially tasked by the two parties (the Moro Islamic 

Liberation Front and the Government) to review, assess, evaluate, and monitor implementation of the 

Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsamoro (CAB) when other donors and the State were not able to 

mobilise funds quickly. The TPMP oversees the implementation of the agreement and increases public 

awareness and its rapid establishment was considered important to increasing public confidence in the 

agreement. TPMP is now funded by the EU over the longer-term. 

For additional analysis of CHASE additionality effects, please see Annex J.  

2.2.2 What factors enabled or restricted agencies’ ability to use PPA funding strategically? 

Enabling factors 

A number of different factors appear to have enabled PPA agencies to use unrestricted funding strategically.55 One 

of the key enabling factors that emerged from research with the sampled agencies and the responses to the online 

survey was the importance of identifying clearly defined strategic needs.
56

 It was not possible to assess whether or 

not agencies were successful in diagnosing their strategic needs effectively (as discussed in Section 2.5). 

However, feedback from agencies illustrated that their ability to ‘know’ what to invest in and how this investment 

could contribute to greater organisational objectives was reported as strengthening the quality of their decision-

making processes.  

The second enabling factor that emerged was the value of having a well-defined organisational strategy. As 

organisations mature and evolve, their ability to translate their diagnosis of strategic needs into an action plan or 

strategy was identified as a critical component. This finding reappeared throughout the primary research with 

sampled agencies and appears to be particularly relevant for those agencies that are transitioning from one 

generation of leadership to another or during rapid organisational change. The finding was further corroborated 

through the online survey. 

Underlying both of the first two enabling factors is the ability of organisations to use funding flexibly, especially for 

new or challenging work that is hard-to-fund.
57

 Different PPA agencies demonstrated why their strategic priorities 

are, for a variety of reasons, ‘hard-to-fund’. Sometimes activities are hard to fund because funding is geared 

towards funding humanitarian response work rather than preparation to respond to humanitarian crises, such as in 

                                                      
55

 These categories of factors emerged gradually over the course of the primary research period with sampled agencies and were later 
corroborated through the views of respondents to the online survey. 
56

 13 of the 38 open responses cited the importance of articulating strategic needs.  
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the case of MapAction and its preparedness activities training. In other instances, opportunities to intervene 

emerge at short notice and project funding is too slow to allow agencies to effectively respond to these 

opportunities.  In other instances, organisational commitments and values, such as partnership working, may 

require a level of investment that more restricted programmatic funding is not well equipped to support, such as 

with IPPF’s and TI-Secretariat’s roles supporting broad, international networks of member associations. The ability 

to use funding to retain good staff between fixed-term projects or to pre-finance inception activities that are 

otherwise difficult to recover costs from donors were all cited as adding ‘strategic value’ in light of what agencies 

felt they needed to achieve in order to deliver good quality results.  

The unrestricted nature of PPA funding meant that agencies had the flexibility to choose what investment areas to 

prioritise. Logframes provided DFID with some assurance that the results that are planned align with DFID’s 

strategic priorities. However, a key part of this arrangement is that DFID trusts sector leaders to make the right 

investment decisions about how they should deliver the results set out in their logframes. Agencies often used PPA 

funding to support hard-to-fund activities that align with DFID’s strategic priorities such as those that relate to the 

MDGs and improving state accountability and transparency. Similarly, there were instances when the use of PPA 

funding did not align with DFID’s priorities, such as investing in middle-income countries or regions that were less 

strategically important (e.g. Latin America). The extent to which DFID wants agencies to deliver against its strategic 

objectives in the future will affect the level of control DFID will want or need to exert over its own future investment 

decisions.  

Restricting factors 

Factors that restricted the ability of PPA agencies to use PPA funding emerged from the primary research with 

sampled agencies and were corroborated through responses to the online survey.  

The first factor relates to the scale of unpredictable challenges that emerge over the grant lifecycle. These 

challenges were largely unavoidable, especially for those agencies that work in particularly fragile, conflict-affected 

and complex environments. However, while the flexibility of PPA enabled rapid responses, agencies felt an 

undercurrent of internal and external pressure to respond to the sheer volume of needs weakened their ability to be 

strategic. The current PPA funding period has coincided with a range of major natural and man-made disasters that 

have stretched the capacity of PPA agencies to their limits in order to respond to the needs civil society. The Arab 

Spring, Typhoon Haiyan, the Ebola outbreak and conflicts throughout the Middle East, North Africa and Ukraine are 

all large, complex events that have required sustained, coordinated action and have depleted the resources of PPA 

agencies.    

A second factor that agencies found restrictive was the challenge of responding to DFID’s reporting requirements, 

especially compared to previous experiences with DFID. All agencies had the same reporting requirements despite 

the broad range of grant values and reporting capacities. The level of effort to report logframe results required 

programmatic reporting and analytical capacities that were, and in some instances remains, beyond the capacity of 

particular agencies. All PPA agencies reported investing in M&E to meet DFID’s priorities despite some agencies 

feeling that this investment did not necessarily align with their own strategic priorities.  

A third restricting factor was the extent to which PPA funding could actually be used for unrestricted purposes. 

Some of the sampled agencies felt that PPA was not fully flexible because of internal or external pre-standing 

commitments that did not have alternative funding sources, such as CHASE programmes that had previously been 

funded by DFID under other budget lines and where there was an existing commitment to continue to deliver this 

type of work. A limited number of agencies that received PPA funding for the first time also reported that they had 

unnecessarily ring-fenced the funding, having not been fully aware that the PPA funding could be allocated flexibly 

due to misinterpretation on their part and weaker relationships with DFID staff.  

The restrictiveness of the logframe was an additional limiting factor. Organisations that intervene primarily through 

advocacy interventions found that the often unpredictable nature about how change happens was particularly 

poorly suited for fixed, output-level reporting in the logframe. The Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) in 

its assessment of the PPA in 2013 reached a similar conclusion about the inappropriateness of the logframe for 

strategic funding.58. Interviews with strategic stakeholders, including DFID staff, indicated that accountability through 

the logframes did not provide a complete picture of what funded agencies were achieving, and that spending time 

with the agencies to understand how they worked was essential in this respect. Research commissioned by several 
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 ICAI (17 May 2013) DFID’s Support for Civil Society Organisations through Programme Partnership Arrangements 
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PPA agencies into the management of unrestricted funds by a number of donors59 noted the use of various 

accountability mechanisms, including trust that is informed by long standing evidence of effective delivery. For 

example, DANIDA applies an approach that involves reviewing track record, systems, evaluations and 

understanding the quality of the results that potential partners deliver. If these results align with DANIDA’s broader 

objectives, DANIDA trusts in the mandate of these organisations to deliver results that represent good value.  

The challenge of ‘planning for the un-plannable’
60

 and reporting outputs in the logframe was further compounded 

by how to robustly evidence the contribution of advocacy interventions. Evidence from nearly all of the research 

teams showed that agencies typically struggled to evidence contributions to advocacy achievements. Ensuring that 

the logframe remains relevant to the ways that advocacy intervention work combined with improving the quality of 

evidence of these types of interventions warrants further review.  

Finally, internal organisational changes, such as staff turnover and organisational restructuring, were also identified 

as key challenges. Discussions with sampled agencies and research with learning group stakeholders suggested 

that the scale of staff turnover, especially among those staff that managed PPA funding and reporting was 

considerable. Equally the ability to manage PPA grants and report during periods of large-scale change, such as 

organisational restructuring, was also noted as challenging. The effects of both staff turnover and organisational 

change were reported as reducing the quality of relationships with DFID and a significant loss of institutional 

memory among PPA agencies.  

Lessons learned: Strategic added value 

 Many of the outcomes funded by the PPA were not predictable through standard planning 

approaches, particularly for advocacy agencies and those organisations that work in humanitarian 

and conflict-affected contexts. Additional flexibility in the ways that some PPA agencies planned 

and managed their work (including through the use of logframes) could help ensure that their work 

remains relevant to the rapidly changing environment in which agencies operate.   
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 INTRAC (November 2014) Comparative review of donor approaches to unrestricted funding of CSOs 
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 Stakeholder from primary research 
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2.3 How effective was strategic funding in supporting innovation and learning? 

Key Theory of Change assumption 

 As sector leaders, PPA agencies and their local /national partners are able to innovate, generate and 

mainstream best practices and facilitate learning across the sectors. 

Key findings 

The PPA has been successful in supporting innovation and the production of knowledge which are important, 

distinctive outcomes of strategic funding. This has been a result of investment in learning capacity, as well as 

the flexibility of the funding which has allowed agencies to invest in long-term and experimental work.  

The promotion of innovation and learning was an expected result of the PPA, as described in the PPA Theory 

of Change. Part of the rationale for selection of the funded agencies was that ‘as sector leaders, PPA holders 

and their local /national partners are able to innovate, generate and mainstream best practice and facilitate 

learning across the sector.’  There is good evidence that the PPA has supported learning and innovation 

through a variety of mechanisms, including: 

 the establishment of innovation funds; 

 flexible funding allowing experimentation with pilots and responses to new opportunities; 

 investment in M&E and research; and 

 the PPA Learning Partnership. 

The PPA has not, however, enabled learning and best practice to be effectively mainstreamed across the 

sector. Instead, the benefits of innovation and collaboration have tended to be localised at the level of 

individual agencies. Individuals at DFID have learned from the PPA Learning Partnership, but, this has not 

yet been absorbed more broadly within DFID or resulted in changes to DFID’s programmes.  Engagement 

and participation in the Learning Partnership was highly incentivised by DFID’s support for it and it is unlikely 

to be sustained in its current form in the future if DFID were to withdraw or significantly reduce its support for 

this learning platform. 

2.3.1 Has strategic funding enabled innovation and in what ways? 

PPA funding has successfully fostered innovation across the PPA portfolio through the flexibility of choice that is 

afforded through unrestricted funding. Specifically, unrestricted funding allowed agencies to experiment and take 

risks by supporting activities that had relatively unpredictable results. These are the types of choices that typical 

donor funding modalities do not support. PPA agencies explained that the need to innovate was driven by the 

changing needs of their respective sectors and target beneficiaries. Strategic stakeholders echoed these 

sentiments and explained that while innovation often lead to short-term ‘failures’, successful innovation, usually 

linked to unrestricted funding, produced public goods that benefited other CSOs and socially excluded groups.   

The Evaluation Manager distinguishes between two different types of innovation that were both evident across the 

PPA portfolio: ‘incremental’ and ‘radical’ innovation. 61  Incremental innovation is innovation that ‘applies or develops 

existing knowledge in new ways’. Radical innovation depends on the extent to which agencies ‘develop, test and 

achieve the adoption by others of new knowledge’. The review of the 2014 PPA Annual Reports suggested that 

larger agencies
62

 and agencies receiving PPA funding for the first time were more adept at innovating than smaller 

organisations or ‘legacy’ PPAs.
63

 This finding also appeared to be supported by the research with sampled 

agencies.   

Radical innovation 

Examples of radical innovation include: 
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 44% of agencies claimed to have contributed to radical innovation in the Annual Reports and 87% of agencies claimed to contributed to 
incremental innovation in the Annual Reports. 
62

 For example, those agencies with annual turnover above £10 million 
63

 Legacy PPAs refers to agencies that have previously held a PPA grant before the 2011-2014 round of PPA funding. 



PPA 2014 EVALUATION / EVALUATION REPORT 

PPA & GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 31 

 TI-UK developed the Defence Corruption Indices. These have broken new ground in ‘penetrating the 

impenetrable’ security sector and gaining traction with Ministries of Defence. The number of countries 

engaged in this initiative has grown from 82 to 135, and the number of countries who offer designated 

contact points has grown from 14 to 60. The flexible nature of PPA funding permitted the process of 

research and development of these tools; and 

 Several agencies, through the medium of the Resilience Working Group of the Learning Partnership, 

discussed and shared ideas on the best way to define and measure resilience. This led agencies to 

develop their own resilience frameworks. The Oxfam GB framework was adopted by DFID’s BRACED 

fund. 

Incremental innovation 

Examples of incremental innovation include:  

 Gender Links developed a range of online surveys, including the Gender Progress Score (GPS), the 

institutional Gender Score Card (GSC), the Southern Africa Development Community Gender Protocol 

Knowledge Quiz and the Citizen Score Card. The innovative aspect lies in the use of online solutions such 

as cyber dialogue in local languages, automated online gender surveys, the results of which can be 

accessed in real-time; and 

 Malaria Consortium adapted the positive deviance approach it had used on malaria to its work on dengue 

fever. This approach empowers communities to identify their own preferred ways to prevent dengue which 

was piloted in Asia partly using PPA funding. Malaria Consortium leveraged €250,000 funding from a 

European Donor for implementing integrated vector management to control dengue transmission as a 

consequence of this pilot. 

Use of innovation funds 

A number of large agencies devoted part of the PPA funding to the creation of innovation funds. These agencies 

explained that unrestricted funding was a particularly useful conduit for encouraging and enabling colleagues to 

experiment and find solutions to problems. Examples include: 

 IPPF funded three innovation funds that allowed its Member Associations to test new innovative ways of 

working, implementing risky or controversial work that would be difficult to support using restricted funds. 

Many Innovation Fund projects have been sustained, either using the Member Association unrestricted 

grant or other income sources; 

 Oxfam created several innovation funds, including: the WASH Innovation Fund that supported 

experimental additives for biological de-sludging of water tanks; and its Gender Experimentation Fund that 

supported initiatives such as the mobilisation of women in camps in Jordan through activities that did not 

threaten the men; and 

 Sightsavers created an innovation fund which funded new approaches to treating certain kinds of eye 

conditions. The innovation fund has subsequently supported a number of promising pilot projects that 

Sightsavers may try to scale-up in future.  

2.3.2 What effect has this innovation has on learning and adaptation across the PPA portfolio 

Despite the PPA Fund’s aim of fostering the spread of learning and best practice, limited examples emerged of 

instances where innovative tools and approaches that PPA agencies developed were adapted or absorbed more 

broadly across the PPA portfolio. Barriers to sharing and adapting innovation can partly be explained by the link 

between the relevance of certain types of innovative processes that were distinct to specific contexts and areas of 

work specific to individual agencies. For example, Sightsaver’s process of developing new approaches to treating 

eye disabilities would not be relevant to other PPA agencies. 

Additional factors that limited the sharing and learning of PPA-supported innovations were the relatively few 

structures and incentives dedicated to this purpose. The PPA Learning Partnership established a separate 

Innovation Learning Group that tried to document and share practice. The Learning Partnerships also shared 

innovations when this aligned with the Learning Partnerships’ thematic topics, such as resilience. Other innovations 

were shared through dedicated events or on individual agencies’ websites. Despite these efforts, there is little 

evidence that suggests that these mechanisms and mediums had meaningful effects on PPA agencies. 
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2.3.3 To what extent has strategic funding enabled PPAs to learn from each other? 

The added value of the PPA funding in relation to learning is that it allowed agencies to invest more time and 

resources to improve the depth and quality of the learning that was already happening. PPA funding has supported 

organisational and individual learning, yet, there is little evidence that PPA funding resulted in substantial uptake of 

learning between PPA agencies or across the development and humanitarian sectors more broadly.
64

  

Foci of learning 

All agencies had different objectives related to their distinct programmatic work, yet, many of the same learning 

themes appeared across the PPA portfolio as shown in Figure 6. Specifically, DFID’s reporting requirements and 

VfM agenda successfully encouraged PPA agencies to invest and learn about these topics. Many agencies were 

previously exploring these topics but it is clear that PPA funding influenced and emphasised the importance of this 

learning even further. The other learning topics that emerged also link to broader external trends across 

development that were highlighted by sampled agencies, such as efforts to incorporate broader gender 

mainstreaming practices in policies and programmes, deepening the understanding of the intersections between 

resilience and climate adaption, and applying a mix of public and private sector partnership working to deliver 

results.  

Figure 6: Learning themes as reported in the 2014 Annual Reports  

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

A key weakness of the PPA annual reporting is around learning, which often reflects learning processes, rather 

than describing what was learned, how it was applied in practice, with whom, and with what effects on the delivery 

capacity of PPA agencies. The sampled agencies were able to provide clearer examples of learning supported by 

the PPA, which include: 

1. Farm Africa (FA) and Self Help Africa’s (SHA) experimentation with market-based engagement 

between smallholders and the private sector: learning from this work has demonstrated that it is 
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 It should be noted that although evidence was found lacking, this does not mean that learning has not occurred. If agencies were explicitly 
asked to report on the activities and effects of cross-agency learning, it could result in additional data beyond what was observed among  the 
sampled agencies. 
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possible to source barley locally in Ethiopia in sufficient quantity and quality to supply multinational brewing 

companies. The PPA allowed these agencies the time to pilot and experiment with this approach. 

2. Gender Links’ ability to move from campaigning on gender, to working with governments to 

implement the Protocol in Southern Africa: Gender Links campaigned successfully for a regional 

gender protocol, but were initially unable to move to the next stage. The PPA allowed Gender Links to 

develop a new strategy and invest in research, such as the Violence against Women baseline studies that 

created partnerships with civil society and government and propelled the protocol forward. 

3. Development Initiatives (DI) has learned how to demonstrate that large proportions of humanitarian 

aid go to the same countries year on year: DI created a method that allowed the agency to trace aid 

going to the same places without impacting on vulnerability. DI’s learning products and methodology has 

helped them convince the UN’s Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) to make multi-

year rather than annual appeals to respond to this problem. 

4. WaterAid piloted research on menstrual hygiene to demonstrate to the sector, and in particular to 

WASH donors, the tangible effect the approach had on communities and people’s lives: the agency 

secured DFID match funding for an educational programme in Nepal that represents its first large 

institutional grant in Menstrual Hygiene Programme Management. 

5. Oxfam GB has learned how accountability is possible even in fragile contexts: Oxfam used PPA 

funding to learn how to support civil society to engage with power-holders in fragile contexts to develop 

‘social contracts’ that have led to improved responsiveness by power-holders. 

6. Sightsavers used PPA funding to learn how to combine policy, advocacy and research teams to 

make its advocacy work more evidence based: an example is the use of Voices of the Marginalised, a 

research project with the Institute of Development Studies, as part of Sightsavers’s advocacy work. 

7. The Asia Foundation experimented with a regional peace-building team through PPA-funding: The 

Asia Foundation’s improved contextual analysis resulted in learning that led the Philippines programme to 

shift its focus from community-level peace-building to implementation of the peace accords. 

Learning mechanisms  

PPA agencies learned through a range of different types of learning mechanisms. Eight distinct mechanisms that 

fostered learning emerged from the research as shown in Table 4. However, most of the learning products that 

were produced originated from programmatic monitoring and evaluation data (which falls within the category of 

‘internal learning processes’) and many agencies were already engaging in these activities prior to this round of 

PPA funding.  

Table 4: Reported learning mechanisms 

Learning mechanism Percentage of 2014 PPA Annual Reports 

referring to this mechanism 

PPA Learning Partnerships 78% 

Internal learning processes 73% 

Collaboration with other CSOs
65

 67% 

Research and development 58% 

Collaboration with experts 51% 

External learning processes
66

 44% 

Collaboration with academics 38% 
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 Other CSOs typically include non-PPA strategic and implementing partners. 
66

 The category ‘external learning processes’ refers to various networking, conferences and sharing meetings 



PPA 2014 EVALUATION / EVALUATION REPORT 

PPA & GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 34 

Innovation fund 13% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

The relationship between learning and the additional thinking space afforded by the flexibility of PPA funding was 

especially evident in the most frequently cited learning mechanism, the PPA Learning Partnership. The Learning 

Partnership and its working groups was a mechanism that was designed and supported by DFID to facilitate the 

mainstreaming and sharing of new or existing learning.  

The Learning Partnership through its thematically-focused Learning Groups successfully served as a platform for 

agencies to meet with one another and with DFID to develop and exchange ideas and information. The Stock 

Taking exercise (2014) conducted by the Learning Partnership Steering Committee showed that 62 learning 

products were generated by the Learning Groups as seen in Table 5.
67

 These consist of papers, experience 

sharing events, trainings, tools and communication products (from 2012 to 2014) based on a number of thematic 

areas. Most PPA agencies engaged with the Learning Groups to at least some extent, which DFID helped to 

incentivize through facilitation support from dedicated staff, regular attendance at meetings and through its annual 

reporting requirements. 

Levels of agency engagement and participation in the Learning Partnerships were not equal across the PPA 

portfolio. Larger PPA agencies that were based in London with larger internal staff resources tended to be able to 

participate more often than other PPA agencies. The costs of participating in such a mechanism illustrates this 

point given that some of the particularly active chairs of particular Learning Groups, reported spending an average 

of four days per month participating in the group. This level of commitment, approximately 20% of a ‘normal’ 

working calendar68 represents a significant investment by particular agencies. . 

Table 5: Type and number of learning products produced by the Learning Groups  

Type of products Number of products 

Experience sharing events 21 

Papers/briefs 19 

Trainings 11 

Newsletter 6 

Tools 4 

Other  1 

 Source: Learning Partnership Tracker Tool, 2014 

Uptake of learning 

The uptake of learning is often left to the efforts of individuals within organisations and their ability to prioritise 

learning objectives within or on behalf of their respective organisations. The Learning Partnership was also 

intended to promote the uptake of learning. It was clear from the research with the Learning Groups that individual 

participants learned and valued the networking opportunities provided by the groups. The majority of the PPA 

agencies, and some non-PPAs agencies, reported using the learning products and also reported that their 

participation in the groups strengthened their respective relationships with other PPA agencies and with DFID. For 

example 21 PPA agencies have reported using one or more of the 19 papers and briefings produced by the 

Learning Groups while almost half of these have reported sharing these products with others (including their 

country offices, partners and other CSOs).  
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 The Learning Partnership deliberately did not define what constituted ‘learning’ as explained in Annex G, 
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 Assumes that a ‘normal’ calendar includes 220 working days 
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There is further evidence that the conceptual clarifications and frameworks developed were put into practice, all of 

which relate to the adoption of concepts and tools. The development of resilience frameworks has already been 

described and other examples include: 

 Participants from the Southern Africa Learning Partnership applying learning on theory of change to 

develop programmes for participants; 

 WaterAid and CDA Inc. have adapted their programme designs in response to raised awareness of 

beneficiary feedback mechanisms; and 

 The Value for Money sub-group developed a Checklist (2014) comprising of 20 steps, to enable agencies 

to undertake a self-assessment on a range of VfM issues. Penal Reform International (PRI) used the VfM 

checklist to enhance its approach and to inform its reporting to DFID, and both Christian Aid UK and Oxfam 

GB adapted the checklist to create their own self-assessment tools.  

There was little evidence that PPA agency participation in the Learning Partnership and Learning Groups led to 

widespread uptake of learning within the sampled organisations. 

Type of learning 

Agencies used PPA funding to advance different learning agendas, which led to the generation, transmission and 

absorption of learning in a myriad of ways. Learning tended to be focused at a localised level for members within a 

single organisation or department within larger organisations. Understanding where and how learning occurred is 

important because it often predicted the extent to which learning could be absorbed and disseminated more 

broadly. The PPA Fund supported learning in three different ways: 

1. Formal and informal organisational learning; 

2. Formal group learning; and  

3. Informal individual learning. 

The impact of learning was most pronounced and sustained when it was facilitated and supported through 

institutional systems at an organisational level. Many of the sampled agencies exhibited weaker knowledge 

management and formalised learning processes. However, this was not uniformly the case. For example, TI-UK 

engages in a quarterly, strategic reflection and planning meeting called ‘MEKANIC’
69

 that brings together key 

internal and external stakeholders together through a full day reflection, learning and planning process. Such a 

regular, formalised learning and planning process is essential for TI-UK’s work because its interventions are 

determined by rapidly changing environments.   

Formal and informal organisational learning was also evident in the consortium between Farm Africa and Self Help 

Africa. Both agencies agreed to a formalised learning agenda, but significant benefits arose from informal learning 

that developed out of the relationships between counterparts in the two organisations. When combined, the formal 

learning agenda and increasingly strong relationships led to shared learning on resilience and private sector work, 

gender and M&E. For example, both organisations felt that its original food security indicator was not suitable for its 

logframe, largely because of cultural variation. Self Help Africa piloted a new indicator that proved to be more 

reliable and Farm Africa has since mainstreamed this indicator in its own work. 

Group learning was most evident through the research with the Learning Partnership. Evidence of the effectiveness 

of this type of learning was mixed. Although participants valued the opportunity to share and discuss ideas around 

topics of common interest, the majority of learning products that were incorporated into practice by agencies were 

tools and concepts rather than more intensive, programme-related learning. This reflects the way the Learning 

Partnership was established, which was as a mechanism for sharing thinking and experience, rather than for 

developing specifically defined learning questions with shared research methods and joint investments in 

exploratory pilots.  

The evaluation did not explicitly examine learning by individuals because this was beyond the scope of the primary 

research, but, the primary research teams encountered numerous anecdotes of individualised learning that 

occurred within PPA agencies and through informal networks. The ability of agencies to institutionalise the learning 

of individuals depended on a number of factors outside of the control of individuals, which leaves this type of 
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 ‘MEKANIC stands for Monitoring, Evaluation and sense making, Knowledge gathering and dissemination, Affirmation, Networks, Influencing 
and Changing behaviour. 
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learning at high risk of being lost to agencies and the wider portfolio as a result of the high turnover of staff that was 

described by a number of agencies. 

2.3.4 To what extent and what ways have strategic funding enabled and enhanced learning across the 

sector? 

Unrestricted funding through the PPA did not result in cross sector learning, although there was evidence that 

agencies were already successfully sharing their learning. The 2014 Annual Reports contained a total of 51 

references to other PPA agencies. Of these 51 references, six of them were reciprocated (i.e. where the cited 

agency cross-cited the other). Primary research with sampled agencies also revealed limited examples of cross 

agency learning, which included:  

 MSI and HIV /AIDS alliance collaborated through a June 2011 MoU in which both organisations committed 

to promote and provide linkages and integration between HIV and sexual and reproductive health rights in 

policies, programmes and services; 

 World Vision and Islamic Relief Worldwide collaborated on a joint inter-faith community mobilisation and 

action tool on child protection; and  

 Save the Children UK and Christian Aid UK, together with the Humanitarian Accountability Partnership 

(HAP), developed a method for measuring accountability. 

It is worth noting that none of the examples include shared learning between the PPA agencies that focus on 

gender and disability with others agencies within the portfolio. Although the PPA agencies that focus on gender and 

disability produced some evidence that their learning was being taken up by others, there is less evidence of 

learning between PPA sector leaders which was a strategic intent of the PPA Fund. Apart from the Learning 

Partnership as a formal learning mechanism supported by DFID and PPA agencies, there is little evidence that 

strategic funding in itself has led to sharing  across the sector, beyond what is happening and would have 

happened anyway.  

2.3.5 How has DFID learnt from the PPA Fund and what effects has this had on its behaviour? 

DFID cited limited examples of how it has absorbed and incorporated learning from the PPA Fund and changed its 

programming behaviour. If this was evident then a systematic approach to routinely assessing the learning 

available through the PPA and applying it as an integral part of decision-making processes would be more 

apparent. This aligns with a broader criticism of DFID and the way that it learns in a report published by ICAI
70

. 

DFID staff indicated that although the learning by PPA agencies was highly valued, there was no clear mechanism 

for sharing and institutionalising the learning within DFID so that it fed into the design of policy and programmes.  

A lack of evidence of systematic learning does not mean that DFID has not learned or that it has not been 

influenced by the PPAs. For example, CHASE PPA agencies were able to describe instances of shared agendas 

and joint work with DFID, such as the work by Oxfam GB and TI-UK on the UN Arms Trade Treaty. DFID has 

reported learning about how to manage and evaluate unrestricted funding – for example, a key change that has 

happened during the evaluation process as a whole has been the way in which the evaluation approach has been 

re-shaped and revised to improve the effectiveness of the process. There are also examples of experiences from 

the PPA Fund that have initiated discussion within certain departments. For example, experiences about the 

management of unrestricted funding through logframes have reportedly contributed to a debate within DFID about 

how to use logframes more effectively. Additionally, the Strategic Funding Paper produced by the Institutional 

Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG) in 2012, and the Independent Progress Reviews have been cited by DFID 

and the PPA agencies as having contributed to ‘a very strong argument’ to the Secretary of State about the nature, 

timing and impact of strategic funding.  
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Lessons learned: Innovation and learning 

 If DFID wishes to continue to support work which is experimental, innovative, and requires long-term 

flexibility, there will be corresponding risks in terms of the results that are delivered. Some agencies 

have been able to develop their experimental work to the point where results are apparent, and 

continuation funding has been secured from other sources, however, experimental work will continue 

to be risky and is less suited to restricted and /or relatively short-term funding modalities.  

 The Learning Partnership has successfully brought together DFID and agencies around learning 

topics of common interest. This mechanism has involved significant investment by DFID and some of 

the PPA agencies participating in the Learning Groups. The Learning Groups do not seem to be an 

appropriate mechanism for supporting organisations to absorb learning that they are exposed to and 

facilitate learning being shared across the sector beyond the reach of the immediate groups. An 

organisation like BOND that has, with its broader networks beyond the PPAs, may be a possible 

place to house the Learning Partnership mechanism in the future.  

 Learning by DFID has been limited to uptake by individuals rather than through any institutional or 

systematic process for feeding back information into policy or programme development. As with 

learning among individuals within PPA agencies, feedback loops that are reliant on individuals are 

vulnerable to changes in staff and as a consequence risk a significant loss of institutional memory. A 

systematic and transparent process for feeding back information from the Learning Partnership to 

policy and programme teams within DFID would help to mitigate against these risks but would also 

incentivise greater and more in-depth participation among agencies that are able to observe the 

institutional effects of the learning that they produce. 
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2.4 To what extent are the benefits of strategic funding sustainable? 

Key Theory of Change assumption 

 PPA agencies and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement beyond the 

PPA funding period given the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing. 

Key findings 

The ability of PPA agencies to maintain their respective roles and contributions without PPA funding varies to 

a large extent across the portfolio. The sustainability of PPA-supported changes to capacity or results is 

largely dependent on the funding composition of each individual agency, the types of activities funded 

through the PPA and the extent to which the investment decisions are likely to deliver the best long-term 

returns. 

Investments have different dependency implications for different types or organisations. The evaluation 

identified four broad categories of investment areas: 

1. One-off costs (e.g. investments in IT infrastructure or communication equipment); 

2. Human resource capacities (e.g. hiring new technical staff); 

3. Engagement in long term processes or partnerships (e.g. capacity building partners); and 

4. Difficult-to-plan interventions and experiments (e.g. interventions during changes to context in conflict 

settings). 

Sampled agencies reported that fewer than half of the key investments that they made could be sustained to 

the same level if PPA funding were to end. This finding indicates the potential knock-on effects to the quality 

and scale of results for agencies without PPA funding. By contrast, data from the online survey indicates that 

76% of the major PPA investments could either be ‘fully sustainable’ or ‘mostly sustainable’. Despite this 

difference, data from the sampled agencies is viewed as more reliable given the subjectivity that is often 

associated with self-reporting.  

Nearly half of the PPAs have been able to successfully reduce their dependency on PPA funding, but the 

scale of this decrease was generally modest with only a few notable exceptions. 

2.4.1 What type of sustainability plans did PPA agencies have in place and how have these affect the 

sustainability of the results that been results? 

Primary research with sampled agencies revealed that larger agencies tended to have relatively more developed 

plans and options for sustaining PPA investments than smaller organisations. This difference reflects a number of 

factors, including the tendency of larger organisations to have greater amounts of unrestricted funding (in absolute 

terms) and the necessity of larger organisations to have more developed long-term plans given the complexity of 

their organisational structures and scale of their programmes.  

Primary research with sampled agencies did not, however, reveal well developed plans for what a post-PPA 

landscape might look like. Some agencies that participated in the primary research were in the process of exploring 

how costs that have been met through PPA funding could be absorbed by other sources, while others explained 

that they believed that even if PPA funding were to end, DFID could still find a way to fund them in the future. The 

assumption that DFID could find new ways, if required, to provide funding to sector leaders stems from the long-

standing historical relationships that many of the PPA agencies have with DFID and a perception that their work 

strongly aligns with DFID’s sector priorities. These assumptions are inherently risky in the context of the current 

programme and policy environment.   

The ability of PPA agencies to sustain the results of PPA funding depends on the types of investments that were 

made, the relative levels of organisational maturity of the agency and the composition of their funding. For 

example, larger, more developed organisations tended to be better able to absorb the risks associated with the full 

range of investment choices (described above) than smaller organisations.  

The ability of larger organisations to sustain the benefits of PPA funding will still vary depending on the composition 

of their funding (e.g. unrestricted versus restricted) and the types of investments that were made. For smaller, less 
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mature organisations, one-off costs, such as IT systems, can similarly create sustainability risks for agencies that 

are not able to absorb the maintenance costs of these investments through their own organisational growth.  

It is worth noting that there may be a tension between sustainability and the strategic objectives of the Fund. What 

is considered a strategic investment by an organisation may not always be sustainable. For example, a small, new 

organisation may need to make an investment that is not sustainable, but is strategic in terms of its organisational 

priorities and stage of development. Equally, a drive for sustainability carries the danger that it may lead to low 

levels of ambition, focusing instead on work that is known to be achievable and fundable. This concern was echoed 

by several strategic stakeholders.  

2.4.2 How does working through partnership affect the sustainability of results? 

The evidence supports a plausible argument that PPA agencies working through partnerships are able to better 

sustain the results that they deliver. Discussions with sampled agencies and the online survey show that a wide 

range of agencies consider that building the capacity of their partners improved the ability of those partners to 

continue to deliver results. Two types of results emerged from analysis of those organisations that work through 

partners: 

 instances when the achieved ‘result’ related to the successful transfer of capacity  from PPA agencies to 

partners; and 

 instances when partners that were supported by PPA agencies delivered ‘results’ to poor and marginalised 

populations.  

Agencies explained that the specific added value of PPA and other forms of unrestricted funding is that it allows 

them the flexibility to work with partners over the long-term to deliver both of these types of results.  For example, 

unrestricted funding has allowed CAFOD to be able to maintain the coherence of its organisational strategy and 

values, which prioritises partnership capacity building and requires sustained relationships with partners in keeping 

with their accompaniment principles. CAFOD is striving for the capacities of its long-term partners to be sustained 

without continued CAFOD support. 

Unrestricted funding has supported greater partner independence and self-identification of need which allows PPA 

agencies to support capacities where it is most needed. For example, WaterAid’s Partnership Tool uses 

unrestricted funding to help country offices to identify and resource their own partner selection criteria, partner 

management systems, partner exit strategies and partnership agreements. This tool enables WaterAid country 

offices to be more transparent and effective, and ultimately enables greater independence without WaterAid UK’s 

oversight. 

Conciliation Resources and Progressio also presented evidence to this effect, demonstrating the ways in which 

unrestricted funding allows for a type of partnership which would be difficult to sustain using project-based funding. 

They are able to build the overall organisational capacity and systems of their local partners, in addition to 

embedding technical know-how, to make local partners more resilient in addition to becoming more effective 

delivery partners.  

2.4.3 To what extent have agencies reduced their dependency on PPA funding? 

Although never formalised as an objective, DFID anticipated that PPA agencies would be able to reduce their 

dependency on PPA funding, and PPA agencies were modestly successful in this regard. Analysis of the 2014 

PPA Annual Reports show that nearly half (49%) of PPA agencies reduced their dependency on PPA funding, as 

shown in Figure 7. The scale of reduction tended to be relatively small, as the most significant decreases were for 

agencies accessing funding for the first time and ‘medium’ sized PPA agencies whose average scale of decrease 

was 4% compared to their annual turnover. 

Larger agencies, many of whom successfully leveraged additional funding through the PPA, were relatively less 

successful in reducing their overall dependency on PPA funding in percentage terms because any change  

represented a small proportion of their budgets. Larger agencies typically had lower levels of dependency on PPA 

funding in any case, although there were some examples where PPA funding represented a high percentage of 

their unrestricted funding base. The two smallest PPA agencies were both categorised as ‘highly’ dependent
71

 on 

PPA funding at the start of their grants in 2011. However, they have both now transitioned to falling within the 
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 Organisations for whom the PPA represents over 30% of annual turnover fall within the ‘High’ dependency  range  
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‘medium’
72

 dependency range which has helped them to reduce their exposure to future changes in funding. The 

flexibility of the smallest agencies to change their level of dependency is also more limited because PPA funding is 

primarily used to support their basic organisational functions. 

Analysis of PPA Annual Reports also revealed more significant examples of reductions in dependency on PPA 

funding. Article 19, CDA Inc., Saferworld and MapAction all reduced their dependency on PPA funding by over 

10% between 2011 and 2014. In some instances, agencies have also been successful in increasing the amount of 

unrestricted funding they receive. Self Help Africa’s recent mergers have more than tripled its annual unrestricted 

income base and Farm Africa has similarly doubled its unrestricted funding. In both instances, there is evidence 

that links the changes to unrestricted incomes to capacities that were supported through the PPA Fund. 

Figure 7: Changes to organisational dependency on PPA funding between 2011-2014 by size 

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports 

Lessons learned: Sustainability 

 Smaller agencies with higher dependencies may be not be independently sustainable for some 

time, which will require further support if these agencies are to continue delivering services at the 

same level. The sustainability strategies for PPA agencies will differ significantly depending on their 

strategic intentions for how PPA funding should be used but also depending on where each 

organisation is on its own developmental trajectory and in relation to its role and function within the 

sector as a whole. If PPA agencies and DFID jointly identified sustainability objectives that were 

tailored to the strategic needs of each agency, this could help to ensure a more strategic approach 

and set of expectations about the ways in which funding could support long-term improvements in 

the capacity of organisations to improve their effectiveness and delivery of results. 
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 Organisations for whom the PPA represents between 10- 30% of annual turnover fall within the ‘Medium’ dependency range. 
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2.5 Has PPA funding achieved good value for money? 

Theory of Change assumption 

 The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to develop their 

capacity in measurable ways that leads to improved results and VfM. 

Key findings 

The complex nature of decision-making processes and conditions that are unique to each PPA agency 

combined with the evidence and reporting limitations of unrestricted funding means that it has not been 

possible to make an evidence-based judgement about whether or not PPA funding represents good VfM. 

The evidence does suggest that the PPA Fund has delivered results and added significant value to the work 

of the PPA agencies that is consistent with the PPA theory of change and DFID’s rationale for PPA as a 

funding mechanism.  

Agencies’ reporting of VfM has been characterised by a disproportionate focus on economy and efficiency 

at the expense of explaining and evidencing how and to what extent decisions about the type and amount of 

value that should be generated from particular activities or initiatives drove key cost decisions. It is clear 

from the wider evaluation findings and the limitations in the way that PPA agencies have reported VfM that 

there is currently an evidence gap that explicitly explains why key decisions were made, what options were 

considered and how and why these decisions drove subsequent decisions about the costs that were 

ultimately incurred.  

The flexible nature of PPA funding has resulted in the leverage of an estimated £166m of additional funding. 

This contributes significantly to the potential sustainability of some of the activities and results funded 

through the PPA, and as such, enhanced the VfM of DFID’s investment. 

2.5.1 In what ways have PPA agencies interpreted and applied value for money principles? 

VfM reporting in the Annual Reports was largely structured against DFID’s ‘Four Es’ framework that distinguishes 

between the Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness and Equity of an intervention. While this framework is a useful 

starting point for setting out VfM principles, it has the inherent constraint of separating VfM into components and 

inhibiting the read-through from investment decisions to results. Subsequently, there was disproportionate reporting 

of cost savings under Economy, rather than an explanation of the value attached to particular cost drivers, and the 

way those cost drivers were managed through to deliver cost-effective results. In the best cases, the approach was 

largely inferred with an implicit logic that runs along the following lines ‘if we can demonstrate that we are managing 

our costs (economy), and if we can show that these costs are incurred efficiently against a performance framework 

(efficiency), and if we can show that this produces equitable results (effectiveness and equity), then the results 

represent VfM.’  

The typical approach considered costs first rather than identifying what value and equity means in the context of a 

particular problem, how and why the problem should best be addressed, and finally, what the various cost 

implications are of these decisions. VfM can only be achieved if the right decisions are made at the right time. The 

decision-making process starts with a clear understanding of the problem that is being addressed through a 

particular set of activities and inputs. Agencies’ assessments of their VfM tended to start with an understanding of 

their costs, which in itself is not a bad thing, but does constrain their capacity to diagnose whether they are 

addressing problems in the right ways to generate the most value from the resources available to them. 

2.5.2 How has strategic funding enabled PPA agencies to progress their understanding of value for 

money? 

All sources of evidence used in this evaluation indicate that DFID’s focus on VfM affected the behaviour of funded 

agencies. Analysis of the Annual Reports indicated that 33% of reports described investments in some form of VfM 

capacity and 40% of reports mentioned learning about the topic. Learning about VfM was reported frequently by 

agencies that had held a previous PPA compared to agencies receiving PPA funding for the first time. In the online 

survey, 92% of respondents described developments of new approaches to VfM. The VfM working group of the 

Learning Partnership was also cited in 33% of the 2014 PPA Annual Reports as being a resource that agencies 

engaged with. 
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The research with sampled agencies sought to explore what procedures and frameworks agencies were using to 

understand and assess VfM. This confirmed that the PPA had raised awareness of VfM within their organisations, 

and generated greater buy-in at senior management and board levels. Several agencies described experimentation 

with different approaches, including Social Return on Investment, but were not persuaded by the results. A number 

of agencies tried to develop common cost benchmarks, but this foundered on the difficulty of comparing costs 

incurred against different frameworks and objectives. One agency, Oxfam, was able, due to the size of its 

programme, to develop an internal cost benchmarking process which it uses to assist decision-making.  CAFOD 

has expanded the ‘4Es’ into a ‘7Es’ framework, adding endeavour, endurance and engagement to efficiency, 

effectiveness and equity, to better express its value base. Many of the agencies are in the process of developing 

frameworks, in some cases with the support of external consultants. 

2.5.3 What effects have PPA approaches to value for money had on the capacity of PPA agencies to 

deliver cost-effective results? 

