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Programme Logframes

The RNRRS is structured around “nested” Logframes. There is an overall Logframe for the strategy, and within
this there are Logframes for each of the programmes. All programmes were established with production system
Logframes, but in a number of programmes these have evolved over time into Logframes at cluster, or geographic
level. These programmes, in turn, consist of projects which are required to develop their own logframe. The
outputs of projects contribute towards project purpose, which in turn contributes towards output at programme
level.

The Yellow Brick had an overarching Logframe that is unusual in that it had three Goals, one Purpose and
three Outputs. Under this, each Programme had multiple Logframes. Table 4 shows the number of Purposes
and Outputs given to each Programme in the Yellow Book. Over the ensuing 10-year period, these have been
simplified to the position shown in Table 5. The simplification has occurred as part of evolving programme
management and was made by PMs in consultation with PACs. It is not clear to what extent the original central
control, to create “nested” Logframes, has been applied during this evolution nor whether the original “nesting”
has simply become broadly hierarchical.

Table 3, below, shows the purpose statement and the Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs) of achievement by
the programme. Logframes of most programmes changed, with DFID agreement, around 1999, when programme
management contracts were renewed, and some programmes have continued to modify Logframes in accordance
with changes in approach.

The table shows that there is considerable variation in approaches to indicators of achieving purpose. For some
programmes, the indicators of purpose are very specifically identified, for example, AFGP identifies an increase
in income by 20% for half a million people in SE and S Asia by 2005. For others they are very general, and
would be difficult not to achieve, such as the wide range of benefits identified by LPP.

In analysis of the “Assumptions columns” within the logframes from the 1995 “ Yellow Brick™, the assumptions
at programme purpose and output levels generally related to the need for an “enabling environment” and for
“investment in uptake pathways” respectively. Over the 10 year period of the strategy, the assumptions have
gained a little in detail but have not in essence changed. The assumptions stated within the latest programme
logframes all highlight the policy environment for poverty reduction, with more emphasis being directed toward
poor people themselves having opportunity to utilise programme outputs. All of the programmes have had to
start to build in activities to support the “enabling environment”. The issue is highlighted as programmes have
moved from managing outputs from the programmes to attaining impacts on poverty.

Reporting against Programme Purpose and OQutputs

PMs do not, for the most part, report against logframe purpose, but focus on the output level. There are exceptions
to this; NRSP has assessed progress at the Programme Purpose level since 2000-2001, and CPP reports on
achievement of OVIs against sub-programme purpose. These are generally set out in terms of adoption of poor
farmers (number unspecified) in a given number of target countries. Other PMs report against programme outputs,
either in narrative or on progress against indicators. In general, programmes report high levels of achievement
against output, and, based on the comments lead advisors have made on the annual reports of their programmes,
this seems to have been accepted by DFID. The reports of the science specialist review team also support the
view that the programmes have delivered at output level.

PMs also identify and report against appropriate milestones, agreed with DFID on an annual basis, to enable
the tracking of progress towards the programme’s strategic objectives.
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One concern that was voiced by a number of PMs during the meetings with the evaluation team was where the
responsibility lay for reporting against programme purpose. The PMs are responsible, as laid out in the programme
management performance indicators contained in the guidelines for PMs, for uptake promotion. PMs are not,
however, contractually responsible for delivering against programme purpose, as this may depend on factors
beyond the PMs’ control, but they are responsible for delivering research outputs which could be expected to
deliver the developmental impacts identified at the programme purpose level, for identifying uptake pathways
and initiating action with target institutions to promote uptake of research outputs.

As will be discussed below, there have been different interpretations as to how far PMs should go in promoting
uptake, and in assessing likely impact of their programmes. Examination of the logframes show that the means
of measuring OVIs is generally through use of surveys and national statistics, which would require considerable
investment of resources to undertake. Yet it is precisely this kind of analysis and assessment that is required to
show impact, and identify the ultimate success of the RNRRS in producing benefits for poor people. There has
been no overall strategy to address this, and PMs have addressed this gap on an individual basis.

PMs maintained during interviews with the Evaluation Team that the great majority of projects funded by the
RNRRS achieved the outputs they intended. This is consistent with the information provided in their annual
reports. Some projects were aborted because of poor implementation, some came up against institutional
constraints that they had not anticipated (for example, the project to train those selling animal medication in
village dukas in Kenya) and some simply could not find an effective technology to address the problem identified
(storage of yams in Ghana). The Lead advisor reviews of annual reports, and the specialist reports confirm that
the vast majority of RNRRS projects have developed technologies and methods which have the potential for
increasing productivity and/ or reducing poverty, dependent on level of adoption, an enabling policy environment
and their accessibility to the poor.

Logframe Evolution

There is no doubt that the major policy and administrative structure changes within DFID since 1997 required
modification of the RNRRS Logframes. Although all changes were approved by DFID, such as when programme
management contracts were renewed, it is not clear to what extent the changes were guided proactively from
the centre.

To our knowledge - as with the original design of RNRRS - the changes in logframes have not involved
developing country scientists to any significant extent. In the Specialists’ reviews of all programmes, it has
been specifically noted that all programmes have adhered strictly to their (current) Logframes. The Logframes
have played important roles in the guidance of programmes, both by PMs and PACs, and also DFID. Within
programmes projects have had their own (simpler) Logframes. Interviews the Core Team has had in Asia and
Africa have revealed general satisfaction with the practice of project Logframes, and — after training provided
by RNRRS - little difficulty in constructing and report according to these.

A more general issue remains, much beyond the RNRRS, on the wisdom and scientific incentive inherent in
logframe based research. Science rarely works in straight lines and to manage a research programme only
against outputs and indicators laid down at the start of projects may result simply in self-fulfilling prophecies
(6.4). Systems such as the logframe are most useful when dealing with highly applied research or experimental
development and least useful for basic or strategic research, in which the progress is never in the straight
lines demanded by such a system. This results in wasteful revisions of objectives and may actually hinder the
progress of a long-term study. In terms of the good science assessment most Specialists said that “objectives”
and “milestones” are the biggest hindrance to research progress. Some large corporations are now reverting to
“inspirational” research rather than object-oriented research. (see CPHP specialists report)
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Impact Measures

In order for OVIs in Logframes to measure impact, considerable expenditure is required on information and
data gathering. Brown (1997) concluded that the cost of this was too high to be justified on a general basis. Flint
and Underwood (2002) drew attention to the difficulty of assessing impact without such an information base
and the PARC work was commissioned in 2003 to remedy the situation prior to this evaluation. The difficulty
the Team has faced in securing objective information on impact suggests that steps might usefully have been
taken earlier to ensure that it was available.

It is not clear that the fundamental shift away from the situation pertaining in 1994, when the “Yellow Brick”
was promulgated, has always been fully internalised within DFID. In 1994, RNRRS was primarily a programme
envisaged to support field RNR projects and programmes being undertaken by DFID. The policy changes
that have occurred since then (5.6 and 7.2) mean that this natural DFID constituency, through which uptake,
capacity building and other impacts could be achieved, no longer exists. Research cannot be expected to provide
mainstream development impacts other than at a very localised scale.

It appears that a more fundamental and analytical internal consideration by DFID of the need to balance a
Logframe based management approach with formal systems of gathering data on impacts could have been
helpful. The Team is fully aware of the complexity of such work, especially for those programmes such as
livestock, forestry and fisheries where impacts may take well over a decade to materialise.

Had well-conceived OVIs been developed and resources for information collection been made available, it would
have been more straightforward for the evaluation to draw conclusions on the contribution of each programme
to RNRRS as a whole. Without this, greater reliance has to be placed on professional judgement and comparison
with similar initiatives.

Programmes have become increasingly focused by the attainment of impact on poverty in their respective research
realms. In analysis of the “assumptions column” of the programme logframes over the period of the RNRRS, it
becomes apparent that all programmes have needed to initiate strategies to resource the enabling environment,
within which the outputs of their research are framed. Programmes and projects are now building in support to
the enabling environment including institutional support, and capacity building, and direct support into market
led uptake of research findings. It is a challenge for programmes to balance this since the resourcing, for these
built in inputs, is insufficient to be able to generate a sustainable enabling environment. There is a need for
any impact assessment to ensure that the assumptions column is utilised fully. It is a key aspect to monitoring
progress for longer term requirements to support research uptake and its overall impact on poverty reduction
and eradication.

Key Points on Programme Performance

The evolution of Logframes from the overly complex structure in the “Yellow Brick” has been helpful for clarity
in seeing individual programme achievements. There would appear to be greater scope for stronger linkages
across programmes, which may have been useful in securing greater collaboration.