Despite the attention to the issue and the experimentation already described, little evidence emerged of 

approaches to VfM that were capable of providing robust evidence at organisational levels.  As a result, it is not 

possible to draw conclusions about the degree to which the results achieved by the PPA agencies were cost-

effective and whether they represented good VfM for DFID, although their achievements are consistent with the 

expectations from the PPA Theory of Change developed for this evaluation. 

Tracking the VfM of PPA funding was particularly a challenge for organisations that had pooled the PPA with other 

unrestricted funds, which made it difficult to relate the costs incurred to definable outcomes. It was also a challenge 

in large organisations where decision-making was decentralised due to their necessarily complex governance 

arrangements. Agencies described a lack of clarity coming from DFID as to what was required. Although DFID, 

together with the Evaluation Manager, has provided guidance and support on VfM, they accept that they do not 

have all the answers. DFID could not have provided more useful generalisable advice without providing individual, 

tailored support.  

In some cases, there are potentially means of quantifying VfM. Malaria Consortium, for example, indicated that it 

uses cost-effectiveness analysis and cost benefit analysis for the health sector, established by the WHO or other 

international agencies. Agencies whose work is partially or largely income generating, such as Farm Africa /Self 

Help Africa could also potentially calculate returns on investment, although they are not currently doing so. 

In most cases, however, VfM is not readily measurable as a quantity expressed in financial terms, or expressed as 

a return on investment ratio. Although costs are quantifiable, as are some outcomes such as reach, the ‘value’ 

element of VfM reflects different judgements about context, objectives and appropriate approaches.  WaterAid, for 

example, noted that it adopted a different value calculus in different contexts. Where the government has the 

resources to deliver water and sanitation, such as in India, the agency’s approach is to focus on advocacy, 

whereas in situations such as Mozambique where resources are lacking, WaterAid will fund the infrastructure itself. 

In general, WaterAid believed that the route to universal access runs through advocacy, rather than direct service 

delivery, while recognising that this will reduce the user numbers it can deliver through a VfM calculation. Many 

other agencies also reported on the way in which their values influenced the kind of decisions they made about 

expenditure. In some cases these were clearly articulated as principles, but often the understanding was tacit. 

Many agencies expressed doubt that there is a single template approach that can be applied to VfM. Making good 

decisions about best value requires information about a multiplicity of factors, including but not restricted to costs, 

and the weighing up of alternative means of achieving intended results. In general, the necessary information was 

insufficient for the Evaluation Manager to form a judgement, and alternatives were rarely considered.  

A key learning point from this evaluation that is integral to the whole approach is that a robust assessment of VfM, 

especially for funding that is unrestricted, requires explanations as to why key decisions were made, what options 

were considered and how and why these decisions drove the decisions about the costs that were ultimately 

incurred. The absence of this type of information, collected systematically throughout the lifecycle of a PPA funded 

activity, creates a critical evidence gap for assessing the ability of agencies to demonstrate the VfM achieved from 

PPA funding. Future lessons will need to consider how to address this gap. 

2.5.4 How and to what extent did PPA agencies use strategic funding to leverage additional resources to 

enhance their value for money? 

The PPA has contributed to significant leveraging effects across the portfolio. The primary factors that enabled 

PPA agencies to leverage additional funding were their ability to build new capacities, pre-financing or match 
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funding other grants or projects, and the reputational value of holding a PPA grant. PPA Annual Reports did not 

ask for specific information on leveraging effects, so agencies did not consistently track this data. However, the 

importance of different types of leveraging effects emerged as a noteworthy finding from the primary research with 

sampled agencies. This finding was then corroborated more broadly through the online survey and by strategic 

stakeholders. 

All respondents to the online survey73 indicated that they were confident that the PPA had allowed them to leverage 

additional funding, which was estimated at over £166 million. The enabling influence of PPA funding reflects similar 

experiences among those agencies that participated in the primary research. 

PPA contributed to leveraging in the following ways: 

1. PPA funding financed a specific capacity that  allowed the agency to leverage additional funding – over 

£96 million was reported;  

2. Pre-financing or match funding programme or projects – over £29 million was reported; 

3. A donor specifically mentioned that holding a PPA was a contributing factor for making an investment – 

over £23 million was reported;  and 

4. Other types of leverage – these examples typically included partners’ abilities to leverage funds –  over £17 

million was reported. 

As illustrated in Figure 8, agencies reported that the most important reason why they were able to leverage 

additional funds was because of the new capacities that have been built as a result of PPA funding. Verifying the 

validity of these claims from the online survey was not possible, however examples from the primary research 

presented plausible links between new capacities and the abilities of organisations to successfully obtain new work, 

such as Farm Africa and Self Help Africa both being awarded BRACED grants and TI-UK leveraging its PPA work 

to raise new grants.   

The most direct way in which agencies used PPA for leveraging effects was through pre-financing or match funding 

of other grants. For agencies receiving PPA funding for the first time, the ability to pre-finance and match fund was 

viewed as particularly important. Donors that match funded PPA agencies include UK donors such as FCO and 

Comic Relief, the UN and EuropeAid, and bi-lateral donors such SIDA, DANIDA, USAID and NORAD.  

The reputational value of holding a PPA grant was recognised by donors and has helped PPA agencies to leverage 

funds. Enhancements to organisational reputation was identified by 13% as the most important factor that helped 

them to leverage funds, and the prestige of holding a PPA was widely corroborated by other bi-lateral donors and 

by agencies that participated in the primary research. Donor examples similarly include SIDA, DANIDA, NORAD 

and EuropeAid.  
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 The online survey included 26 respondents. 
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Figure 8: PPA effects that enabled successful leveraging  

 

Source: 2014 PPA online survey 

Lessons learned: Value for money 

 PPA agencies’ decision-making processes primarily appear to have been driven by a complex 

combination of their strategic intentions and objectives; a range of other inter-dependent internal and 

external factors; and expectations that DFID had about M&E and VfM. A greater and more explicit 

focus on agency governance systems, organisational strategies and performance management and 

reporting from the start of the PPA could have helped agencies and DFID identify what VfM means in 

the context of strategic and unrestricted funding, how best to achieve VfM, and report these 

achievements in a more accurate and meaningful way.  

 The importance of decision-making processes in the use of PPA funding has emerged as the key 

determinant of its added value. Given the flexibility of the Fund, understanding decision-making is 

fundamental to understanding its effects and VfM.  A key learning point from this evaluation that is 

integral to the whole approach, is that a robust assessment of VfM, especially for funding that is 

unrestricted, is a need to document: why key decisions were made; what options were considered; 

and how and why these decisions drove the decisions about the costs that were ultimately incurred. 

This could be framed by a comprehensive governance assessment framework that explains and 

evidences VfM throughout the lifecycle of a PPA funded activity.  
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3 Conclusions 

The PPA Theory of Change (refer to Annex B) sets out the rationale and logic for DFID’s investment in the PPA 

Fund. It was used to frame the PPA evaluation questions by illustrating the high level causal links, assumptions 

and changes that this fund-level evaluation should focus on. The overarching hypothesis that emerged from the 

revised PPA Theory of Change and that this evaluation tested was that: 

‘The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding enables organisations to develop their 

capacity and systems in ways that lead to measurably improved results and value for money’ 

The conclusions provide a summary assessment of the evaluation’s findings against the key assumptions 

that underpin the Theory of Change. 

Key assumption 1: PPA agencies are able to deliver results through a mix of cross-cutting approaches 

including the delivery of goods and services, capacity building of communities and organisations and 

influencing policy change 

PPA agencies have successfully delivered the results set out in their logframes which included: the provision of 

goods and services to socially excluded communities, including humanitarian assistance, peacebuilding and 

development support; capacity building support for communities and organisations enabling them to mobilise and 

organise themselves; and activities that influence policy change. The results reported by PPA agencies are 

impressive in terms of the range of different types of outputs and outcomes that have been delivered which are 

consistent with DFID’s strategic objectives for supporting people to hold governments and others to account and to 

influence decisions that affect poor people’s lives. The sheer scale of the results reported by PPA agencies reflects 

their reputation as sector leaders and significant capabilities in delivering a real and practical impact on poverty 

reduction and good governance. 

Despite the results that are being delivered, the way in which logframes are being used means that the full effects 

and results of PPA funding are not being fully captured. For some agencies, logframes are an accurate way of 

reporting the results of activities funded through the PPA. For other agencies, logframes are more illustrative of the 

results that are ultimately delivered as an indirect consequence of activities that have intermediate effects, such as 

improvements in governance and management systems, the development of tools and support for activities that 

promote learning and innovation. There are also a large number of results, typically designed to strengthen the 

capacity and capabilities of organisations, that are frequently not being adequately captured through the logframe. 

Some of these activities are typically difficult to measure, but in these instances, the full value generated through 

PPA funding is not being captured or reported through this particular tool. 

Key assumption 2: unrestricted funding for PPA agencies provides them with the flexibility to decide how 

best to allocate DFID funding in order to strengthen capacities and to deliver results 

Agencies have successfully used PPA funding to decide how to allocate funding to meet their strategic priorities. 

The flexibility, predictability and long-term stability of PPA funding have enabled agencies to make investment 

decisions that they are unable to make through other types of more restricted funding. This type of funding provides 

organisations with the space and resources to be proactive, innovative and responsive in relatively unpredictable 

areas such as policy advocacy, innovation and research and development. Without PPA funding, it would have 

been difficult for agencies to fund specific types of development activities including: activities intended to 

strengthen the core capacities of organisations; activities targeting communities in particular geographical 

locations; and activities in policy areas that attract less funding and support from other donors.  

The evaluation was not able to assess the extent to which PPA agencies allocated funds most effectively. 

Decisions about the best use of funding related to agencies’ ability to diagnose their needs which requires an 

assessment beyond the scope of this evaluation. For this reason, sufficiently accurate and meaningful patterns 

across the portfolio of PPA agencies predicting which types of organisations have used PPA funding in the most 

effective ways could not be identified despite several attempts. Despite this constraint, it was clearly evident that 

the internal diagnostic capabilities of organisations and their governance capacity to make effective and ultimately 

impactful decisions significantly contributed to the types of choice that agencies made which determined the extent 

to which PPA funding was used effectively.  
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Key assumption 3: the strategic funding relationship provides DFID with the opportunity to build the 

capacity of PPA agencies with regards to the quality of their evidence, accountability and learning 

A key part of the added value of strategic funding is its flexibility. However, the conditions that DFID placed on PPA 

funding and the relationships DFID developed with PPA counterparts have enhanced the accountability of funding 

and the ability of agencies to evidence the effectiveness of their activities. DFID’s emphasis on M&E has had a 

positive effect on the way that PPA agencies measure and report their performance. PPA agencies responded to 

DFID’s reporting requirements by investing significant time and resources into M&E. Over the lifetime of this round 

of PPA funding, agencies have demonstrated tangible improvements in their internal capacity and systems for 

monitoring, evaluating and reporting the performance and effectiveness of their activities. Agencies generally view 

the emphasis placed on M&E by DFID as beneficial in helping them to advocate for further investment in M&E and 

to progress accountability and transparency improvements within their wider organisations.  

Accountability in relation to VfM reporting remains a work in progress across the portfolio. Despite DFID’s efforts to 

raise awareness and PPAs’ increasing experimentation with different ways of measuring VfM, there is little 

evidence of approaches that are capable of assessing the VfM of PPA funding at organisational levels in a 

sufficiently comprehensive way. This is partly explained by a general issue that while the principles underpinning 

the assessment of VfM are clear, approaches to their practical application are under-developed and unclear. This is 

particularly problematic for activities, such as those funded by PPA agencies, designed to have an indirect, diffuse 

or catalytic effect on changes in a particular outcome. Assessments of VfM have tended to be limited to a 

disproportionate focus on economy and cost savings and explanations of how costs have been managed to 

‘potentially’ achieve cost-effective results – this is perhaps not surprising given the complexity of decision-making 

processes that are unique to each agency.  

Key assumption 4: PPA agencies use funding to strengthen capacities to reach and support socially 

excluded communities, included in conflict affected and fragile states, to deliver sustainable results that 

represent best VfM 

The range of different results reporting by agencies demonstrates that PPA funding has built capacities that have 

been used to support socially excluded communities (albeit sometimes with inferred levels of marginalisation), 

including in conflict-affected and fragile states. The extent to which PPA results are sustainable and represent the 

best VfM is more equivocal. The myriad of ways in which PPA agencies work and the types of ultimate 

beneficiaries that their work targets affects the sustainability of results. For example, those organisations that 

provide humanitarian relief typically focus on providing shorter-term lifesaving support rather than longer-term 

development outcomes.  

Although it is recognised that PPA agencies are successfully delivering results, there is currently insufficient 

evidence to draw conclusions about the extent to which the PPA-supported results represent the best VfM. Best 

VfM here refers to whether or not decisions about how PPA funding is used have delivered the maximum amount 

of benefit possible given all of the choices and resources available to the agency at the time. The unrestricted and 

flexible nature of PPA funding means that VfM at the fund level can only be assessed and reported if there is clear 

evidence that PPA agencies are achieving the best VfM from the investment decisions they are making. This 

requires evidence that agencies have made the right investment decisions at the right time.  

Internal and external factors combine to influence organisational decision-making. These factors potentially shape 

whether or not PPA funding contributes to the effectiveness of organisations and the activities that they deliver. 

PPA agencies are much more aware of the importance of VfM considerations when making decisions and have 

invested in building their internal capabilities and systems to measure and report VfM. However, without robust and 

well evidenced analysis of these factors, it impossible to determine whether the PPA funding has generally been 

used in the most effective way possible to have the greatest impact on the organisation and the results that were 

delivered.  

Key assumption 5: as sector leaders, PPA agencies and their local/national partners are able to innovate, 

generate and mainstream best practices and facilitate learning across sectors 

The PPA Fund has enabled agencies to successfully engage in processes of innovation, but agencies have been 

less successful in mainstreaming best practices and facilitating learning across humanitarian and development 

sectors.  A key part of the rationale for PPA funding is that it should enable innovation and learning across the 

portfolio of supported agencies and across the sector as a whole. Innovation is an area that the PPA fund has been 

successful in supporting within individual agencies that would not otherwise have occurred to the extent that it has, 
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in terms of the scale and diversity of reported cases of both incremental and radical innovation. Innovation is 

inherently a high risk investment area that can take a significant time to translate into tangible results. The 

unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding helped agencies invest in innovation processes and associated 

learning that could not be funded through more restrictive sources of funding. More restricted sources of donor 

funding tend to place a greater emphasis on tangible results delivered within relatively short timescales with a 

greater degree of certainty attached to them.  

Despite the PPA’s contribution to fostering learning and innovation, there is little evidence of learning from 

innovation supported by PPA funding being taken up across the PPA portfolio, which may reflect a reporting deficit 

or a lack of mechanisms within and between agencies to take up and use research and new information. The type 

of radical and incremental innovation supported through PPA funding, and the learning that emerges from these 

types of activities, could be described as public goods in that they benefit more than one specific programmatic 

area and more than just the innovating agency. Nonetheless, with regards to innovation specifically supported 

through PPA funding, there is little evidence of learning from innovation having a sector-wide effect.  

Innovation processes and products were documented and shared across the PPA portfolio but it does not appear 

that learning from these activities was taken up by other agencies. This may be a case of agencies not recording 

and reporting learning from innovation supported by other agencies or it may highlight a wider issue of a lack of 

effective mechanisms within and between agencies to support the uptake of research and information across the 

Fund. However, given that the promotion of learning was an explicit objective of the PPA Fund, then a more explicit 

framework for assessing the effectiveness of learning processes across the portfolio may have helped agencies 

and DFID better capture important benefits and spillover effects from these types of activities. 

The Learning Partnership provided a platform for PPA agencies and DFID to meet and interact around topics of 

common interest that would not have happened otherwise, but participation and learning were not universal or 

systematically taken up within agencies. In some ways, the creation of the Learning Partnership and supporting 

learning groups reflected DFID’s investment in a mechanism that was intended to address this type of public good 

issue. The Learning Partnership has succeeded in creating a platform for bringing together agencies and DFID to 

discuss, develop and disseminate learning ‘products’ around common agendas. Without the Learning Partnership 

these agencies and DFID may not have come together so frequently. DFID and some participating agencies have 

invested a significant amount of resources into establishing and supporting the Learning Partnership. Several 

agencies have been actively involved in the Learning Groups, but participation has tended to involve agencies 

relatively close to London. It was not clear that the information produced by various groups through the learning 

products was effectively taken up by these organisations beyond the individuals who participated. The Learning 

Partnership did not have an agreed definition of learning, which may mean that the learning objectives for each of 

the learning products was not always clear constraining the potential learning that could have taken place. 

There is little evidence of learning being taken up within agencies and DFID, between agencies and across the 

sector as a whole, which suggests that without the continued support of DFID the Learning Partnership will not 

continue in its current form. The Learning Partnership has been successful in creating a means by which PPA 

agencies can engage and interact with DFID. A key driver of agency engagement with the Learning Partnership 

has been DFID’s expectation that agencies should participate, rather than genuine aspirations among agencies to 

form a partnership for learning purposes. For this reason, it is likely that the intensity of agency engagement around 

the Learning Partnership will diminish significantly without support or some form of incentives from DFID. Apart 

from the operational partnerships (which are associated with CHASE PPA holders) it is not clear to agencies how 

or to what extent DFID has been able to effectively use the learning that has been generated through the Learning 

Partnership. Without better evidence of more systematic learning among agencies and DFID as a result of the 

Learning Partnership it is difficult to conclude that this mechanism has had an impact beyond providing an effective 

space for interaction and discussion. The promotion of more effective learning in the form of a more systematic 

approach to taking up new information across the sector arguably requires a new approach that is driven by the 

PPA agencies themselves.  

Key assumption 6: PPA agencies and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement 

beyond the PPA funding period given the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing 

The ability of PPA agencies and their partners to maintain their respective roles and contributions without PPA 

funding varies to a large extent across the portfolio. The sustainability of activities funded through PPA funding is 

largely contingent on the funding composition for each individual agency, the types of activities funded through its 

PPA grant and the extent to which decisions are likely to deliver the best long-term return for the investments 
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made. It is clear that unrestricted funding in itself is valuable because of its flexibility compared to funding that is 

restricted to specific programme activities. The relative amount of value added by PPA funding for a particular 

agency is also dependent on the proportion of PPA (unrestricted) funding compared to the total amount of 

unrestricted funding that an agency receives from other sources – a key caveat is that even a relatively small 

amount of unrestricted PPA funding if used strategically could add significant value to the work of an agency.  

DFID is concerned by the level of dependency on PPA funding among agencies but the flexibility, predictability and 

stability of funding is a key additionality feature of the PPA that provides agencies with the confidence and room to 

invest in higher risk initiatives that are not constrained by the need to demonstrate short-term results. In this 

respect, agencies that used funding in these types of ways were more likely to be dependent on PPA. Agencies for 

which PPA funding represents a significantly large proportion of their overall income were likely to be more 

dependent on PPA funding than others where this is not the case.  

The level of dependency, and associated with this, the degree to which an agency is able to sustain activities 

funded by PPA funding if it were to be withdrawn is unique to each agency. It depends on the ways in which PPA 

funding has been used and crucially the individual context in which each agency operates. The resilience of a 

particular agency to changes in the scale and nature of their funding is dependent on the capacity of organisations 

to make the ‘right’ decisions given the choices that are available to them. The unrestricted nature of PPA funding 

provides an agency with the freedom to choose what is ‘right’ for that particular agency, and this choice is 

dependent on internal and external factors that influence and drive its internal decision-making processes. The 

conditions that frame decision-making processes are so unique to each organisation that meaningful patterns in the 

sustainability of activities funded through PPAs have proved very difficult to identify.  

The sustainability of the benefits arising from PPA funding was not an explicit expectation set out at the start of 

PPA funding, despite DFID’s concerns about agencies’ dependency on PPA funding throughout the life of the PPA. 

Given the importance of planning for sustainable results from the outset of an initiative and throughout the decision-

making process, a more explicit approach to setting and delivering sustainability objectives would arguably have 

helped some agencies develop better sustainability plans. 

Key assumption 7: the unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to 

develop their capacity in measurable ways that leads to improved results and VfM 

The evidence collected to date does not sufficiently demonstrate that improved capacities and systems have 

consistently had an impact on improvements to the results reported by PPA agencies and their VfM. This does not 

mean that such evidence will not be available in the future or that that there have been no positive effects in this 

respect, as demonstrated through the primary research with the sampled agencies. These links were not 

consistently evident, partly because: agencies’ M&E systems are not tracking these types of links; intermediate 

‘results’ delivered as a direct result of PPA funding are not always fully captured in logframes; some links, 

depending on the types of activities and results funded through the PPA are inherently hard to evidence; and also it 

may be too early to observe the effects of activities that take a longer time for the benefits to be realised. This latter 

factor has influenced DFID’s decision to extend funding through to 2017. 

Agencies were not always able to articulate or evidence the links between PPA investment decisions and the 

results in their logframes, which is perhaps not surprising given the complexity of organisational decision-making, 

the ways in which PPA funding has been used and the constraints of the logframe as a reporting tool. In the 

context of this complexity, agencies were able to link the decisions they made about the use of PPA funding and 

their immediate effects on either their internal capacity, activities they could deliver or a combination of the two. But 

apart from those agencies who purposefully ring-fenced PPA funding to deliver programme activities, many 

agencies struggled to describe the link between immediate changes in capacity and longer-term improvements in 

the delivery of results reported in their logframes. This is perhaps unsurprising given the complexity of 

organisational factors that affect these types of links and limitations due to ways in which logframes are being used 

to manage strategic funding. 

Unrestricted funding that is dedicated to a particular type of activity may or may not represent best VfM depending 

on the nature of internal decisions about the allocation of their resources. For example, for some agencies that hold 

a CHASE PPA, funding provides the humanitarian department within the agency with resources that are internally 

ring-fenced for humanitarian purposes – these are resources that otherwise may not have been accessible through 

the agency’s own internal resource-allocation and budgeting processes. This is perhaps not an effect of PPA 

funding that would have been anticipated at the start. If an agency had decided that funding for these types of 
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activities is not a priority in the context of other demands on its resources then arguably PPA funding could be 

supporting activities that are not considered an organisational priority. This raises questions about the relative VfM 

of these types of activities and conversely highlights a potential scenario whereby PPA funding is ‘crowding out’ 

resources that would have been internally allocated by the agency if it had not received PPA funding. 

 

4 Lessons Learned 

The lessons learned expand on key findings and conclusions from the evaluation. This includes relevant learning 

for DFID, PPA agencies and the Evaluation Manager and covers a range of topics: diagnosing strategic needs; 

evidencing decision making processes; managing strategic funding; mainstreaming learning and evaluating 

strategic funding.  

Summary of key lessons learned 

The most important learning point from this evaluation is the importance of understanding how and why agencies 

make decisions about the purpose and use of PPA funding. Most agencies decided to fund activities that are 

otherwise hard to fund. However, it is also clear that internal decision-making processes are influenced by a range 

of competing factors that are unique to each agency. The internal capacity of each agency to find the right balance 

between these factors determines the effectiveness of those decisions and ultimately their impact and overall VfM. 

These decision-making processes are driven by a range of strategic intentions that potentially relate to the stage of 

organisational development that is specific to each agency. A more stratified approach to strategic funding that 

takes into account key stages in the development of CSOs could provide DFID with opportunity to foster and shape 

the development of the sector and ensure greater alignment with its objectives. Agencies could benefit from a more 

stratified approach to strategic funding through performance objectives and frameworks that are tailored to their 

strategic objectives and stage of development. 

Diagnosing and applying funding to strategic needs 

Each PPA agency is unique in terms of the factors that influenced their choices about how best to use PPA 

funding. The PPA agencies are very diverse in relation to: their size (i.e. number of people and amount of income); 

geographic coverage; sector focus; funding composition; role in the sector; age; internal governance structures; 

values; types of partnership structures; and the nature of their relationships with governments, donors and DFID. 

What is an effective use of PPA funding for one organisation can be very different to that of another. Different 

combinations of internal and external factors affected the internal decision-making processes of individual agencies 

in different ways.  

Some agencies had greater flexibility to choose how PPA funding could be used than others, but their capacity to 

use this flexibility to the greatest effect was also determined by their capacity to diagnose their strategic needs and 

make the right strategic decisions that would add the most value possible. The primary research with the sampled 

agencies explicitly set out to retrospectively explore the interplay between a wide range of internal and external 

influencing factors and the effects of these on the decisions made by agencies and the sequence of changes and 

effects that followed.  

The primary research with sampled agencies revealed that their decision-making processes were influenced by 

different types and combinations of internal and external factors. These factors were grouped into four categories 

or dimensions to provide a theoretical model (refer to Figure 3 in Section 2.1.4) that could be used to understand 

and present the findings that emerged. The four dimensions were:  

1. Organisational values and principles;  

2. Internal resources (and financing); 

3. Internal organisational capabilities (and systems); and  

4. External factors.  

From the primary research with sampled agencies, it was evident that some agencies have the organisational 

structures and resources to be able to diagnose and identify, in a balanced way, their strategic needs against a 

backdrop of multiple influencing factors that at times competed and contradicted one another.  Some organisations 
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had greater flexibility to choose how PPA funding was used than others. The flexibility that agencies have in 

making decisions about PPA funding could either be constrained or enabled by any combination of internal or 

external factors. For example, a large global agency with multiple revenue streams may have the economies of 

scale and resources that provide a high level of flexibility about what to spend PPA funding on and how. Whereas a 

smaller agency based in a single location that is highly dependent on PPA funding may have much less flexibility in 

the choices it can make.  

However, the flexibilities that agencies may have in making choices is also tempered by their internal capacity to 

diagnose their strategic needs (refer to Figure 9) to make sure that they are spending PPA funding on the right 

things, in the right ways and at the right time. For example, a large global agency may have flexibility from a 

resource perspective, but may not have the complex governance structures required to make effective decisions 

about the use of funding that will deliver the most strategic benefit for the organisation as a whole. 

Figure 9: Indicative relationship between agency capacity to diagnose needs and flexibility of choice 

 

The capacity of agencies to diagnose their strategic needs and develop organisational strategies varied from 

agency to agency. Those agencies that had a comprehensive organisational strategy tended to be better able to 

describe why they chose to use PPA funding in the ways in which they did, and why these choices added value to 

their existing activities and initiatives. The availability of a comprehensive organisational strategy helped agencies 

determine their strategic intentions that shaped their decisions about the use of PPA funding. Clear strategic 

drivers were evident among the sampled agencies in relation to their intentions to: influence external stakeholders; 

develop or implement strategy; grow the size of the organisation; and strengthen their technical missions. A key 

learning point from the evaluation process was that to determine whether those decisions were the ‘best’ decisions 

in the context of each agency would require an institutional assessment of each agency. This was outside the 

scope of this evaluation and evidence of these types of assessments was not available among the agencies 

themselves, but this lesson should inform future monitoring and evaluation frameworks supporting strategic 

funding. PPA agencies that are able to diagnose and understand their own complex needs and establish effective 

organisational strategies are arguably able to use PPA funding in ways that adds the most value for their 

organisations and the socially excluded communities they are supporting.  

The extent to which diverse PPA agencies are able to make choices that have a positive effect on their capacity to 

deliver their results in part relates to the development trajectory that each organisation is on, as shown in Figure 

10. PPA agencies at varying stages in their organisational development have different strategic needs and as such 

decide to use PPA funding for different organisational purposes with effects that vary by the type and size of 

organisations across the sector. For example, it’s clear that PPA funding has allowed small newer specialist 
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organisations to make significant step-changes in their systems and capacities that have enabled them to grow 

(such as MapAction). It should be noted that there is likely to be a time-lag before such agencies can reach the 

point at which they are able to sustain these changes themselves. 

At the other end of the spectrum, more established and larger organisations have been allowed, through the PPA, 

to maintain their sector leadership and deliver results at scale. These types of agencies often invested in 

developing better ways of assessing their performance and impact, and in building the capacity of partners and 

other intermediaries. Agencies at this stage in their development are of particular interest to DFID because of their 

capacity to generate new knowledge from their research work and programmes, and because of their capacity to 

broker this knowledge enabling others to scale up. PPA funding has also supported larger global organisations to 

re-strategize and expand their scope of work (such as WaterAid).  

The diagram below is purely indicative to illustrate the ways in which the PPA portfolio could be segmented 

according to stages in organisational development and the relative position of agencies in the sector.  

Figure 10: Indicative development trajectories of PPA agencies 

 

Source: Adapted from the Steve Martin Landmark Case Study
74

 

The sheer diversity of agencies funded through the PPA means that different types of organisations are expected 

to deliver different types of results. To date, the approach to the selection and performance management of PPA 

agencies has been relatively universal in that they are all required to meet similar reporting requirements. It is clear 

from this evaluation and the wider evaluation process that smaller agencies in particular have found these 
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requirements challenging and potentially disproportionate to their size and the strategic nature of their 

organisations.  

Evidencing strategic decision making processes and VfM 

A greater focus on governance structures and decision-making processes by PPA agencies and DFID would help 

identify how this type of funding could best be used to achieve VfM in the context of complex organisational and 

delivery environments. PPA organisational structures and the factors that influence their decision-making 

processes are frequently complex. This complexity coupled with the unrestricted nature of PPA funding means that 

governance structures supporting decision-making processes are a critical success factor in making investment 

decisions about activities that are able to achieve a maximum return on the investment made. A reasonably 

comprehensive institutional governance assessment would help establish whether key investment and operational 

decisions are the right ones and as such will effectively generate sufficient value to justify the costs that are 

incurred as a result. 

The processes for deciding how best to use PPA funding that each individual agency goes through determines the 

extent to which the activities delivered as a result of these decisions are effective in achieving their strategic 

objectives. Decisions made at each step in this process affect the choices that organisations make when 

determining the best way of generating the greatest value from the resources available. A robust assessment of 

VfM, especially for funding that is unrestricted, needs to be framed by a clear governance assessment framework 

that explains and evidences throughout the lifecycle of an initiative or set of activities why key decisions were 

made, what options were considered and how and why these decisions drove the costs that were ultimately 

incurred. 

Use of the logframe for strategic funding 

The logframe is both a performance management tool and a reporting tool that has been used internally by 

agencies with varying positive and negative effects. An unexpected outcome is that some agencies are using the 

logframe as a way of reporting to their boards to inform management decisions. This suggests that for these 

agencies the logframe represents a useful and relevant accountability mechanism for its own internal reporting 

purposes as well as for reporting progress of their PPAs to DFID. However, for some agencies the logframe is an 

unsatisfactory way of reporting the results and benefits achieved through the different ways in which PPA funding is 

used. The problem can be categorised by two key issues: 1) logframes are not being used in the most appropriate 

ways; and 2) logframes are not always the right tool to use. 

The logframe is not always the most appropriate tool for measuring and reporting activities that are pursuing 

flexible, iterative and /or adaptive planning and management objectives – for example, experimentation work, some 

types of humanitarian response work and advocacy work. The unpredictable nature of these types of activities 

requires an accountability mechanism that establishes sufficient delivery and reporting boundaries without 

constraining the flexibility required. The format of the logframe does not lend itself to planning approaches and 

activities that are characterised by short iterative sprints for example. The Independent Commission for Aid Impact 

(ICAI) in its assessment of the PPA in 2013 reached a similar conclusion about the inappropriateness of the 

logframe for strategic funding.
75

  

Logframes could be used to more accurately capture and report the actual activities, including those designed to 

strengthen organisational capacity, rather than results that are too far removed to directly link to the inputs and 

activities that are being funded through the PPA. Interviews with strategic stakeholders, including DFID staff, 

indicated that spending time with agencies was essential to understand the complete picture that was not being 

presented through logframes and the Annual Reports. 

Research commissioned from INTRAC by several PPA agencies into the management of unrestricted funds by a 

number of donors 
76

 noted the use of various accountability mechanisms, some of which were mentioned in 

feedback from the sampled agencies (e.g. the importance of building close and trusting relationships with donors). 

The use of logframes is a topic that is currently being debated within DFID, which might provide further insights into 

options for alternative reporting and accountability mechanisms that could be considered. 

Mainstreaming learning 
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The way that learning is disseminated and absorbed across the development sector provides important lessons for 

DFID.  It is clear from the evaluation that PPA agencies are largely responsive to shifts in DFID’s policies and 

points of emphasis (e.g. M&E). It is likely that a more effective approach to disseminating learning is not through 

horizontal sharing between agencies, but through DFID’s ability to engage with and prioritise learning that can then 

spur further advances by the sector. For example, DFID’s interest in learning how it can better support communities 

to build resilience and adapt to changes in the environment illustrates how prioritising these topics and 

disseminating its learning, such as the DFID Resilience Framework, has helped to build additional research 

momentum across the sector.  

Evaluating strategic funding 

The level of collaboration and consultation at the start of the evaluation process and throughout the study 

significantly helped focus the evaluation in the right areas and helped ensure that the interpretation of the data and 

analysis were as accurate and as relevant as possible. The collaborative approach taken to developing a theory of 

change worked well in that it enabled DFID, the Evaluation Manager and PPA agencies to jointly develop a shared 

understanding of the relationships between: DFID’s strategic rationale for supporting civil society; DFID’s rationale 

for supporting Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) through the PPA mechanism; and the theory explaining how and 

why CSOs are able to support multiple aspects of civil society to bring about a stronger civil society and as such a 

reduction in poverty. This provided a common theoretical framework for the Evaluation Manager and PPA agencies 

to explore how and why the PPA mechanism itself works in practice.  

What emerged from this exploration was an understanding that at the heart of the PPA mechanism were agency 

decision-making processes that determined how unrestricted funding should be used strategically to have the 

greatest impact possible. This was instrumental in informing the key evaluation questions that focused the research 

on areas that would provide the most relevant and useful data for the purpose of this evaluation. This was 

particularly important to ensure that the evaluation process was as efficient as possible and to avoid being 

distracted by effects that, while interesting, may not have got to the bottom of the way in which the PPA mechanism 

adds value i.e. through the freedom of choice that it provides agencies. It is inherently difficult to evaluate the 

effectiveness and impact of a mechanism that involves granting 41 very diverse agencies with a high degree of 

freedom to choose how to spend the funding allocated to them. The level of collaboration achieved throughout the 

evaluation process was critical to making sure that the different types of data (and sometimes contradictory data) 

could be interpreted to produce findings and conclusions that were relevant and meaningful about the performance 

of the Fund as a whole. 

The iterative approach to the research provided time and space to test rival theories and synthesise contrasting 

and contradictory data so that the Evaluation Manager could develop a more nuanced understanding of how the 

PPA mechanism works, why and with what types of effects. The theory-based approach to the evaluation enabled 

the research to focus in broadly the right areas. However, the iterative approach (combined with a collaborative 

approach) helped the research teams to explore alternative theories and patterns that challenged the original 

overarching theory of change. The synthesis of the data and analysis into findings that could be generalised about 

the Fund as a whole was challenging, particularly in light of the diverse nature of the portfolio and the unrestricted 

nature of the funding. The iterative and collaborative approach provided time and space to develop a more 

nuanced understanding of how a complex mechanism like the PPA works and adds value for agencies, DFID and 

civil society that it supports. Through this approach a more specific and practical theoretical model has emerged 

about the mechanism itself that is based on the capacity of organisations to make the right decisions and support 

these decisions to have the greatest effects possible; and more broadly the ways in which these decisions and their 

effects differ depending on where a particular organisation is located in terms of its own developmental trajectory 

and its relative position and role in the sector. 

5 Recommendations 

This evaluation covers the three years of PPA funding between 2011 and 2014. DFID is currently in the process of 

developing its policy in relation to strategic funding and the way it supports civil society beyond the current PPA 

funding period, which ends in 2017. In this context, the recommendations are framed by those proposed actions or 

changes that relate to future DFID policy-making purposes; those actions or changes that are applicable to DFID 

for the remainder of the current PPA funding period; those actions or changes that are applicable to PPA agencies 

for the remainder of the current PPA funding period and those changes or actions for the Evaluation Manager for 
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the final evaluation of PPA funding and evaluation practitioners looking for transferable learning to inform similar 

types of evaluation. 

DFID recommendations for future policy-making purposes 

1. DFID should develop a more stratified approach to supporting civil society organisations through 

different funding mechanisms that help DFID to shape and foster the growth of different sectors. This 

approach would not need to compromise the flexibility, predictability and stability of unrestricted funding that 

inherently drives its strategic added value. It could serve a dual purpose by more explicitly supporting 

partnerships that progress joint aims relating to advocacy, promoting learning and innovation, emergency 

response and work in conflict affected states, support for women and girls, economic growth and public-private 

partnerships and working in sectors and countries in which DFID does not work itself. It should do this through 

performance frameworks and reporting requirements that are tailored and proportionate to the different types 

of work, stage of development and roles that characterise the type of CSOs that receive strategic funding.  

2. DFID should require recipients of strategic funding to develop and maintain a governance / decision-

making framework that is able to specifically inform and evidence how and why key decisions about 

the use of strategic funding are made at key stages of the planning and implementation process, including 

those PPA agencies delivering activities for the remainder of the PPA funding period (see the balanced 

scorecard type of framework illustrated in Figure 3). The governance / decision-making framework will help to 

provide evidence that agencies are making decisions about the use of strategic funding that represent best 

VfM in the context of the viable options that are available at the time. Key decisions should be documented 

and reported at each stage in the lifecycle of a particular activity or initiative. This evidence should 

demonstrate the extent to which decisions about the type and scale of value generated, and the alternatives 

considered, drives decisions about the type and scale of costs that are incurred. 

3. DFID should maintain strategic funding opportunities, given the support this flexibility provides for 

problem solving and innovation. However, such flexibility is not incompatible with more strategic 

conditionality. DFID should include selection, appraisal and reporting criteria for future unrestricted strategic 

funding that relates to governance and performance management systems including internal systems for: 

budgetary decision-making; organisational strategy development; financial management; monitoring and 

evaluation and learning. The scope of these criteria should respond to DFID’s objectives for supporting civil 

society organisations that emerge from its current policy development process. Associated with this, is 

consideration of the value of attaching conditions to unrestricted funding, in order to progress aims such as 

improved reporting and mainstreaming of gender, disability and sector best practice. 

4. DFID should embed additional approaches to ensure that CSOs’ use of strategic funding is coherent with 

DFID’s strategic and policy objectives. This could include requiring CSOs to demonstrate in proposals how 

their envisioned results map against DFID’s specific strategic priorities, policy objectives and priority countries. 

This could also include mandatory budget allocations against DFID’s more conditional objectives relating to 

enhanced sharing of learning, M&E, embedding VfM processes, promoting organisational development of 

southern partners and gender and disability mainstreaming.   

5. DFID should consider changing the ways in which logframes are used as a performance management tool 

for strategic funding and consider alternative accountability mechanisms to accommodate a diverse range of 

iterative and adaptive approaches to the use of strategic funding by agencies. These changes could include 

the formulation of high-level outcomes, coupled with organisational assessment of the probability that a funded 

organisation will achieve these changes.
77

 Additional changes may include enhancing the level of engagement 

between CSOs and their respective DFID managers. Strengthening the quality of understanding of these 

strategic partnerships will make the development and maintenance of the logframe more meaningful. All of 

these changes should take into account DFID’s strategic objectives that emerge from the current policy 

development process and reporting requirements that are proportionate to the nature of the objectives 

underpinning different types of investments in agencies. 
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DFID recommendations for the remainder of the current PPA funding period 

6. DFID should require agencies to develop new approaches to tracking key investments that are not 

currently expressed in the logframe. This should include mapping how key investments in areas such as 

organisational strengthening lead to broader impacts. Devising theories of change for this purpose, including 

the identification of appropriate indicators of change with associated measurement approaches, will add to the 

strength of the causal chain that relates strategic decisions to results. Reporting templates should be amended 

accordingly to reflect a revised focus on evidencing the links between the intermediate effects of PPA-funded 

activities on results reported in PPA agencies’ logframes. 

7. DFID should develop an explicit approach and objective to support and facilitate the uptake of learning 

within and between organisations that is owned and driven by CSOs themselves and as such less dependent 

on DFID support and incentives. 

Evaluation Manager recommendations  

8. The Evaluation Manager should continue to adopt a collaborative and iterative approach to the next phase 

of the PPA evaluation process. This approach should extend to subsequent review and revisions to the Theory 

of Change for strategic funding, further developments of the Evaluation Strategy and its implementation. To 

support recommendation 6 above, DFID and the Evaluation Manager or another supporting agency (if this was 

deemed a conflict of interest) could support PPA agencies, through a ‘critical friend’ type of role. The primary 

purpose of this role would be to help agencies develop theories of change and measurement approaches that 

enabled them to more effectively evidence and report causal links towards the top of the PPA programme’s 

theory of change and impact logic. 

9. The Evaluation Manager should review the PPA Theory of Change to respond to the findings and conclusions 

of this evaluation and to accommodate DFID’s current development of its policy on strategic funding. This 

review should include developing more nuanced pathways of change and models to reflect DFID’s 

emerging strategic objectives and rationale for supporting civil society, and operational objectives relating to 

how the funding mechanism should work. 
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PPA holders deliver 

goods & services

Either through their 

partners or directly, PPA 

holders are able to reach 

and directly deliver goods 

and services to socially 

excluded communities 

including humanitarian 

assistance, peacebuilding 

and development support.

PPA holders influence policy 

change

PPA holders and their partners 

are able to challenge decision-

makers at  local, national and 

international levels to bring 

about policy changes, and 

undertake initiatives aimed at 

promoting equitable and 

responsible development to 

resolve and prevent conflicts.

DFID’S PROGRAMME 

INTERVENTIONS

TYPICAL INTERVENTIONS BY PPA HOLDERS2

DFID’S STRATEGIC 

RATIONALE

A

A

DFID has 5 broad 

objectives for its 

work with civil 

society that enable 

it to achieve  

results that 

represent best 

value for money:

1. To provide 

goods and 

services to the 

poor, particularly 

the hard to reach;

2. To help people 

in developing 

countries to hold 

governments and 

others to account 

and influence 

decisions that 

affect poor 

people’s lives;

3. To help poor 

people to do 

things for 

themselves;

4. To build public 

support for 

development in 

the UK; and

5. To encourage 

the growth of an 

active civil 

society’.1

D

E

PPA holders supports the efforts of communities 

and organisations to build their capacities

PPA holders and their partners are together able to 

support local communities and socially excluded 

people to mobilise and organise themselves and to 

strengthen their organisations – enabling them to 

become more resilient and more active in decisions-

making about the equitable access to economic, 

social, natural and political  resources and processes 

that address the key drivers of conflict.