The lack of earlier objective data collection makes evaluation of impact problematic, especially when looking
at the contribution of projects to programmes and programmes to RNRRS as a whole.

All aspects of the Logframe, purposes, outputs, activities and assumptions, need to be monitored to determine
impact from projects and programmes. The Logframe should be able to frame impact assessment for programmes
that, in turn, could be utilised as a management tool for strategic management of the research, its outputs and
its uptake and impact on the poor.
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3.5.6

The recently commissioned studies of impact will ultimately be very helpful but could not assist this evaluation.
All the internal and external evaluations and assessments and data collation studies are leading toward the
recommendations made by the Surr report in 2002. It recommends that DFID should be required to report more
regularly and effectively on the impact of its research programmes. The evaluation team endorses this, and feels
that for future research programmes, DFID should develop an impact assessment strategy, and an appropriately
timed programme of impact assessments, commissioned centrally. This should be linked to the logframes and
it’s OVIs and to management of the programmes through their logframes.

If the value of the logframe approach is to be fully captured, their use has to be linked into a strategy wide,
coordinated monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment system; this is currently lacking. (4.4)

To embody the research strategy in demand-led research and in order to open all available channels for uptake
and promotion of research outcomes project cycle management needs to become much more participatory and
to engage with all stakeholders at all stages of PCM.

18



Evaluation of Programme Performance

BIOSIAPE PN dHAD AU PUe (YD UM MIIAI JOpUN APJUALIND I sjudwale)s Jojesrput asodind ay) Inq ‘SOOT -¢007 10F Swelj3of ayy ST SIy ], .

puejul 10} eISyY 3S pue eisy S ul ‘sjonpoud yoteasal Jo uonealdde jo aduspine ‘G002 >m_

uoneoldde Aq pajesausb ajdoad Jood o} syyouag

Juswabeuely seuaysiq

‘sjoym e
se swwesboid 8y} Joj uey) Joyjel ‘[aAs] SwejsAs uoonpo.ld ayj je paluspl ale sio)eoipul

"SWIg)sAs pue-lwas ul sjsad uelbiy o

SRS
Buiddoso pue-lwas paseq [eaio) ¢

‘swiaisAs uononpoud
apis||iy ul sdolo snosoeqlay Jo UoeAIND ¢

‘swiaisAs uononpoud
ainynoube 1sai0) ur sdoio dai] ¢

‘swiv)sAs uononpoud ainynolibe
1s810} Ul sdoio Snoaoeqiay pue [enuuy ¢

"goepI8UI
le]eM / pue| ay] Je swalsAs paseq 801y ¢

"@oRyI8IUI JB)eM
/ pue| 8y} 18 swalsAs paseq jnuodo) ¢

‘swialsAs uononpoud ueqin-ued ¢
'swiaisAs uononpoud [enuajod ybiH ¢

:0} uonoajoid doio uo abpasjmouy mau Jo
uoneoidde Aq pajesauab ajdoad Jood 10} syjeuag

(ddD) uonosjoid doip

suoiBaJ Ino} ul pajeplieA uaaq aAey Jood ayj Jiyauaq 0} UuoieAouUl
1sontey-1sod are|nwis Jo/pue abpajmouy 1saley-1sod 0] ssadoe anoldwi Ajqeulelsns
pue AjaAioaye yolym sjuswabuelle [euonniisul Jualayip jo abuel aiqealjdal e ‘soog Ag

lood ay} jo spasu
ay} 0} AjoAnoaye alow puodsal swaisAs uoneAouul
1sansey 1sod-dolo [euoneulalUl pUE [BUOHEN

(dHdO)
JseneH isod doin

sindino swuwelboid Bunelodioour saiaioe Juawdojanap Ag paoedwi Ajaaisod

ajdoad 000‘00} 1SE9| 1B pue ‘sadnoeld Juswasueyus pue ainjndenbe a|qeuIelSNS ‘S)001S
onienbe Jajjaq 0} paje|al sasealoul pialA uo paseq ‘9,0z Aq awoaul pue °%,0g Agq Alddns
pooy} anoidwi 0] BISyY 3S ¥ S ul 9idoad Jood 000‘00S Mmoje suieb abpajmouy ‘G002 Ag

aIn}nd pue JusWaduBYUd

‘UoI}09|9S 1Dy} pue SYO0]Ss diienbe jo abpajmouy
panoidwi ybnoayy paureisns pue pajelausb sjdoad
J00d 10} $921n0Sal onenbe Jo Ss)dBuUaq dAIONPOId