F

OUTCOMES

IMPACT
Contribution to achievement of the MDGs to reduce poverty as well as increasing human capacity and capital, improving 

health and well-being, building peace and stability and protecting human rights and the environment. 

Civil society: a stronger civil society is able to influence 

governments and hold them to account. Civil society 

organisations and socially excluded communities 3 increase their 

ability to undertake their own initiatives, enabling them to achieve 

greater social, economic and political equity and to reduce the 

likelihood of violent conflict. 4

Project-based funding 

through GPAF

GPAF allows DFID to identify 

and fund the best ideas in 

the sector to meet the most 

off-track MDGs.

B

C

Unrestricted funding 

through PPAs

Unrestricted funding to PPA 

holders provide them with 

the flexibility to decide how 

best to allocate DFID funding 

in order to strengthen their 

organisational capacities –

and the capacities of their 

partners – to reach and 

support socially excluded 

communities to deliver 

sustainable results that 

represent best value for 

money. 

As sector leaders PPA 

holders and their 

local/national partners are 

able to innovate, generate 

and mainstream best 

practice and facilitate 

learning across the sector. 

The strategic funding 

relationship provides DFID 

with the opportunity to build 

the capacity of PPA holders 

with regards to the quality of 

their evidence, accountability 

and learning.

CSO RESOURCES & INPUTS

As CSOs, PPA holders generally have the capacity to reach and support socially excluded communities  

because they are:

1. Able to operate and collaborate through a combination of local, regional and international partnerships.

2. Trusted by the communities and partners that they are supporting as relatively impartial, knowledgeable, credible 

and technically capable sources of support. 

3. Able to efficiently and effectively manage the delivery of results  for socially excluded communities in challenging 

high risk programme and policy environments.

4. Able to engage policy makers and partners at multiple levels to advocate for participation, transparency, 

accountability and political space. 

State and duty-bearers: become more 

accountable and responsive to their citizens and 

engage in more transparent and participatory 

decision-making putting people at the heart of 

processes of building more prosperous, equitable 

and peaceful societies.

Annex A: Revised PPA Theory of Change  

Figure A1: Revised PPA theory of change 
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Table A1: Key Assumptions 

Ref. Key Assumptions 

A PPA holders, GPAF grantees and their local/national partners have a comparative advantage 

over state-based organisations and the private sector because they are better able to gain 

access to and support socially excluded communities through long-term commitments and 

careful relationship building. 

B i. PPA holders and GPAF grantees are willing to work together to share learning and best 

practice.  

ii. The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to 

develop their capacity in measurable ways that leads to improved results and value for 

money.  

iii. DFID has selected the right sector leaders to deliver the results it requires. 

C PPA holders and GPAF grantees are able to innovate and generate best practice that can be 

mainstreamed across a diverse sector and portfolio of organisations. 

D i. Civil society organisations have resources and opportunities required to enable them to 

reach socially excluded groups and communities. 

ii. PPA holders are able to work with national and international policy makers on behalf of 

socially excluded communities in conflict affected and fragile states. 

E Capacity building interventions may assume that at least some governance structures are in 

place that enables communities and citizens to express themselves, be more active and access 

resources; whereas interventions designed to bring about policy change may assume that they 

are not. 

F i. CSOs are able to impact on socially excluded communities in conflict and instability in fragile 

states and communities. 

ii. PPA holders and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement beyond 

the PPA funding period given the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing. 
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Table A2: Key Explanatory Notes 

Ref. Key Explanatory Notes 

1 DFID Civil Society Department Operational Plan 2011-15, DFID, updated June 2013. Note that 

the wording of these objectives has changed since the start of this round of PPA funding: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf  

2 Summary of three ways in which PPA holders typically intervene to deliver their activities that are 

not exclusive to each other and as such are frequently delivered in tandem. 

3 i. Socially excluded people are defined as certain groups in society who are excluded from 

opportunities that are open to others, because they are marginalised and /or discriminated 

against on the basis of their race, religion, gender, caste, age, disability, or other social 

identity. The definition of ‘social exclusion’ in this context includes those who are 

disadvantaged by who they are or where they live, and as a result are locked out of the 

benefits of development (Reference: DFID (2005) ‘Reducing Poverty by Tackling Social 

Exclusion’). This includes those groups of people who are disadvantaged by humanitarian 

crises.  

ii. This definition is purposefully broad to enable PPA and GPAF grantees to define the nature 

of marginalisation, disadvantage and /or social exclusion of the groups of people that they 

are targeting and who are benefiting in different ways from programme and project activities. 

It is also important to acknowledge here, the role of intermediary beneficiaries who 

themselves may not be socially excluded or marginalised but who are an important group 

whose change in behaviour is critical to realising greater societal benefits. 

4 This summary outcome statement encapsulates a broad spectrum including: greater equality; 

resilience to shocks; active citizens; and choice, voice and control. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
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1 Introduction and Background 

1.1 Rationale for the revised PPA Evaluation Strategy 

The Mid-Term Evaluation of this round of Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA) funding was completed in 

June 2013. In May 2013, the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) submitted its independent review 

report on DFID’s support for civil society organisations through Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPAs)
1
. 

Recommendation 3 from ICAI’s report specifically related to the monitoring and evaluation of the PPA and 

proposed that: 

‘DFID should design the monitoring and evaluation system for PPAs so that it is less 

cumbersome and better suited to the long-term strategic nature of this funding.’ 

In response, DFID agreed that it would: 

‘Complete the review of the PPA Evaluation Strategy; adjust the approach to take account of 

lessons learnt as well as the experience of PPA agencies and the decision to extend the PPAs 

to March 2016. Updated guidance will be issued to PPA agencies.’ 

Ahead of the completion of the PPA Mid-Term Evaluation, DFID initiated a review of lessons learned from the 

evaluation process to date and from the first two years of programme implementation. DFID and the Evaluation 

Manager agreed that the original Evaluation Strategy and Terms of Reference for the Evaluation Manager should 

be reviewed and if required revised. A review process started that involved extensive consultation with 

stakeholders, including PPA holders, at each step in the redesign of the PPA Evaluation Strategy. The final 

revisions to the PPA Evaluation Strategy that have resulted from this review and consultation process are 

presented in this report
2
. 

1.2 Purpose and scope of the evaluation 

This 2014 PPA evaluation will cover all 41 PPA holders. These organisations will have received a total of £360 

million of funding over the three years (April 2011 to April 2014) of this round of PPA funding. The 2014 PPA 

Evaluation is focused on the effects and impacts specifically achieved from this current round of PPA funding
3
. 

The purpose of this evaluation is defined by the following two objectives: 

1. Accountability objective: 

To demonstrate to a wide range of audiences the effectiveness, impact and value for money of three years 

of strategic funding by providing robust evidence that comprehensively describes and explains the added 

value this type of funding has made to socially excluded groups through the work of PPA holders. 

2. Learning objective:  

To build an understanding of how the nature of PPA funding has influenced the type of investment 

decisions that organisations take and the extent to which these investment decisions are of strategic 

importance for the organisation, its countries of operation, the sector(s) in which it works, and ultimately 

how these investment decisions achieve results for intended beneficiaries. The evaluation should also 

explore the extent to which these results could have been achieved, to the same standard of quality, 

timeliness, cost and impact, with more traditional restricted funding. 

  

                                                      
1
 ICAI (2013), ‘DFID’s Support for Civil Society Organisations through Programme Partnership Arrangements’ 

2
 This report is intended to concisely present the key revisions to the original Evaluation Strategy. For this reason an Executive Summary has 

not been included. 
3
 Evidence from previous rounds of PPA funding has been, and will continue to be, useful for explaining the context to the effects of the current 

round of PPA funding that are observed through this evaluation. 
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1.3 PPA theory of change and key assumptions 

In August 2011, as an integral part of the development of the Evaluation Strategy for the PPA and Global Poverty 

Action Fund (GPAF), the Evaluation Manager and DFID developed ‘Causal’ and ‘Business Case’ theories of 

change that set out the rationale for why and how DFID funded civil society organisations. These theories of 

change formed the basis of the PPA Mid-Term Evaluation. As part of the lesson learning process that followed the 

PPA Mid-Term Evaluation, the Evaluation Manager and DFID agreed to review, and if necessary revise the theory 

of change supporting the PPA fund. An extensive consultation process followed, which involved a wide range of 

stakeholders, including DFID’s Civil Society Department, CHASE policy leads, general and CHASE PPA holders. 

The revised PPA theory of change presented in Annex A represents the result of that consultation process and 

provides a clearer and more relevant explanation of the rationale and effects that are expected to be delivered 

through the PPA fund. 

Revised PPA theory of change: the PPA theory of change sets out the rationale and logic for DFID’s investment 

in the PPA fund. The theory of change shows the links concerning: DFID’s strategic objectives; its two main 

programmes supporting civil society (i.e. the PPA and GPAF); the types of resources and inputs that the PPA 

holders are able to contribute; the key ways in which PPA holders typically intervene; and the outcomes and 

impacts that are anticipated across the PPA portfolio. Annex A also includes the key assumptions (set out in Table 

A1) that underpin the links presented in the theory of change. These are accompanied by explanatory notes.  

The proposed revisions to the GPAF and PPA Evaluation Strategy in this document are focused on the PPA fund 

rather than the GPAF. However, the theory of change references the GPAF because, from a strategic perspective, 

DFID’s rationale for funding civil society organisations is also applicable to the GPAF
4
. The GPAF will not be used 

as a counterfactual for the PPA evaluation in experimental or quasi-experimental methodology terms. However, as 

part of the wider evaluation process beyond the 2014 PPA evaluation, the GPAF should provide a useful means of 

comparing the relative strengths and weaknesses of strategic funding through the PPA funding mechanism and 

through GPAF project-based funding. 

The PPA theory of change has been used to frame the PPA evaluation questions by mapping and illustrating the 

type of causal links and changes that the evaluation should focus on. The evaluation will test the overarching 

hypothesis for the PPA fund, which is that: 

“The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding enables organisations to develop their 

capacity and systems in ways that lead to measurably improved results and value for money.” 

The theory of change is centred on the investment decisions that PPA holders have been able to make because of 

the unrestricted and flexible ways that PPA funding can be used.  PPA holders were selected on the basis of their 

reputation as sector leaders and their strategic capacity to reach and support socially excluded communities across 

multiple sectors and in wide range of ways. Over the three years of PPA funding, it is anticipated that PPA holders 

have made strategic investment decisions about how best to allocate and use PPA funding in order to add the most 

value to their organisations, the work that they and their partners do and the results that they deliver. The ways in 

which PPA holders have used PPA funding to support civil society has been broadly categorised by: 

1) direct delivery of goods and services; 

2) capacity building of communities and organisations; and 

3) influencing policy change.  

Typically, PPA holders use PPA funding in a combination of ways that potentially cut across all three of these types 

of intervention. The PPA theory of change is driven by agencies’ decision-making processes that determine how 

PPA funding should be used. A strategic decision-making process would seek: 

1) to identify those internal and external barriers that PPA funding could help overcome; and /or  

2) to build on key drivers and opportunities, using PPA funding, to add the maximum value possible to the 

work of an organisation.  

                                                      
4
 The GPAF Board has been consulted on the revisions to the theory of change to date. 
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Ultimately, PPA funding should enable organisations to develop their capacity in ways that lead to a stronger civil 

society and improved accountability of the state (at the outcome level) as a means to reducing poverty and /or 

reducing discrimination among socially excluded communities (at the impact level). 

2 Approach 

2.1 Key principles 

The development of the PPA Evaluation Strategy has been guided by the lessons learned from the PPA Mid-Term 

Evaluation and has also been informed by the GPAF evaluation process to date. The key principles underpinning 

this development process have been that: 

 the strategy should be relatively simple, clear and concise; 

 the evaluation requirements and specifically the burden on PPA holders should be proportionate, 

recognising that agencies may often be required to collect robust evidence in challenging programme 

environments; 

 the PPA theory of change should frame the evaluation and should be sufficiently specific and well-defined, 

with a clear logical flow that captures the desired changes as a result of the PPA; and 

 the strategy development process should be highly consultative to ensure that the revised design is as 

relevant and appropriate as possible given the long-term strategic nature of PPA funding. 

2.2 Evaluation approach 

This is a fund-level evaluation that seeks to identify and explain the effects and added value of the PPA portfolio. 

This means that the evaluation will be focused on identifying and analysing patterns of effects and changes across 

the fund. This also means that grantees will not undergo a performance assessment or be assessed individually. 

However, to assess the performance, effectiveness and impact of the PPA fund, data and evidence will need to be 

collected from individual PPA holders for the purpose of producing findings that can be generalised about the PPA 

fund as a whole. This evidence needs to be sufficiently granular to explain how and why PPA funding is effective, 

for whom and under what circumstances. 

2.2.1 Approach to assessing impact 

PPA holders use PPA funding in a diversity of ways. They operate across a wide range of sectors and contexts and 

deliver a variety of results for different types of socially excluded groups and communities. The 2014 PPA 

evaluation will not use a ‘counterfactual’ approach to assess the attributable effects (and impacts) of PPA funding 

on the results that are delivered and reported. The unrestricted, strategic and diverse nature of PPA funding means 

that it is not possible to identify a scenario that adequately identifies what would have happened without PPA 

funding. For this reason experimental or quasi-experimental approaches to quantifying the impacts of the PPA fund 

are not considered an appropriate approach to evaluating the impact of PPA funding.  

A theory-based approach to the evaluation has been adopted, which is framed and guided by an overarching 

theory of change for the fund as a whole. The overarching PPA theory of change captures a broad spectrum of 

ways in which PPA funding has been used. The evaluation has been designed to enable PPA agencies to 

individually define and evidence, in qualitative terms, the different ways in which PPA funding adds value to the 

work of agencies. Qualitative evidence of the difference that PPA funding has made to the work and results 

delivered by agencies will be generated through comparisons with alternative funding arrangements that are 

available to agencies. The evaluation process will provide evidence of the overarching theory of change and its 

assumptions and explore the key processes of change in as much depth as possible. The extent to which individual 

PPA agencies are able to demonstrate the difference PPA funding has made to their work over the last 3 years will 

form the basis for the assessment of the fund’s performance as a whole. 

The evaluation will take a mixed methods approach to data collection and the assessment of the strategic and 

operational added value of PPA funding. Section 3.3 provides further information about the research methods, data 

sources and the approach to the analysis that will be applied for this evaluation.  
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Resources Inputs Outputs Outcomes 

Economy 
 

Achieving the best 
value inputs 

 

 
 

Efficiency 
 

Maximising 
outputs for a given 

level of inputs  

 

Effectiveness 
 

Ensuring that the 
outputs deliver the 
desired outcome 

 

  

 
Cost Effectiveness / Value for Money 

Optimal use of resources to achieve intended outcomes 

     

Equity 

2.2.2 Approach to assessing value for money 

The approach to assessing the value for money of the PPA fund has been framed by the evaluation questions, 

assessment criteria and indicators presented in the PPA Evaluation Framework in Annex C. Demonstrating the 

value for money of any public spending is a mandatory and integral part of demonstrating accountability for PPA 

funding. For this reason, the application of value for money principles over the three years of the PPA is of primary 

importance and highly appropriate, even though it is recognised that the discourse around value for money has 

strengthened only relatively recently during this round of PPA funding.  

The approach to assessing the value for money of the PPAs is framed by a ‘4E’s approach (as shown in Figure 1) 

that considers the interdependency between the key components of value for money – namely, the economy, 

efficiency, effectiveness and equity of the PPA. Since the completion of the Mid-Term Evaluation, DFID and the 

Evaluation Manager have consulted with, and provided guidance to, PPA agencies on their approaches to 

assessing value for money.  

The PPA fund has no common metrics that can be used to quantify and aggregate value for money of the PPAs 

because of the unrestricted and flexible nature of the funding. It is, therefore, not possible to prescribe a specific 

approach or method to assessing value for money that would be applicable to all PPA holders. For example, cost-

effectiveness analysis and cost benefit analysis may be appropriate value for money assessment methods for 

some types of project activity, while less direct or more strategic activities may require a more qualitative and/or 

process-driven approach to assessing value for money.  

The ‘4Es’ approach to defining value for money is useful for breaking down and assessing different parts of a 

delivery process and different dimensions of an impact logic. However, it is important that value for money is 

assessed in ways that cuts across economy, efficiency, effectiveness and equity in order to demonstrate and 

explain the extent to which the value generated through the use of PPA funding (in terms of the quantity and quality 

of the effects) has justified the approaches taken and the costs that have been incurred as a result. Equity in 

particular should be considered a value for money dimension that cuts across the impact logic of how each agency 

has used PPA funding. PPA agencies aim to benefit socially excluded communities and people. The nature and 

scale of their needs and priorities that PPA agencies are seeking to address should drive organisation and 

partnership decisions on the allocation of resources. PPA agencies should seek to explain how and why the value 

generated by these decisions justifies the type and scale of costs that have been incurred as a result.  

Figure 1: ‘4Es’ Approach to Value for Money 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Economy (spending less) – doing things at the right price 

 Efficiency (spending well) – doing things right 

 Effectiveness (spending wisely) – doing the right things 

 Equity (spending fairly) – doing things for the right people 
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The evaluation will look to identify how PPA agencies have interpreted value for money through the different ways 

in which they have used strategic funding and the extent to which this has generated an optimal value in return for 

DFID’s investment. 

The nature of PPA funding means that there is no common way of defining or measuring the value generated 

through the investment. It is also clear that agencies are at different stages in the process of interpreting, applying 

and benefiting from value for money approaches. Therefore, the evaluation will explore the type and scale of 

change that has happened over the last 3 years with regards to value for money and the range of effects this has 

had on the work of PPA agencies.  

The assessment of the value for money of the PPA is an integral part of the evaluation process as a whole. As 

such, agencies should consider the following approach when evidencing their approach to value for money: 

 explain the influence of contextual factors on an agency’s interpretations and approaches to applying value 

for money principles;  

 explain how the agency interpreted value for money principles and applied them across the organisation; 

 explain the effects of this approach on the organisation and its work to date and, if relevant, the potential 

effects it could have in the future; 

 describe the characteristics of a particular outcome (or set of outcomes) the agency wanted to achieve 

from PPA funding, and explain how and why these drove internal activity costs and budget decisions; and 

 use the ‘4 Es’ to systematically explain how at each stage in the implementation process, the benefits of 

PPA funding were maximised to achieve best value for the type and scale of costs that were incurred. 

 

3 Evaluation Methodology 

3.1 Evaluation criteria and key evaluation questions 

The evaluation questions that frame the assessment of the last three years (2011-2014) of PPA funding were 

developed by the Evaluation Manager in consultation with DFID and PPA holders. The evaluation questions have 

been broadly guided by the OECD/DAC criteria to ensure that the approach to the evaluation is consistent with 

best practice. The key evaluation questions in Table 1 have been designed to test the PPA theory of change and 

as such are instrumental in defining the scope and focus of the 2014 PPA evaluation. 

Table 1: PPA Key Evaluation Questions 

OECD-DAC Criteria Ref

. 

Key Evaluation Questions 

Impact and Value for 

Money (Incl. Efficiency) 

E1 What were the results of strategic funding through the PPA and did this 

investment achieve good value for money? 

Relevance and 

effectiveness 

E2 To what extent is there an effective and demonstrable link between the strategic 

use of funding (e.g. on activities to improve organisation effectiveness) and the 

benefits delivered for socially excluded communities
5
? 

Sustainability E3 How and with what effects were plans for sustainability enacted to ensure that 

the benefits continue post-funding?  

                                                      

5
 Socially excluded communities are defined as certain groups in society who are excluded from opportunities that are open to others, because 

they are marginalised and /or discriminated against on the basis of their race, religion, gender, caste, age, disability, or other social identity. The 
definition of ‘social exclusion’ in this context includes those who are disadvantaged by who they are or where they live, and as a result are 
locked out of the benefits of development (Reference: DFID (2005) ‘Reducing Poverty by Tackling Social Exclusion’). This includes those 
groups of people who are disadvantaged by humanitarian crises. This definition is purposefully broad to enable PPA and GPAF grantees to 
define the nature of marginalisation, disadvantage and /or social exclusion of the groups of people that they are targeting and who are benefiting 
in different ways from programme and project activities. 
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Each of the overarching evaluation questions presented in Table 1 is complemented by a set of sub-questions that 

focus on specific aspects of the PPA theory of change. These sub-questions are detailed in Annex B together with 

supporting explanatory notes. The evaluation questions form the basis for the development of the PPA Evaluation 

Framework (in Annex C) that in turn, defines the key indicators that guide both the measurement of the fund’s 

performance and the strategy for collecting the relevant data on indicators and evaluation questions.  

It is important to note that the evaluation questions and the evaluation process as a whole should capture (as far as 

possible) the results and effects (both positive and negative) that are delivered beyond those set out in PPA 

logframes. The primary objective of the 2014 PPA Evaluation is to understand and demonstrate the extent to which 

PPA funding has had an impact (in strategic, organisational and/or programmatic terms) on the capacity of PPA 

holders to deliver their results. Evidence of the extent to which PPA funding has achieved wider benefits both within 

DFID and outside DFID is of interest provided it can be sufficiently demonstrated that such benefits were a (direct 

or indirect) result of PPA funding.  

3.2 PPA Evaluation Framework 

The Evaluation Framework for the 2014 PPA evaluation (in Annex C) sets out a list of key indicators against each 

of the evaluation questions and identifies the most appropriate sources of data and research methods for collecting 

the data for each indicator. The primary function of the PPA Evaluation Framework is to frame and focus the 

research and data collection strategy to ensure that the evidence and its sources, analysis, and methods directly 

and efficiently respond to the PPA evaluation questions.  

3.3 Approach to analysis and data sources 

3.3.1 Approach to analysis 

The overall approach to the analysis of the data that is collected throughout the evaluation process is summarised 

as follows: 

1. Theory-based approach to analysis: the Evaluation Manager developed a revised theory of change for 

the PPA fund together with DFID and PPA holders. The overarching hypothesis supporting the PPA Fund 

is that the unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding enables organisations to develop their capacity 

and systems and programmes in ways that lead to measurably improved results and value for money. The 

development of the PPA theory of change involved mapping the key high level changes that are anticipated 

would occur as a result of the flexible nature of the funding. This process enabled the Evaluation Manager 

to define the scope and focus of the research and develop an appropriate evaluation framework and set of 

evaluation questions. Together, these frame the type of data that is required to evaluate the effects of the 

PPA fund on the changes anticipated in the theory of change. 

2. Iterative qualitative research approach: the flexible nature of PPA funding and the diverse 

characteristics of the agencies who receive funding (in terms of the type and size of organisation, type of 

work, contexts in which they work and communities they work with) means that it is difficult to identify 

specific pathways of change resulting from PPA funding before starting the research process. Therefore, 

the theory of change approach is intended to ensure that the research is broadly focused in the areas that 

are of most relevance to PPA funding and the key evaluation questions that need to be answered. An 

iterative qualitative research approach seeks to progressively develop a more and more refined focus and 

understanding of how and why the PPA mechanism works, why, with what effects at each phase of the 

evaluation process.  

In using this approach, the type and quality of data that is available becomes a key determinant (and 

potentially constraint) on the analysis. It is possible, and arguably likely, that given the unrestricted nature 

of PPA funding a distinctly different theory of change to the original theory of change may emerge. Given 

the diverse nature of the PPA portfolio, particularly with regards to contextual and organisational 

differences, it is possible that multiple theories of change may emerge. Some of the emerging theory 

may not fit with the original theory of change that framed the evaluation in the first place. An iterative 

research approach enables prevalent theories of change to emerge from the data that may not be 

adequately captured by the pre-determined overarching theory of change for the PPA Fund. Where 

divergences between emerging and original theories are identified these will be explored in depth through 
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iterative research, analysis and synthesis processes that are set out in the following sections. The research 

approach should be sufficiently flexible to explore a range of pathways of change to prevent the analysis 

being decontextualised, overly simplified and abstracted to the point where the richness of the data and the 

nuances contained within it are lost. At each stage of the research, the evaluation team will make 

comparisons between the emerging theories of change and the original theory of change and the PPA 

Evaluation Framework that it was based on. If required, the PPA Evaluation Framework should be revised 

to adapt to the findings emerging from the analysis. However, the PPA Evaluation Framework has been 

purposively designed to be sufficiently broad to capture the diversity of potential effects across the PPA 

portfolio, which should minimise the need for significant changes. 

This iterative approach aims identify categories (or themes) of change and plausible relationships between 

them as well as higher and lower changes in the causal chains of the theory of change.  The principles 

behind implementing this approach are that: 

 both quantitative data and qualitative data are useful for this evaluation. However, most of the data 

that is collected and used will be qualitative because of the focus on unpacking how, why and to what 

extent the PPA funding mechanism has added value to the work of organisations and the results they 

deliver; 

 data analysis is systematic and starts as soon as data has been collected, particularly at the end of 

each phase of the research; 

 data collection and analysis is iterative. This means that analysis follows each phase of data 

collection and that the design of the next phase of data collection is based on the theory and patterns 

of change that have emerged from the previous analysis; 

 the associations and patterns of change that emerge from each phase of analysis are constantly 

compared with the next phase of data collection and analysis to ensure that relationships between 

themes or changes are continually defined and explored in sufficient depth at each stage of the 

research;  

 data analysis starts with open coding of data (to initially identify key categories or themes), followed 

by selective coding (to shape the relationships between categories and concepts) and then theory-

based analysis to develop a more in-depth understanding of the nature of the relationships that 

underpin the emerging theory of change; and 

 secondary data submitted by PPA holders and primary data collected by the Evaluation Manager are 

synthesised to produce a combined evidence-based narrative that explains the extent to which the 

PPA funding mechanism works well, how, why, under what circumstances and with what range of 

effects. 

This approach is considered suitable for the purpose of evaluating the PPA Fund because it is conducive to 

examining processes and generating theories from the data, which can then be compared to the existing theory 

of change. The primary focus of this evaluation is to understand the different ways in which the PPA funding 

mechanism works. This approach focuses on building a plausible theory (or theories) of change on the basis of the 

data that is available to the evaluation team. The exploratory and iterative nature of the approach allows the 

evaluation team to systematically identify change and patterns of relationships that are informed by the evidence 

that emerges from each phase of the research process. 

3.3.2 Data collection strategy, data sources and research methods 

As set out in the previous section, the evaluation will be informed by multiple sources of different types of 

information and data. The data collection process has been organised by research phases that are explained in 

Section 3.6 and detailed in the Evaluation Implementation Plan in Annex E. The primary purpose of the phased 

approach is to enable an iterative approach to data collection and analysis. The key data sources and research 

methods supporting the PPA evaluation are summarised below. They are set out in the chronological order that the 

research will be conducted in.  

 Secondary data analysis of all 2014 PPA Annual Reports 

The revised PPA Annual Report template, in particular the section on strategic funding, provides a key 

source of data for assessing the performance of the PPA as a whole against the evaluation questions and 
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assessment criteria set out in the PPA Evaluation Framework. The revised Annual Report template was 

developed to be a less burdensome replacement for the Independent Progress Review (IPR) while still 

acting as a key data source of data.  

The Evaluation Manager will review and conduct preliminary analysis of the evidence submitted in the 

Annual Reports. The evaluation team will use this analysis to identify current gaps in the evidence base 

that could be addressed in subsequent research phases of the evaluation.  

Previous Annual Reports will generally not be included in the analysis for this evaluation. However, if the 

analysis of the 2014 Annual Reports (in particular the Part 2 submissions) suggests that referring back to 

previous evidence would be useful then previous Annual Reports would be referred to on a case-by-case 

basis.   

 Online survey of all PPA holders 

An online survey will be used as an efficient means of collecting data from all PPA agencies for the 

purpose of addressing emerging gaps in the evidence base identified through the preliminary analysis of 

the PPA Annual Reports. All PPA agencies will have the opportunity to answer the same research 

questions. These questions will gather information that responds to the indicators and questions set out in 

the PPA Evaluation Framework. 

The online survey will be administered to all PPA holders in September 2014 and should not take longer 

than approximately 40-45 minutes to complete. The Evaluation Manager will pilot the online survey with a 

small number of PPA holders, potentially through the Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG). 

The review of the survey by the pilot participants and their feedback will be used to refine the design of the 

survey.  

Beyond the online survey, the Evaluation Manager will not conduct individual gap-filling research with all 

PPA agencies. However, specific points of interest may be followed-up through ad hoc requests for more 

information by members of the evaluation team with relevant agencies.  

 Semi-structured interviews with strategic stakeholders 

Semi-structured interviews with key strategic stakeholders will provide an in-depth understanding of the 

performance, effectiveness, impact and value for money of the PPA. The Evaluation Manager will invite 

DFID and PPA agencies to identify key strategic stakeholders who have a broad perspective of the PPA 

fund as a whole (i.e. their view is not limited to one organisation). A template will be distributed to agencies 

to help identify these stakeholders together with a request to provide a brief rationale for why the 

stakeholders should be included in the 2014 PPA Evaluation. The final selection of key stakeholders for 

interviews will be at the discretion of the Evaluation Manager and DFID.  

 Primary research by Evaluation Manager of a sample of PPA holders 

A reasonably representative
6
 sample of 12 PPA holders will be selected for in-depth primary research by 

the Evaluation Manager. Details of the sampling approach and framework are provided in Annex D. All 

sampled PPA holders will receive separate bespoke research plans that are developed with each agency 

and tailored, as much as possible, to the individual evaluation priorities of the organisation. The individual 

learning priorities of organisations will also be considered to the extent possible given the limited time 

available for the research. 

Not all primary research with selected PPA holders will necessarily include field work. The research 

methodology will be tailored to the evaluation priorities of individual agencies based on, for example, how 

funding has been used and type of organisation. Field work that is not required or proportionate for 

capturing the effects of PPA funding will not be proposed or conducted. 

The research process will involve both formal and informal feedback to support learning within each of the 

agencies. Each sampled agency will be offered informal feedback following completion of the research. 

                                                      
6
 By ‘reasonable’ it is meant that the sample has been purposively and pragmatically collected to be as representative as possible of the diverse 

nature of the PPA portfolio. There is slight under and over representation of some types of agencies as a result of sampling against a wide 
range of different sampling criteria. These variations were considered reasonable given the importance of capturing evidence from different 
types of agencies.  
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Each agency will also receive their own individual written report summarising the key findings from the visit. 

Individual agencies will have an opportunity to review and feedback on their respective reports following 

completion of the primary research as an integral part of both the evaluation validation process and 

learning process.  

The primary research conducted with individual agencies will not be included as case studies or annexes in 

the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report. Instead, relevant examples and learning from this research will be 

referred to and incorporated into the overall findings of the fund-level evaluation report. Sampled agencies 

will be named in the report, which is consistent with DFID’s transparency commitments. Individual sets of 

data gathered from agencies will not be disclosed because the purpose of the research is to support a 

fund-level evaluation. However, specific references to sampled agencies for the purpose of supporting the 

evaluation’s findings will not be anonymised because this is considered critical to developing a sufficiently 

granular understanding of what works, where, for whom, with what effects and under what circumstances. 

The Evaluation Manager may want to engage with non-sampled organisations during different phases of 

the research, but this will be informed by the findings that emerge from the analysis. The scope and focus 

of this evaluation means that the Evaluation Manager will not be interacting with every individual PPA 

holder as a standard part of the evaluation approach.  

 Primary research with the Learning Partnership 

The existing structures and contacts within the PPA Learning Partnership will be used to efficiently collect 

data from PPA organisations who are involved in different learning groups. Primary research will be 

conducted in September 2014 and will primarily involve a combination of: 

 desk-based research of documentation relating to the Learning Partnership (including learning 

outcomes and products); 

 semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders (including PPA holders and DFID); and 

 focus groups with a wide spectrum of PPA holders. 

Prior to the research being conducted, the evaluation team will consult further with each of the learning 

groups to agree the most appropriate approach to conducting the research. 

 Evaluations commissioned by individual PPAs 

DFID and the Evaluation Manager encourage PPA agencies to continue with their internal learning 

enquiries. If an agency (either in the evaluation sample or not) wishes to conduct their own evaluation of 

their PPA funding for the purpose of supporting this fund level evaluation then it is advisable that this work  

aligns with this evaluation strategy. 

If sampled agencies selected for primary research are conducting concurrent evaluations, the Evaluation 

Manager will attempt to coordinate its work with these evaluations to the extent that is possible. If a 

sampled agency completes a relevant internally commissioned evaluation during the primary research 

phase of the evaluation, this will be considered as a piece of evidence for the purpose of the PPA 

evaluation.  

3.3.3 Analysis, triangulation and synthesis of data 

The proposed approach to the analysis is both systematic and iterative. Each phase of the research and analysis 

involves different types of data, collected through different methods from a variety of sources. To ensure that the 

data is analysed and synthesised in a way that provides the most objective and meaningful findings possible the 

evaluation process will take the following steps: 

1. Assessing the quality of evidence within the 2014 PPA Annual Reports: the analysis of the 2014 PPA 

Annual Reports represents the first step in the analysis. This body of evidence provides the first opportunity 

to identify and map the different decisions that all PPAs have made about how PPA funding should be 

used, the pathways that have been taken and the effects of these to date. To undertake this type of 

analysis, it is important that: 

 a sufficient amount of evidence is available; and 
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 the quality of the evidence is relevant and reliable enough for the purpose of supporting this 

evaluation. 

The availability, quality and reliability of the body of evidence presented in each PPA Annual Report 

will be used as the key assessment criteria. Each Annual Report will be categorised by the overall quality 

of the evidence presented ranging from very strong evidence to no evidence
7
.  

The evaluation team will not be able to verify the quality of the evidence purely on the basis of a desk-

based review of the reports. It is also acknowledged that this type of assessment is not an exact science 

and only provides an indication of the quality of the evidence. Therefore, this assessment will be used to 

highlight areas of the PPA Evaluation Framework that need to be explored further in subsequent phases of 

the research. When the desk-based and primary research phases have been completed and gaps and 

weaknesses in the evidence base have been explored as thoroughly as possible, the findings in the final 

report will be consolidated by an assessment of the overall strength of the evidence base that has 

supported the analysis. 

2. Open, selective and axial coding of data in the 2014 PPA Annual Reports: open coding involves 

labelling data presented in the reports so that they can be grouped into larger codes (or themes) with the 

aim of developing a theory of change based on them. Qualitative data analysis software (Atlas Ti.) will be 

used to conduct the coding exercise. The open coding process will help identify the most prevalent areas 

for primary research and highlight areas that may not have been considered previously during the 

development of the original PPA theory of change. 

Selective coding involves focusing on the themes that have emerged from the open coding and the 

analysis of the data presented in the Annual Reports. An axial approach to coding will also be used 

enabling the team to explore in more depth the relationships between different dimensions within each of 

the emerging themes. For example, the nature of the relationships between decisions about how PPA 

funding is used, different organisational or contextual conditions, different types of interactions within 

complex global PPA organisations and the range of consequences associated with these interactions.   

The data and themes emerging from the analysis will be systematically mapped against the relevant 

criteria and indicators in the PPA Evaluation Framework. This will help identify gaps in the evidence base 

that should be addressed in the next phase of the research and identify areas of interest for further 

research. As discussed previously, the analysis of the PPA Annual Reports will take into account the 

quality of the evidence supporting the analysis and findings. 

At the end of this phase of the research, the Evaluation Manager will present to DFID: 

 the themes that have emerged from the analysis of the PPA Annual Reports; and 

 the overall assessment of the quality of the evidence including any significant gaps or weaknesses in 

the evidence base that will be explored further in the next phase of the research. 

The purpose of this consultation will be to discuss the emerging focus of the research and the ways in 

which the process and research tools could be adapted to enable the evaluation to explore these areas in 

more depth. 

3. Selective and axial coding of data gathered through the online survey: the design of the online 

research instrument will be predominantly informed by the emerging findings from the analysis of the PPA 

Annual Reports. This will enable the evaluation team to address gaps and weaknesses in the fund-level 

evidence base by focusing on individual responses from all 41 PPA holders. The intention is to use the 

online survey to build on the themes, associations and dimensions that were identified through analysis of 

the PPA Annual Reports. Selective and axial coding will be used to further identify and develop the 

patterns of relationships that are emerging from the analysis. These then provide the focus areas for more 

in-depth research in the following primary research phases that focuses on the theories that have emerged 

from the analysis so far. 

                                                      
7
 The approach to assessing the quality of the evidence has adopted the principles set out in DFID’s How to Note on Assessing the Strength of 

Evidence - DFID (March 2014) How To Note on Assessing the Strength of Evidence. 
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At this stage in the process, the Evaluation Manager will present to DFID a summary of the specific areas 

of interest and linkages to the PPA funding effects that are planned to be explored further in the 

subsequent primary research phases of the evaluation. This summary will be shared with sampled 

agencies, and feedback will be incorporated before finalising their individual research plans to cover any 

additional areas of interest or salient scenarios of choice that PPA agencies and DFID are most interested 

in exploring. 

4. Theory-based analysis of primary data: the final research stages of the evaluation, in particular the in-

depth primary research of the 12 sampled agencies, enables the evaluation team to gather evidence to 

define and articulate the explanatory processes behind the patterns of changes identified in the previous 

analyses. A key purpose of this stage of the research is to verify the assumptions that have been made to 

date about how the different ways in which the PPA mechanisms work, why and with what effects. This 

should then contribute to a strong narrative explanation of the findings and conclusions that relate to the 

PPA Fund and its anticipated theory of change in general. 

5. Triangulation and synthesis: each phase of the research will involve the triangulation and synthesis of 

analysis and findings that emerge from: 

 secondary data analysis by different members of the evaluation team of the PPA Annual Reports; 

 primary research conducted by different members of the evaluation team involving different 

stakeholders and sampled PPA agencies; and 

 the secondary data analysis of: (1) the documentation submitted by PPA agencies; and (2) the primary 

research findings produced by the evaluation team. 

A carefully structured approach to the synthesis of different types of analysis and findings emerging from 

different types of data or from different types of sources will take the following steps: 

1. The Evaluation Framework, including the evaluation questions, assessment criteria and 

indicators provides the broad structure, scope and focus of the research against which the 

relevance and quality of the evidence should be assessed.   

2. The structure of the primary research should be clearly and consistently set out with regards to: 

the selection of the types of respondents; the design of the research approaches and research 

instruments; and approaches to the analysis of the data. This ensures that each team of 

researchers collects data in a consistent way so that it can be compared and synthesised 

appropriately. 

3. At each stage in the research and analysis process, the emerging themes, patterns, relationships 

and explanatory processes should be systematically organised into a consistent structure and 

format to facilitate a coherent discussion of on how different types and sources of data should be 

interpreted.  

4. The process of interpreting different types of analyses should involve more than one member of the 

team depending on the type of findings, data and analyses that are being synthesised. 

5. Syntheses workshops will be held following each key phase of the research. The purpose of the 

synthesis workshop is to discuss the interpretation of the analyses and the findings that have 

emerged. The overarching objective of these workshops and intermittent synthesis discussions is 

to reach consensus for each of the key findings and its supporting narrative. This process may 

require structured validation from stakeholders outside of the evaluation team, including the DFID 

Civil Society Department.  

Syntheses workshops and the involvement of a range of external stakeholders provide an 

opportunity to harmonise potentially diverging views regarding the interpretation of the 

findings that have emerged from the analysis. A strong narrative will then be rigorously developed 

on the basis of contextual insights of different stakeholders as well through structured analysis of 

primary and secondary data by the Evaluation Manager. 

6. Synthesis discussions should consider as systematically as possible: 
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 potential sources of heterogeneity, including different research methodologies, the narrative 

versus quantitative nature of the synthesis, different degrees of data validity, varying cultural 

sensitivities and diverse contextual factors; 

 potential sources of bias that particular types of data and information are susceptible to. The 

triangulation of findings and analyses from a range of different sources should be used to 

validate different perspectives of the same finding to mitigate the risk of bias in the data; 

 the identification of adverse synthesis effects – effects that were identified as very likely to 

have been lost during the synthesis process; for example, if two equally valid sources of data 

entailed different findings and there was a tendency to conclude that this was a non-finding 

leading to the researcher investigating a third source instead; and 

 mitigation strategies to ensure that findings are as representative as possible and that the 

importance of each piece of evidence has been appropriately weighted. This requires the 

evaluation team to identify scenarios of choices that PPA agencies have made that are typical 

of the choices made across the PPA fund as a whole, while taking into account the strength of 

the supporting evidence. This will be particularly important when finalising the research plans 

for in-depth research of the themes and patterns that have emerged from previous phases of 

the research.  

7. This process may uncover contradictory findings that emerge from two or more sets of data that 

are of similar quality and robustness. In these instances, the evaluation team will investigate the 

data and conduct further analysis to conduct higher level-triangulation and to try and understand 

why the contradiction may have emerged. It is quite possible that contradictions may not be 

explained, in which case these will be clearly and transparently presented. 

8. The final set of synthesised findings and conclusions should be supported by a consolidating 

phase, reassessing the strength of the evidence supporting the results of the evaluation in light of 

the primary research findings. 

The synthesis of analysis and findings arising from a complex evaluation such as this involves a dynamic, 

iterative and continual process of comparing findings and discussing differences in the analysis and data to 

achieve some form of consensus on the findings and conclusions from the study. This is an iterative 

process, which will also be undertaken in a systematic way to ensure transparency in the interpretation of 

different types of data that inevitably will be of varying quality and reliability. 

3.3.4 Limitations of the approach 

The key limitations of the proposed approach are summarised as follows: 

 Evaluating the ways in which the PPA Fund adds value rather than measuring value itself: the 

unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA funding means that there are no performance objectives or 

measures that are common to all PPA holders. As a result, the evaluation will not be able to measure the 

performance of the fund as a whole and will not be able to assess the value of the fund in ways that can be 

quantified or compared in a direct way with more restricted funding.  

An evaluation approach that tried to quantify the added value of a fund or even develop meaningful 

performance measures for the purpose of comparison would be inappropriate given the objectives of this 

evaluation.  The evaluation approach has been designed to capture the distinctive effects of strategic 

funding. The evaluation is specifically measuring the different ways in which PPA funding mechanism has 

added value because of the freedom provided to PPA holders to choose how the funding is used. 

 No common way of measuring value for money: the diversity of the PPA portfolio and the unrestricted 

nature of the funding mean that there are no common measures of the value of PPA funding and that there 

is no common way of measuring its value for money. The evaluation will gather evidence about the 

different ways in which PPA holders have understood the principles behind the value for money. It will also 

focus on how PPA holders have interpreted and applied these principles in the course of deciding on how 

to use PPA funding to add the maximum value to the work of the organisation. 

 Focusing on what has happened rather than what has happened otherwise: the evaluation is focused 

on evaluating what has happened as a result of the decisions made by PPA holders about how to use PPA 
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funding. The PPA Evaluation Framework looks for evidence of the difference (or added value) that PPA 

funding has made to the work of recipient organisations. However, due to the time and resource constraints 

and the need to keep the burden on PPA holders to a minimum, the evaluation will not investigate 

alternative decision pathways taken by agencies and will not elaborate on all potential scenarios of 

choice and their relative added value. At this point in time in the PPA funding environment, it is 

appropriate that resources are focused on identifying, understanding and evidencing the ways in which the 

PPA mechanism work well and less well, under what circumstances and with what effects on PPA 

agencies and their work. 

 Identifying scenarios of PPA choices: the evaluation process involves identifying different pathways of 

choices that PPA agencies have taken with regards to how they have used PPA funding and the different 

ways in which this has added value. The research approach seeks to review the individual pathway of 

choice taken by each PPA agency and from this identifies the scenarios that are representative of the 

choices made by agencies across the PPA portfolio. The scenarios identified then form the basis for more 

in-depth research with sampled agencies. It is possible that the scenarios and patterns identified for further 

research will be more relevant to some of the sampled agencies than others. The iterative and phased 

approach to conducting the research and the collaborative approach to developing research plans with 

each of the sampled agencies should help ensure that the in-depth research is as relevant as possible to 

the overall fund level evaluation and the work of individual sampled agencies. 

 Contradictions arising from a diverse data sources: the sheer diversity of data sources and different 

types of data may lead to difficulties in synthesising the analysis and findings that emerge into a coherent 

narrative. The research process may encounter significant contradictions in the analysis, particularly 

between the secondary data analysis of the PPA Annual Reports and analysis of primary data collected by 

the Evaluation Manager. The structured and systematic approach taken to the analysis, triangulation and 

synthesis of the data will either help resolve contradictions in the analysis or provide a transparent means 

of explaining why they occur. 

 Significant gaps and weaknesses in the evidence base: significant gaps and weaknesses in the 

evidence available may arise in relation to some of the evaluation questions, for example those relating to 

value for money. It may also be difficult for PPA holders to reconstruct historical strategic decisions about 

how PPA funding should be used and why, and evidence these in some form. The phased approach to the 

evaluation and the iterative nature of the research and analysis will provide a range of means of capturing 

different dimensions of PPA funding and address weaknesses in the evidence base as far as possible. 

 Bias in the evidence base: the majority of the data is collected through self-reported Annual Reports and 

qualitative primary research methods. Both of these sources of data are subject to a range of different 

types of bias. The evaluation approach that is proposed sets out a systematic and iterative approach to 

data collection, quality control, analysis, validation, triangulation and synthesis that as far as possible 

should address the effects of different types of bias. 

It is not anticipated that the above limitations to the approach will significantly compromise the quality of the 

evaluation findings or its capacity to add significant value to the understanding of DFID and other stakeholder 

audiences about how and to what extent PPA funding adds value to PPA holders, their work and the results they 

achieve.  

3.4 PPA sampling framework 

The purpose of the sampling framework is to identify a reasonably representative selection of PPA holders for in-

depth primary research as a key source of data and evidence for the PPA Evaluation. Annex D provides a full set 

of details about the sampling process and the sample that was selected. The proposed sample includes a total of 

12 PPA holders, which constitutes 28% of the total number of PPA holders and has been purposively selected to 

be broadly representative of the range of PPA holders. 

The portfolio of PPA holders has been sampled proportionately according to the following criteria: 

1. Type of agency; 

2. Type of grant; 

3. Size of agency; 
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4. Size of grant as a percentage of turnover; 

5. Sector; and 

6. Use of the PPA funds. 

A pragmatic approach has been taken to selecting the sample to ensure that the sample is as representative as 

possible of all agencies that hold a PPA. This sample has been purposefully rather than randomly selected. Slight 

over and under representation of some types of agencies is a consequence of sampling against a wide range of 

different criteria. The level of variations between the sample and overall portfolio has been considered acceptable 

given the importance of capturing evidence from different types of PPA holders. 

DFID and the Evaluation Manager recognise that the level of accuracy concerning the use of the PPA funds (as a 

key sampling criterion) varied from one agency to another for a myriad of reasons and that the survey itself was 

subject to different interpretations. Selected agencies should note that DFID and the Evaluation Manager view this 

information only as an initial entry point for understanding how funding was used, and this issue will be explored in 

further detail during the primary research phase. For those agencies that did not complete the online survey, the 

information used to populate the sampling framework was derived from information reported in the 2013 PPA 

Annual Reports.  

Following consultation with agencies through the IELG, the Evaluation Manager considered additional criteria and 

sub-criteria for inclusion in the sampling framework. As a consequence, the Evaluation Manager has included faith-

based organisations as an additional criterion to reflect this aspect of the PPA portfolio. The inclusion of other 

criteria, such as those PPA holders that focus on southern-based and human-rights activities were excluded 

because their inclusion made it difficult to achieve a sufficient level of representativeness across the sample as a 

whole.  

The 12 agencies selected for inclusion in the sample are:  

 CAFOD; 

 Farm Africa; 

 IPPF; 

 Water Aid; 

 Malaria Consortium; 

 Gender Links; 

 Map Action; 

 Development Initiatives; 

 Transparency International; 

 Oxfam; 

 Sightsavers; and 

 The Asia Foundation. 

3.5 Evaluation requirements of PPA holders 

The evaluation and DIFD have worked hard to ensure a consultative approach to the strategy development and it is 

envisaged that the 2014 PPA evaluation will continue to be a highly consultative process throughout the 

subsequent phases. In addition to the on-going engagement with individual agencies selected for primary research, 

an Evaluation Reference Group will be formed to continue providing on-going feedback on the evaluation process. 

The terms of reference and formation of this group will be progressed by DFID over the summer. The revisions 

made to the PPA Evaluation Strategy have been designed to minimise the burden on PPA holders while ensuring a 

robust evaluation of the PPA fund as a whole. The proposed revisions to the PPA Evaluation Strategy ask PPA 

holders to support the evaluation process in a number of ways that are set out in Table 2. 
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Table 2: PPA Holder Support for the Evaluation Process 

Type of Support from PPA Holders Timeline 

Actively support consultation on the proposed revisions to the theory of change and 

evaluation questions. 

Completed 

Provide feedback on the proposed revisions to the PPA Evaluation Strategy. Completed 

Complete and submit information and evidence supporting the submission of the PPA 2014 

Annual Report including the additional section on Strategic Funding. 

PPA agencies do not have to submit an Independent Progress Review (IPR) Report as a 

mandatory part of the evaluation process (which was previously required) because this has 

been replaced by the section on strategic funding in the Annual Report. 

30 June 2014 

Actively engage with and support the primary research conducted by the Evaluation 

Manager for those agencies selected for inclusion in the sample for in-depth research. 

April – December 

2014 

Complete the online survey of all PPA holders. September 2014 

Participate in semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions, as appropriate, 

depending on the level of agency involvement in the Learning Partnership. 

September 2014 

Actively support consultation on drafts of the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report and provide 

feedback as appropriate. 

March – July 

2015 

Support the communication and dissemination of the findings and lessons learned from the 

PPA evaluation process. 

July 2015 

The Evaluation Manager and DFID fully appreciate the level of effort and support provided by PPA agencies 

for this evaluation process. Both the Evaluation Manager and DFID are committed to implementing the 

evaluation in a consultative manner. This will ensure that information is disseminated and feedback obtained in a 

timely way to help deliver an evaluation process that is efficient, effective and meaningful for everyone involved. 

3.6 Evaluation implementation plan 

3.6.1 Implementation plan and timelines 

Annex E presents a detailed Evaluation Implementation Plan, which provides an overview of:  

 the key evaluation activities;  

 the research methods and rationale for adopting them;  

 key stakeholder engagement and consultation activities; and  

 the timescales for each activity until the end of 2014 PPA evaluation process.  

The approach to the implementation of the evaluation has built on the lessons learned from the PPA Mid-Term 

Evaluation. In particular, the sequencing and timing of evaluation activities accommodate an iterative approach to 

conducting research and analysis i.e. each phase of research and analysis is used to inform the design of the 

research instruments for the next phase. This allows time to ensure that evidence gaps are proactively addressed 

as the research progresses and maximises the opportunities to obtain alternative perspectives for triangulation 

purposes and to ensure that the findings are as relevant and accurate as possible. Furthermore, this approach also 

allows sufficient time for consultation with PPA holders and stakeholders on the reported findings as an important 

part of the review and validation processes.  

The key stages of the PPA 2014 Evaluation (that are set out in more detail in Annex E) are shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3: PPA Evaluation Timeline 

 Key evaluation activity Timeline 

1. Revised PPA 2014 Evaluation Strategy sent out to PPAs April 2014 

2. Individual research plans for 12 sampled PPA agencies completed May 2014 

3. PPAs submit 2014 Annual Reports 30 June 2014 

4. Evaluation Manager conducts analysis of Annual Reports July-August 2014 

5. Evaluation Manager conducts online survey of all PPAs September 2014 

6. Evaluation Manager conducts semi-structured interviews with stakeholders August-September 2014 

7. Evaluation Manager conducts primary research with Learning Partnership September 2014 

8. Evaluation Manager conducts primary research with sampled PPA agencies September-December 2014 

9. Evaluation Manager conducts final analysis January-March 2015 

10. Evaluation Manager presents emerging findings March 2015 

11. Draft report sent out for comments May 2015 

12. Final report disseminated and published July 2015 

3.6.2 Communication and dissemination 

The Evaluation Implementation Plan in Annex E sets out the key activities and timescales relating to stakeholder 

engagement and communication throughout the lifetime of this evaluation, which largely relates to DFID and 

PPA holders.  

Section 3.3 on the approach to the analysis and data collection identifies key stages in the research when 

information about emerging findings and the next phase of the research will be disseminated and 

communicated to PPA holders. The Evaluation Manager is committed to ensuring that PPA holders and all 

stakeholders associated with the evaluation are kept informed of developments throughout the research process. 

This should help minimise the burden on PPA holders and other stakeholders. An extensive amount of planning 

and consultation has been built into the evaluation process to ensure that the inputs required of PPA holders are 

planned, as far as possible, to avoid conflicts with other demands on the time and resources of agencies. 

Section 3.4 and Annex D provides details about the approach to the in-depth research with a sample of 12 PPA 

holders. This approach involves an extensive amount of consultation throughout the evaluation process. This starts 

with introductory meetings with each individual agency to discuss the potential scope and focus of the in-depth 

research. The evaluation team and each PPA holder team will collaboratively develop a research plan that is 

tailored to the characteristics of the organisation and the way in which it has used PPA funding. The evaluation 

team will iteratively develop and refine the individual research plans as the evaluation progresses in consultation 

with each of the PPA holders. These plans will ensure that all fieldwork that is conducted in the countries in which 

PPA holders operate is planned and conducted so that it is sensitive to gender, cultural and social issues and the 

needs of the in-country PPA teams and partners. The research plans will set out the communication and feedback 

protocols that will be followed as part of any fieldwork to mitigate against the potential extractive nature of the 

research. 

The Evaluation Manager and DFID will be developing a more detailed dissemination plan for the communication 

of the final draft reports and the final reports later in the year following the establishment of the Evaluation 

Reference Group. 

3.6.3 Evaluation management and governance 

This evaluation will be managed and implemented by Coffey who are accountable for carrying out its contract 

obligations as the Evaluation Manager for the PPA and GPAF. The evaluation is led by a Team Leader who reports 

directly to a Coffey Project Director who has overall responsibility for quality assurance of this evaluation. The 
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Team Leader is supported by a Project Manager and a combination of in-house and independent evaluation 

consultants who have been approved by DFID and have the expertise and experience required to implement this 

evaluation. The Evaluation Manager reports directly to the Evaluation Advisor in the Civil Society Department in 

DFID and liaises regularly with other staff and teams across the department, including the Head and Deputy Head 

of DFID’s Civil Society Department. 

DFID is currently consulting stakeholders about the development of an Evaluation Reference Group that will steer 

and guide this evaluation and potentially act as a key point of reference relating to broader aspects relating to 

evaluation. It is envisaged that this group will be operational by September 2014. 

3.6.4 Data protection and ethical framework 

The Evaluation Manager’s approach to the research process and data collection is fully compliant with the guiding 

concepts and principles set out in DFID’s Evaluation Policy
8
. The Evaluation Manager will adhere to the data 

protection and research ethics set out in the Evaluation Policy in the following ways: 

1. The evaluation team will obtain all necessary institutional, local or national ethics or research approvals 

before commencing any fieldwork. Close collaboration with the sampled PPA agencies to develop tailored 

research plans will include careful consideration of all prior approvals that are required before starting the 

research. 

2. The evaluation team will assure the confidentiality of information, privacy and anonymity of research 

participants by: 

 Storing data securely in a manner that is proportionate to the type of research, type of research 

participants and the volume of records involved as data collection and collation takes place; 

 Separately storing all identifiers (address, telephone and names) and linking them through a key. 

They will be archived and released for use only for data linkage purposes provided approval has 

been obtained from the participant and relevant ethical bodies; 

 Removing all identifiers from all internal analytical products;  

 All identifiers and potentially disclosive information (such as unusual combinations of occupation 

and location) will be removed from external products in a manner that is proportionate to the risk of 

identification and sensitivity of the context; and 

 At the end of the contract, all hard copy and electronic files will be archived for five years in a 

secure site. At the end of five years, a decision will be made to destroy the data. If the decision is 

not to destroy the data, the storage will continue for another five years. 

3. The evaluation team will take account of differences in culture, local behaviour and norms, religious 

beliefs and practices, sexual orientation, gender roles, disability, age and ethnicity and other social 

differences such as class by:  

 working closely with the sampled agencies to plan the most appropriate ways to conducting the in-

depth primary research; and 

 proactively engaging and communicating with PPA agencies and key stakeholders throughout the 

evaluation process to ensure that the findings and process as a whole are presented in ways that 

are accessible, useful and relevant to the evaluation’s target audiences. 

  

                                                      
8
 DFID (2013), ‘International Development Evaluation Policy’, Department for International Development, May 2013 
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PPA holders deliver 

goods & services

Either through their 

partners or directly, PPA 

holders are able to reach 

and directly deliver goods 

and services to socially 

excluded communities 

including humanitarian 

assistance, peacebuilding 

and development support.

PPA holders influence policy 

change

PPA holders and their partners 

are able to challenge decision-

makers at  local, national and 

international levels to bring 

about policy changes, and 

undertake initiatives aimed at 

promoting equitable and 

responsible development to 

resolve and prevent conflicts.

DFID’S PROGRAMME 

INTERVENTIONS

TYPICAL INTERVENTIONS BY PPA HOLDERS2

DFID’S STRATEGIC 

RATIONALE

A

A

DFID has 5 broad 

objectives for its 

work with civil 

society that enable 

it to achieve  

results that 

represent best 

value for money:

1. To provide 

goods and 

services to the 

poor, particularly 

the hard to reach;

2. To help people 

in developing 

countries to hold 

governments and 

others to account 

and influence 

decisions that 

affect poor 

people’s lives;

3. To help poor 

people to do 

things for 

themselves;

4. To build public 

support for 

development in 

the UK; and

5. To encourage 

the growth of an 

active civil 

society’.1

D

E

PPA holders supports the efforts of communities 

and organisations to build their capacities

PPA holders and their partners are together able to 

support local communities and socially excluded 

people to mobilise and organise themselves and to 

strengthen their organisations – enabling them to 

become more resilient and more active in decisions-

making about the equitable access to economic, 

social, natural and political  resources and processes 

that address the key drivers of conflict.

F

OUTCOMES

IMPACT
Contribution to achievement of the MDGs to reduce poverty as well as increasing human capacity and capital, improving 

health and well-being, building peace and stability and protecting human rights and the environment. 

Civil society: a stronger civil society is able to influence 

governments and hold them to account. Civil society 

organisations and socially excluded communities 3 increase their 

ability to undertake their own initiatives, enabling them to achieve 

greater social, economic and political equity and to reduce the 

likelihood of violent conflict. 4

Project-based funding 

through GPAF

GPAF allows DFID to identify 

and fund the best ideas in 

the sector to meet the most 

off-track MDGs.

B

C

Unrestricted funding 

through PPAs

Unrestricted funding to PPA 

holders provide them with 

the flexibility to decide how 

best to allocate DFID funding 

in order to strengthen their 

organisational capacities –

and the capacities of their 

partners – to reach and 

support socially excluded 

communities to deliver 

sustainable results that 

represent best value for 

money. 

As sector leaders PPA 

holders and their 

local/national partners are 

able to innovate, generate 

and mainstream best 

practice and facilitate 

learning across the sector. 

The strategic funding 

relationship provides DFID 

with the opportunity to build 

the capacity of PPA holders 

with regards to the quality of 

their evidence, accountability 

and learning.

CSO RESOURCES & INPUTS

As CSOs, PPA holders generally have the capacity to reach and support socially excluded communities  

because they are:

1. Able to operate and collaborate through a combination of local, regional and international partnerships.

2. Trusted by the communities and partners that they are supporting as relatively impartial, knowledgeable, credible 

and technically capable sources of support. 

3. Able to efficiently and effectively manage the delivery of results  for socially excluded communities in challenging 

high risk programme and policy environments.

4. Able to engage policy makers and partners at multiple levels to advocate for participation, transparency, 

accountability and political space. 

State and duty-bearers: become more 

accountable and responsive to their citizens and 

engage in more transparent and participatory 

decision-making putting people at the heart of 

processes of building more prosperous, equitable 

and peaceful societies.

Annex A: Revised PPA Theory of Change  

 

Figure A1: Revised PPA theory of change 
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Table A1: Key Assumptions 

Ref. Key Assumptions 

A PPA holders, GPAF grantees and their local/national partners have a comparative advantage over state-based organisations 

and the private sector because they are better able to gain access to and support socially excluded communities through long-

term commitments and careful relationship building. 

B i. PPA holders and GPAF grantees are willing to work together to share learning and best practice.  

ii. The unrestricted and flexible nature of PPA strategic funding enables PPA holders to develop their capacity in measurable 

ways that leads to improved results and value for money.  

iii. DFID has selected the right sector leaders to deliver the results it requires. 

C PPA holders and GPAF grantees are able to innovate and generate best practice that can be mainstreamed across a diverse 

sector and portfolio of organisations. 

D i. Civil society organisations have resources and opportunities required to enable them to reach socially excluded groups and 

communities. 

ii. PPA holders are able to work with national and international policy makers on behalf of socially excluded communities in 

conflict affected and fragile states. 

E Capacity building interventions may assume that at least some governance structures are in place that enables communities 

and citizens to express themselves, be more active and access resources; whereas interventions designed to bring about 

policy change may assume that they are not. 

F i. CSOs are able to impact on socially excluded communities in conflict and instability in fragile states and communities. 

ii. PPA holders and their local partners are able to sustain their roles and involvement beyond the PPA funding period given 

the long-term nature of the challenges they are addressing. 
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Table A2: Key Explanatory Notes 

Ref. Key Explanatory Notes 

1 DFID Civil Society Department Operational Plan 2011-15, DFID, updated June 2013. Note that the wording of these objectives 

has changed since the start of this round of PPA funding: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf  

2 Summary of three ways in which PPA holders typically intervene to deliver their activities that are not exclusive to each other 

and as such are frequently delivered in tandem. 

3 i. Socially excluded people are defined as certain groups in society who are excluded from opportunities that are open to 

others, because they are marginalised and /or discriminated against on the basis of their race, religion, gender, caste, age, 

disability, or other social identity. The definition of ‘social exclusion’ in this context includes those who are disadvantaged 

by who they are or where they live, and as a result are locked out of the benefits of development (Reference: DFID (2005) 

‘Reducing Poverty by Tackling Social Exclusion’). This includes those groups of people who are disadvantaged by 

humanitarian crises.  

ii. This definition is purposefully broad to enable PPA and GPAF grantees to define the nature of marginalisation, 

disadvantage and /or social exclusion of the groups of people that they are targeting and who are benefiting in different 

ways from programme and project activities. It is also important to acknowledge here, the role of intermediary beneficiaries 

who themselves may not be socially excluded or marginalised but who are an important group whose change in behaviour 

is critical to realising greater societal benefits. 

4 This summary outcome statement encapsulates a broad spectrum including: greater equality; resilience to shocks; active 

citizens; and choice, voice and control. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
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Annex B: Key Evaluation Questions 

Table B1: Key Evaluation Questions, Assessment Criteria and Explanatory Notes  

OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

Impact and 

Value for 

Money 

E1 Overarching Question – 

What were the results of 

strategic funding through 

the PPA and did this 

investment achieve good 

value for money? 

  E1: VfM reference – Value for money is referenced here at an overarching 

level because the different types and scales of impacts resulting from strategic 

funding defines the overall value that is generated across the portfolio in return 

for the total investment made by DFID. 

 E1: Second tier organisations – this is inclusive of second tier PPA holders 

whose theory of change is dependent on the results achieved by the 

intermediary partners that they support and organisations who are dependent 

on partners to deliver their work. 

E 1.1 Results – What were the 

intended and unintended 

effects of strategic funding 

through the PPA? 

E1.1.1 What evidence is 

there of the different types 

of results reported by 

grantees? 

 E1: Definition of results – the definition of ‘Results’ includes the outputs and 

outcomes shown in the PPA logframes – agencies are required to 

demonstrate the type and scale of effects strategic funding has had on these 

and other results that are reported. 

 E1: Unintended effects – the definition of ‘Results’ includes unintended effects 

as a result of PPA funding. Unintended effects include those relating to 

changes within PPA holder organisations as well as changes experienced by 

stakeholders, partners and those groups targeted by programme and project 

activities. 

 E1.1.3: DFID’s ‘strategic objectives’ refers to the 5 objectives set out in the 

DFID Civil Society Department Operational Plan 2011-15, DFID, updated June 

2013 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/

209274/CSD.pdf. 

E1.1.2 To what extent and 

in which ways are the 

results linked to the delivery 

of PPA activities? 

E.1.1.3 To what extent and 

in which ways have the 

results delivered by 

grantees contributed to 

DFID's strategic objectives? 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/209274/CSD.pdf
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

E1.2 What effects did strategic 

funding have on the 

capacity of the PPA 

portfolio to deliver its 

results that would not have 

been possible without PPA 

funding? How were these 

achieved?  

E1.2.1 On what basis has 

PPA organisations made 

decisions about how 

strategic funding should be 

used? 

 E1.2: Definition of capacity – the definition of ‘capacity’ includes:  

 the internal capacity of PPA holders to plan and deliver their activities; 

 the capacity of PPA holders to reach and benefit the groups of people 

they are targeting;  

 the capacity to measure, evidence and report their value for money; and 

 the capacity to use this evidence to make planning and investment 

decisions (both strategic and operational) that represent good value for 

money. 

Individual ‘capacity’ of PPA organisations includes effects on strengthening 

organisational capacity and indirect effects of this on programme activities and 

results. 

 E1.2: The effects of PPA funding may be defined as expected and 

unexpected, immediate, intermediate or long-term depending on how PPA 

funding has been used and the time it takes for activities to realise their full 

effect i.e. the time-lag for the full effects to be realised. The timeline for these 

effects to materialise will be different for different PPA holders and as such 

organisations should be able to describe the timescales for the changes that 

are anticipated will result from PPA funding. 

 E1.2.2 The definition of ‘organisational effectiveness’ is determined by the 

different ways in which PPA agencies have used and are using strategic 

funding to develop the capacity and capabilities of their organisations and 

partner organisations to manage and deliver their activities. The PPA Mid-

Term Evaluation and PPA Annual Reports provide an indication of the range of 

different ways in which strategic funding has been used in this respect. 

E1.2.2 Organisational 

effectiveness – how and to 

what extent did the use of 

strategic funding build on 

existing strengths or 

address weaknesses that 

were internal to PPA 

organisations across the 

portfolio? 

E1.2.3 What effect did this 

have on the capacity of the 

portfolio to deliver its 

results? 
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

E1.3 Strategic added value – 

What were the advantages 

of strategic funding 

compared to other types of 

funding available to PPA 

organisations? 

E1.3.1 To what extent and 

in which ways has strategic 

funding had different effects 

from other funding because 

of its nature? 

 E1.3: Definition of added value – the evaluation process is seeking to identify, 

understand and evidence the difference that PPA funding has made with 

regards to its added value at strategic, operational and programmatic levels. 

All PPA holders (not just those included in the sample for in-depth research) 

are required to consider (in qualitative terms) what their organisations would 

not have been able to achieve without PPA funding. Essentially, PPA holders 

are being asked to identify and explain, from their own experience and 

evidence available to them, what would or could not have happened without 

PPA funding. 

 E1.3: Comparative advantages of strategic funding – this explicitly refers to the 

comparative advantages of strategic /unrestricted /flexible nature of PPA 

funding – at this stage in PPA fund, we would expect to see a range of 

quantitative and qualitative evidence (even if only partial evidence) to enable 

comparisons with other types of funding available to PPAs to be made. The 

2014 PPA evaluation should provide useful insights for making comparisons 

(in subsequent evaluations) with the GPAF portfolio as an example of an 

alternative way of funding (i.e. restricted) support for civil society. PPA 

organisations should consider what data they would use to respond to this 

question. 

E1.4 Value for money – How 

was value for money 

interpreted across the 

portfolio and applied in 

order to optimise the 

benefits gained from the 

E1.4.1 What effects did the 

interpretation of value for 

money have on the 

capacity of the PPA 

portfolio to deliver cost-

effective results? 

 E1.4.1: Definition of value – value is defined here as the range of different 

types of benefits that have been realised by socially excluded communities as 

a result of the ways in which strategic funding has been used across the PPA 

portfolio. 

 E1.4.1: Level of understanding of VfM – DFID and the Evaluation Manager 

appreciate that agencies entered into the current round of PPA funding with 
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

ways in which agencies 

decided to use the funding 
E1.4.2 How and to what 

extent did the ways in 

which PPA organisations 

used strategic funding 

result in the leverage of 

additional resources to 

enhance value for money? 

Which ways proved most 

effective? 

variable levels of understanding and therefore different interpretations of value 

for money. If PPA holders have not yet been able to deliver results through 

improved VfM approaches, then it is the expectation that agencies should be 

able to show the extent to which PPA funding has improved their respective 

capacity to understand, identify, measure and report the value for money of 

their work.  

 E.1.4.1: 4Es approach to VfM – This includes an assessment of how PPA 

organisations as a whole defined the 4’Es’ (economy, efficiency, effectiveness 

and equity) and applied these concepts in the ways they used strategic 

funding. 

 E.1.4.1: Aggregate assessment – An aggregate assessment of value for 

money will involve identifying patterns in the different ways that value for 

money has been defined and applied and a largely qualitative assessment of 

the effects on organisational capacity and the results delivered. 

 E1.4.2: Leverage is considered a proxy measure of the extent of the influence 

that agencies have had on other organisations that has led to a tangible 

change in the behaviour of these other agencies in the form of (additional) 

resources they then commit to a particular organisation or activity area. The 

additional resources that are ‘levered in’ as a result of the influence of a PPA 

holder may be in the form of additional funding or in-kind contributions, or both. 

In this respect, leverage is considered an important value for money indicator 

of the effectiveness of an organisation or set of activities.  

E1.4.3 How and to what 

extent has strategic funding 

enabled organisations to 

progress its understanding 

of value for money? 
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

E1.4.4 To what extent and 

in what ways were key cost 

drivers identified that 

enabled the efficient and 

effective delivery of 

activities and outputs 

across the PPA portfolio? 

Depending on what type of additional resources are levered in and for what 

purpose, leverage could provide an indication of the extent to which a 

particular set of activities are sustainable. Given these potentially different 

dimensions of leverage, it may also be considered a key sustainability 

indicator. 

 E.1.4.4: Understanding cost drivers – DFID and the Evaluation Manager also 

appreciate that some agencies will have a better understanding of cost drivers 

than others and as such are better able to demonstrate that they could act on 

their understanding of cost drivers. Agencies are expected to explain the 

difference that PPA funding has made to their understanding of costs and cost 

drivers and if relevant describe the difference this has made to their financial 

and programme management processes and their results. If agencies have 

been doing this anyway then this should be clearly evidenced from the 

description of their approaches to cost drivers and/or cost management where 

appropriate.  
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

Relevance 

and 

Effectiveness 

E2 Overarching Question – 

To what extent is there an 

effective and demonstrable 

link between the strategic 

use of funding (for 

example, activities to 

improve organisation 

effectiveness) and the 

benefits delivered for 

socially excluded 

communities? 

  E2: Socially excluded communities are defined as certain groups in society 

who are excluded from opportunities that are open to others, because they are 

marginalised and /or discriminated against on the basis of their race, religion, 

gender, caste, age, disability, or other social identity. The definition of ‘social 

exclusion’ in this context includes those who are disadvantaged by who they 

are or where they live, and as a result are locked out of the benefits of 

development (Reference: DFID (2005) ‘Reducing Poverty by Tackling Social 

Exclusion’). This includes those groups of people who are disadvantaged by 

humanitarian crises.  

 E2: Definition of socially excluded communities – this definition is purposefully 

broad to enable PPA and GPAF grantees to define the nature of 

marginalisation, disadvantage and /or social exclusion of the groups of people 

that they are targeting and who are benefiting in different ways from 

programme and project activities. It is also important to acknowledge here the 

role of intermediary beneficiaries who themselves may not be socially 

excluded or marginalised but are an important group whose change in 

behaviour is critical to realising greater societal benefits. 

 E2: CHASE interpretation of definition of socially excluded communities – 

agencies who seek to influence power holders should interpret this in the 

same way as other Tier 2 organisations. Specifically, they should gather 

evidence from organisations directly benefiting from PPA agency support and 

services that demonstrate how this support has enabled partner agencies to 

improve delivery to socially excluded groups. For example, if a Tier 2 

organisation provides specialist knowledge (e.g. nutrition) for a partner, to 

what extent have changes in the beneficiary partners’ capacity translated into 

improved nutrition programming and better outcomes for groups targeted by 

the activities delivered?  

 E2: Referencing socially excluded groups – agencies should note that they 

should only make links to socially excluded groups where directly relevant to 

both the question being asked and the evidence submitted in response.  
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

E2.1 To what extent was 

relevance and equity 

achieved as a result of 

strategic funding? 

  E2.1.1: This question is focused on the nature and scale of the effects on 

beneficiaries in the context of their needs and priorities and should be 

interpreted broadly based on the targets for organisations.  

E 2.2 Innovation – In what ways 

and with what effect did 

strategic funding enable 

innovation, learning from 

innovation and adaptation 

across the PPA portfolio? 

  E2.2: Innovation and risk – this includes an assessment of changes to 

attitudes to risk that enabled organisations to innovate. 

 E2.2: Incremental Innovation definition – This is innovation that applies or 

develops existing knowledge in new ways. For example, it might involve the 

application of an existing method to a new context, or it might involve 

elaboration and improvement of an existing method.  

 E2.2: 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 particular 

type of learning. It is distinguished from learning in general by novelty. 

E2.3 Collective learning – How, 

and with what effects, did 

the PPA fund enable the 

identification, dissemination 

and adoption 

(mainstreaming) of learning 

and best practice across 

the portfolio and the sector 

as a whole? 

  E2.3: Ways in which collective learning was enabled includes: formal 
mechanisms (e.g. the Learning Partnership); informal collaboration and 
relationships between organisations; and links to other areas of learning e.g. 
academia. 

E2.4 DFID learning from PPAs – 

How has DFID learnt from 

the PPA fund and what 

effect has this had on its 

approach to programme 

development and policy-

making? 
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OECD-DAC 

Criteria 

Ref. Evaluation Questions Assessment Criteria Explanatory Notes 

E2.5 What were the advantages 

and disadvantages of 

organisations holding both 

CHASE and General 

PPAs? 

  

Sustainability E3 Overarching Question – 

How and with what effects 

were plans for sustainability 

enacted to ensure that the 

benefits continue post-

funding? 

  

E3.1 How and with what effects 

were plans for sustainability 

enacted to ensure that the 

benefits continue post-

funding? 

E3.1.1 Financial 
sustainability and the 
response of PPA 
organisations to external 
funding environments 

 E3.1.1: Financial sustainability includes the leverage of additional resources. 

E3.1.2 Environmental 
sustainability 

E3.1.3 Partnership working 
arrangements 

E3.1.4 Learning 
mechanisms 

E3.1.5 Initiatives and 
approaches 
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Annex C: PPA Evaluation Framework (Refer to 
Separate Document)   
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Annex D: Sampling Framework for the 2014 
PPA Evaluation 

Purpose 

The purpose of the sampling framework is to identify a reasonably representative
9
 selection of PPA holders for in-

depth primary research as a key source of evidence for the 2014 PPA Evaluation.  

Design of research plans 

The design of the individual research plans for each PPA holder in the sample will largely be determined by how 

agencies have used PPA funding and key characteristics of each organisation, and will be informed by discussions 

with each agency. All PPA holders that are included in the sample for in-depth studies will receive bespoke 

research plans that are tailored to the evaluation of priorities of each individual agency. The research plans will be 

collaboratively developed in consultation with each PPA holder in the sample. The research will be designed to be 

proportionate to the size of organisations and their grants, and will accommodate the learning priorities of agencies 

to the extent that is possible. Depending on the outcome of the review of evaluation priorities and consultation with 

each organisation, research plans may include visits to agency headquarters, visits with partner organisations and 

visits at the implementing field-level. 

Sample selection 

The proposed sample includes 12 agencies, which was agreed with DFID in December 2013. This sample 

constitutes 28% of the total number of PPA holders and has been purposively selected to be broadly representative 

of the range of PPA holders. 

The sampling criteria 

PPA holders have been sampled proportionately according to the following criteria: 

 Type of agency; 

 Type of grant; 

 Size of agency; 

 Size of grant as a percentage of turnover; 

 Sector; and 

 Use of the PPA funds. 

A pragmatic approach has been taken to selecting the sample to ensure that the sample is as representative as 

possible of all agencies who hold a PPA. This sample has been purposefully rather than randomly selected, and 

agencies should note that their performance at the Mid-Term Evaluation was not part of the selection process. 

Slight over and under representation of some types of agencies rather than others is a consequence of sampling 

against a wide range of different criteria. For example, the proposed sample under-represents medium-sized 

agencies, multi-sector agencies and faith-based agencies. The sample over-represents Tier 1 agencies, large 

agencies, agencies working at the level of international systems and agencies that hold both General and CHASE 

grants. These variations between the sample and overall portfolio have been considered acceptable given the 

importance of capturing evidence from these types of PPA holders. 

                                                      
9
 By ‘reasonable’ it is meant that the sample has been purposively and pragmatically collected to be as representative as possible of the diverse 

nature of the PPA portfolio. There is slight under and over representation of some types of agencies as a result of sampling against a wide 
range of different sampling criteria. These variations were considered reasonable given the importance of capturing evidence from different 
types of agencies. 
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DFID and the Evaluation Manager recognise that the level of accuracy concerning the use of the PPA funds varied 

from one Agency to another for a myriad of reasons and that the survey itself was subject to different 

interpretations. Selected agencies should note that DFID and the Evaluation Manager views this information only 

an initial entry point for understanding how funding was used, which will be explored in further detail during the 

primary research phase. For those agencies that did not complete the online survey, the information used to 

populate the sampling framework has been derived from information reported in the 2013 PPA Annual Reports.  

Following consultation with agencies through the IELG, the Evaluation Manager considered additional criteria and 

sub-criteria for inclusion in the sampling framework. As a consequence, the Evaluation Manager has included faith-

based organisations as an additional criterion to reflect this characteristic of the PPA portfolio. The inclusion of 

other criteria, such as those PPA holders that focus on Southern-based and human-rights activities were excluded 

because their inclusion made it difficult to achieve a sufficient level of representativeness across the sample as a 

whole.  

Table D1: Types of Agencies across the Portfolio by Tier, Grant Type, Sector Classification and Faith-

based Focus
10

 

Characteristics Classification Percentage 

Tier 1 43% 

2 48% 

Mixed 9% 

Grant type General PPA grants only 62% 

CHASE PPA grants only 29% 

Both CHASE and General 

PPA grants 

9% 

Sector Niche sectoral 43% 

Niche technical 5% 

Multi-sectoral 48% 

Organisations working with 

international systems 

5% 

Faith-based Faith-based organisations 12% 

Table D2: Size of Agencies across the Portfolio by Annual Turnover
11

 

Size Classification Percentage 

Large Turnover £10m and above 64% 

Medium Turnover £1m-£9.99m 31% 

Small Turnover below £1m 5% 

  

                                                      

10
 The figures presented in the sample were revised in the week of 10 March 2014 to reflect the most current data provided by agencies.  

11
 Calculated from data in the 2013 Annual Reports. 
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Table D3: Size of PPA Grant as a Percentage of Agency Turnover
12

 

Dependency ratio Classification Percentage 

Low Grant <10% of turnover 45% 

Medium Grant 10%-30% of turnover 45% 

High Grant >30% of turnover 10% 

Table D4: Use of PPA Funds across the Portfolio by Funding Category13 

Category Average Percentage 

Programme 36% 

Organisational effectiveness 22% 

Fundraising 3% 

Knowledge and Learning 10% 

Partnership and accountability 18% 

Advocacy 6% 

Unclassifiable other 5% 

TOTAL 100% 

Field visits 

It is not possible at this stage in the research design process to identify which sampled agency will require in-

country field visits. This will be decided following consultation with each agency to better understand how PPA 

funds were used and with what effects. 

Next steps  

The Evaluation Manager’s next priority is to finalise and distribute the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy to agencies in 

April. This strategy will detail the process for conducting individual studies, including the design and implementation 

of all research supporting the evaluation process. All agencies that are included in the sample will receive separate, 

bespoke research plans that are tailored to each organisation. The primary research will also include both formal 

and informal feedback to inform learning for agencies, including an informal feedback presentation following 

completion of the research and individual reports summarising the key findings14 
. Please note that these individual 

reports will not be included in the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report. 

The Evaluation Manager’s timeframes for conducting the primary research are reasonably flexible (but fall within 

the following parameters) and the Evaluation Manager will make every effort to accommodate the schedules of key 

staff and balance evaluation needs with the other priorities of agencies.  

                                                      

12
 Calculated from data in the 2013 Annual Reports and Annex 1 of the 2012 PPA & GPAF Evaluation Strategy.  

13 Calculated from the “Use of funds survey”. The results of the survey reduce the apparent percentage spend on programme (as identified from 
an analysis of patterns of expenditure from the 2013 Annual Reports) from 62.46% to 35.92%. However, some of the expenditure in other 
categories (particularly those reported under partnership) includes figures for programme delivery which may explain why the apparent spend 
on programme has decreased.  

14
 Individual agencies selected for inclusion in the sample will have an opportunity to review and feedback on their respective reports following 

completion of the in-depth research. This is considered an important part of both validation and learning processes. 
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The key outline timescales for the design and implementation of the research with sampled agencies is as follows: 

 March/April: Preliminary meetings with all PPA holders in the sample to discuss the development of tailored 

research plans.  

 April: Development of indicative research plans following discussion with agencies and DFID. 

 May: Indicative research plans, including timescales for in-country field visits (if required), are agreed with 

agencies. 

 August/September: Further refinement to the research plans following the review of Annual Reports. 

 September – December: Implementation of the in-depth research with sampled agencies.  

The selected sample 

The 12 agencies selected for inclusion in the sample are:  

 CAFOD; 

 Farm Africa; 

 IPPF; 

 Water Aid; 

 Malaria Consortium; 

 Gender Links; 

 Map Action; 

 Development Initiatives; 

 Transparency International; 

 Oxfam; 

 Sightsavers; and 

 Asia Foundation. 

The sample was developed by first mapping the characteristics of all agencies against each of the sampling 

criteria. This provided an average profile of all PPA holders against each criterion, the average of which is 

presented in the bottom blue row of Tables 5 and 6. The sample was then populated by selecting the 12 agencies 

with characteristics that most closely resembled the average of the entire portfolio. Tables 5 and 6 present map 

each of the selected agencies against the sampling criteria. A tick mark denotes whether or not each agency meets 

a specific sampling criterion. The bottom rows (highlighted in grey) of Tables 5 and 6 shows how the characteristics 

of sampled agencies compare to the average characteristics from across all PPA holders (highlighted in blue). As 

previously mentioned, Section 1.4 identifies the slight discrepancies between the average characteristics of the 

portfolio with the selected sample which is considered unavoidable in light of the number of sampling criteria that 

have been used.  
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Table D5: Profiles of Sample Selected 

Agency Focus 

  Type Size Dependency Sector 

Tier 
1 

Tier 
2 

Mixed 
Both 

CHASE & 
General 

General 
grants 
only 

CHASE 
grants 
only 

FBO
15

 Large Medium Small Low Medium High 
Niche 

sectoral 
Niche 

technical 
Multi-

sectoral 
Int. 

systems 

CAFOD Development (faith)  X   X  X X   X     X  

Farm Africa Agriculture X    X   X    X  X    

IPPF Reproductive health X    X   X    X  X    

Water Aid Water X    X   X   X   X    

Malaria 
Consortium 

Health 
X    

X  
 X   X   X    

Gender Links Gender X    X    X   X    X  

Map Action Technical  X    X    X   X  X   

Development 
Initiatives 

International systems 
 X   

 X 
  X   X     X 

Transparency 
International 

Governance 
 X  X 

  
 X    X     X 

Oxfam Development   X X    X   X     X  

Sightsavers Health X    X   X   X   X    

Asia 
Foundation 

Conflict 
 X   

 X 
 X   X     X  

Average characteristics of the 
sample 

50% 42% 10% 17% 25% 58% 8% 75% 17% 8% 50% 42% 8% 42% 8% 33% 17% 

Average characteristics of all PPA 
holders 

43% 48% 9% 10% 29% 62% 12% 64% 31% 5% 45% 45% 10% 43% 5% 48% 5% 

                                                      

15
 Faith-based organisations 
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Table D6: Use of PPA Funding Across Sample Selected 

 

Agency 

 

Focus 

Use of funds 

Programme 
Institutional 

effectiveness 
Fund-raising Learning Partnership Advocacy Other 

CAFOD Development (faith)  5%   95%   

Farm Africa Agriculture 44% 32% 24%     

IPPF Reproductive health 68% 18% 7% 6% 6%   

Water Aid Water 20% 31%  3% 34% 6% 6% 

Malaria Consortium Health 48% 14%  26% 5% 7%  

Gender Links Gender 50% 30% 2% 5%  5% 8% 

Map Action Technical 60% 35%  2% 3%   

Development 

Initiatives 

International systems 25% 16%  26% 25% 8%  

Transparency 

International 

Governance 13% 13% 3% 18% 16% 32% 6% 

Oxfam Development 74% 11% 10% 3% 2%   

Sightsavers Health  7%  25% 60%  8% 

Asia Foundation Conflict 65%   18%   16% 

Average characteristics of the sample 39% 17% 4% 11% 21% 5% 3% 

Average characteristics of all PPA holders  36% 22% 3% 10% 18% 6% 5% 
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Annex E: Evaluation Implementation Plan 

Table E1: Evaluation Implementation Plan 

Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

1. Review and finalise revisions to PPA Annual Report 

1.1 Revisions to PPA Annual 

Report template reviewed, 

discussed and agreed 

  PPA Annual Report Review Team submit 

comments on revisions to template 

 

  Further consultation on revisions to template 

with PPA AR Review Team 

 

  Meeting with PPA agencies to discuss 

revisions to PPA AR 

 

  Final draft completed and circulated for final 

comments to PPA AR Review Team 

w/c 31 Jan-2014 

  Final template approved ready for circulation to 

PPAs 

Early Feb-2014 

2. Review and finalise revisions to PPA Evaluation Strategy 

2.1 Final revisions to PPA 

Evaluation Strategy 

  Consultation with DFID CSD team w/c 27 Jan-2014 

  IELG sends out presentation to all PPA 

holders  

w/c 27 Jan-2014 

  PPA holders return comments to IELG 5 Feb-2014 

2.2 Final version of PPA 

Strategy includes ‘draft’ 

sample of 10 PPA 

organisations for primary 

  IELG meeting with session on 'IELG facilitated 

evaluation consultation' - session to include 

brief discussion on the consultation process 

and discussion on key themes from feedback 

6 Feb-2014 
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Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

research   Teleconference chaired by IELG leads for any 

PPA agency who wants to take part in order to 

feed back further or to provide further feedback 

in writing. 

w/c 10 Feb-2014 

  Meeting with Coffey, DFID and IELG 

representatives to feedback 

w/c 17 Feb-2014 

3. Finalisation of sampling framework and evaluation framework 

3.1 Coffey gathers more 

specific information about 

use of funds by PPA 

organisations to finalise 

sampling framework 

Short (approx. 6 questions) 

online survey of all PPA 

organisations 

Efficient means of 

gathering specific 

information that builds on 

responses in 2013 Annual 

Reports 

 Completed by 7 

Feb-2014 

3.2 Coffey finalises sample 

selection of PPA 

organisations and Evaluation 

Framework 

Findings from online survey Use results of online 

survey and feedback from 

consultation 

 5 Mar-2014 

  Coffey confirms selection of PPA organisations 

included in the sample for primary research. 

7 Mar-2014 

4. Development of research plans for 12 sampled PPA agencies 

4.1 EM conducts preliminary 

meetings with all PPA 

organisations in the sample 

to discuss the development 

of tailored evaluation 

research plans 

Face-to-face, by telephone 

or Skype 

Ensure that research 

plans produced for each 

PPA organisation is 

responsive to each PPA 

grant and considerate of 

organisational needs and 

priorities 

One-to-one consultation with M&E leads in 

each of the PPA organisations included in the 

sample 

w/c 24 Mar-2014 
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Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

4.2 EM develops research 

plans for all PPA 

organisations in sample 

following discussion and 

agreement with DFID and 

PPA organisations 

Combination of secondary 

data analysis of programme 

data and qualitative primary 

research methods 

Research methods and 

approach to analysis 

should be tailored to the 

ways in which funding is 

being used, the context 

and type of organisation. 

Draft research plans submitted to each of the 

PPA organisations and DFID for comments 

before being revised following completion of 

the intermediate analysis phase in July.   

End of April 2014 

  Approved research plans including timescales 

for in-country field visits (if required) are 

communicated with sampled PPA 

organisations. 

May 2014 

   Creation of Evaluation Reference Group to 

steer and guide the PPA 2014 Evaluation and 

to advise on other PPA evaluation related 

matters. 

May 2014 

5. Preliminary analysis (1) 

5.1 All PPA organisations 

submit completed Annual 

Reports for 2013-14 to DFID 

PPA 2014 Annual Reports 

– self-reported, evidence-

based performance 

assessment 

DFID reporting process 

using Annual Report 

template that has been 

revised to accommodate 

both DFID corporate and 

CSD reporting 

requirements (Part 1) and 

evidence requirements 

(Part 2) 

PPA organisations submit to DFID and DFID 

sends reports to Coffey. 

1 July 2014 

5.2  Coffey conducts 

analysis of all PPA Annual 

Reports against the 

Evaluation Framework 

Qualitative data analysis of 

evidence submitted in PPA 

2014 Annual Reports 

Comprehensive source of 

evidence that provides 

evidence against 

assessment criteria in the 

PPA Evaluation 

Framework. 

 July-August  

2014 
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Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

6. Primary research (1) 

6.1 Coffey gathers data from 

all grantees for the purpose 

of addressing gaps in the 

evidence submitted in the 

PPA Annual Reports. 

Short online survey of all 

PPA organisations 

Efficient means of 

gathering specific 

information from all 

organisations that builds 

on analysis of data in 

Annual Reports. 

The timescales for the online survey take into 

account potential staff annual leave 

requirements among PPA organisations. 

Disseminating the survey earlier than August 

will be difficult given that the design of the 

survey instrument should be informed by the 

analysis of the 2014 Annual Reports.  

 

September 2014 

6.2 Coffey gathers data from 

DFID and strategic 

stakeholders to respond to 

key assessment criteria in 

the Evaluation Framework 

Semi-structured interviews 

– face-to-face or by 

telephone or Skype. 

  September 2014 

6.3 Coffey gathers 

information from the 

Learning Partnership in 

response to key assessment 

criteria in the Evaluation 

Framework 

Semi-structured interviews 

with individual and focus 

group discussions with 

groups involved in the 

Learning Partnership 

Use existing Learning 

Partnership contacts and 

structures to efficiently 

collect data from PPA 

organisations 

 September 2014 

7. Intermediate analysis (2) 

7.1 Coffey completes 

analysis of data from online 

surveys and interviews 

PPA online survey, 

stakeholder interviews, 

focus group discussions 

To identify specific areas 

for further research with 

the sampled PPA 

organisations 

 

 

 

 September 2014 
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Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

8. Primary research (2) 

8.1 Finalise research plans 

for sampled PPA 

organisations including final 

consultation with DFID and 

PPA organisations 

All data sources Refine research plans to 

respond to specific areas 

for further research 

arising from the analysis 

completed to date 

The timeframes for conducting the research 

are reasonably flexible and will be tailored to 

accommodate the schedules of key staff and 

other organisational priorities as part of the 

consultation process. 

September 2014 

8.2  Coffey implements 

research plans for sampled 

PPA organisations 

Mixture of secondary data, 

interviews, focus group 

discussions 

Research plans tailored to 

key characteristics 

regarding the use of PPA 

funding and reported 

effects 

Individual agencies selected for inclusion in the 

sample will have an opportunity to review and 

feedback on their respective reports following 

completion of the in-depth research. This is 

considered an important part of both validation 

and learning processes. 

September-

December 2014 

9. Final analysis (3) 

9.1 Coffey conducts final 

synthesis and analysis of 

data 

All data sources   January-March 

2015 

10. Reporting 

10.1 Coffey submits draft 

report to DFID for comments 

and revises report in 

response to comments. 

Presentation and 

dissemination of draft 

report for comment. 

 

 Evaluation Manager will present emerging 

findings to DFID and agencies to inform future 

planning and policy development at the earliest 

opportunity. 

March 2015 

   DFID CSD comments; SEQAS (Evaluation 

Department) quality assessment. 

April 2015 
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Schedule of key activities Key research methods 

and data sources 

Rationale for research 

method 

Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

10.2 Coffey disseminates 

draft report to PPA 

organisations for comments 

and revises report in 

response to comments. 

Presentation and 

dissemination of draft 

report for comment 

 

 PPA organisations; DFID Management 

Response 

 

May 2015 

10.3 Report finalised and 

published. 

Published by DFID. 

 

  July 2015 
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C. DFID
D. Stake-

holders
E. All PPAs

OECD-DAC 

Criteria
Ref. PPA Evaluation Questions Sub-Ref. Sub-questions Sub-Ref. Assessment criteria Quant. Qual. Process Output Outcome Impact Part 1

Part 2 

Strategic 

Funding

PPA 

Logframe

PPA 

programme 

documents

Semi-structured 

interviews

 Online survey 

of all PPAs

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-

structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

E1

Impact and 

Value for Money 

(Including 

Efficiency)

E1.1 Results  – What were the 

intended and unintended results 

of strategic funding through the 

PPA and did this investment 

achieve good value for money?

E1.1.1 What evidence is there of the 

different types of results 

reported by grantees?

E1.1.1.1 Type and scale of reported results using 

PPA logframes and EM primary research.

a a a a a a a a a

E1.1.2 To what extent and in which 

ways are the results linked to the 

delivery of PPA activities?

E1.1.2.1 Evidence of demonstrable pathways 

between PPA funded activities and 

results reported in PPA logframes.
a a a a a a a a a a a a a

E1.1.3 To what extent and in which 

ways have the results delivered 

by grantees contributed to 

DFID's strategic objectives?

E1.1.3.1 Evidence that the PPA has contributed to 

DFID's achievement of its strategic 

objectives for working with civil society. a a a a a a a

E1.2 E1.2.1 E1.2.1.1 Evidence that grantees are able to 

describe the different ways in which the 

funding has been used.
a a a a a a

E1.2.1.2 Evidence that strategic and operational 

factors (including external contextual or 

delivery factors) have influenced the 

decision-making process about the use of 

funds.

a a a a a a a

E1.2.2 Organisational effectiveness – 

how and to what extent did the 

use of strategic funding build on 

existing strengths or  address 

weaknesses that were internal to 

PPA organisations across the 

portfolio? 

E1.2.2.1 Evidence of how and extent to which the 

decision-making process was driven by 

internal organisational factors.

a a a a a a

E1.2.3 What effect did this have on the 

capacity of the portfolio to 

deliver its results?

E1.2.3.1 Evidence of the type and nature of 

organisational or programmatic changes 

in capacity as a result of PPA funding. a a a a a a a a

E1.2.3.2 Evidence of the size effect of these 

changes in capacity (in the short, medium 

and long-term) on the results that PPA 

grantees report.

a a a a a a a a a a a

E1.2.1.3 Evidence of the extent to which these 

decisions could not have been made 

without PPA funding.
a a a a a a a a a a

E1.2.3.4 Evidence of any unintended effects of 

these decisions. a a a a a a a a a a a

Overarching Question - What were the results of strategic funding through the PPA and did this investment achieve good 

value for money?

On what basis have PPA 

organisations made decisions 

about how strategic funding 

should be used?

B. PPA 2014 Annual Report

PPA 2014 Evaluation Framework

A. Type of Evidence F. Learning Partnership

Data Collection Strategy

What effects did strategic funding 

have on the capacity of PPA 

portfolio to deliver its results that 

would not have been possible 

without PPA funding? How were 

these achieved? 

G. Sample of PPAs for In-Depth Research
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C. DFID
D. Stake-

holders
E. All PPAs

OECD-DAC 

Criteria
Ref. PPA Evaluation Questions Sub-Ref. Sub-questions Sub-Ref. Assessment criteria Quant. Qual. Process Output Outcome Impact Part 1

Part 2 

Strategic 

Funding

PPA 

Logframe

PPA 

programme 

documents

Semi-structured 

interviews

 Online survey 

of all PPAs

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-

structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

B. PPA 2014 Annual Report

PPA 2014 Evaluation Framework

A. Type of Evidence F. Learning Partnership

Data Collection Strategy

G. Sample of PPAs for In-Depth Research

E1.3 Strategic added value  – What 

were the advantages of strategic 

funding compared to other types 

of funding available to PPA 

organisations?

E1.3.1 To what extent and in which 

ways has strategic funding had 

different effects from other 

funding because of its nature?

E1.3.1.1 Strength and logic of argument, backed 

by comparative and verifiable evidence of 

the distinctive effects of strategic funding. a a a a a a a a a

Value for money  – How was 

value for money interpreted 

across the portfolio and applied  

to optimise the benefits gained 

from the ways in which agencies 

decided to use the funding?

E1.4.1.1 Evidence of PPA grantees' interpretation 

of the 4 'E's (economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness and equity) and effect of this 

interpretation on the decisions made by 

PPA grantees concerning the use of 

strategic funding.

a a a a a a a a

E1.4.1.2 Evidence that the VfM decisions made 

enhanced the capacity of PPA grantees to 

deliver results.
a a a a a a a a a a a a

E1.4.1.3 Evidence that the enhanced capacity as a 

result of the VfM decisions that were 

made produced satisfactory results at a 

reasonable cost. 
a a a a a a a a a a a a

E1.4.1.4 Evidence of patterns in (1) the ways in 

which value for money has been 

interpreted and applied across the 

portfolio and (2) the effects on the delivery 

of results.

a a a a a a a a a a a a a

E1.4.2.1 Evidence that additional resources were 

leveraged as a (direct or indirect)  result 

of PPA funding including the rationale for 

this leverage. a a a a a a a a

E1.4.2.2 Monetary value of the resources 

leveraged. a a a a a a a
E1.4.2.3 Evidence of a demonstrable relationship 

between the rationale for leverage and the 

monetary value of additional resources. a a a a a a a a

E1.4.3 How and to what extent has 

strategic funding enabled 

organisations to progress their 

understanding of value for 

money?

E1.4.3.1 Evidence of the extent to which 

organisations have been able to develop 

and apply their understanding of value for 

money in the context of key drivers and 

barriers that have influenced the progress 

made.

a a a a a a a a

E1.4.4.1 Evidence that grantees are able to identify 

and describe cost drivers (costs that drive 

performance).
a a a a a a a a

E1.4.4.2 Evidence that grantees can manage cost 

drivers to maximise cost effectiveness 

without significantly compromising the 

efficient and effective delivery of activities 

and results.

a a a a a a a a a

E1.4.1

How and to what extent did the 

ways in which PPA 

organisations used strategic 

funding result in the leverage of 

additional resources to enhance 

value for money? Which ways 

proved most effective? 

To what extent were key cost 

drivers identified that enabled 

the efficient and effective 

delivery of activities and results 

across the PPA portfolio?

E1.4 What effects did the 

interpretation of value for money 

have on the capacity of the PPA 

portfolio to deliver cost-effective 

results?

E1.4.2

E1.4.4
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C. DFID
D. Stake-

holders
E. All PPAs

OECD-DAC 

Criteria
Ref. PPA Evaluation Questions Sub-Ref. Sub-questions Sub-Ref. Assessment criteria Quant. Qual. Process Output Outcome Impact Part 1

Part 2 

Strategic 

Funding

PPA 

Logframe

PPA 

programme 

documents

Semi-structured 

interviews

 Online survey 

of all PPAs

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-

structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

B. PPA 2014 Annual Report

PPA 2014 Evaluation Framework

A. Type of Evidence F. Learning Partnership

Data Collection Strategy

G. Sample of PPAs for In-Depth Research

E2

Relevance and 

Effectiveness

E2.1.1 E2.1.1.1 Evidence (quantitative and qualitative) of 

the benefits realised by socially excluded 

target groups.
a a a a a a a a a

E2.1.1.2 Evidence of benefits realised by groups 

other than the target group. a a a a a a a a a
E2.1.1.3 Evidence illustrating why groups other 

than the target group benefited. a a a a a a a a
E2.2.1.1 Evidence of the development and testing 

of knowledge which breaks new grounds 

for the sector in which PPA grantees 

operate.

a a a a a a a a a a

E2.2.1.2 Evidence of the development and testing 

of existing knowledge to significantly new 

contexts in which PPA grantees did not 

operate before.

a a a a a a a a a

E2.2.1.3 Evidence that the knowledge has been 

applied and has led to a demonstrable 

improvement in PPA grantees' 

interventions or organisational capacity.

a a a a a a a a a a

E2.2.1.4 Evidence that the knowledge has been 

shared across the portfolio and taken up 

by other grantees.
a a a a a a a a a

E2.2.1.5 Evidence that PPA funding enabled the 

creation of the new knowledge. a a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1.1 Evidence that grantees learned from their 

own work based on their capacity to 

identify best practice.
a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1. 2 Evidence that formal instances of joint 

learning (including the learning 

partnership) promoted the development 

and sharing of knowledge and best 

practice.

a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1.3 Evidence that informal instances of 

learning and joint work promoted the 

development and sharing of knowledge 

and best practice.

a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1.4 Evidence of collaboration with external 

actors such as academia with resulting 

application of knowledge acquired.
a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1.5 Evidence for the dissemination and 

adoption of learning and best practice 

across the portfolio and the sector as a 

whole.

a a a a a a a a a

E2.3.1.6 Evidence of the types of joint learning 

which have had the greatest effect. a a a a a a a
E2.4 E2.4.1 E2.4.1.1 Evidence that learning from the PPA is 

considered relevant by DFID. a a a a a a a a a
E2.4.1.2 Evidence that learning from the PPA has 

been incorporated into DFID 

programming and policy making.
a a a a a a a a a

E2.4.1.3 Comparative assessment of the nature 

and effects of the learning most useful to 

DFID.
a a a a a a a a a

Overarching Question - To what extent is there an effective and demonstrable link between the strategic use of funding (for 

example, activities to improve organisation effectiveness) and the benefits delivered for socially excluded communities?

E2.2

DFID learning from PPAs – How 

has DFID learnt from the PPA 

fund and what effect has this had 

on its approach to programme 

development and policy-making?

E2.3

E2.1

Innovation  – In what ways and 

with what effect did strategic 

funding enable innovation, 

learning from innovation and 

iterative programmatic changes 

across the PPA portfolio?

E2.2.1

Collective learning  – How and 

with what effects did the PPA 

fund enable the identification, 

dissemination and adoption 

(mainstreaming) of learning and 

best practice across the portfolio 

and the sector as a whole?

E2.3.1

Relevance and Equity  – To what 

extent was relevance and equity 

achieved as a result of strategic 

funding?
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C. DFID
D. Stake-

holders
E. All PPAs

OECD-DAC 

Criteria
Ref. PPA Evaluation Questions Sub-Ref. Sub-questions Sub-Ref. Assessment criteria Quant. Qual. Process Output Outcome Impact Part 1

Part 2 

Strategic 

Funding

PPA 

Logframe

PPA 

programme 

documents

Semi-structured 

interviews

 Online survey 

of all PPAs

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-

structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

Desk-based 

document 

review

Semi-structured  

interviews

Focus group 

discussions

B. PPA 2014 Annual Report

PPA 2014 Evaluation Framework

A. Type of Evidence F. Learning Partnership

Data Collection Strategy

G. Sample of PPAs for In-Depth Research

E3

Sustainability E3.1.1 To what extent and in which 

ways has financial sustainability 

been achieved and what was the 

response of PPA organisations 

to external funding 

environments?

E3.1.1.1 Evidence of the extent of financial 

dependency of grantees on DFID, 

measured by the trend in proportion of 

budget comprised by DFID funding. a a a a a a

E3.1.2 To what extent and in which 

ways has environmental 

sustainability been achieved?

E3.1.2.1 Evidence of mitigation of environmental 

impacts in the delivery and effects of the 

programme. a a a a a a a

E3.1.3.1 Evidence of a partnership approach that 

improves mutual accountability between 

partners.
a a a a a a a

E3.1.3.2 Evidence that partnership improves 

sustainability of results. a a a a a a a
E3.1.3.3 Evidence that the capacity of partners to 

sustainably continue the work has been 

built.
a a a a a a a a

E3.1.4.1 Evidence that new learning has been 

adopted and implemented by others for 

the purpose of sustaining the benefits 

delivered.
a a a a a a a a a a

E3.1.4.2 Evidence that mechanisms for learning 

will be sustained. a a a a a a a a a a
E3.1.5 To what extent and in which 

ways has PPA funding resulted 

in new initiatives and 

approaches?

E3.1.5.1 Evidence that responsibility has been 

transferred for continuing new initiatives 

and approaches. a a a a a a a

E3.1

Overarching Question - How and with what effects were plans for sustainability enacted to ensure that the benefits continue 

post-funding? 

How and with what effects were 

plans for sustainability enacted to 

ensure that the benefits continue 

post-funding?

E3.1.3 To what extent and in which 

ways have partnership working 

arrangements ensured 

sustainability?

E3.1.4 To what extent and in which 

ways have earning mechanisms 

been sustained?

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – MAY 2014 – COFFEY 4



 

 

Annex D – 2014 PPA 
Evaluation Management 
and Timescales 
 



ANNEX D: 2014 PPA EVALUATION MANAGEMENT AND TIMESCALES 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY D1 

Annex D: 2014 PPA Evaluation Management 
and Timescales  

1 Evaluation management and delivery team 

The Evaluation Manager’s client for the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report is DFID’s Civil Society Department. The 

Evaluation Manager’s principal counterparts within the Civil Society Department were Caroline Hoy, Civil Society 

Department Evaluation Adviser and PPA Team Leader, and Kim Mullin, CSCF & PPA Programme Manager. 

Members of the evaluation team include: 

 Simon Griffiths, Project Director; 

 Neil MacDonald, Team Leader; 

 Peter Mayers, Project Manager and Research Consultant; 

 Robina Shaheen, Senior Research Consultant; 

 Sarah Bayne, Senior Research Consultant; 

 Juliet Walton, Senior Research Consultant; 

 Carrie Baptist, Research Consultant; 

 Raphaëlle Bisiaux, Research Consultant; 

 Florian Poli, Research Consultant;  

 Maha Batran, Junior Research Consultant; and 

 Jalpa Kanzaria, Project Coordinator. 

1.1 Role of the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) 

The evaluation process was also overseen by the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG). The group’s terms of 
reference, dated 24 November 2014, is as follows:  
 
The Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) will be established to support the Fund Level Evaluation of the Programme 
Partnership Arrangements funded by the Department for International Development 2014-15. The evaluation has 
two objectives:  

Accountability 

To demonstrate to a wide range of audiences the effectiveness, impact and value for money of three years of 
strategic funding by providing robust evidence that comprehensively describes and explains the added value this 
type of funding has made to socially excluded groups through the work of PPA holders. 

Learning 

To build an understanding of how the nature of PPA funding has influenced the type of investment decisions that 
organisations take and the extent to which these investment decisions are of strategic importance for the 
organisation, its countries of operation, the sector(s) in which it works, and ultimately how these investment 
decisions achieve results for intended beneficiaries. The evaluation should also explore the extent to which these 
results could have been achieved, to the same standard of quality, timeliness, cost and impact, with more 
traditional restricted funding

1
 

                                                      
1
 Revised 2014 Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA) Evaluation Strategy, Coffey, May 2014 
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1.2 Mandate 

 The EAG will be a semi-independent evaluation advisory group being made up of representatives from: 

 Agencies in receipt of a PPA (both sampled and non-sampled against the 2014 Evaluation 

Framework); 

 DFID; and 

 An independent participant (e.g. from another development agency). 

The Technical Advisory Group will be short term in nature and be constituted for the life of the PPA Fund Level 
Evaluation from August/September 2014 to July 2015. The aim is to provide a supportive group which ensures that 
the evaluation process is transparent, products are of a high quality, and advice on issues is provided and 
communicated. Members of the group should expect to: 

 Offer insightful, objective advice on the evaluation process, acting as a facilitator of information for all 

parties (i.e. DFID, Coffey, PPA agencies both sampled and non-sampled); 

 Comment on documents such as draft reports, research tools, protocols and analyses; 

 Be available for meetings as scheduled by agreement, be prepared to comment on email and other 

communications, and documents in a timely fashion; and 

 Commit to approximately 2 half days a month. However, members will need to be flexible. The nature 

of evaluations means that the time investment may increase slightly. This will be monitored. 

Members of the group should have significant monitoring and evaluation experience at a senior level as this is a 
complex evaluation, requiring experience of multi-faceted programmes in the CSO/NGO sector, partner 
relationships and hard to measure results.  
 
Admin support will be provided by DFID but the chair of the group will be elected at the first meeting. Meetings will 
be in person or held virtually. 

2 Evaluation timescales 

Table D1: Evaluation Implementation Plan 

Schedule of key activities Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

Review and finalise revisions to PPA Annual Report 

1.1 Revisions to PPA Annual 

Report template reviewed, 

discussed and agreed 

PPA Annual Report Review Team submit 

comments on revisions to template 

 

Further consultation on revisions to template with 

PPA AR Review Team 

 

Meeting with PPA agencies to discuss revisions to 

PPA AR 

 

Final draft completed and circulated for final 

comments to PPA AR Review Team 

w/c 31 Jan-2014 

Final template approved ready for circulation to 

PPAs 

Early Feb-2014 

2. Review and finalise revisions to PPA Evaluation Strategy 

2.1 Final revisions to PPA 

Evaluation Strategy 

Consultation with DFID CSD team w/c 27 Jan-2014 

IELG sends out presentation to all PPA holders  w/c 27 Jan-2014 
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Schedule of key activities Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

PPA holders return comments to IELG 5 Feb-2014 

2.2 Final version of PPA Strategy 

includes ‘draft’ sample of 10 PPA 

organisations for primary 

research 

IELG meeting with session on 'IELG facilitated 

evaluation consultation' - session to include brief 

discussion on the consultation process and 

discussion on key themes from feedback 

6 Feb-2014 

Teleconference chaired by IELG leads for any 

PPA agency who wants to take part in order to 

feed back further or to provide further feedback in 

writing. 

w/c 10 Feb-2014 

Meeting with Coffey, DFID and IELG 

representatives to feedback 

w/c 17 Feb-2014 

3. Finalisation of sampling framework and evaluation framework 

3.1 Coffey gathers more specific 

information about use of funds by 

PPA organisations to finalise 

sampling framework 

 w/c 7 Feb-2014 

3.2 Coffey finalises sample 

selection of PPA organisations 

and Evaluation Framework 

 5 Mar-2014 

Coffey confirms selection of PPA organisations 

included in the sample for primary research. 

7 Mar-2014 

4. Development of research plans for 12 sampled PPA agencies 

4.1 EM conducts preliminary 

meetings with all PPA 

organisations in the sample to 

discuss the development of 

tailored evaluation research plans 

One-to-one consultation with M&E leads in each 

of the PPA organisations included in the sample 

w/c 24 Mar-2014 

4.2 EM develops research plans 

for all PPA organisations in 

sample following discussion and 

agreement with DFID and PPA 

organisations 

Draft research plans submitted to each of the PPA 

organisations and DFID for comments before 

being revised following completion of the 

intermediate analysis phase in July.   

End of April 2014 

Approved research plans including timescales for 

in-country field visits (if required) are 

communicated with sampled PPA organisations. 

May 2014 

 Creation of Evaluation Reference Group to steer 

and guide the PPA 2014 Evaluation and to advise 

on other PPA evaluation related matters. 

May 2014 

5. Preliminary analysis  

5.1 All PPA organisations submit 

completed Annual Reports for 

2013-14 to DFID 

PPA organisations submit to DFID and DFID 

sends reports to Coffey. 

1 July 2014 
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Schedule of key activities Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

5.2  Coffey conducts analysis of 

all PPA Annual Reports against 

the Evaluation Framework 

 July-August  2014 

6. Primary research  

6.1 Coffey gathers information 

from the Learning Partnership in 

response to key assessment 

criteria in the Evaluation 

Framework 

 September-

December 2014 

6.2 Coffey gathers data from 

DFID and strategic stakeholders 

to respond to key assessment 

criteria in the Evaluation 

Framework 

 December 2014-

March 2015 

6.3 Coffey gathers data from all 

grantees for the purpose of 

addressing gaps in the evidence 

submitted in the PPA Annual 

Reports. 

The design of the survey instrument was piloted 

and refined with members of the Evaluation 

Advisory and was informed by the analysis of the 

2014 Annual Reports and primary research with 

sampled agencies. 

February 2015 

7. Intermediate analysis  

7.1 Coffey and DFID review 

emerging findings from the review 

of the 2014 PPA Annual Reports. 

The review took the form of a synthesis workshop 

involving the evaluation teams and staff from 

DFID’s CSD. 

20 August 2014 

7.2 Coffey and DFID review 

emerging findings from primary 

research with sampled agencies. 

The review took the form of a synthesis workshop 

involving the primary research teams and 

members from DFID’s CSD. 

10 December 2014 

8. Primary research 

8.1 Finalise research plans for 

sampled PPA organisations 

including final consultation with 

DFID and PPA organisations 

The timeframes for conducting the research are 

reasonably flexible and will be tailored to 

accommodate the schedules of key staff and 

other organisational priorities as part of the 

consultation process. 

September 2014 

8.2  Coffey implements research 

plans for sampled PPA 

organisations 

Individual agencies selected for inclusion in the 

sample will have an opportunity to review and 

feedback on their respective reports following 

completion of the in-depth research. This is 

considered an important part of both validation 

and learning processes. 

September-

December 2014 

9. Final analysis  

9.1 Coffey presents emerging 

findings from primary research to 

sampled agencies and makes 

revisions 

 26 February 2015 
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Schedule of key activities Stakeholder engagement and consultation Timescales 

9.2 Coffey presents emerging 

findings to the EAG and makes 

revisions 

 4 March 2015 

9.3 Coffey completes analysis of 

data from online surveys and 

interviews 

 March 2015 

9.4 Coffey conducts final 

synthesis and analysis of data 

 January-March 

2015 

10. Reporting 

10.1 Coffey submits draft report 

to DFID for comments and 

revises report in response to 

comments. 

Evaluation Manager will present emerging 

findings to DFID and agencies to inform future 

planning and policy development at the earliest 

opportunity. 

March 2015 

 DFID CSD comments; SEQAS (Evaluation 

Department) quality assessment. 

April 2015 

10.2 Coffey disseminates draft 

report to PPA organisations for 

comments and revises report in 

response to comments. 

 May 2015 

10.3 Report finalised and 

published. 

 July 2015 
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Annex E: Review of the 2014 PPA Annual 
Reports 

1.1 Introduction 

The first information source that was reviewed as part of the 2014 PPA Evaluation was the 2014 PPA 

Annual Reports. All of these reports (45) were reviewed by members of the Evaluation Team and 

coded, using the qualitative data analysis software Atlas-Ti.  

Analysis of these reports started through the open coding of data to initially identify key categories or 

themes which was then followed by selective coding to shape the relationships between categories 

and concepts. Once these relationships began to emerge, categories were subject to theory-based 

analysis to develop a more in-depth understanding of the nature of the relationships. against the 

revised PPA Theory of Change (Annex A) and criteria from the 2014 PPA Evaluation Framework 

(Annex C).  

The PPA reports were first openly coded and then recoded against the following key themes: 

 Internal and external factors influencing the strategic decision for how funds were used; 

 Capacities that PPAs invested in; 

 Results of the investments; and 

 Extent to which there was evidence of innovation and learning.
1
 

The data from these initial coding exercises was then analysed against the PPA Theory of Change 

(Annex A) and the 2014 PPA Evaluation Framework (Annex C) to see if they corroborated, expanded 

or challenged the Theory of Change. Excel was used to manipulate the data and see whether or not 

patterns emerged by various organisational characteristics
2
: 

 Size of organisation (large, medium and small); 

 Nature of organisation (niche versus multi-sectoral); 

 Tier (first tier, second tier and mixed); 

 General versus CHASE; and 

 New versus ‘legacy’ PPA holders. 

Review of the data suggested that most of the differences likely reflected the size of organisations 

(Table 1) and their relative stage of organisational development. The analysis also revealed a small 

number of distinct features by tier and type of organisation. It is not surprising that size should be the 

main determinant of variation since tier and type also typically reflect size. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1
 Other themes were also explored, including (but not limited to) the extent to which agencies were targeting the poor and hard 

to reach, evidence of value for money, approaches to embedding sustainability and approaches to mainstreaming gender.  
2
 Definitions of these different characteristics are presented in the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy. 
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Table 1: Presentation of the overall characteristics of the PPA portfolio 

 Large Medium Small 

Tier 1 15 (83%) 3 (17%) 0 

Tier 2 10 (47%) 9 (43%) 2 (10%) 

Mixed Tier 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 0 

Multi-sectoral 19 (83%) 4 (17%) 0 

Niche 8 (38%) 11 (52%) 2 (10%) 

General PPA 19 (68%) 9 (32%) 0 

CHASE PPA 7 (44%) 7 (44%) 2 (12%) 

Had previous PPA 19 (83%) 4 (17% 0 

New PPA this round 8 (36%) 12 (55%) 2 (9%) 

1.2 Use of coded data 

The summarised coding was reviewed by the Evaluation Team to generate hypothesis that could then 

predict the use and effects of PPA funding by different types of agencies. These hypotheses were 

then tested through primary research with sampled agencies and through the 2014 PPA Online 

Survey. The data gathered from the primary research at times refined, expanded and challenged the 

hypotheses that emerged from the review of the coded data. The mixed quality of responses to the 

2014 PPA Online Survey did not serve to either corroborate or challenge the Annual Report data in a 

generalizable way.  

1.3 Overview of coding data: investment decisions, capacities and 
results 

Table 2 presents the key factors that influenced investments decisions that emerged from the review 

of the Annual Reports. It will be seen that the main reported internal factors are the ability to explore 

new areas, the wish to improve MEL capacity and systems and the wish to improve delivery capacity. 

The most frequently cited external factors are the ability to work in hard to fund areas and the ability to 

respond to windows of opportunity. 
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Table 2: Reported factors influencing the strategic decision 

Most frequently cited influencing factors Percentage of the portfolio reporting these 

factors 

Internal factors 

Wish to explore new areas 73% 

MEL capacity and systems 68% 

Delivery capacity and systems 61% 

Alignment with strategy 52% 

Management capacity and systems 50% 

Invest in core programme 45% 

Fundraising/ raise profile 45% 

Create innovation fund 20% 

Restructuring/ consolidation 16% 

Balance with impact potential 11% 

Learning from previous PPA 5% 

External factors 

Invest in difficult to fund areas 44% 

Respond to windows of opportunity 40% 

Strengthen networks and partners 39% 

Influence external stakeholders 36% 

Diversify income base 30% 

Donor/ sector trends 20% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports, (n=46) 

The different ways in which PPA agencies viewed the additionality PPA funding began to emerge 

through the review of the Annual Reports as shown in Table 3 shows agencies’ views of the 

additionality of the PPA. It will be seen that the main reported factors which distinguish PPA funding 

from other funding sources are its flexibility and the ability to take risks, as well as predictability of 

funding and ability to increase scale and reach of the work. 
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Table 3: Reported additionality of the PPA 

Most frequently cited elements of PPA 

additionality 

Percentage of the portfolio reporting these 

effects 

Additionality 

General flexibility to choose 64% 

Risk taking 52% 

Flexibility to adjust and respond 48% 

Predictability and stability of funding 41% 

Scaling work and increasing reach 41% 

Bridge funding/ pre-financing/ cost recovery 32% 

Quality of results 32% 

Ability to leverage additional funding 27% 

Speed of result 23% 

Leveraging reputation 16% 

Match funding 11% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

Specific areas of investment in capacities also emerged through the review of Annual Reports. Table 

4 shows the specific areas where PPA reported capacity investments. It will be seen that the 

preponderance of investments in terms of frequency were in systems (particularly M&E systems) and 

in human resources (particularly the recruitment of specialist technical staff and in developing 

partnerships). There was also significant level of reported investment in organisational strategies and 

in learning. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ANNEX E: REVIEW OF THE 2014 PPA ANNUAL REPORTS 

 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 –COFFEY                                                     E5                                                        

 

 

Table 4: Capacities in which PPA funds were reported as invested 

Capacity changes areas Percentage of the portfolio reporting these 

changes to capacity 

Organisational 

Strategies 47% 

Structures 31% 

Policies 22% 

Governance arrangements 13% 

Systems 

M&E 93% 

Project management 38% 

Information 31% 

Communications 29% 

Finance 24% 

Human Resources 

Technical functions 76% 

Internal capacity building 60% 

Partnership 51% 

Admin and support functions 27% 

External capacity building 24% 

Knowledge 

Learning 71% 

Innovation 33% 

Research 33% 

Tools 18% 

Knowledge Management 4% 

Innovation uptake by others 2% 

Finance 

Fundraising 33% 

Value for money work 33% 
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Leveraging funds 16% 

Pre-financing projects 2% 

Programme 

Increased scale of programme 38% 

Integration of programme 18% 

Changed focus of programme 9% 

External relations 

Advocacy 31% 

Improved reputation 13% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 

A challenge from the Annual Reports understood how the investments in capacities led to different or 

distinct results. Table 5 shows the extent to which results linked to capacities. This table also 

illustrates that many of the capacities that PPA agencies invested in did not directly contribute to the 

types of results that were reported in their logframes.   

Table 5: reported results of the capacity investments 

Results Percentage of the portfolio reporting these 

types of results 

Changes to Organisational capacities 

Strategies 9% 

Structure 4% 

Policies 4% 

Governance 2% 

Systems capacities 

M&E 36% 

Project management 9% 

Information 0% 

Communications 9% 

Finance 2% 

Human Resource capacities 

Technical functions 18% 

Internal capacity building 18% 

Partnership 22% 
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Admin and support functions 2% 

External capacity building 11% 

Knowledge capacities 

Learning 20% 

Innovation 16% 

Research 13% 

Tools 9% 

Knowledge Management 0% 

Innovation uptake by others 11% 

Finance 

Fundraising 4% 

Value for money work 7% 

Leveraging funds 11% 

Pre-financing projects 0% 

Programme 

Increased scale of programme 27% 

Integration of programme 4% 

Changed focus of programme 13% 

External relations 

Advocacy 38% 

Improved reputation 18% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46)
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The summary of all capacity investment is shown in Table 6 which presents the most frequently cited investment areas by different categories of PPA across 

the Annual Reports. Investment areas marked in bold were cited by over 50% of the PPA agencies in that category. Other capacities, not in bold, were 

reported by 25-49% of PPA agencies in that category.  It will be seen that all categories of organisations report heavy investments in M&E, technical functions 

and learning.  

Table 5: Summary overview of capacity investments 

Category Organisational 

changes 

Systems changes Human Resources 

Changes 

Knowledge 

changes 

Finance changes Programme 

changes 

External 

Relations 

changes 

Entire 

Portfolio 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 

 

 M&E 

 Information  

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Sampled 

agencies 

 Strategies 

 Structure 

 Policies 

 Governance 

 M&E 

 Finance,  

 Information  

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions,  

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 Learning 

 Research 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Large 

agencies 

 Strategies 

 Structure 

 

 M&E 

 Information 

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Learning 

 Innovation 

 Research  

 

 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 Integration of 

programme 

 Advocacy 

 

Medium 

agencies 

 Strategies 

 Governance 

 Policies  

  

 M&E 

 Finance,  

 Information 

 Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 External capacity 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Tools 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 Changes in 

status 
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building 

Small 

agencies 

 Policies 

 Strategies 

 Governance 

 M&E 

 Finance,  

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support 

functions 

Technical 

functions, 

 Research  

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 

Niche 

agencies 

 Strategies 

 Structure 

 Policies  

 Governance 

 M&E 

 Finance,  

 Information 

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Multi-

sectoral 

agencies 

 Strategies 

 

 M&E 

 Information 

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 External capacity 

building 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 Integration of 

programme 

 

Tier 1 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 

 M&E 

 Project Mgmt, 

 Finance,  

 Information 

  

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 VfM 

 Leveraging 

funds 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Tier 2 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 Policies  

 

 M&E 

 Information 

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 External capacity 

building 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 
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Mixed 

Tier 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 

 M&E 

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

  

General 

PPA 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 

 M&E 

 Finance,  

 Information 

capacities 

 Project Mgmt,  

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

CHASE 

PPA 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 Policies  

 

 M&E 

 Communication

s 

 Information 

capacities 

 Project Mgmt,  

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 External capacity 

building 

 Learning 

 Research  

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Legacy 

PPA 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 

 M&E 

 Information 

capacities 

 Project Mgmt,  

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

  

First 

time PPA 

agencies 

 Strategies  

 Structure  

 Policies  

 

 M&E 

 Finance 

 Information 

capacities  

 Project Mgmt, 

Communications 

 Technical 

functions, 

 Internal 

Capacity 

Building, 

Partnership 

 Support functions 

 External capacity 

building 

 Learning 

 Research  

 Innovation 

 Tools 

 Fundraising 

 VfM 

 

 Scale of 

programme 

 

 Advocacy 

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46)
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1.4 Overview of coding data: Learning and innovation 

The level of detail was often found lacking in the PPA Annual Reports in terms of providing 
information on how learning was applied to change organisational practice and why what was 
reported as innovation was actually innovation.  Instead, most agencies cited internal learning 
mechanisms and did not specify what had been learned or with what effect.  

The specific categories of learning and innovation that generated the highest levels of reporting are 
noted in Table 6. Those categories that are marked in bold were reported by over 50% of PPA 
agencies. Other categories were reported between 25% and 49% by PPA agencies Please note that 
this table records only reported learning, and does not in itself verify the nature or quality of reported 
learning and innovation.  

Table 6: Most frequently cited areas in relation to learning and innovation  

Innovation Use of 

Learning 

Mechanisms 

for learning 

Focus of 

learning 

Dissemination 

mechanisms 

Adoption of 

learning 

Incremental 

innovation 

Radical 

innovation 

Developed 

new learning 

Applied 

learning 

Learning 

Partnerships 

Internal 

learning 

processes 

Collaboration 

with CSOs 

Research 

Collaboration 

with experts 

External 

learning 

processes 

Collaboration 

with academics 

 

Tools and 

methods 

M&E 

VfM 

Gender 

Resilience 

 

Publications 

Meetings 

 

Donors and 

international 

Organisations 

CSOs 

Southern Govt 

 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46)
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Table 7 presents an overview of those PPA agencies that reported the strongest learning effects. It will be seen 
that reporting of incremental innovation predominated over radical innovation. There were references in 84% of the 
reports to learning taking place and in 73% of the reports to learning being applied (though, as noted above, it was 
not always clear what this learning was).  

Table 7:  Highest reported levels of learning by category of organisation 

Highest reported level of   Type of organisation Percentage citing 

Innovation  

Radical innovation Large organisations 

New PPAs 

48% 

50% 

Incremental innovation Medium-sized organisations 94% 

Learning focus  

Tools and methods Large organisations 

New PPAs 

74% 

77% 

Gender Tier 1 56% 

Resilience Multi-sectoral organisations 48% 

Governance Medium-sized organisations 44% 

Conflict CHASE 44% 

Climate change Multi-sectoral organisations 30% 

Private sector Tier 1 28% 

Learning Mechanisms  

PPA Learning Partnership Tier 1 89% 

Collaboration with other CSOs Medium-sized organisations 75% 

Collaboration with academics Large organisations 

Existing PPAs 

48% 

48% 

Collaboration with experts Multi-sectoral organisations 61% 

Research Tier 1 67% 

Adoption of learning  

Donors & international 

organisations 

CHASE 55% 

CSOs Medium-sized organisations 56% 

Southern governments CHASE 63% 

Private sector Medium-sized organisations 19% 

Academics Niche 9% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 
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The coding of reports also revealed different mechanisms that were used to facilitate learning and innovation. 

Table 8 shows the frequency with which various mechanisms were mentioned. Much of the learning that was 

described stemmed from reflection on programmes, monitoring data, and evaluations (which fall within the category 

‘internal learning processes’). Research was also a frequently cited mechanism. The category ‘external learning 

processes’ refers to various networking and thematic meetings.  Six agencies, all of them large organisations, 

reported that they had used PPA funding to establish innovation funds. 

Table 8: reported learning mechanisms 

Learning mechanism Percentage of reports referring to this 

mechanism 

PPA Learning Partnerships 78% 

Internal learning processes 73% 

Collaboration with other CSOs 67% 

Research 58% 

Collaboration with experts 51% 

External learning processes 44% 

Collaboration with academics 38% 

Innovation fund 13% 

Source: 2014 PPA Annual Reports (n=46) 
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Annex F: Primary Research with Sampled 
Agencies 

1 Background and findings 

1.1 The sample 

Three research teams
1
 consisting of two Evaluation Team members each conducted primary research with a 

sample of 14 PPA agencies (September 2014 – January 2015)2; Sampled agencies included:  

Oxfam GB, Transparency International Secretariat (TI-S); Transparency International UK (TI-UK); Farm Africa & 

Self Help Africa; Development Initiatives; International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF), Malaria Consortium; 

Gender Links; WaterAid; The Asia Foundation; CAFOD; MapAction and SightSavers. 

The sample was broadly representative of the whole portfolio as explained in the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy.  

1.2 The purpose of the research 

The primary research with sampled agencies had two broad purposes: 

 To explore in more detail the information contained in, and issues emerging from, the Annual Reports. In 

particular, to understand the strategic decision about the use of PPA funds, to explore the way in which 

agencies understood and assessed value for money, and to elucidate the learning and innovation 

supported by the PPA; and 

 To explore issues that are highlighted by the report and practice of individual organisations that may be of 

more general significance. 

The research was not structured as an assessment of the sampled agencies or their performance. Rather, it was 

intended to contribute data that could be triangulated with other sources of evidence concerning the performance of 

the entire PPA portfolio.  

1.3 Research methods 

Research teams examined key documents and systems, and held discussions with relevant individuals with both 

internal and external stakeholders that could provide information concerning the sampled agencies. Although each 

research team was provided with a guiding framework for these discussions (see Section 2) the aim was to leave 

these discussions relatively flexible in order to be able to explore emerging points of interest. In most cases, 

research was conducted with headquarters staff, though field visits were made in a few cases.
3
   

Findings were written up as short feedback reports that were reviewed and agreed with the different sampled 

agencies. The feedback reports were not designed to provide in-depth analysis or assessments. Instead, findings 

from the reports were used in conjunction with other data sources as part of the fund-level evaluation. No uses of 

quotes in the fund-level report were used without prior approval. Research with sampled agencies was conducted 

confidentially so it was agreed with DFID that these reports would not be annexed to the 2014 PPA Evaluation 

Report.  

Following the compilation of the reports, research teams analysed the findings to identify overall patterns 

concerning the decision-making about the use of PPA funds. This was managed through iterative group-work 

based on the detailed understanding teams had acquired of agencies’ thinking.  Various methods were tried and 

rejected to help facilitate this process. The method that was eventually adopted is shown in Figure 1 which pushed 

teams to identify the key internal and external factors that influenced decision making and to also identify key 

                                                      
1
 The research teams were Neil MacDonald and Peter Mayers, Sarah Bayne and Carrie Baptist, and Juliet Walton and Raphaëlle Bisiaux. 

2
 The sampling strategy is presented in Annex D of the Evaluation Strategy  

3
 ‘Field’ visits were made to Botswana, Uganda, Mauritius, and the Philippines based on agreed rationale with sampled agencies.  
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strategic intents. These internal and external factors and organisational trajectory were then corroborated through 

the feedback reports with sampled agencies. 

Figure 1: Analysis of the factors and key intents that influenced investment decisions  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.4 Findings 

From the analysis of strategic intents and feedback reports, the Evaluation Team identified four broad drivers of 

strategic intent: 

 To influence others; 

 To implement strategies; 

 To deepen technical delivery capacity; and 

 To grow as organisations.  

It should be noted that these drivers are not descriptions of individual organisations, some of which displayed more 

than one of these drivers and had a number of strategic visions. 

Research teams expected that the strategic intents would be predictive of different patterns of investments. This 

turned out not to be the case largely due to the intersection between the mix of strategic intents combined with 

different stages of organisational development and other influencing factors such as those that are presented in 

Table 1.  
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Table 1: Factors most frequently cited by sampled agencies that affected investment decisions  

Source – analysis of primary research with sampled agencies (n=14) 

Despite the difficulty in predicating how agencies used PPA funding, some general patterns emerged. Larger, more 

mature, organisations tended to use PPA funding to implement their strategies while smaller organisations often 

took the opportunity to strengthen governance, basic systems and invest in the capacity of staff. 

2 Questions to guide primary research  

The research with sampled agencies was guided by the broad topic points that are captured in the following 

question guide. Each of the research teams also developed bespoke research plans with sampled agencies 

through a consultative process, however, at least one discussion session was dedicated for understanding decision 

making, changes to capacity and results, learning and innovation, M&E and value for money.  

2.1 Strategic Decisions/Additionality 

 Why did you decide to spend the money in the way you did? 

 What factors made the decision the one it was rather than any other? 

 What were the most important factors, and the relationship between factors? 

 What alternative funding decisions existed and which were considered?  

 Was the PPA ring-fenced (e.g CAFOD) or put into unrestricted pool (e.g. Asia Foundation) and why? With 

what consequences for being able to track impact of PPA on results? 

 What proportion of unrestricted funding does the PPA form? 

 How did the flexible nature of PPA funding allow you to take decisions you couldn’t otherwise have taken? 

 Other points to consider:  

o The PPA may not have been the sole driver of the decision: it may also have strengthened internal 

pressures (e.g. strengthening the hand of those advocating new directions, or improved M&E etc) 

NB:  The objective is to reconstruct the narrative of how the decision was made about allocating the PPA 

money. We should eventually be able to map pathways from decisions about allocation of funding, through 

capacity investment to results. 

2.2 Changes in capacity / results 

 What areas of capacity did you invest in? 

 How clearly do these reflect the strategic decision? 

 To what extent would you have made these investments without the PPA? 
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 The allocation of funds table does not necessarily tell the full picture (real tracking of allocation). How were 

the funds allocated between the different capacity areas 

 With what outcome in results? 

 Is there a clear chain of evidence that connects the strategic decision to investment in capacity, and the 

investment in capacity to results? 

NB: Reports provided clear evidence on changes in capacity. Less clear on the effects of those changes   

2.3 Learning 

NB: hypothesis is that flexible funding allowed greater investment in learning 

 Much of the reporting is about learning mechanisms. How is learning defined and what was actually 

learned? 

 How was it learned (mechanisms)?  

 Was the learning applied to improving practice? How? 

 Was the learning shared with others? Who? How did it affect their practice? 

 Would this learning have taken place without the PPA? 

 The extent to which they believe DFID has learned from them and if they feel this has/or will affect DFID 

approach to programme/policy development ? 

 Other points to consider:  

o We are interested in learning about M&E and learning tools developed through learning 

o We are interested in learning developed through collaboration with others 

2.4 Innovation 

 What is the evidence supporting the claim of radical innovation? 

 What is the evidence supporting the claim of incremental innovation? 

 How does innovation relate to risk taking? 

 Would this innovation have taken place without the PPA? 

NB: more reporting of incremental than radical innovation and the quality of evidence supporting the 

claims of incremental innovation was better than for the claims of radical innovation 

2.5 VFM 

NB: hypothesis is that investments under the PPA lead to enhanced capacity to deliver results which are 

good value for money. Much of the reporting is about economy, separated from a read-through to 

effectiveness or link to performance requirements 

 Has management of cost drivers in led to enhanced cost-effectiveness? What is the link between costs and 

performance?  

 Relating VfM to the other general questions- what was the money spent on, and what is the argument 

about the value of that decision? 

 Several organisations mentioned new VfM systems and frameworks without specifying exactly what they 

were.  

 What metrics or VFM systems have organisations experimented with, and what have been the difficulties? 



ANNEX F: PRIMARY RESEARCH WITH SAMPLED AGENCIES 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY F5 

2.6  (Emerging) research points in common 

Common research points Sampled organisations 

Opportunist /Darwinian planning: relevance of log 
frames 

Development Initiatives, Transparency International, 

Oxfam 

Working in coalitions Farm Africa. Also Oxfam and Transparency International 

in relation to Arms Trade Treaty (with Saferworld) 

Evidencing contribution to advocacy Oxfam, Transparency International. Also Gender Links, 

Malaria Consortium, IPPF and Sightsavers 

Use of innovation funds IPPF, Sightsavers 

Mainstreaming sector best practice Gender Links, Sightsavers, Map Action, Asia Foundation  

Working through partners: VFM of extended delivery 
chain; accountability & purposes 

CAFOD, WaterAid, Oxfam 

Development / experimentation with tools CAFOD, Oxfam, Sightsavers 

Value of having both CHASE and General PPA Oxfam, Transparency International 

Challenges in translating project level VFM metrics for 
organisational-level reporting  

WaterAid, Malaria C, IPPF Farm Africa, (Sightsavers?) 

Leveraging PPA status for reputation Farm Africa, Gender Links, Map Action, Sightsavers 

Secretariat status   IPPF, TI 

Supporting organisational strategy CAFOD, MapAction 

Use of PPA in a completely unrestricted manner Oxfam, CAFOD, MAP Action (defacto restricted to 

programme?), WaterAid 

 

3 Primary research participants 

In keeping with the evaluation’s commitment to keeping sampled agency data confidential, no specific data is 

presented in this section, though the main body of the 2014 PPA Evaluation Report contains examples and case 

studies drawn from the primary research. 

3.1 CAFOD 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 October 14, 2014 – Discussion on VfM and strategic decision making; and 

 November 17, 19 & 20, 2014 - Visit to CAFOD’s offices to meet senior staff and project teams.  

People consulted 

 Neil Thorns, Director of Advocacy 

 Graham Gordon, Head of Policy 

 Neva Frecheville, Lead Analyst on Post-MDGs 

 Harriet Jones, HIV M&E & Learning Coordinator 
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 Aidan Timlin, Head of Programme Effectiveness 

 Rebecca Murphy, DRR Learning Support Officer 

 Fergus Conmee, Head of Region Horn/ East and Southern Africa 

 Laura Donkin, Coordinator, Humanitarian Capacity Development Unit 

 Georgia Burford, HIV Strategy Manager 

 Chris Bain, CEO 

 Vicky Tongue, Programme Partnership Agreement (PPA) Performance Manager 

 Geoff O’Donoghue, Head of International Division 

 Matthew Carter, Head of International Division (Acting)  

 Neil Casey, Head of Humanitarian Department 

 Andres Gomez de la Torre, Head of Programmes Department 

3.2 Development Initiatives (DI)  

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 4 November, 2014 – Headquarters visit to DI (Bristol)  

 5 November, 2014 – Headquarters visit to DI (Bristol) 

 19 November, 2014 – Headquarters visit to DRT (Kampala) 

 20 November, 2014 – Headquarters visit to DRT (Kampala) 

People consulted, DI 

 Judith Randel, Executive Director 

 Tony German, Executive Director 

 Harpinder Collacott, Director of Engagement and Impact 

 Daniel Coppard, Director of Research 

 Mark Kahn, Director of Business and Finance 

 Andrew Palmer, Head of External relations 

 Hannah Sweeney, Programmes Manager 

 Sarah Henon, PPA Manager 

 Charles Lwanga-Ntale, Director  

People consulted, Development Research Training (DRT) 

 Warren Nyamugasira, Executive Director 

 Andrew Kawooya, Senior Programme Officer 

 Rebecca Ssanyu, Senior Programme Officer 

 Doreen Abalo, Programme Officer 

 Joseph Miti, Communication Officer 

 Focus group discussion with five Community Resource trackers (4 m, 1 f) 

3.3 Farm Africa and Self Help Africa 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 10 October, 2014 – Joint high-level meeting with FA and SHA (London); 
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 22 October, 2014 – Headquarters visit at SHA (Dublin); 

 14 November, 2014 – Headquarters visit at FA (London); and 

 4 December, 2014 – Follow up meeting with FA’s Head of Quality and Impact (London). 

People consulted, Farm Africa (London) 

 Nigel Harris, CEO 

 Natasha Clayton, Director of Resources 

 Michelle Winthrop, Director of Programmes 

 Liz Dobson, Institutional Funding Manager 

 Ellie Fujoka, Head of Programme Funding 

 Claire Allan, Head of Programme Quality and Impact 

 Edward Watkiss, Head of Operations 

People consulted, Self Help Africa (Dublin) 

 Ray Jordan, CEO 

 John Moffett, Director of Programmes 

 Shay Downey, IT systems 

 Laura Whitwell, Programme Funding Manager 

 Pete McDevitt, Chief Financial Officer 

 Orla Kilcullen, Programme Quality Manager 

 Mary Sweeney, Social Inclusion adviser 

 Alison Cowan, Financial Controller 

 Pete Power, Head of Strategy & Business Development 

3.4 Gender Links 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 1 December, 2014– High-level meeting with GL (Johannesburg, South Africa); 

 1-3 December, 2014 – Headquarters interviews at GL (Johannesburg, South Africa); 

 4-6 December, 2014 – Country offices interviews (Mauritius and Botswana); and 

 26 January, 2015 – Feedback presentation with GL’s staff (Skype from London). 

People consulted, Johannesburg Headquarters 

 Colleen Lowe Morna, CEO 

 Kubi Rama, DCEO 

 Miso Dhliwayo, Director of Operations 

 Monica Bandeira, MEL Manager 

 Vivien Bakainaga, HR Manager 

 Sifiso Dube, Alliance Manager 

 Sikhonzile Ndlovu and Kath Robinson, Media and Communication Managers 

 Linda Musariri, Justice Manager 

 Mariatu Fonnah and Anne Hilton, Governance and Entrepreneurship Managers 

 Mukayi Makaya, GL Services Manager 
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 Debrah Mukuku, GL Cottages Manager 

 Isaac Zulu and Mme Mabetha, Country Managers – Zambia and Lesotho) 

 Alliance Executive Committee 

 South African Partners (SAWID, Sonke Gender Justice, Lets Grow, SALGA) 

 Elizabeth Motshubi, Ministry of Gender, Botswana 

 Virginia Muwaniga, Chair of Women’s Coalition, Zimbabwe) 

 Alton Grizzle, UNESCO 

People consulted, Mauritius Country Office 

 Anushka Virahsawmy, Country Manager, Mauritius 

 Mrs N. Seereekissoon and Mrs J. Bhunjun (Gender Unit, Ministry of Gender Equality, Child Development 

and Family Welfare) 

 MBC Media Team, National Media, Mauritius 

 Alliance members, Round Table, 10 participants 

 Loga Virahsawmy, Board Member and Francophone operations, Mauritius 

 Brian Glover, Equal Opportunities commission 

 Mr Sanjit Teelock, Advisor at the Ministry of Local Government and outer Islands 

 Team of Curepipe, Local Council 

People consulted, Botswana Country Office 

 Gomolemo Rasesigo, Botswana Country Manager 

 Mr Bakane, Gender Affairs Dept, Ministry of Labour and Home Affairs, Botswana 

 Magdeline Madibela, Head of Gender Unit, SADC 

 Bagaisi Mabilo, Executive Secretary, BOCONGO 

 Onalenna Rammekwa, Gender and HIV Mainstreaming Officer, BOCONGO 

 Dr Athalia Molokomme, Former Deputy Chair and Association Member 

 Annah Sebopelo, Alliance 

 Felicia Bakaile, IT officer, BALA 

 Moemedi Tsimanyana, LED Project officer 

 Martha Mosha, Media Studies Dept., Humanities, University of Botswana 

 Dr Athalia Molokomme, Attorney General 

 Spencer Mogami, Sunday Standard and the telegraph 

 Emang Bokhutlo, The Voice 

 Beata Kasale, The voice / GL media consultant 

 Pamela Dube, Mmegi newspaper 

 Georgina  Koboto, Duma FM 

 Kelly Kasale,The voice 

3.5 International Planned Parenthood Federation (IPPF)  

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 11 December, 2014 – Discussion with Directors  of IPPF Secretariat, Central Office, London; 
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 15-18 December, 2014 – Visit to Central Office, London, including telephone calls to staff of Regional 

Offices, MAs and external stakeholders based outside of London; 

 19-22 December, 2014 – Follow up telephone calls with individuals based outside of London; and 

 19 January, 2015 – Feedback meeting with Directors of IPPF Secretariat, Central Office, London. 

People consulted 

 Colin Munro, Director, Strategic Advice, IPPF 

 John Good, Director, Finance, IPPF 

 Julia Bunting, Director, Programmes and Technical,  IPPF 

 Owain James, Director, External Relations, IPPF 

 Heidi Marriott, Senior Adviser, Organisational Learning and Evaluation, IPPF 

 Matthew Lindley, Senior Adviser, Resource Mobilisation, IPPF 

 Achille Togbeto, Head, Governance and Accreditation, IPPF 

 Mahua Sen, Senior Evaluation Officer, IPPF 

 Alison Marshall, Senior Adviser, Advocacy, IPPF 

 Ian Briggs, Financial Controller, IPPF 

 Pete Mills, Senior Evaluation Officer, IPPF 

 Fleur Pollard, Senior Resource Mobilization Officer (formerly Senior Evaluation Officer), IPPF 

 Paulin Tra, Performance Based Funding Manager, IPPF Africa Regional Office 

 Amna Akhsheed, Director Adolescent and Women Empowerment, Rahnuma - Family Planning Association 

of Pakistan (Pakistan MA) 

 Nabila Malick, Advocacy Officer, Rahnuma - Family Planning Association of Pakistan (Pakistan MA) 

 Doortje Braeken, Senior Advisor, Adolescents / Young People, IPPF 

 Sarah Fox, Acting Senior Advisor, SRH Service Delivery, IPPF 

 Dr Jhonny Lopez, Executive Director, CIES (Bolivia MA) 

 Manuelle Hurwitz, Senior Advisor, Abortion, IPPF 

 Dr Jotham Musinguzi, Regional Africa Director, Partners in Population and Development 

 Dr Yilma, Programme Director, IPPF Africa Regional Office 

 Varun Anand,  Director Finance and IT, IPPF South Asia Regional Office 

 Jon Hopkins, Senior Officer, HIV team, IPPF 

3.6 Malaria Consortium  

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 10 November, 2014 – Discussion with the Global Management Group, Malaria Consortium headquarters, 

London; 

 14-17 November, 2014 – In-person interviews with Malaria Consortium global technical leads, and 

department heads, London; 

 18-20 November, 2014 – Telephone interviews with programme and technical staff of Malaria 

Consortium’s Regional and Country Offices, and external stakeholders ; and 

 27 November, 2014 – Feedback meeting with Global Management Group, Malaria Consortium 

headquarters, London. 

People consulted 
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 Charles Nelson, Chief Executive, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Sylvia Meek, Technical Director, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Jocelyn Boughton, Chief Finance Officer, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Tonja Schmidt, Head of PPA and Strategic Projects, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Phil Evans, PPA Projects Coordinator, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Diana Thomas, Head of External Relations, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Alex Hulme, Advocacy Manager, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Ray McLean, IT Support Manager, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Kirstie Graham, Technical Officer, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Christian Rassi, Research Officer, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Helen Counihan, Senior Public Health Specialist, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Karin Kallendar, Senior Research Advisor, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 Susie McColgan, Resourcing Manager, Malaria Consortium, UK 

 James Tibenderana, Development Director, Malaria Consortium, Africa Regional Office  

 Ebeneezer Sheshi Baba, Regional Technical Director, Malaria Consortium, Africa Regional Office  

 Henry Braun, Asia Regional Director, Malaria Consortium, Asia Regional Office 

 Arantxa Roca, Asia Technical Director, Malaria Consortium, Asia Regional Office 

 Godfrey Magumba, Country Director, Malaria Consortium, Uganda 

 Fiona Davidson,  Country Representative for Cambodia (formerly Regional Programme Officer – Asia), 

Malaria Consortium 

 Prudence Smith, Coordinator Advocacy and Communication, Roll Back Malaria Partnership Secretariat 

 Dr Jo Line, Reader of Malaria Control and Vector Biology, London School of Hygiene and Tropical 

Medicine 

 Dr. Okui, Acting Programme Manager, National Malaria Country Programme, Ministry of Health Uganda 

3.7 Map Action 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 20- 21 September, 2014 – attendance at MapAction volunteer training weekend.  

 30 October, 2014 – Meeting with CEO MapAction (Coffey Offices London)  

 8-9 December, 2014 – Visit to MapAction’s offices in Saunderton, Buckinghamshire for meetings with 

current and previous CEO, staff members, and volunteers (including the Chair of the Board). 

People consulted 

 Roy Wood, Chair of the Board 

 Nigel Woolf, MapAction Volunteer and previous Chief Executive of MapAction  

 Liz Huges, Chief Executive of MapAction 

 Jonathan Douch - Operations Director - MapAction 

 Matt Sims, Deployments Coordinator 

 Nick McWilliam, Volunteer and Chair of Outcomes and Outputs Working Group 

 Helen Campbell, MapAction Volunteer working with ACAPS 

 Chloe Broweitt, Fundraising and Marketing Director 
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 Ian Davis, Head of Institutional Partnerships 

3.8 Oxfam GB 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 2-3 December, 2014 - Research visits took place at Oxfam house 

 27 February, 2015 - Follow up presentation and discussion of findings at Oxfam 

People consulted 

 Caroline Foster, UK Government Partnerships Manager 

 Adele Cross, UK Government Partnerships Coordinator 

 Jennie Richmond, Deputy Head, International Programmes  

 Helen Bushell, Deputy Head of Programme Strategy & Impact 

 Kathleen Parsons, Deputy International Programmes Director, Business Processes, 

 Elise Montano, Global Programme Officer 

 Claire Hutchings, Head of Evaluation & Effectiveness 

 Nick Pialek, Head of Development Partnerships 

 Nigel Timmins, Deputy Humanitarian Director 

 Ulrich Wagner, Senior Humanitarian Coordinator / Key Countries 

 Sarah Totterdell, Programme Learning Manager 

 Helen Jeans, Agriculture & Natural Resource Use Unit Manager 

 Saskia Daggett, ACCRA Programme Coordinator 

 Jo Rowlands, Senior Adviser, Governance & Institutional Accountability 

 Steph Brigden, Within and Without the State Programme Coordinator 

 Tom Donnelly, Fragile States Programme Coordinator 

 Dieneke Vanderwijk, Head of Programme Strategy and Impact 

 Ruth Rennie, Gender Adviser 

 Yo Winder, Global Accountability & Partnerships Adviser,  Lead 

 Vanessa Rice, Deputy International Programmes Director - Business Processes 

 Yusef Salehi, Consortium Legal Adviser 

 Martin Butcher, Policy Advisor Arms and Conflict was Oxfam GB until 2014 now Oxfam International 

 Zoya Craig, Administrator of Control Arms 

 Andy Bastable, Head of Water and Sanitation 

 Jane Remme, Gender Advisor 2013-2014 

 Rosa Garwood, Gender Advisor 2014 

3.9 Sightsavers 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 October 17, 2014 – Initial visit to Sightsavers’ offices in Hayward’s Heath; 

 October 28, 2014 – Skype call to discuss VfM; and 
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 November 18, 2014 – Follow-up visit to Sightsavers’ offices in Hayward’s Heath to meet innovation and 

policy teams.  

People consulted 

 Susan Pieri, International Funding Manager  

 Dominic Haslam, Director Policy and Programme Strategies 

 Thoko Pooley, Institutional Funding Director 

 Imran Khan, Chief Programme Development Advisor and Head of Programme Innovations and 

Development 

 Jennie Bell, Strategic Evaluations Advisor 

 Elaine Ireland, Head of Policy 

 Andrew Griffiths, Head of Advocacy 

 Helen Hamilton, Policy Advisor for NTDs 

 Lizzie Macdonald Kenealy, Head of Institutional Funding 

 Gareth Roberts, Planning and Reporting Director 

3.10  WaterAid 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 3 November, 2014 – High-level meeting with WA (London); 

 4-25 November, 2014 – Headquarters interviews at WA (London); and 

 25 November, 2014 – Feedback presentation with WA’s staff (London). 

People consulted 

 Barbara Frost, Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 

 Girish Menon, Director of International Programmes 

 Paula Laird, Director of Finance and IT 

 Henry Northover, Global Head of Policy 

 Samantha French, Strategic Planning Manager 

 Alison McNab, Head of Programme Funding 

 Erik Harvey, Head of Programme Support Unit 

 Papa Diouf, Programme Support and System Manager 

 Annette Gillingham, Head of Leadership and Engagement 

 Mark Lomas, Head of Internal Audit 

 Ian Hanham, Head of Finance  

 Adeola Akintoye, Interim Financial Controller 

 Ivan Wainewright, CRM Consultant 

 Tom Palakudiyil, Head of Region – Asia 

 Lydia Zigomo, Head of Region – East Africa 

 Mariame Dem, Head of Region – West Africa 

 Robert Kampala, Head of Region – Southern Africa  

 Joe Lambongang, Regional Programme Manager – West Africa 
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 Dr. Khairul Islam, Country Representative – WaterAid Bangladesh 

 Therese Mahon, Acting Country Representative – WaterAid Nepal 

 Vincent Casey, Technical Support Manager – Water Security 

 Timeyin Uwejamomere, Technical Support Manager – Urban 

 Louisa Gosling, Programme Manager in Programme Support Unit 

 Erin Flynn, Research Manager 

 Fleur Anderson, Global Head of Campaign 

 Ibrahim Musah, Head of Policy and Partnership, WaterAid Ghana Office 

 Ross Bailey, Campaigns Officer 

 John Garratt, Senior Policy Analyst (Development Finance) 

 Tim Brewer, Policy Analyst (Monitoring and Accountability) 

 Mrs Sibongile Sigudla, Country Director, Nazarene Compassionate Ministries (partner, Swaziland) 

 Stef Smits, Senior Programme Officer, IRC (partner) 

 Darren Saywell, Senior Director for Water Sanitation and Health, Plan International USA (partner) 

 Engr Benson Ajisegiri, Head of water sector reform and PPP at Ministry of Water Resources, Nigeria 

(partner) 

3.11 The Asia Foundation (TAF) 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 November – Visit to TAF Regional office in Bangkok and attendance at regional perception survey 

workshop; and 

 November – Visit to TAF Philippines country office in Manila.  

People consulted, TAF Regional Office, Bangkok 

 Patrick Barron, TAF Regional Director for Conflict and Security, TAF Bangkok 

 Matthew Arnold, Assistant Director, Program Strategy, Innovation and Learning, TAF Bangkok  

 Pauline Tweedie, Deputy Country Representative, TAF Bangkok 

 Mim Koletschka, TAF Bangkok 

 Sasiwan Chingchit, TAF Bangkok 

People consulted, TAF Sri Lanka 

 Johann Rebert, Deputy Country Representative, TAF Sri Lanka  

 Deepalal Gamage, Program Manager, TAF Sri Lanka 

People consulted, TAF Timor-Leste 

 Todd Wassel, Director for Safety and Security Programs, TAF Timor Leste  

 Gobie Rajalingam, Program Innovation, TAF Timor-Leste  

People consulted, TAF Thailand  

 Kim McQuay, TAF Country Representative, Thailand 

 Ruengrawee Pichaikul, TAF Senior Programme Coordinator, Thailand  

 Santi Nindang, TAF Thailand  

 TAF Thailand Programme partners 

 Sophon Thipbamrung, Head, Special Prosecution Unit, Pattani 
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 Waehamah Waekuejik, Director, Media Selatan, Pattani 

 Ismail Hajiwaejik, Executive Director, Wartani Media Organization 

 Anukul Awaeputeh, Director, Muslim Attorney Center Foundation, Pattani 

 Anchana Heemmina, Director, Duayjai Group, Songkla 

 Ms. Rungrawee Chalermsripinyorat, Researcher, Bangkok 

People consulted, TAF Manila, Philippines 

 Dr Steven Rood, Country Representative  

 Nadine Ragonjan Derkie, Program Officer, Manila 

 Derkie Alfonso, Results Monitoring Officer, Manila 

 Celestino Habito, Senior Program Officer 

 Christian Hope Reyes, Assistant Program Officer, Philippines 

 TAF Philippines Programme Partners:  

 Anwar Saluwang, UNYPAD 

 Frank Quijano, Pailig Development Foundation, Ilagan City 

People consulted, Other 

 Sam Chittick, International Advisor to the Facility for Advisory Support for Transition Capacities 

(FASTRAC) – A joint United Nations- World Bank Facility in support of the GPH-MILF peace process. 

3.12 Transparency International UK’s Defence and Security Programme (TI-UK 
DSP) 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 27 October, 2014 (Coffey, London office); and 

 15 December. 2014 (TI-UK offices).   

People consulted 

 Mark Pyman, Programme Director 

 Tobias Bock, Programme Manager and Deputy Director 

 Hiruy Gossaye, Project Officer  

 Jups Kluyskens, Independent Consultant 

3.13 Transparency International Secretariat (TI-S) 

The key primary research visits were as follows: 

 Visit to TI-S Berlin office on 17 and 18 November 2014 

People consulted 

 Dr Cobus de Swardt, Managing Director 

 Haroun Atallah, Group Director, Corporate Services 

 Pascal Fabie, Group Director, Networks, Chapters and Programmes  

 Ronald Visser, Resources Manager 

 Letisha Lunin, Donor Accountability Officer 

 Dr Rute Caldeira, Head of Monitoring Evaluation and Learning Unit 

 Gustavo Arnaudo, Head of Project Accounting 



ANNEX F: PRIMARY RESEARCH WITH SAMPLED AGENCIES 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY F15 

 Finn Heinrich, Director Research and Learning 

 Max Haywood, Regional Coordinator Americas 

 Andy McDevitt, Research Coordinator 

 Doris Basler Director Network Services.  

 Marie Chene, Head of Help Desk 

 Craig Fagan, Head of Global Policy 
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Annex G: Review of the PPA Learning 
Partnership  

1 Background 

The 2014 Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA) fund-level evaluation report drew on a range of different 

information sources. One of the main information sources that informed its findings were derived from the 

complementary review of the PPA Learning Partnership mechanism. The following report examines how the 

Learning Partnership has worked, what it has produced and with what effects between 2011 and 2014. This report 

is designed to serve as a complementary annex to the fund-level report but it also includes Learning Partnership 

focused recommendations that relate to the remainder of the current PPA funding round. These recommendations 

are provided in section 5 of the report. 

1.1 Establishment of the Learning Partnership  

A strong focus on learning and knowledge sharing has been introduced into 2011-2014 round of PPA funding in 

order to maximise the impact of DFID’s partnership with CSOs and to strengthen learning between its partners and 

the wider civil society sector. This focus is evident from two of the PPA anticipated outcomes.
1
 

1. Enhanced generation and use of evidence to improve programming; and 

2. Mainstreaming sector best policy and practice (e.g. gender, disability). 

A Learning Partnership was established to help support these outcomes based on learning from DFID’s Latin 

America Programme Partnership Arrangements (LAPPA)
2
 and an initial workshop in May 2011 by DFID. The 

Learning Partnership consists of a partnership between DFID, PPAs (41) and three strategic funding partners, 

BOND, Voluntary Services Overseas (VSO) and Comic Relief. All of these stakeholder groups are referred to as 

members of the Learning Partnership. 

The purpose of the Learning Partnership is to ‘engage in shared learning, that better demonstrates the results of 

CSOs’ distinctive contribution to poverty reduction’
3
 with the aim to ‘facilitate the transfer of learning to and from 

DFID and across the third sector’.
4
 The success criteria for the Learning Partnership (as defined in the Steering 

Committee ToR) includes:  

 Shared learning is generated and there are demonstrated programming and/or policy improvements as a 

result, whether during or after the PPA term; 

 Outputs of the Learning Partnership are used to inform debates on funding modalities; 

 Collaboration on learning between partners continues beyond 2016; and 

 On-going positive feedback is received from partners and others engaging with the SC and subgroups.
5
 

                                                      

1 DFID Civil Society Department, 5 March 2012, ‘ICAI Initial Brief Final’; Submission by DFID to ICAI  (Annex A). 
2  Silkin, T and Coventry, C (2011) Evaluation of the 2008-2011 Latin America Partnership Programme Arrangement,  Final Report 
3 To adequately reflect the range of work undertaken by partners, the Steering Committee defines poverty reduction in broad terms including 
the alleviation of human suffering and saving lives. The Steering Committee recognises that not all partners included in the strategic learning 
efforts would define themselves as CSOs. The term is the most representative of the vast majority of partners involved, but should not be 
interpreted as exclusionary. 
4 DFID Civil Society Department, 5 March 2012, ‘ICAI Initial Brief Final’; Submission by DFID to ICAI (Annex A). 
5
 DFID Learning Partnership Steering Committee (2011-16) Terms of Reference Revised 13-05-2014 (DFID Google Accessed 19-01-2015) 
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1.2 Governance and structure of the Learning Partnership 

Steering Committee: In June 2011, the Learning Partnership Steering Committee was formed, following the 

LAPPA model. The initial members included LAPPA holders, as well as PPAs that had not previously held a PPA 

grant. The Steering Committee has a rotational membership of six partners (PPAs and Strategic Partners) with a 

Chair, plus representation from DFID. DFID membership is permanent on the committee and it also serves as the 

secretariat. Membership selection in the Steering Committee is decided on the basis of interest and the ability to 

regularly engage and commit to the Learning Partnership. Other selection criteria include the Steering Committee 

being gender balanced and other factors concerning the representativeness of the Learning Partnership. The 

Steering Committee Chair is agreed through consensus within the Steering Committee.  

Learning Groups: The Steering Committee established the Learning Partnership’s operational mechanisms. This 

initially included four learning groups based on learning priorities agreed through consultations with DFID and PPA 

agencies. These groups included the Empowerment and Accountability Learning Group (EALG), the Resilience 

Learning Group (IRLG), the Inclusion and Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG) and the Inclusion 

Learning Group (ILG). The Inclusion group was later succeeded by the Gender Learning Group (GLG) since many 

its members were particularly interested in this theme. A fifth group was also established
6
 in 2012 to promote 

greater learning for organisations in the Southern Hemisphere, the Southern Africa Learning Partnership (SALP). 

Each of the five main Learning Groups also has sub-groups that are presented in Table 1. All groups have their 

own workstreams, objectives and critical success criteria, as detailed in a Terms of Reference, in addition to 

governance structures that include a group Chair, Co-chair and members.  

Table 1: The Learning Partnership and the Learning Groups/Subgroups 

Main Learning Groups  Subgroups 

Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG)  Value for Money 

 Innovation 

 Strategic funding 

 Monitoring and evaluation 

Gender Learning Group (formerly inclusion)  Theory of change 

 Case studies 

 Mainstreaming 

Measuring results in Empowerment and 

Accountability Learning Group (EALG) 

 Retrospective analysis/typology 

 Hard to measure benefits 

 Measuring policy & advocacy 

 Beneficiary feedback 

 Partnerships (NEW) 

Resilience Learning Group (IRLG)  Organisational change  

 Working with complexity/in complex settings 

 Measuring and testing resilience 

Southern Africa Learning Partnership (SALP) 

 Testing the BOND principles of credible 

evidence 

 Input into the Gender Theory of Change 

 Innovation and value for money 

 Resilience 

                                                      
6
 http://www.genderlinks.org.za/article/dfid-southern-africa-learning-partnership-concept-note-2013-07-09 
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Source: Learning Partnership Steering Committee 

1.3 The Learning Partnership’s success criteria and findings from earlier         
research  

In March 2013 the Mid Term Evaluation of the PPA, undertaken by Coffey as the independent Evaluation Manager, 

indicated that the Learning Partnership had increased experience sharing, cooperation and collaboration between 

PPA holders and DFID. The evaluation also found that there was enhanced communication, more focus on 

research and collaborative learning among PPA holders. Similar findings were reported in the review undertaken 

by the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) in May 2013, including the finding that the Learning 

Partnership were ‘highly effective’ at promoting joint learning and innovation
7
 and influencing changes beyond PPA 

holders.
8
 

2 Research approach and data collection 
methods  

The following section presents the approach used to undertake the review of the Learning Partnership. A full 

description of the methodology is included in the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy and the standalone ‘PPA Learning 

– Approach Paper for the Review of the Learning Partnership’
9
 that was developed collaboratively with DFID and 

the Learning Partnership Steering Committee. 

2.1 Approach used to review the Learning Partnership  

The review of the Learning Partnership is set within the context of the wider 2014 PPA evaluation. The 2014 PPA 

Evaluation is a fund-level evaluation, so the learning generated through the Learning Partnership was assessed at 

the collective level, rather than at the individual agency level. As part of embedding a participatory process, the 

Evaluation Manager worked closely with DFID and the Learning Partnership Steering Committee to incorporate 

feedback and solicit ideas at the design stage and throughout the research process. 

The analysis of learning has treated PPA agencies as ‘black boxes’. That is to say, the focus of the research has 

been on organisational, rather than individual learning. The Evaluation Manager recognises that individual and 

team learning is an important aspect of the learning process, particularly given the movement of individual staff 

between the PPA agencies. However, to examine this and other areas of learning was beyond the scope of the 

present study. Moreover, this report has not addressed the added value of having ‘safe spaces’ for learning 

through the Learning Groups, weighed the strengths of collective learning compared to  individual learning, or  

provided an in-depth understanding of the use and effects of learning within individual organisations (although 

some brief examples have been provided). Finally, it is also important to note that the quality of learning products 

was not assessed as part of this research. 

2.2 Research questions  

The review of the Learning Partnership examined the following questions:
 10

 

1. How, and with what effects, did the PPA fund enable the identification, dissemination and adoption 

(mainstreaming) of learning and best practice across the portfolio and the sector as a whole? 

2. How has DFID learned from the PPA fund and what effect has this had on its approach to programme 

development and policy-making? 

3. To what extent and in what ways will the learning mechanism be sustained? 

                                                      
7  ICAI report ‘DFID’s support for civil society organisations through Programme Partnership Arrangements’. May 2013 p.1 
8
 Ibid p.22 

9
 This paper was finalised in October 2014.  

10
 As detailed in the PPA Evaluation Strategy, 2014, pp.27-28 
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Please note that in this report, the research questions relate to learning relating to the PPA Learning Partnership 

rather than the PPA fund. 

2.3 Data collection methods and sample 

Primary data provided the key evidence that informed the review of the Learning Partnership. Some of the findings 

obtained by the Evaluation Team working on the wider PPA evaluation have also been incorporated into this report. 

Finally, secondary data sources collected by the Learning Partnership Steering Committee, most notably the 

stocktaking exercise (March 2014),
11

was analysed and incorporated into the review findings..  

Primary data was collected using focus group discussions (FGDs), semi-structured interviews and on-line surveys. 

FGD instruments and interview guides were piloted with the Empowerment and Accountability Learning Group 

(EALG) and the Southern Africa Learning Partnership (SALP) members and revised following feedback. Secondary 

data
12

 was reanalysed and relevant documents also reviewed, mainly for background information related to the 

Learning Partnership. All data was collected between September 2014 and January 2015. Information related to 

data collection methods, sample size, respondents and time of data collection is provided in Table 2.  

Table 2: Data collection methods, respondents and sample 

Data collection method Respondents  Time of data collection  

Steering Committee Tracker tool 

(2014) 

PPA agencies 

Non-PPA agencies 

DFID 

Strategic partners (VSO and BOND) 

September, 2014 

Semi-structured interviews  Members of SALP(6), DFID (6), 

Strategic partners (1), non-PPA 

agencies(1) 

November-December, 2014 

Focus group discussions Main Learning Groups (5) 

Learning Partnership Steering 

Committee (1) 

November-December, 2014 

Case studies from PPA agencies Selected PPA agencies January, 2015 

PPA on-line survey – including 

learning Partnership questions 

PPA agencies (26 of 30) February, 2015 

On-line survey with  non- PPA 

holders  

Non-PPA agencies  (9 of 18) who 

participated in the Learning Group 

meetings 

January, 2015 

Focus group discussions: FGDs were conducted with members of the four London-based Learning Groups and 

the Steering Committee. Due to the large membership within the Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG), 

two focus group discussions were conducted, one with the Chairs and Co-Chairs and one with group members.  All 

main Learning Group Chairs and Co-Chairs were contacted to organise the focus group discussions. Each group 

Chair and Co-Chair emailed its members with details of the review and the focus group discussions. Those that 

expressed interest were invited to participate. No further criteria were applied for respondent selection.  

Due to the large number of groups and sub-groups and the time available for this research, FGDs were selected as 

the most appropriate research method to obtain wider views of the Learning Group members. As participation in 

the FGDs was voluntary, the composition of focus groups may not necessarily represent the views of all PPA 

agencies. 

                                                      
11

 The Stocktake Tool aimed to be more user-friendly for tracking uptake of learning than the huddle platform for the purpose of the review. 
12

 The Tracker Tool, 2014 (originally sourced from dfid.huddle.net which has now been replaced with ‘Google’) 
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Semi-structured interviews with DFID and SALP: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with members of 

the SALP, DFID as well as a strategic partner and a participant in the Learning Partnership that was not a PPA 

holder. It was difficult to hold FGDs with organisations based in different countries, therefore semi-structured 

interviews were used for collecting data from the SALP members. Gender Links, which acts as the Secretariat for 

SALP, provided names, at the request of the researcher.  

Semi-structured interviews were also conducted with six DFID staff members. Names of potential interviewees 

were suggested by DFID and the Learning Partnership Steering Committee. This included personnel that have 

been involved in the Learning Partnership as well as Inclusive Societies Deparment (ISD) management. The 

interviews and focus group discussions were recorded (audio) and later transcribed. 

Please refer to Section 3 for a list of all interviewees, focus group participants and Section 4 for the focus group 

discussion guide. 

Online surveys:  The initial analysis of the Tool Tracker (2014)
13

 revealed that 24 of the learning agencies had 

attended fewer than ten learning meetings and of these, four had not attended any meetings at all. It was therefore 

decided that further probing was required to understand the most effective means through which the Learning 

Partnership disseminated information and to also understand the reasons for PPA participation or non-participation 

in the Learning Groups. The Evaluation Manager subsequently designed and administered an on-line survey with 

questions for both PPA agencies and the 18 non-PPA agencies that had also participated in the Learning Groups. 

It is not possible to comment if the responding PPA agencies were General or Conflict Humanitarian and Security 

(CHASE) PPAs as many decided to remain anonymous (refer to Section 5 for a list of survey questions). 

Review of PPA agencies’ 2014 Annual Reports: All 2014 PPA Annual Reports were reviewed as part of the 

fund-level report which included analysis of the generation, adoption and dissemination of learning. A data 

collection framework was developed and used for collating the extracted information.  

Stocktaking and the Tracker Tool: The Learning Partnership Steering Committee undertook a Stocktaking 

exercise in late 2014. This involved compiling information from the DFID supported Google platform
14

 which serves 

as the repository for the information related to the Learning Partnership. The information collected from this 

exercise showed the meetings that were held by the Learning Groups (since 2013) and the learning products that 

were generated since 2011.
15

  

A ‘Tracker Tool’ (2014)
16

 was also developed by the Steering Committee to collect information on the learning 

products that were generated from PPA agencies, as well as DFID, BOND and VSO. The Tracker Tool included 

self-reported information on the extent to which agencies had accessed, used and shared learning products with 

others and information on the uptake of this learning.  

Case studies: The Learning Partnership Steering Committee compiled seven case studies to show the institutional 
effects from the most cited learning products in the Tracker Tool. It is also important to note that these case studies 
were not independent pieces of research and could not be verified through this review. They use was therefore 
limited for citing examples of how products may have affected broader organisational learning and change. 

Primary research with sampled PPA agencies: As part of the wider PPA evaluation, a sample of 12 PPA 

agencies was selected for primary research. Discussions with these sampled agencies included how they learned, 

their experience with the Learning Partnership and the extent to which their learning was shared or absorbed by 

other PPAs and DFID. Relevant data from this research is also included in this report.  

2.4 Data analysis, triangulation and synthesis of findings  

The range of data collected enabled the Evaluation Manager to triangulate and synthesise the information 

to produce robust findings.  

                                                      
13

 Tracker Tool is a data collection instrument, in excel format, used by the Learning Partnership Steering Committee for the Stocktaking 
exercise (2014). 
14 

Google (formerly known as Huddle) is an online platform that allows members to share and post messages and upload documents.  
15 

Analysis of outputs DRAFT: (17 October 2014), Learning Partnership Steering Committee 
16 

Tracker Tool (formerly sourced from https://dfid.huddle.net which has now been replaced with Google). The first Stocktake tracker tool was 
developed in March 2014. This was revised for the second Stocktake and aimed to be more user-friendly when being updated by the 
respondents, resultantly enabling tracking of uptake of learning for the purposes of the Evaluation.  

 

https://dfid.huddle.net/
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Focus group discussions and interviews: FGDs and semi-structured interviews were transcribed and uploaded 

into the qualitative data analysis software, ATLAS.ti. Each transcription was reviewed and coded using themes that 

were guided by the reviews’ research questions and the fund-level evaluation assessment criteria.17 The coded 

responses, under each broad theme, were reviewed and re-coded for further categorisation. Key factors that 

contributed to success of the learning groups, such as challenges, unintended benefits of the Learning Partnership, 

were then analysed to indicate their frequency and relative importance. 

Data from the Tracker Tool: Information from the Tracker Tool was analysed using excel to identify the type and 

number of learning products produced by each learning group and the number and type of agencies (categorised 

by size) accessing, using and sharing the learning products.    

On-line survey: The responses obtained from the on-line surveys were tabulated and frequencies generated to 

identify views on the most effective means of dissemination and the reasons for participation or non-participation in 

the learning groups.  

Other research data: The findings produced by other research teams in relation to learning and the Learning 

Partnership were reviewed, and compared with those obtained from this research. Findings were also compared 

and contrasted across learning groups and DFID to identify consistencies and contradictions. 

 

3 Key findings: Learning and learning 
mechanisms 

The following section presents the key findings in relation to the research questions addressed in this review. 

3.1 Role of the Steering Committee  

The role of the Steering Committee has evolved to take on an increasingly strategic role. The Steering Committee 

began by coordinating the establishment of the Learning Partnership’s operational mechanisms and has expanded 

to include a leadership and facilitative function between DFID and the Learning Groups. In response to the 2012 

PPA Mid Term Evaluation and the ICAI recommendations, the Steering Committee has adjusted its approach to 

increase the impact of the Learning Partnership. Some of the changes include developing an online worksite, a 

new communication strategy, strengthened links to non-PPA holders and increased engagement at country and 

regional levels.
18

    

The Steering Committee has worked since the ICAI review and in response to feedback from the learning groups, 

to broaden its role. The Steering Committee now serves as a conduit for communication and knowledge sharing 

between DFID and the learning groups, coordinating and monitoring information across the learning groups and 

providing leadership and ad hoc support. It is important to note that the Steering Committee, DFID and the learning 

groups recognise that it is not the role of Steering Committee to select learning themes for the learning groups. 

This non-interventionist function is also embedded within the Steering Committee’s Terms of Reference. 

Feedback from the learning groups illustrated a range of understanding about the purpose of the Steering 

Committee. Some members viewed it as a useful mechanism to coordinate and share information between 

learning groups and counterparts within DFID. Similarly, other learning group members felt that the Steering 

Committee provided a helpful role to help influence DFID policy. 

Despite these improvements, some Learning Partnership members felt that the Steering Committee’s role was not 

always clear and that it required further strengthening to be effective. Several learning group members were not 

aware of the Steering Committee’s role and reported that it needed to be more guided by the learning groups.  

The key position that appears to most influence the relationship between the Steering Committee and the learning 

groups is the Steering Committee link person. A link person is assigned by the Steering Committee to each of the 

learning groups to coordinate and maintain the information flow while also ensuring that that the Steering 

Committee has oversight of the learning groups’ activities and is able to provide support and direction when 

                                                      
17 

Please refer to PPA Evaluation Strategy, 2014.  
18

 Effectiveness of the Learning Partnership: A stocktake, March 2014, DFID, p.8 
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needed. This role has worked well in some instances. SALP members reported that their link representative 

participated regularly in its meetings and that this participation was instrumental in updating the SALP about the 

work and direction of the Steering Committee. In other cases, the turnover of the link person has been noted as a 

key issue, which has reportedly contributed to a breakdown in communication and coordination between the 

Learning Groups and the Steering Committee. Other Learning Group members considered the process of 

assigning the link representative to their Learning Group as overly top down and that they did not have an 

opportunity to influence this decision, as the following comment highlights:   

‘…we were simply informed that this is your reference person. I think there are still ways to ensure not only 

that we are informed of what the Steering Committee is doing, but also that we can influence and  input into 

it  because the groups are the active components of the Learning Partnership, (learning group respondent). 

3.2 Defining learning  

Learning is the key objective of the Learning Partnership and the learning groups, yet what constitutes ‘learning’ 

was never defined by these key stakeholders. Some stakeholders argued that learning needed to be defined. 

Several DFID staff reported that the adoption of a broader meaning of learning would have supported both 

knowledge generation and additional networking and partnership building. Other DFID staff emphasised that 

learning should have also stressed the application of learning and not just the generation of knowledge. Still 

another DFID staff member explained that there is currently a need for the Learning Partnership to adopt a more 

rigorous and selective approach to what learning it generates and that a definition of learning will help with this 

task.Learning Groups, such as SALP, were similarly of the view that learning needed to be more explicitly defined. 

For example a member of the SALP reported that:  

‘…participation in the SALP was basically a result of the way I had defined learning and the value that I felt 
the organisations that I worked for would derive from participation in the SALP. So a shared definition 
certainly would have helped and it would have helped mobilise the SALP beyond the few core members. If 
people come to the table with a single definition of learning, there is a lot of progress and people move in 
the same direction’ (SALP Member).  

By contrast, members of the IELG explained the value of remaining flexible and not defining learning. The group 

reported that a lack of a definition allowed them to work on specific issues that were most useful to them. Such a 

view was consistent with other learning groups that stated that the flexibility of working without a deffinition allowed 

them to define how and for what purpose they used the learning space created through the Learning Partnership 

and helped them explore different thematic topics.  

Despite the different views regarding the value of defining learning it is worth noting that there were shared views 

amongst individuals from both within DFID and the learning groups about the potential definitions of learning. This 

included generating knowledge on key issues of concern, filling knowledge gaps and applying and using this 

knowledge to strengthen organisations, their projects and programmes. For some agencies, learning was aslo 

about ‘setting benchmarks’ against other agencies and ‘strategic engagement’ with DFID in order to obtain further 

funding and to meet DFID requirements. Both of these latters views suggest that the learning partnership in some 

ways is about strategising to meet DFID’s goals.  

3.3 Selection of learning themes  

The selection of learning topics appears to have been largely participatory and democratic. The Learning 

Partnership and the learning groups identified, prioritised and selected learning themes. While this process had its 

merits, some participants felt that the participatory process compromised the efficiency of the groups and diluted 

the quality of the learning outputs generated. While different groups were driven by a range of factors to explore 

certain themes, the selection of many of the learning topics was in response to DFID’s perceived needs and 

priorities.  

Two examples are provided below which illustrate the processes that some of the groups adopted for discussing 

and selecting their learning themes as well ideas concerning how the learning groups could serve as learning 

platforms. These examples illustrate that at least some groups were driven by the objective of sharing learning as 

well as generating learning collectively: 
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‘When we had our first Skype meeting there was a brainstorming session and the different organisations 
that participated, discussed different ideas to develop a common understanding. These were issues that 
we have been dealing with and we wanted to discuss …as a common theme’ (SALP respondent). 
 
‘We did a mapping exercise and identified six areas that people saw as priorities that they wanted 
to learn about, and then identified a similar number of areas where people felt that they had experiences to  
share. We are using that as a matrix to organise events’ (EALG respondent). 

The process adopted for selecting learning themes was not without criticism. Several respondents from within DFID 

reported that the selection of learning themes appeared at times to be ‘ad hoc’ and influenced by those members 

within the learning groups that had a ‘stronger voice’. This view was also shared by some learning group members  

themselves that thought that the group decision-making process made  learning products overly generic and that 

working in groups was slow since consensus and agreement was usually required. These views highlight the time-

consuming nature of collective learning which requires compromises in a way that individual learning may not.  

The motivations that influenced the selection of different learning themes varied across the learning groups. For 

example, some groups wanted to address common areas of growing general interest amongst agencies, such as 

resilience. Other learning groups selected themes of immediate concern, such as conducting additional 

investigations into the benefits of unrestricted funding. Still other groups targeted learning to improve current 

programming, such as how to use and apply beneficiary feedback more effectively.  

Despite the different motivations of learning Ggroup, the most important factor underlining the selection of learning 

subjects related to DFID itself.  All of the learning groups considered it important to respond to DFID’s learning 

priorities and not to divorce themselves from these. One of the primary reasons given for this was the need to 

satisfy PPA reporting requirements since all PPA agencies are expected to report on learning and innovation. 

However, DFID has also reported that it was equally important for the PPAs to understand that they are 

independent organisations and should therefore also use the space afforded by the Learning Partnership to share 

experiences and understanding on issues that are not necessarily DFID driven.  

3.4 Instance of joint learning and working  

Learning products generated by the learning groups 

The learning groups and the Steering Committee have generated learning products
19

 through formalized, joint 

working.
20

 The Stocktaking (2014) exercise, conducted by the Learning Partnership Steering Committee, has 

identified 62
21

 learning products generated by the learning groups between 2012 and 2014. These products consist 

of papers, experience-sharing events, trainings, tools and communication products. The majority of these products 

are experience-sharing events and papers or briefings (Table 3). It is not clear why there has been a major 

emphasis on producing experience-sharing events and papers. However, it is likely that such activities help 

learning groups to test and refine the conceptual clarity of their learning among other PPAs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
19

 A learning product has been defined as an output produced by the learning groups in any shape or form. 
20

 ‘Joint learning’ is defined as using the Learning Groups as platforms to engage, select topics for discussion as well as take decisions 
regarding division of responsibilities and resources. 
21

 55 products were identified through the Google platform (formerly known as Huddle) and an additional seven were added by the PPAs when 
completing the Tracker Tool. However, for these seven, further identifying information is not available. 
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Table 3: Type and number of learning products produced by the learning groups and Steering Committee 

Type of products Number of products  

Experience sharing events 21 

Papers/briefs 19 

Trainings 11 

Newsletter 6 

Tools 4 

Other  1 

Total 62 

 Date source: Tracker Tool, 2014 

All learning groups have contributed to producing learning products, although some have produced more than 

others. The EALG and the IELG have been particularly active, generating 60% of the products as compared to 

10% each by the Resilience and Gender groups (shown in Table 4). 

Table 4: Number of learning products produced by each stakeholder group  

Source of learning products Products generated by the 

learning groups 

Empowerment and Accountability  19 

Institutional Effectiveness 15 

Steering Committee 8 

Resilience 7 

Gender 6 

Total 55
22

 

Date source: Tracker Tool, 2014 

In terms of the number of products by category, papers and experience sharing events have been produced by all 

groups with E&A leading in this, which may suggest that resilience and some of the other areas of discussion were 

prioritised by DFID, relatively less familiar to agencies and therefore required more conceptual thinking. Tool 

development was a minority product across all the groups for reasons that are not known (Table 5).   

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
22

 55 products were identified through the Google (formerly known as Huddle) and an additional seven were added by the PPAs when 
completing the Tracker Tool. However for these seven additional products, there was no additional information about how they were used or 
shared.   



ANNEX G: REVIEW OF THE PPA LEARNING PARTNERSHIP 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY G10 

Table 5: Number and types of learning products generated by each learning group  

 Number of each type of product generated by the Learning Groups 

Products E&A Resilience IELG Gender 

Steering 

Committee Total 

Papers 9 4 5 1  19 

Training 6 3 1   10 

Experience sharing 4  6 4 1 15 

Newsletter     6 6 

Tools 1  2 1 1 4 

Total 19 7 15 6 8 5523 

Date source: Tracker Tool, 2014  

Findings indicate that the difference in terms of the volume of learning products generated by the learning groups 

was largely driven by the frequency with which these groups met, the quality of the group leadership and the 

broader levels of engagement by its members. These findings are supported by Table 6 which shows the 

frequency with which certain groups met and the attendance by different agencies. 

The Steering Committee has held the most number of meetings with significant participation by PPAs, DFID and 

the strategic partners (VSO and BOND), but attendance was lower for non-PPA agencies. The Gender learning 

groups held the fewest meetings. Participation from DFID and the strategic partners has been more apparent in the 

Steering Committee and the IELG Learning Group meetings while more non-PPAs have participated in the 

Resilience Learning Group meetings than other groups. 

Table 6: Number of meetings and participating agencies in Learning Group/Steering Committee meetings
24

  

Leaning Groups/Steering 

Committee 

Number of meetings 

held 

Agencies participating in meetings 

PPAs DFID/SP
25

 Non-PPAs # agencies 

participating 

IELG (Strategic funding) 1 6   6 

E&A (Hard to measure) 2    40 

Gender 3 16 5 5 26 

IELG (Main Group) 3 103 13 4 120 

Resilience 5 46 7 20 73 

E&A (main group) 5 63 9 4 76 

IELG (VFM) 5 56 7  63 

Steering Committee 10 64 12  76 

Data Source: Re-analysis of data from Tracker Tool 

                                                      
23

 There are 55 products in this table as opposed to 62 in the table because information related to which Learning Proups produced seven of the 
products was not available and two products fall under the ‘other’ category. 
24

 No data is available on the SALP in terms of number of meetings held and participants 
25

 Strategic Partners (VSO and BOND) 
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Further analysis of data from the Tracker Tool has revealed that there has been participation in meetings across all 

the Learning groups, by some but not all of the three types of agencies, General, CHASE and those agencies that 

hold both a CHASE and General PPA grant as indicated in Figure 1.  

Figure 1: Number of General, CHASE, General/CHASE PPAs participating in meetings 

 

Number of PPA agencies reporting participating in meeting
26

 

Data Source: Re-analysis of data from Tracker Tool 

Extent to which learning products were accessible to PPA agencies 

All 62 learning products that have been produced have been made accessible to PPAs agencies. All 62 products 

generated by the Learning Groups have been reviewed by at least one or more of the PPA agencies, while 60% of 

the products have been reviewed by less than ten organisations (no product has been accessed by more than 20 

agencies). The top ten most reviewed products include tools, newsletters, paper/briefings, trainings and experience 

sharing (Table 7).  
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Table 7: Top ten learning products accessed by PPA agencies 

Learning product that were accessed  Product type  No. of agencies 

reporting accessing 

the learning product 

Value for Money mapping tool Tools 20 

LP Newsletter: LP Theory of Change; Effectiveness 

at the CSW; VFM Sector Mapping; Donor 

approaches to unrestricted funding 

Newsletters 18 

Value for Money sector mapping report Papers/briefings 18 

LP Newsletter: Resilience meeting Nepal; Hard to 

Measure workshop; LP Theory of Change; IELG 

summary of strategic funding 

Newsletters 18 

Institutional Effectiveness Improvements as reported 

by PPA Grantees 

Papers/briefings 17 

Beneficiary feedback workshop Training 16 

IELG Learning Contribution to the 2014 fund-level 

evaluation 

Papers/briefings 16 

LP Newsletter: LP Theory of Change; Beneficiary 

Feedback Burma; Gender Theory of Change; LP 

Stocktake; S Africa Learning Partnership 

Newsletters 16 

LP Newsletter: IELG activities; M&E group; 

Beneficiary Feedback Group; HTM Group 

Newsletters 15 

BOND M&E systems for PPA M&E group Experience sharing 15 

Source: Reanalysis of data from the Tracker Tool  

Extent to which learning products are being used by PPA agencies 

In addition to accessing learning products, many PPAs agencies reported using them within their organisations, 

with the most used products being papers (Table 8).  

Table 8: Type of learning products reported being used by PPA agencies  

Learning Products  No. of agencies reporting using the  learning products   

Papers 21 

Experience sharing 19 

Training  18 

Tools 18 

Source: Reanalysis of data from the Tracker Tool  

A review of the Tracker Tool data provided further insight into ways in which the learning products are being used 

by agencies, some of which are presented in Table 9. Many of the products are reportedly being used to inform 

internal discussions within organisations and the development of internal plans and strategies relating to Value for 

Money (Vfm) and monitoring and evaluation (M&E). The high level of attention to VfM and M&E resources liks to 

DFID’s prioritisation of these subjects among PPA agencies which was a desired intent of the PPA mechanism as 
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a whole. The Characteristics of Resilience Learning Paper was the product that was most reported to have 

informed policy and practice at Headquarters level.
 
Other learning products, such as the Value for Money mapping 

tool, has been used for internal strategy and policy development while other products have been used for policy  

influencing within DFID such as ‘Assessing the added value of strategic funding to civil society’.  The findings are 

supported by the primary research that was conducted with sampled agencies as part of the fund-level evaluation. 

Table 9: Examples of ways in which the agencies reported using the learning products 

Learning Products  Uses of products  No. of 

organisations 

reporting use of  

products 

Characteristics of Resilience Learning 

Paper 

 To frame understanding of resilience 

 To feed into Organisational Statement on 

Resilience and Sustainability 

10 

Value for Money mapping tool  Informed development of organisational Value 

for Money policy 

 Used for internal operations review/progress 

on VfM 

4 

Assessing the added value of strategic 

funding to civil society (ITAD) 

 To make case to UK Gov. for strategic funding 

 Fed into development ToC for strategic 

funding 

 To inform understanding of the value of SF  

3 

Results for Change Seminar on 

measuring results of empowerment 

and accountability 

 To define M&E approach and tools  

 To better understanding types of evidence 

 To guide development of evidence building 

strategy  

2 

Improving the Evaluability of INGO 

empowerment and accountability 

programmes 

 Internal discussions on M&E 

 Informed M&E of social accountability 

internationally  

2 

Resilience Learning Journey 

workshop 

 Informed programming 

 Helped in Institutionalising the Resilience 

Paper and recommendations to National 

Directors 

2 

Source: Re-analysis of Tracker Tool data 

Effects of using learning products  

PPA agencies are using the learning products to improve programming approaches, M&E systems and to develop 

Theories of Change. The diverse use of similar products indicates the extent to which they can be flexibly adapted 

to the needs of different organisations. The effects of using these products appear to be in the form of increasing 

understanding, initiating internal dialogues and discussions, strengthened relationships and increased learning and 

sharing (Table 10). A sample case study (Case Study 1) reported in the first Stock Take exercise illustrates the 

uptake of learning products in ActionAid and HelpAge International.
 27

 

                                                      
27

 First Stocktake Report, March, 2014 (p.12) 
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Table 10: Examples of effects of learning products for different organisations 

Learning products shared Examples of effects of learning products No. of 

organisations 

reporting 

application of 

products 

Beneficiary feedback workshop  Inform approach to and reporting about BF 

 Incorporate BF into our existing M&E 

framework.   

 Committed to exploring the potential for 

collaborative research.   

 Feed into the development of new programme  

 Capacity development for establishing effective 

feedback practices and systems. 

5 

BOND Transparency beyond IATI  Informed CIUK revision of transparency 

approach 

 Helped to improve the draft Transparency 

Assessment tool 

 Contributed to the framing of organisations 

Transparency strategy  

 Improved understanding of DFID's 

commitments on transparency. 

5 

 

Value for Money mapping tool  Informed revision of VfM approach 

 Helped to understand better VFM and develop 

internal VFM improvement plan 

 Helped to inform  'VfM Approach' paper 

4 

Presentation on Sense Maker by 

VECO 

 Informed thinking on of narratives as a form of  

assessment 
2 

Improving the Evaluability of INGO 

empowerment and accountability 

programmes 

 Strengthened relationship with partners 2 
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Case study 1: Uptake of Learning Partnership products 

ActionAid and HelpAge International  

ActionAid reported that the Characteristics of Resilience learning informed their resilience framework - available 

from April 2014. Two members of staff from ActionAid were involved in writing the Characteristics of Resilience 

paper, which meant that ActionAid had buy-in and understanding of its development. The Resilience Learning 

Group aided members from different agencies to establish good relationships between each other, and creating the 

group paper enabled an environment of knowledge exchange. Once the paper was developed, the members of the 

group from ActionAid were able to use the learning product alongside other sources to form the basis of ActionAid’s 

resilience indicators project, which involves six countries focussing on developing indicators to measure resilience 

work. The indicators project was presented to the Resilience Learning Group for constructive feedback, which 

helped ActionAid identify areas for improvement.  

HelpAge reported that the Improving the Evaluability of INGO Empowerment and Accountability Programmes 

paper and the BOND Evidence Principles both changed their policies and practice. For example, the principles 

informed a quality rating in subsequent drafts of an evaluation report. Increasing expectations in terms of reporting 

and evaluation generated discussions both within and outside the LP about quality of evidence. In the LP, this was 

channelled through the Empowerment and Accountability Learning Group, both in structured discussions with 

engagement by DFID staff and through the opportunities for informal networking and discussion that arose. 

HelpAge drew on the BOND Evidence Principles to rate the quality of evidence when reporting to DFID in 2012-13, 

and later to provide quality standards for an evaluation in India. HelpAge is currently adapting its approach in order 

to create a tool for use across the organisation. Although this is only a modest impact, and the change cannot 

solely be attributed to the work of the LP, it is evidence of the impact of the LP on policy and practice (source: First 

Stocktake Report, 2013). 

3.5 Success factors and challenges for the Learning Partnership and the Learning 
groups 

Learning groups and DFID identified a number of the same factors that affected the relative success of the groups, 

all of which related to the quality, composition and availability of the individual people that were involved in the 

groups. The top reported success factors included: the quality of leadership in the different Learning Groups; the 

mix of personalities (including their commitment to learning) within each group; and the extent to which individuals 

were able to engage with the Learning Groups on a regular basis. The ability to have dedicated space to hold 

meetings and the ability to engage with and regularly receive feedback from designated teams and counterparts 

within DFID were also considered important success factors.  

Both learning group members and DFID similarly identified a number of the similar challenges that affected the 

Learning Partnership and may have constrained its effectiveness. The challenge of working together to reach a 

consensus on actions and products was one of the key constraints. Joint learning was also perceived as 

challenging unless individual agencies supported their respective representatives in the various learning groups. 

Lack of institution support was found to be particularly challenging when the learning agendas of individual 

agencies were not aligned with those of the different learning groups.   

Related to the last point, the capacity of members to dedicate time to learning was another one of the most 

frequently cited constraints to the effective production and dissemination of learning. A number of learning group 

members explained the acute tension between the pressure required to meaningfully participate in groups while 

also trying to balance full workloads within their respective organisations. Some of the most active participants 

devoted an average of four working days per month to the learning groups which illustrates a level of commitment 

that many agencies may not either be able to afford or would not be willing to prioritise. 

High learning group staff turnover was also noted as a common factor that affected the effectiveness of the groups. 

Since learning through the Learning Partnership typically took place outside of PPA agencies, the 

institutionalisation of that learning depended on the ability of individuals to both absorb and then transmit learning 

to their organisation. Transmission of learning tends to be a longer term process, and while learning group turnover 

was not systematically monitored, many participants in this research stated that it was a common barrier that 
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impeded learning group momentum.All of the challenges mentioned above illustrate the difficultly of operating a 

mechanism that depends on the coordinated efforts of people from a range of different agencies.  

The learning groups and DFID reported limited unexpected benefits arising from the Learning Partnership. These 

benefits appear related to the development and strengthening of relationships which is consistent with the Learning 

Group’s focus on sharing knowledge with others. No unintended negative consequences of the Learning 

Partnership were reported. 

The benefits of the Learning Partnership have been reported both by DFID and the learning groups. For example 

DFID staff has reported that the Learning Partnership has helped to shape discussions around subjects such as 

VfM, provided a platform to hold dialogues with a large number of agencies and enabled agencies to develop 

networks. Learning group members have have also reported multiple benefits of the Learning Partnership, 

including its use as a platform to collectively reflect on issues of common concern in a ‘safe’ and ‘friendly’ 

environment, establishing networks and connections and allowing exchange of knowledge, experiences and ideas.  

3.6 Dissemination of learning  

Effectiveness of different dissemination methods 

Some methods for disseminating learning were considered more effective than others (refer to Table 11). 

Respondents to the online survey stated that the most effective method was through specifically organised events 

that were hosted by PPA agencies. The Steering Committee newsletter was also frequently cited as being 

effective, however, it was only circulated to individuals on the mailing list which was reported as not always being 

updated. For non-PPA participants, contacting people through events and identifying the names of authors for 

certain learning products was also viewed as an effective way to engage with the groups. Other methods 

mentioned for dissemination of learning include regular participation in the Learning Groups meetings, participation 

in the Steering Committee and organising sessions on specific themes such as ‘mainstreaming disability.’ 

Table 11: Most effective methods of disseminating learning products 

Means used for dissemination Percentage of PPAs reporting the most effective 

means of sharing and learning about the work of the 

learning groups 

Specifically organised events 69% 

Other  15% 

Learning Group Newsletter 12% 

Google (DFID hosted platform), (previously known as 

Huddle) 

4% 

Source: Coffey on-line survey of PPAs (n=30) 

Data gathered through FGDs and interviews provided more insight into  theviews of the Learning Groups and DFID 

regarding some of the dissemination methods. 

Events: The members of the Gender Learning Group also participate in the Gender and Development Network 

(GADN).
28

 They recently presented their Gender Theory of Change (ToC) at the GADN which has resulted in 

inputs from the wider sector. At the time of data collection for this review, the Gender ToC was also being peer 

reviewed by the DFID gender team and OECD. Similarly, the ‘Resilience Learning Journey’ paper (2013), 

considered by the Learning Group as its ‘top product’ was presented and distributed at the Hard to Measure 

Benefits workshop (2013) organised by DFID. The ‘Donor Approaches Paper’
29

 to unrestricted funding has been 

shared with the civil society network in Europe (European version of BOND) as an example of a product generated 

through the Learning Partnership. The ‘Characteristics of Resilience Learning Paper’ (2012) was shown in Geneva 

during a meeting attended by International Federation of the Red Cross, insurance companies, DFID, GFDRR and 
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 http://gadnetwork.org/ 
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 Refer to the Tracker Tool, 2014  (formerly sourced from dfid.huddle.net which has now been replace with Google ) 
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the World Bank. The paper was reported, by the resilience Learning Group, as having reacher a wider audience 

because of the efforts by a number of organisations working together to understand and discuss resilience.   

Google: The Learning Group and the PPAs are familiar with the DFID supported Google platform (Huddle), that 

houses documents and information related to the Learning Partnership and learning groups such as ToRs, 

meetings of minutes and the learning products generated by the groups. It was one of the primary mechanisms 

cited by the learning groups for disseminating the learning being generated, although very few agencies reported it 

as being effective in this review’s online survey.  

Generally the Learning Groups were positive about the Google platform with some members considering it as a 

useful repository for document sharing. The ability of Google to host all of the outputs generated by the Learning 

Partnership in one easily accessible location was identified as a particular strength. The primary drawback of the 

Google platform is that it needs to be well managed and organised. It was also not considered to be an intuitive 

platform that could replace DFID personnel presence. These findings reinforce the importance attached to DFID’s 

engagement in the Learning Partnership by PPA agencies.   

PPA agency websites: The value of open access data was also highlighted by individual agencies that hosted or 

shared learning productus on their websites. For example Gender Links has a dedicated website space for learning 

products and documents generated by the SALP. This includes the case studies developed on VfM. HelpAge, 

which is a SALP member, uses its website to share information from the learning group.   

3.7 Extent to which learning was shared across the sector 

Despite the multiple methods being used for dissemination there was still the view within the learning groups and 

DFID that dissemination was predominantly within the PPAs and not consciously targeted at a broader audience or 

sector. Almost 50% of the PPA agencies reported sharing the learning products internally with colleagues (those 

working in the same office, usually HQ). Data gathered from the PPA agencies shows that fewer products are 

being shared more widely. Of the 55 products generated by the learning groups, 22 have been reported as being 

shared with other civil society organisations (through networks/platforms) and 25 with implementing partners 

(country, region, international) as shown in Table 12. In this sense, the Learning Partnership has not yet been 

successful in sharing or mainstreaming best practice from its learning across development and humanitarian 

sectors.  

Table 12: Sharing of learning products internally with colleagues, country offices, externally with partners 

and other CSOs 

Products  No. of agencies reporting 
sharing learning products 
with colleagues 

No. of agencies 
reporting sharing 
learning products 
with country 
offices 

No. of agencies 
reporting sharing 
learning products 
with partners 

No. of agencies 
reporting sharing 
learning products 
with other civil 
society groups 

Training  19 13 9 6 

Papers 21 12 12 9 

Experience sharing 19 5 4 5 

Tools 15 1 2 2 

Source: Re-analysis for data from the Tracker Tool  

Despite the limited evidence of cross sector learning, analysis of the Tracker Tool (2014) showed that 23 non-PPA 

agencies, including academic institutions, were participating in the learning events organised by the different 

groups. Some of the groups, such as the Resilience Learning Group, have high levels of non-PPA participants that 

is reportedly due to the active encouragement by the group leadership for more sector wide engagement.  

The non-PPA organisations and individuals engaging with the groups obtained information about their work through 

speaking with DFID and PPA agencies as well as more public events such as the Resilience Conference in 

Montpellier (France, 2014). The learning groups have afforded non-PPA organisations and individuals with 

platforms to share experience and knowledge on topics such as beneficiary feedback, gender mainstreaming and 
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resilience, as well as opportunities for networking and relationship building. Some of the challenges that limited the 

participation of non-PPA organisations and individuals from engaging with the learning groups were associated 

with distances to London, the costs of attending events, lack of time and resources, irregularity of events and some 

perceived feelings of reluctance by PPA agencies to include outsiders. 

3.8 DFID’s learning from the Learning Partnership  

DFID’s learning from the Learning Partnership has been successfully absorbed by individual staff members, 

however, this has not yet resulted in the absorption of learning at an institutional level or resulted in programmatic 

and policy changes. DFID recognises its lack of institutional capacity and mechanisms to absorb the learning being 

generated. The predominant focus of DFID teams, including within the ISD, is programme management which 

reduced their ability to systematically focus on sharing and using learning. DFID is currently undertaking a 

benchmarking exercise to develop a more strategic approach to organisational learning.
30

  

A range of DFID staff have engaged with the Learning Partnership and the learning groups. This includes the 
Social Development Advisers from the Inclusive Societies Department (ISD), Gender Team, Improving Aid 
Effectiveness Team), Economist Adviser (on Value for Money), Evaluation Adviser (on evidence, M&E), and 
Disaster Risk Reduction Adviser (on resilience). Their engagement has included providing inputs into topics of 
discussion.  

DFID personnel that engaged with the groups recognised the value of this engagement. For example, it allowed 
some staff to better understand the needs of PPAs and to also share DFID’s thinking on issues, such as VfM as 
highlighted in the following statement:  

‘I undoubtedly have a better appreciation of some of the challenges and issues in terms of value for money 
the sector has by attending these meetings with them. I have a better appreciation of the difficulties they 
have than I would if I hadn't engaged in that way or engaged on one-to-one basis with lots of different 
organisations. I think they also appreciate hearing other organisation's challenges when it comes to 
learning’ (DFID VfM Advisor). 

Individuals within DFID have also reported accessing, using and sharing some of the products. Below are 
examples of learning products that were cited as contributing to DFID’s thinking: 

 The Strategic Funding paper is reported to have contributed to the Secretary of State’s decision about 

strategic funding. DFID has reported that this paper and the follow-up discussions with the PPAs contributed 

to the Secretary of State’s decision to extend the PPA as well as the decision to not apply performance 

based funding in the third year of the PPAs. The IELG group also referred to this paper and the fact that it 

provided learning about the benefits of strategic funding. However, the group also acknowledged that they 

were not sure whether DFID have actually used the findings. This indicates the concern of the Learning 

Groups regarding the extent to which DFID are using the learning products. 

 Value for Money Sector Mapping report has been recently shared with the DFID Value for Money Advisor 

who has circulated it to others within DFID who may find it of interest.  

 Characteristics of Resilience Learning Paper is cited by the resilience group as something that DFID 

would have learned from in terms of measuring resilience and how the agencies were considering measuring 

resilience within their Building resilience and adaptation to climate extremes and disasters programme 

(BRACED) proposals, a key DFID requirement. However, there was criticism from the resilience group that 

the guidance provided by DFID, on measuring resilience, which was drawn upon in preparing the BRACED 

proposals, was not used by DFID as part of their assessment of proposals. 

 The Evaluation approach being used by Coffey has been influenced by discussions with learning groups 

following the 2012 PPA Mid Term Evaluation.This includes shaping the language in the Theory of Change 

and shaping the evaluation methodology..   

3.9 Sustainability of learning mechanisms and products 

Despite widespread support for the Learning Partnership, how it could sustainaned is not yet addressed. There is 

consensus, both within DFID and by the learning groups, that the work undertaken within the Learning Partnership 

is valuable and should continue. However, there were also serious concerns about the sustainability of the 
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 Terms of reference: Devising a benchmarking model to measure learning in international development (DFID, 2014) 
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Learning Partnership if DFID funding and engagement were reduced. The importance of DFID’s presence cannot 

be understated. For example, the temporary absence of dedicated DFID engagement
31

 resulted in a reduced level 

of communication and feedback which was flagged as a particular concern by the learning groups. By contrast, 

some DFID staff believe that the learning groups should have been able to continue to engage and coordinate to 

the same extent as before given their level of organisational maturity, regardless of DFID’s involvement. 

Members of learning groups and DFID staff similarly believe that the ability of the groups to continue to meet and 

engage at such a high level will likely be diminished without PPA funding. A common view is that the future levels 

of learning through learning groups will depend upon the relationships between individuals at different agencies 

and the extent to which agencies share similar learning agenda. Such an approach may prove effective, however, 

its large dependence on individuals without concrete institutional support and the high staff turnover poses serious 

practical challegne. 

BOND has expressed its willingness to potentially serve as a successor to DFID in hosting the Learning 

Partnership, however, it was unclear whether or not BOND could absorb this full responsibility given its current 

structure and resources. Another one of the potential risks, highlighted by some respondents, concerning BOND as 

a successor to DFID is its role in convening only UK-based organisations. Such a mandate effectively excludes 

Southern organisations. Other organisations might also be appropriate for housing specific learning groups, such 

as the Gender Learning Group under the Gender and Development Network (GADN)
32

. 

Finally, the on-going relevance of learning products remains in quesition. A number learning group members were 

concerned about the extent to which the learning products will remain useful since priorities are likely to change 

within the PPA agencies and DFID., All learning group members explained that they thought it would important to 

preserve the products for future reference, however, some doubted whether they will be used.  

4 Conclusions  

How, and with what effects, did the PPA fund enable the identification, dissemination and adoption 

(mainstreaming) of learning and best practice across the portfolio and the sector as a whole? 

The Learning Partnership and the learning groups successfully facilitated joint working and the establishment of a 

platform for experience-sharing and networking. However, the lack of an agreed definition of learning and shared 

learning objectives (between agencies and between DFID and agencies) contributed to learning that often occurred 

at an individual rather than institutional level. While this flexible approach helped the Learning Partnership take 

shape, a more focused approach is likely required as it moves forward. With no definition of learning being applied 

so far, it was not possible to assess the types and quality of learning products that were produced or that are in 

current development. 

The Learning Partnership has been successful in generating a large volume of learning outputs in the form of 

papers and briefs, experience sharing events, tools and training materials. This has been achieved through 

collective working amongst agencies and DFID. For example, the Beneficiary Feedback Learning Group is pilotting 

a programme on beneficiary feedback through  organisations taking part in the DFID-funded Global Poverty Action 

Fund (GPAF). The group is attended by the both the ISD Social Development Adviser and the Social Development 

Advisor from the Finance Performance and Impact Department, who are joint co-ordinators for the GPAF 

Beneficiary Feedback pilot.  

There have also been efforts to share and disseminate the learning products that have generated. However, 

dissemination has been predominantly within the PPA agencies and not across the wider development and 

humanitarian sectors to date. While there are examples of some learning products being used, for example to 

inform strategy development, it is less clear how these have affected policy and practice aside from limited 

examples from primary research with sampled agencies and from the illustrative cases studies submitted by the 

Steering Committee. 

How has DFID learned from the PPA Fund and what effect has this had on its approach to programme 

development and policy-making? 
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 DFID’s Social Development Advisor, responsible for the Learning partnership, was seconded for the Ebola crisis. 
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 http://gadnetwork.org/ 
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High level DFID engagement with the Learning Partnership and various learning groups has enabled individuals 

from DFID, mainly from within ISD, to become aware of the learning products being produced and to share DFID’s 

thinking on different issues. However, there is currently no single mechanism to systematically channel this 

learning across DFID, although DFID does use a mix of informal and formal mechanisms and is investigating other 

more systematic options. DFID’s existing mechanisms include the Beneficiary Feedback Theme site (established 

November 2014 as part of DFID’s 2011 Structural Reform Plan commitment), Yammer, and Community of Practice 

(including country offices) for internal dissemination of learning and best practice, as well as periodic lunchtime 

seminars hosted at DFID. Despite these mechanisms being in place, there is no evidence source that shows how 

learning generated through the Learning Partnership has affected DFID;s learning, its approach to programme 

development and its policy-making.  

To what extent and in what ways will the learning mechanism be sustained? 

Interaction between members of the learning groups has resulted in the development of informal relationships and 

networks. These relationships may contribute to sustaining some of the momentum that has been built through the 

Learning Partnership. Without PPA funding (which is used in many cases to fund the time of the members who 

engage in the Learning Partnership) the intensity of engagement is likely to decrease.  

The start of the implementation phase of the Learning Partnership was predominantly driven by DFID and 

influenced by agencies’ perceptions of DFID’s agenda. The consistent and intense engagement by DFID at this 

early juncture, mainly through the Knowledge and Learning Adviser, left a legacy that appears to have created a 

sense of dependency by some of the groups on DFID. This pressure from groups for DFID to continue its high level 

of engagement highlights sustainability concerns.  

It was difficult to establish the extent to which PPA agencies might sustain the current learning mechanisms without 

potential PPA funding.  While different options for sustaining the Learning Partnership are being explored, such as 

the potential for BOND to host the groups, there is currently no evidence to show that the Learning Partnership will 

be sustained. It is likely that the extent to which some of the groups meet in the future will depend both on the 

institutional commitments to certain areas of shared learning and the ability of individuals to maintain and sustain 

their relationships with other agencies. In cases where agencies have a long-standing history of co-learning, 

sustainability may not be such an issue. It also appears likely that some further joint learning on the resilience 

agencies events will continue due to the informal relationships between individual agencies with a shared interest 

in this topic..    

5 Recommendations 

This review has examined the Learning Partnership with a focus on assessing how it has worked, what it has 

produced and with what effects between 2011 and 2014. The Learning Partnership is likely to continue at least until 

the current PPA funding period, which ends in 2017. Discussions have been initiated by the Learning Partnership 

Steering Committee and DFID in an effort to review the purpose and structure of the Learning Partnership, agree a 

renewed focus, approach and priorities, as well as a longer term vision.
33

 DFID is also currently looking at how it 

can improve as a learning organisation and for this purpose has developed an internal learning group with 

representatives from across the organisation to undertake a benchmarking exercise.
34

 In this context, the 

recommendations presented below are focused on proposed actions or changes that relate to the current round of 

PPA funding and the Learning Partnership.  

Recommendations for the Learning Partnership:  

 The Learning Partnership should be a forum for the development of networking opportunities and 
partnerships. However, there is a need to refocus learning on clearly agreed learning definitions, and 
objectives which allow the agencies to align their individual learning agendas with other PPAs, and become 
sector driven, engaging more widely rather than focussing on DFID. 
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 Devising a benchmarking model to measure learning in international development organisations (DFID, 2015) 
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 The Learning Partnership has invested substantial resources in developing learning products and rather 
than just continuing to maintain this focus, it should now have equal focus on disseminating these to the 
wider sector.  Dissemination within DFID may be initiated through the learning groups being invited into 
DFID to conduct a series of short seminars and share their work.  

 The Learning Partnership should track and report the effects of using the learning products generated to 
help establish further collective learning agendas within the Learning Partnership. 

 The Learning Partnership should be more inclusive, taking a more proactive approach to encourage 
participation and engagement of a wider number of agencies, including non PPA partners. This would 
enable agencies not currently participating to also engage with and contribute to the learning agenda. This 
also includes establishing (or re-establishing) learning groups such as the ‘inclusion group’ to allow for 
issues such as disability mainstreaming to allow agencies working in such areas to participate.  

6 Interviewees and focus group participants 

Interviews  

Table 12: Southern Africa Learning Group (SALP) 

Respondent  PPA Agency  Learning Group 

associated with  

Role within the 

LG 

Interview date 

Antoinette Ngoma 

 

CARE Zimbabwe SALP Member  14
th
 Nov, 2014 

Colleen  Lowe 

Morna 

Gender Links  SALP  Chair  12
th
 Nov, 2014 

Fiona Mwashita Progressio SALP  Member 13
th
 Nov, 2014  

Morris Charumbira Restless 

Development 

SALP Member  6
th
 Nov, 2014  

Necodimus 

Chipfupa  

Help Age South 

Africa  

SALP Member  11
th
 Nov, 2014  

Table 13: Department for International Development (DFID) 

Respondent  Department  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

Interview date 

Caroline Hoy Civil Society Team Evaluation Advisor  Team Leader for 

PPA 

24
th
 , Nov, 2014 

Catriona Brockett  Counter Fraud and 

Whistleblowing 

Unit 

Counter Fraud 

Specialist 

Graduate 

Programme Interns 

supporting DIFD 

Advisor on LP 

(previous) 

7
th
 Nov, 2014 

Julia Chambers Civil Society Team 

(Previous DFID 

employee) 

Development 

Advisor 

DFID Advisor for 

LP 

7
th
 Nov, 2014 

Patrick Pollard Civil Society Team Economist VfM Advisor  10
th
 Nov, 2014 
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Gerard Howe Civil Society Team Head of Inclusive 

Societies 

Department (ISD) 

- 7
th
 January, 2015 

George 

McLaughlin  

Civil Society Team  Deputy Head of 

ISD, Team Leader 

- 15
th
 January, 2015 

Simone Field CHASE DRR Advisor DRR Advisor 24
th
 March, 2015 

Table 14: Non PPAs/Strategic Partners  

Respondent   Organisation  Learning Group 

associated with  

Role within the 

LG 

Interview date 

Michael O’Donnell BOND  Member of 

Learning 

Partnership 

Steering 

Committee  

 4
th
 Dec, 2014 

Joel Hafvenstein Head of Eurasia, 

Latin American & 

the Caribbean 

 

Tearfund  16
th
 Dec, 2015 

Focus Group Discussions 

Table 15: Learning Partnerships Steering Committee 

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

Interview 

date/FGD 

Perry Maddox Restless 

Development 

Chief Operating 
Officer 

Outgoing SC Chair 4
th
 Dec, 

2014(interview) 

Joanna 

Honeybone 

Penal reform Programme 

Coordinator, DFID 

PPA 

 

SC member 18
th
 Dec, 2014 

Kirstine Johnson ActionAid Head of 

Programme 

Funding  

SC Chair 18
th
 Dec, 2014 

Alex Bush Helpage Head of Operations  SC member 18
th
 Dec, 2014 

Jacqui Wilson VSO  SC 

member(strategic 

partner non PPA) 

18
th
 Dec, 2014 

Michael O, Donnell BOND Head of 

Effectiveness and 

Learning 

SC 

member(strategic 

partner non PPA) 

18
th
 Dec, 2014 

Table 16: Empowerment and Accountability Learning Group  



ANNEX G: REVIEW OF THE PPA LEARNING PARTNERSHIP 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY G23 

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

FGD date 

Daniel Stevens World Vision UK Evidence & 

Accountability 

Manager 

Member of E&A 

(Measurability of 

social 

accountability and 

Hard to Measure 

sub-groups) 

19
th
 Nov, 2014  

Charles Gay Christian Aid Governance 

Advisor 

Member E&A 19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Debbie Ball International Alert 

 

Head of 

Programme 

Design, 

Fundraising & 

Assessments 

Co-Member of 

IELG 

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Morgan McDonald Save the Children 

UK 

PPA Manager 

 

New member of 

various groups  

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Laura Rana Youth Business 

International 

Monitoring 

Evaluation 

Learning Advisor 

Member of E&A 

and attended Hard 

to Measure, 

Beneficiary 

Feedback Learning 

Group meetings 

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Adam Grey BOND Effectiveness 

Advisor 

Co-chair for 

Beneficiary 

Feedback within 

E&A 

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Cecilia Milesi Independent 

Consultant 

Independent 

Consultant 

Chair E&A and 

also involved with 

IELG 

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Joanna 

Honeybone 

Penal Reform 

International 

PPA Programme 

Coordinator 

Learning 

Partnership 

Steering 

Committee 

member and Link 

person to the Hard 

to Measure group 

within E&A 

19
th
 Nov, 2014 

Table 17: Institutional Effectiveness (Learning Group/Sub-Group Chairs)   

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

FGD date 

Tonja Schmidt Malaria 

Consortium 

PPA Programme 

Manager 

Co-chair for VfM 

sub-group 

26
th
 Dec, 2014 
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(outgoing) 

Aidan Timlin CAFOD 

 

Head of 

Programme 

Effectiveness 

Previously chaired 

IELG, amongst first 

past member of the 

Learning 

Partnership 

Steering 

Committee 

26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Joanna Knight ActionAid PPA Manager  Co-chair of the 

IELG 

26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Leonie Try Help Age 

 

Global 

Programmes 

Manager 

Co-chair of IELG 

sub-group 

partnership 

approaches 

26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Michael Waterson Conciliation 

Resources  

 

Director  Co-Chair of VfM 26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Caroline Foster Oxfam PPA Manager Outgoing Co-Chair 

of IELG 

26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Morgan 

MacDonald 

Save the Children PPA manager Member  26
th
 Dec, 2014 

Table 18: Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (members) 

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

FGD date 

Peter Mills Plan International  Senior Evaluation 

Officer 

Member of IELG  26
th
 Nov, 2014  

Madeline Church Saferworld (Chase 

specific PPA) 

Head of the 

Organisational 

Development Unit 

Attending multiple 

Learning groups 

(reference point for 

PPA in its first 

year) 

26
th
 Nov, 2014 

Marta Roxberg CARE 

 

PPA manager Member of IELG 

and VfM 

26
th
 Nov, 2014 

 Fairtrade 

Foundation 

Head of 

Fundraising  

Member IELG 

(attended Hard to 

Measure) 

26
th
 Nov, 2014 

Liz Dobson Farm Africa Institutional 

Funding Manager/ 

PPA Manager 

Other from her 

organisation have 

attended VfM 

group meetings 

26
th
 Nov, 2014 

Charity Dandak Water Aid PPA Manager Member IELG  26
th
 Nov, 2014 
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Ethel Sibanda HIV/AIDS Alliance M&E Advisor   Member VfM, Hard 

to Measure and 

other groups  

26
th
 Nov, 2014 

Debbie Ball International Alert Head of 

Programme 

Design, 

Fundraising and 

Assessment 

Member IELG  26
th
 Nov, 2014 

Table 19: Resilience Learning Group   

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

FGD date 

Claire O'Meara Save the Children 

International 

Risk and 

Resilience Advisor 

Co-chair 24
th
 Nov, 2014 

Colin McQuistan Practical Action DRR and Climate 

Change Advisor 

Group Chair  24
th
 Nov, 2014 

Pete Crawford Christian Aid Resilience Advisor Member  24
th
 Nov, 2014 

Jose Luis Penya British Red Cross Disaster Risk 

Reduction Advisor 

Member and co-

chair of Complexity 

subgroup 

24
th
 Nov, 2014 

Table 20: Gender Learning Group  

Respondent  PPA Agency  Designation  Role within the 

PPA/Learning 

Partnership/LG 

FGD date 

Lee Webster Womankind 

Worldwide 

Head of Policy and 

Communications 

Co-chair 3
rd

 Dec, 2014 

Rachael Stokes VSO Head of Advocacy 

and Research 

Co-Chair  3
rd

 Dec, 2014 

Daphne 

Jayasinghe 

ActionAid UK Women’s Rights 

Policy Advisor 

Member  3
rd

 Dec, 2014 

Olga Inyongo Christian Aid Gender and Social 

Inclusion Advisor 

Member  3
rd

 Dec, 2014 

Magda Rossmann HelpAge Gender and 

Accountability 

Officer 

Member 3
rd

 Dec, 2014 

 

7 FGD guide 

This FGD schedule was be used for respondents participating in the FGDs for evaluation of learning within PPA 

and the Learning Partnerships. The questions have been grouped under each research question to ensure that the 

required information is collected.  
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Welcome the participants 

 Welcome the participants and thank them for taking the time to participate in the FGD 

Provide background to the evaluation on learning as below: 

Learning and sharing knowledge are both important components of the Civil Society Teams (CST) work within 

DFID (formerly called the Civil Society Department (CSD)), including ‘promoting learning and improved practice.’ 

There is a strong focus on learning and knowledge management introduced into the current round of PPA. The aim 

of this piece of research is to identify: 

 How has learning been defined? 

 What has been learned? 

 How has this learning occurred and what were the pre-conditions to enable this? 

 How has the learning been used and with what effects?  

Briefly inform the participants that the information provided will be used as part of the evaluation report produced 

for DFID. 

Gain consent to record the FGD 

 Before starting the FGD gain consent from the participants to record this interview. 

Gather participant background information  

 Inform the participants that you would like to begin by asking them to provide the background information 

below 

 Participant background information (2-3 mins each) 

 Name 

 Organisation  

 Duration of work with the organisation?  

 Length of association with this learning group and role within the group? 

 Length of association with any subgroup and role? 

 Association with any other Learning group and role? 

Discussion themes 

Objectives of this Learning Group and the associated subgroups 

 What have been the three most important objectives of this LG and the associated sub-groups? 

 How important has learning, as an objective, been regarded within the Learning group and subgroups? 

Definition of learning  

 How has learning been defined within the learning group/subgroups? 

 To what extent has the learning definition contributed to identifying the learning themes/areas for learning? 

 To what extent does it make a difference to have a definition of learning to the learning generated by the 

group? 

Learning generated by the learning group/sub-groups  

 Could you identify the top three learning products that have come out of your learning group/subgroups since 

the group was first established? 

 Provide a description of what the learning product was, was it new knowledge, existing knowledge applied to 

new situation, could the learning be generalized across contexts or was it context specific?  

 Was the learning organisation specific or something applicable across organisations, sector?  
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 Have the LG learnt from other groups / from organisations beyond the PPA? 

Processes adopted to generate the learning  

 Could you briefly describe the process the group has followed to generate each of the learning products 

described above? 

 Were there certain stages to generate the learning/learning products?   

 Was this learning initiated and generated by individual PPA organisations or collectively by a number of PPA 

organisations, or in collaboration and input from DFID, or in consultation with wider civil society?  

 What was the key contributing factor to the development of this output (regularity, participation, sense of 

shared need, expert input)? 

 Was there particularly planning for generating this learning- if so what was this, who was involved, how long 

did it take, challenges? 

 Was there a conscious effort to plan for and generate learning? 

 How did you decide what learning you wanted to generate? 

 Are there certain factors that determine which PPAs attend LGs? 

 What encourages some to attend and others not to attend? 

 What is the motivating factor for PPAs to attend the LGs? 

Sources of learning  

 What was the source (s) of this learning? 

 Did the learning emerge from: the grantee mainstream interventions (programme experiences) or specific 

programmes implemented for the purpose of developing and testing new learning (deliberate design/ 

innovation)? 

 

Establishing learning objectives 

 Did the group (s) establish objectives specifically related to generating learning? 

 What were these objectives and when were these set (for example programme planning stage)?   

 Were interventions from which learning was generated individual or joint ventures between PPAs? 

 Extent to which funding was devoted to identifying and documenting new learning. Within the PPAs, LG? 

Use of learning  

 To what extent and how have the products generated been used (ask for each product outlined above)? 

 Was it used by individual organisation (i.e. same as those who generated the learning) or across 

organisations (how, what for) 

 Was it used by DFID (how, what for)? 

 Was it used by the wider civil society (beyond PPAs, how, what for)? 

 Were the learning products developed disseminated, to whom and how widely (how many organisations 

have received, used the outputs)? 

 Which organisations participating in this group have taken the learning output and used it in their own 

organisation?  

 Examples of how this learning output has been used by organisations participating in this group or others? 

Effects of learning  

 What has changed as a result of taking up this learning output?  

 Relationships (trust, connections between PPA grantees, grantees and DFID, broader civil society and 

development partners, the mechanisms enabling these relationships? 
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 How have relationships developed, changed as a result of working to generate learning? 

 Importance and benefits of relationships for generating learning? 

 Effect on establishing relations as a result of the generated learning, its sharing and use, effects?  

 Effect on strengthening of strategic partnerships across civil society and DFID? 

Systems 

 Grantee M&E system to define, identify, document, share learning, absorption capacity for learning, capacity 

to generate learning in the first place ? 

Policy influence 

 Influence on policy PPA grantees, DFID, wider sector? 

 Relevance of learning to policy? 

Programme quality/delivery 

 Approach to programme development?  

 Programme improvement quality? 

 Quality of programming? 

 Programme design?   

Sustainability  

 Prospects for sustainability of the change generated by learning?  

 Prospects for sustainability of mechanism to generate learning? 

 

Challenges  

 What have been the most significant challenge facing the group in general and in terms of generating 

learning, using learning? 

Recommendations 

 What recommendations would you have for the future of LPs in terms of generating and using learning? 

Unintended/unexpected effects  

 Identify any unintended benefits/con sequences of the learning generated (explain why these have/have not  

been valuable ) 

 Identify any unintended benefits/consequences of LGs 

Role of steering committee 

 Back ground to the establishment of the SC and its role- change in its role? 

 Awareness of LGs on the role of SC? 

 What role does the SC play in helping groups to generate and use learning, encourage PPAs to participate in 

the learning process? 

 What role does SC link person play, has this role been sufficient, and what difference would it make without 

the LP?  

 How has DFID been involved in the LGs / how important has it been for DFID to be involved/not involved?  

 What support do LG get in order to enable them to function?  

 Future of SC role? 
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8 Survey questions 

2014 PPA Online survey questions (February 2015) 

 In your experience, what was the most effective means of sharing and learning about the work of the 

Learning Partnership's learning groups? 

 In your experience, what were the two most important reasons why your agency chose to engage with the 

learning groups to extent that it did? 

 For agencies only with limited/no participation with the learning groups, please select the two most important 

reasons that affected your limited or lack of participation. 

PPA Learning Group survey for non-PPA agencies (February 2015) 

 Respondent information 

Respondent information   Name  

Organisation  

 How did you find about the PPA Learning Partnership and the specific learning groups? 

 What were your reason(s) for joining the learning groups that you did?  

*NB: if your organisation participated in multiple learning groups, please indicate the reasons for participating 

in each respective learning group. 

 What challenges did you face in participating in the learning groups? 

 Have you applied any learning products produced by the learning groups in your organisation? If so, please 

indicate which products and how they were used.  

 What was the most helpful way to learn about the products that the groups produced? 

 Have you had any difficulties in accessing the learning products generated by the learning groups? 

 How did you actually access the learning products produced by the learning groups? 

 Are there any other comments you would like to make? (optional) 
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Annex H: Primary Research with Strategic 
Stakeholders 

1 Background and purpose 

1.1 Purpose of strategic interviews 

The 2014 PPA Evaluation was informed by multiple sources of data, including interviews with individuals that could 

contribute a broad and independent perspective of the PPA Fund as whole.
1
  To help the Evaluation Manager to 

identify the best informants for this purpose, all PPA agencies were invited to propose up to three strategic 

stakeholders to be interviewed that had an in-depth understanding across at least one of the key areas of interest 

such as: performance; effectiveness; impact and Value for Money (VfM). 

1.2 Stakeholder selection process 

The selection of key stakeholders for interviews was at the discretion of the Evaluation Manager, DFID and the 

Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG). The selection process considered the extent to which stakeholders were 

independent from PPA agencies, had a sufficiently broad understanding of the Fund and could contribute 

knowledge on a topic or theme that was relevant to the evaluation. The final list of stakeholders was agreed in 

December 2014.  

1.3 Interview process 

Interviews were conducted by members of the Evaluation Team starting from November 2014. These interviews 

were flexibly scheduled to accommodate the calendars of informants. Each interview lasted approximately 45 

minutes and any potential informant was afforded the opportunity to decline the request to be interviewed. The 

Evaluation Manager typed all notes following the interviews for further review and analysis.  

2 Questions for strategic stakeholders 

The following question guide was used to inform the semi-structured interviews. Please note that although this 

question guide provided the basis for the semi-structured interview, the guide was always adapted to the profile of 

each strategic stakeholder. 

2.1 Profile questions 

 Organisation 

 Role 

 Clarification concerning interview purpose 

 Extent of awareness/engagement with the PPA 

 Confidentiality   

 Definition of strategic/unrestricted funding – this may well vary 

                                                      
1
 Please refer to the 2014 PPA Evaluation Strategy document for further information on the evaluation’s approach and methodology.  
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2.2 What do you think is the purpose of strategic/ unrestricted funding and for 
whom – recipient/donor?  

 Probe: Institutional strengthening 

o Including M&E/ capacity to measure results 

 Probe: Flexibility 

o Stability and predictability 

o Flexibility to choose 

o Flexibility to adjust and respond 

o Risk taking 

o Bridge funding/ pre-financing 

o Match funding 

 Probe: Results 

o Speed of results 

o Quality of results 

o Scale of results 

o Learning and innovation 

o credibility 

 Probe: Other important value 

2.3 Which of these factors is the most significant for the recipient/donor? 

2.4 (For donors) What are your reasons for offering strategic/ unrestricted 
funding? 

 Probe: Rationale 

o Reduce transaction costs 

o Provide long-term funding to strategic partners who advance your aims 

o Promote innovation and learning 

o Other 

2.5 (For donors) Does it meet these aims? What are the problems? 

 In particular, does it reduce transaction costs? What level of support/ management do you find it requires? 

Are these functions outsourced? 

 How do you monitor and evaluate the results? 

 How is the impact assessed? 

 Is there any tendency for accountability requirements to impact on the unrestricted nature of the funding? If 

so, what are the consequences? 

2.6 (For donors) To whom do you offer strategic/ unrestricted funding? Through 
what mechanisms? 

 In particular is it open to competitive tendering or is it by invitation? 

 Is it open to organisations outside your country? 
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 Is it structured by any themes? 

 Is it renewable? 

 How is dependency factored in? 

2.7 (For donors) What form of accountability/ reporting to you require from 
grantees? 

 In particular, are log-frames used and with what results? If log-frames are used, what kind are they 

(generic? Grantee-specific? Shared with other donors? 

 Are grantees’ own narrative reports acceptable or is a specific reporting format used? 

 Are the reporting formats of other donors acceptable? 

 Do you require grantees to ring fence and account separately from the rest of their programme on the use 

of funds? 

 Do you require independent evaluation? If so, how useful is it? 

2.8 How is the value for money of strategic funding best assessed? 

2.9 What kind of organisations make best use of strategic funding and why? 

 Anything in particular related to size, niche/multisectoral, Direct delivery organisations or those working 

through partners? 

2.10 What public policy issues does strategic/ unrestricted raise? 

 Anything in particular e.g. how are costs and benefits explained to the public? 

 Are you going to consider anything about changes to funding patterns in the sector and how the donor is 

responding, the future of this kind of funding and the challenges? 

3 People consulted 

 Amanda Farrant, Donor communications advisor, Christian Aid  UK, 2 February 2015 

 Sanne Frost Helt, Chief Advisor, Health at Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, DANIDA, 27 March 2015 

 Kate Hart, Humanitarian Advisor, DFID, 23 February 2015 

 Nabila Hameed, Humanitarian Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability & Learning Adviser, Save the 

Children UK, 17 February  

 Azza Karam, Senior Advisor, UNFPA, 13 November 2014 

 Morgan MacDonald, PPA Manager, Save the Children UK, 17 February 2015 

 Mark Segal, Senior Conflict Advisor, DFID, January 2015 

 Rebecca Sinclair, Senior Programme Manager, PPA Christian Aid, 2 February 2015 

 Siobhan Sutton, Programme Manager, Security and Justice in CHASE, 20 November 2014 

  ohn  orley   Fund Director, AmplifyChange, 13 March 2015 
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Annex I: 2014 PPA Online Survey  

Background information 

The 2014 PPA online was designed to respond to data gaps and hypotheses that emerged earlier phases of 

research. The survey instrument developed and piloted in cooperation with the Evaluation Advisory Group (EAG) 

and included a mix of multiple choice and open response questions. The instrument and accompanying instructions 

were disseminated to all PPA agencies that were not included in the primary research on 4 February 2015. Open 

responses were coded according to themes that were identified through iterative analysis.  This data was then 

further group and analysed using excel. The survey instrument was divided into eight focus themes with specific 

questions that are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: 2014 PPA Online survey questions 

1.1 Profile information 

Q1: Please indicate your name and the PPA agency that you represent. 

 Name 

 PPA agency 

1.2 Unrestricted funding 

Q2: Please indicate, in percentage terms, your agency's total amount of unrestricted funding 

compared to total annual turnover in 2010/2011 and in 2014/2015.  

*NB: if you do not have figures for 2014/2015, please use figures from 2013/2014.For example: 2010/2011 

= 4% (total annual turnover in 2010/2011 was £1m, total unrestricted funding *including PPA* was £40K) 

 2010/2011 % of unrestricted funding compared to annual turnover 

 2014/2015 % of unrestricted funding compared to annual turnover 

Q3: Please indicate, in percentage terms, the PPA's contribution towards your agency's total 

amount of unrestricted funding compared in 2010/2011 and in 2014/2015. 

*NB: if you do not have figures for 2014/2015, please use figures from 2013/2014.For example: 2010/2011 

= 50% (total unrestricted funding in 2010/2011 was £40K, PPA contributed £20K towards that total) 

 2010/2011 PPA's % contributions towards total unrestricted income 

 2014/2015 PPA's % contribution towards total unrestricted income 

1.3 Factors influencing the use of PPA funding 

Q4: Please assign a weight (in percentage terms of importance) the extent to which different 

‘internal/organisational’, ‘external’ and ‘DFID/PPA‘ factors influenced your agency’s use of PPA 

funding.  

We recognise that this will be a fairly subjective weighting, yet please ensure that the percentages across 

all sub-groups equals 100%.For example: Internal factors / organisational values: (25%); External factors: 

(60%); and DFID/PPA-related factors: (e.g. 15%). 

 Internal factors / organisational values 

 External factors 

 DFID/PPA-related factors 



ANNEX I: 2014 PPA ONLINE SURVEY 

PPA AND GPAF EVALUATION MANAGER – SEPTEMBER 2015 – COFFEY I2 

Q5: Please identify the single most important factor (where relevant) under each of the sub-

categories of influencing factors.  

The illustrative factors below should not be considered exhaustive. Internal/organisational factors could 

include: organisational change; pre-existing commitments; accompaniment principles; learning agenda; 

delivery of organisational strategy; specific department objectives; etc. External factors could include: donor 

trends; influencing sector; responding to opportunities of opportunity; competition for funding; etc. 

DFID/PPA related factors could include: reporting requirements; lack of other significant unrestricted 

funding; first time PPA organisation; expectations of what DFID or CHASE wanted funded; etc. 

 Most important internal factor / organisational value 

 Most important external factor 

 Most important DFID/PPA-related factor 

1.4 Factors affecting the effectiveness of PPA funding 

Q6: What were the two most important factors that enabled your agency to use the PPA grant 

successfully?  

 Please rank in terms of importance, with the most important factor presented first. Enabling factors could 

include: a clearly defined strategic need, flexibility of funding; effective senior management; good financial 

and M&E systems for reporting; ability to leverage additional funding on the basis of the PPA; strong 

relationship with DFID; etc. 

 Most important enabling factor 

 Second most important enabling factor 

Q7: What were the two most challenging factors that limited the effectiveness of your PPA grant?  

Please rank in terms of significance, with the most challenging factor presented first. Challenging factors 

could include: lack of clarity about what the PPA could be used for; less well defined strategic needs; 

financial systems that were not able to track use of PPA funding; M&E systems were unable to 

report results; weaker relationship with DFID; organisational restructuring; etc. 

 Most challenging factor 

 Second most challenging factor 

1.5 Sustainability of changes to organisational capacity 

Q8: The use of PPA funding has resulted in a range of changes to capacity for PPA agencies.  

Please briefly list the three most important changes to capacity for your organisation.*NB: the order of 

importance does not matter. 

 key change to capacity (example 1) 

 key change to capacity (example 2) 

 key change to capacity (example 3) 

Q9: Based on the three most important changes that were identified above, please indicate the 

extent to which these changes would be sustained if PPA funding ended this year. 

*NB: please select fully sustainable; mostly sustainable; mostly unsustainable;  or completely 

unsustainable. 

 key change to capacity (example 1) 

 key change to capacity (example 2) 
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 key change to capacity (example 3) 

Q10: For the changes to capacity that would be sustained if PPA funding ended, please indicate 

how these changes would be/are being resourced (where relevant). 

 key change to capacity (example 1) 

 key change to capacity (example 2) 

 key change to capacity (example 3) 

Q11: If your agency works primarily through partnerships rather than through direct delivery or sub-

contracting arrangements, please briefly explain why you think partnership working improves the 

sustainability of your results. 

*NB: if your agency does not work primarily through partnerships as described above, please indicate ‘NA’. 

1.6 Leveraging of PPA funding 

Q12: Do you feel confident that the PPA has allowed your agency to leverage additional resources? 

If the answer is 'no' please proceed to question 15.  

By ‘confident’ we mean that you should be able to explain how PPA funding enabled your agency 

to successfully leverage additional resources. The strength of this explanation and any related evidence 

should be sufficiently robust to convince an external person of its validity. 

Q13: If yes to question 12, what do you think was the most important element of the PPA that 

enabled successful leveraging? 

Q14: If yes to question 12, please estimate the total value of resources that your agency has been 

able to leverage as a result of the PPA between 2011 and 2014. Please organise your responses 

across the following response categories: 

*NB: illustrative example are included in the Online Survey guide. 

 Another donor explicitly mentioned the PPA as a reason for funding (please include a reference 

with donor name, year and £ leveraged amount) 

 Unrestricted funds were used to pre-finance or co-finance (please include the project, year, and 

£ leveraged amount) 

 A donor made a positive assessment of capacity in areas that were built through PPA funding 

(please include the capacity area, the project, and £ leveraged amount) 

 Other. 

1.7 Participation in learning groups 

Q15: In your experience, what was the most effective means of sharing and learning about the work 

of the Learning Partnership's learning groups? 

Q16: In your experience, what were the two most important reasons why your agency chose to 

engage with the learning groups to extent that it did? 

Q17: For agencies only with limited/no participation with the learning groups, please select the two 

most important reasons that affected your limited or lack of participation. 

1.8 Hypothesis testing 

Q18: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that the following statements apply to your 

organisation. PPA funding allows my organisation to: 
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 respond to windows of opportunity (e.g. opportunities to engage key stakeholders)  

 respond to changes in contexts (e.g. intervene during a pause in conflict)  

 respond to donor/sector trends (e.g. climate change)  

 build fundraising capacity 

 improve the quality of our work  

 deliver new organisational strategy  

 provide match funding for our work  

 enhance our reputation in the sector 

 develop new systems and support functions (e.g.  HR, accounting systems) 

 improve our technical capacity (e.g. hire WATSAN staff)  

 integrate projects into programmes  

 increase the scale of our work  

 increase our capacity to do advocacy work  

 help us to innovate  

 invest in learning  

 learn about resilience  

 learn about gender  

 collaborate with others to generate learning, in particular with academics 

 share our learning, particularly with donors and international organisations  

 invest in improved M&E 

 develop new measurement and/or programme tools  

 develop new approaches to Value for Money  

 Other (please specify) 
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Annex J: Analysis of CHASE agencies 

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this annex is to provide additional information and analysis of Conflict, Humanitarian and Security 

(CHASE) agencies’ experiences of strategic funding through the PPA. It examines the strategic choices and 

investment approaches made by PPA agencies in relation to the use of funds as well as the areas of strategic 

added value of PPA funding of particular significance for CHASE agencies. Where relevant and where distinctions 

are evident, the analysis considers the experiences of humanitarian agencies separately from conflict/ governance/ 

security and justice agencies.  

The annex is designed to complement the analysis presented in the main body of the fund-level report and should 

be read in conjunction with the report. The annex is informed by a document review of the CHASE 2014 Annual 

Reports and is complemented by a review of primary research data collected by sampled CHASE agencies and 

from the analysis of the fund-level evaluation. 

1.2 Introduction and background 

CHASE agencies are a distinct group of PPA grantees both in terms of their sectoral focus (conflict, security and 

humanitarian), as well as PPA management structure for the PPA within DFID. PPA grants for CHASE agencies 

are managed directly by the Conflict and Humanitarian and Security Department rather than the Civil Society 

Department. CHASE agencies hold relatively smaller grants than General PPA agencies which also makes them 

distinctive.  

There are sixteen CHASE agencies that received PPA funding between 2011-2014.CHASE agencies can be 

divided into three categories in relation to the focus of their grant: 

 Conflict/governance/ security and justice (8 agencies or 50%); 

 Humanitarian (6 agencies or 37.5%); and  

 Other - neither specific/ exclusive conflict/ governance or humanitarian focus – People in Aid and 

Development Initiatives 12.5%). 

Prior to 2011, strategic funding was provided to conflict and humanitarian agencies via the Conflict and 

Humanitarian Fund (CHF). This was then shifted to the PPA with a concurrent reduction in the number of grantees 

and average increase in the size of funds. The purpose and value of the PPA for CHASE is, however, regarded as 

broadly the same as that for the CHF: to provide funding in a way that enables CHASE agencies to be responsive, 

proactive, innovative, responsive, and to sustain engagement in unpredictable circumstances. CHASE agencies 

are also expected to contribute their perspectives, technical expertise and learning as part of greater partnership 

with DFID.
1
  

1.3 Strategic intents, capacities and factors influencing decision making 

Peacebuilding/ Governance/ Security and Justice agencies 

As highlighted in the fund-level evaluation, each agency is unique in terms of their choices. However, as 

predominantly medium-sized organisations that are in an organisational development phase,
2
 most conflict / 

governance/ security and justice agencies sought to increase size, organisational effectiveness and 

professionalism through the PPA in order to strengthen reputation, improve programme quality, increase scale 

and reach of programme delivery and to leverage funds.  This intent was guided by the development and 

implementation of organisational strategic plans for all CHASE agencies. Although the majority of agencies had 

high dependence on the PPA at the outset of the grant, all of these  agencies saw overall income growth during 

                                                      
1
 Interview with CHASE staff 

2
 With the exception of International Alert and The Asia Foundation  which are large organisations. 
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the period of the PPA, and for two (CDA and Saferworld), the proportion of PPA to income declined by over 10% as 

other sources of income grew.  Capacity development focused on supporting organisational and programme 

effectiveness, including though hiring staff in relation to M&E, finance and fundraising, enabling organisations to 

attract and leverage funds. 

Conflict / governance/ security and justice agencies had a large focus on enhancing their advocacy and 

influencing capabilities and supporting learning, including through hiring new staff. This reflects the underlying 

theories of change and ways of working of these organisations, which relies heavily on the leveraging of results by 

influencing the policies, behaviour and the actions of others (whether at a global, regional or country level). CHASE 

agencies placed particular emphasis on enhancing communications capacities in order to support this role (more 

so than non-CHASE agencies). PPA funding was used by the majority of organisations to upgrade communications 

capacities (including the ability to monitor communications) whether through new staff, improved websites and new 

dissemination methods leading to reported increases in uptake of learning (e.g. CDA Inc.) and influence. 

External factors influenced PPA spend. All CHASE agencies responded to DFID priorities relating to enhanced 

demonstration of results. As with other PPA agencies, CHASE agencies similarly strengthened M&E systems, 

methodologies and organisational results frameworks with the recruitment of specialist staff in this area. This was 

also a response to broader developments and expectations within the sector in terms of robust methodologies and 

approaches to the monitoring and evaluation of peacebuilding, security and justice. Interestingly, three of the four 

niche sectoral conflict/ peacebuilding focused agencies used PPA funding to enhance their security protocols, 

reflecting an increasing emphasis by DFID on the establishment of robust duty of care arrangements among 

delivery partners. Contextual factors played an important role in the choices over the use of funds, whereby 

flexible PPA funds were often used to increase responsiveness to fluid and challenging political contexts in order to 

enhance programme effectiveness and relevance. This finding is discussed in more depth below.  

Humanitarian agencies 

Humanitarian organisations tended to already be large,
3
 well established and organisationally mature. As such, 

they placed less emphasis on organisational development than some of the non-CHASE PPA agencies. Instead, 

the majority of these organisations were focused on the development and provision of technical skills, for 

example through supporting their own and others’ capacities and preparedness for the provision  of better quality 

humanitarian response – whether through enhancing staff capacities (e.g. BRC, MapAction), providing services/ 

training to others (MapAction) or enhancing tools and frameworks (Christian Aid). PPA funds were also used to 

support learning and M&E capacities. Again, external contextual factors played an influence in the use of funds, 

in terms of the focus on hard-to-fund preparedness activities or for longer term relief and rehabilitation 

engagement. 

1.4 Strategic added value of PPA funding for CHASE agencies 

There were a number of benefits of PPA funding (described in section 2.2. of the main report) that were particularly 

marked among CHASE agencies. Although these categories of benefits were also reported by non-CHASE 

agencies, the frequency of reporting was generally higher for CHASE PPA agencies. Both the high frequency of 

reported benefits and the particular characteristics of the effects reflect the nature of the contexts where CHASE 

agencies work and the activities delivered in those contexts. 

Predictability and stability  

CHASE agencies reported that the predictability and stability of PPA funding has supported a continuity of 

engagement in fragile contexts through enabling longer-term and more sustained programming and partnerships. 

Conflict, governance and security and justice agencies described PPA funding as especially valuable for supporting 

politically sensitive peacebuilding and governance reform processes which, by nature, require empowering and 

building trust with key partners over extended periods of time.  

More restricted, project-based funding can prove to be a challenge for continuity in all contexts, however, in conflict 

affected countries, funding streams can be particularly erratic due to political upheavals and suspension of 

                                                      
3
 Exception being MapAction 
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programmes. Saferworld provided the example of their engagement in Sudan where their ‘whole of programme’ 

approach was woven together with DFID and Netherlands-funded Safety and Access to Justice Programme 

(SAJP). This work was then suspended as a result of the conflict. PPA funding allowed the reformulation of 

approaches in short-time frames, and for on-the-ground presence to be continued while funding strategies by 

donors were being re-examined. PPA funding enabled staff and partner retention, which was critical given that the 

effectiveness of this type of work is long-term and rests primarily on well-founded relationships and context-specific 

knowledge and expertise. 

Humanitarian agencies highlighted the role of PPA funds in enabling a more sustained response and transition to 

recovery in a context of short term humanitarian funding and uneven funding. In Myanmar, PPA funding provided 

the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC) with an opportunity to elaborate longer-term strategies and planning, 

shifting from a pure humanitarian response to a more transitional one. 

Flexibility to adjust and respond 

CHASE agencies noted that PPA funding gave them the flexibility to adjust programming and activities to changing 

humanitarian needs and conditions (e.g. transition from conflict), and in response to learning and beneficiary 

feedback. In Somalia, NRC noted that the multi-year nature of the PPA allowed them to adapt their approach from 

providing emergency humanitarian aid to a stronger focus on recovery and return. For Christian Aid, PPA funding 

enabled them to plan and adapt programmes according to the evolving needs and risk priorities of the communities 

they were aiming to assist. In Kalungu, DRC, for example, Christian Aid was able to transfer funds directly to the 

community… ‘a much-valued characteristic of this funding’
4
. Oxfam also highlighted the value of flexibility to adjust 

and to respond aspect of PPA funding. 

Almost all conflict, governance and security and justice agencies reported that value of PPA funding is liked to its 

ability to facilitate more adaptive programming than traditional project funding. The value of adaptive programme 

was noted as especially important for organisations working on sensitive political issues in fluid contexts. For 

example, in Southern Thailand in 2013, the PPA allowed The Asia Foundation (TAF) to enhance and refocus 

aspects of their project work in a fast developing peace process through broadening their mandate and engaging 

with new and important groups, such as prosecutors. Advocates Sans Frontiers (ASF) noted that core funding is 

more appropriate to financing human rights abuses because crises are unpredictable.  

The PPA is also valued by agencies for enabling a swift response to windows of opportunity to support key 

moments in political processes and respond to emerging peacebuilding needs relating to new crises in often 

volatile contexts. Many illustrative examples were provided throughout the Annual Reports. In the Philippines, PPA 

funding enabled TAF to shift the programme approach following the signing of the peace agreement 

(Comprehensive Agreement on the Bangsomoro) and enabled TAF to swiftly support the initial start-up costs for 

the third party monitoring team. PPA funding has enabled International Alert to explore new programming options 

in response to the crisis in Syria.  

Bridge funding/ pre-financing and leveraging funding 

The large majority of conflict, governance and security and justice agencies valued the PPA for enabling bridge 

funding and the PPA’s role in leveraging additional funding to sustain politically sensitive programmes in the face of 

funding delays. For humanitarian agencies PPA funding was used to underwrite humanitarian deployments and 

pre-financing thus enabling a more rapid response.  

Hard to fund / reach activities 

CHASE agencies reported that benefits of PPA funding included enabling them to engage in both hard-to-fund 

regions and hard-to-fund activities. Conflict, governance and security and justice agencies used PPA funds to 

support engagement in regions that are not prioritised by donors (e.g. TAF engagement in southern Thailand). 

Conciliation Resources provided an example of PPA funding enabling strategic support to the constitutional 

process in Fiji when sanctions meant other donors were reluctant to provide funding at a time when it was most 

needed.  

                                                      
4
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Humanitarian agencies noted the value of PPA funding in enabling support for response preparedness in a sector 

where funding is geared towards funding humanitarian response rather than preparation for response.  For the 

British Red Cross this included the training of pools of emergency response and recovery specialists and regional 

response mechanisms; for MapAction the deployment preparedness included activities such as weekend training. 

Risk taking, piloting and seed funding 

Conflict, governance, security and justice agencies highlighted the value of strategic funding in supporting risks 

taking through seed funding and piloting (often highly political) initiatives in challenging political contexts where risk 

of failure is high yet so too are the benefits. For example, in 2012, Conciliation Resources was invited by the 

Kenyan government to help to start negotiations between the Government of Ethiopia and the Oromo National 

Liberation Front (ONLF). Conciliation Resources claims that without PPA funding, they would not have been able to 

support such a sensitive and uncertain peace process, despite its potential impact. 

Humanitarian agencies described PPA as enabling them to take risks in developing programmes in fragile and 

‘high risk’ contexts where results can be difficult to achieve and demonstrate and can therefore be deprioritised. 

Christian Aid noted that PPA funding allowed them to invest in activities and in areas where progress is uncertain 

and difficult to measure such as risk-centred resilient livelihoods approach and in DRC.  

Speed of results  

PPA funding enabled greater speed of results for many PPAs agencies, however this benefit was especially 

important for humanitarian agencies and relates to the extent to which PPA facilitates pre-financing, standing 

response capacities and a rapid humanitarian response. Particular mention was made by Save the Children; Map 

Action; and BRC. For example, PPA funding supports the Save the Children Emergency Response Personnel 

scheme and Emergency fund which provides critical pre-financing to launch responses as soon as disaster strikes. 
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