(d9dv) soneusn
ysi4 pue ainynoenby

Jood ay} 01 syonpoud yo0isanl| ayes Jo Ajlddns sjqeljal aloN €|

sladaay }0o01saAl| J00d-901n0S8I 10} S1S0D uoioNpold pasealdaq 2|

Jood 821nosai ay) Ag 3001saA| J0 uononpolid ajqeulelsns pasealou] ||

:JO @ouapIAe ‘eipu| Jo ysape|bueg ‘eolyy ‘eluezue] ‘epuebn ‘eAusy ul ‘5002 Ag

9SBaSIp }001SdA| J0 Juswabeuew panoidwi jo
uoneoldde Aq pajesausb ajdoad Jood Joj syypusg

(dHV) UieeH |ewiuy

SIAO

judwe)s Isodang

JwweIgoaJ

DUBULIOJII JIUIUWIIAIYDY JO (STAQ) AqRYLIdA A[9A1R[qO pue ‘yuswd)e)s Isodang dSwruerSorg

'€ 9qEL

19



Evaluation of Programme Performance

‘sjonpoud

9a1] snouabipul Jo 8sn [euonuinu Jalyyeay pue ‘Aujqedes Bunexysew pue buibeyoed
‘Buissaooid panoidwi pue Bunsantey 1onpoid-2aly 9AONNSOP SSI)| {S||INS JusWwabeuew
1sa.10} pasueyuad :ybnoiys spjoyasnoy 1ood 1o} [leuded uewny pasealoul ‘G002 Ag

"JUBWIUOIIAUD
Aoijod Buiqeus ue pue ‘{Ayoeded [euonniisul pasealoul {S82IN0Sal 1Sa10} JUBAS|D)
0} SS9298 JO [013U09 djenbape :ybnoiy) aidoad Jood 1o} [eudeo |e1oos pasealoul ‘5002 A9

‘Buinll isyy utes ajdoad Jood yoiym Aq suesw pue Juswdinbs uononpoud sy} pue sAkemyied
uonew.opul panoidwi :ybnoayy spjoyasnoy Jood oy [euded jeoisAyd pasealoul ‘G002 Ag

‘saAljeula)e
uononpoid paseq-aal) mau jo Juswdojaaap ay) pue ‘uononpoid ul ysu pue Aljigeuea
paonpa. :ybnoiyr spjoyasnoy Jood Joj [eideo [einjeu sjgeurelsns pasealoul ‘s00g Ag

'S991] pUB S]S810} JO

Juswabeuew ay) BUIAjOAUI SWBISAS @Sn-pue| Ul SWall 9audlsisgns Jo Aljige|ieAe paaoidwil
pue {s82inosal Inoge| Jo uoneoldde ay) ul ssauanioaye pue Aousiolys Jarealb ybnoiyy
s1s00 uononpold paonpai (Buneysew pue Buissesoid ul anjea pappe ybnoayy seoud
Jeonpoud Jaybiy {‘Auanonpoid [ealuyosl pue [eolbojoiq pesealoul ‘saijunuoddo juswAojdwe
paseq-9a.) papuedxa ybnoly) spjoyasnoy Jood Joj [ended [eloueuly pasealoul ‘G0z Ag

'90BLIg1U| UBQIN-LIad 8y}
pue aoep8lu| 81N} noubyisalo4 ayl ulyum asjdoad
Jood juspuadap-9a1} pue 1810} SHBUAQ YOIYM

JO uonnjosal ay} ‘quswabeuew 821N0SaI 891}

pue }saJo} ul swajqold o} palidde abpsjmouy maN

(d44)
yoleasay Ansalo4

awweiboid ay) Aq paressusb abpaimouy sauaysiy 01 aidoad Jood Agq sseooe panoidw) -

H}BuUaQg SPOOYIIdA]| pasealoul
0} Buipes| sauaysy paoueyusd 1o} Juswanoidwi ; 8seasoul Aianonpoid sauaysiq -

|9A8] B|geUIRISNS 1B pasiigels pjalA pue ‘uononpoid sauaysy ainyded s|geueA ssa -

:BuUIMO||0} BY) JO 8I10W 10 BUO ‘SBLIBYSI PEoUBYUS OM] 10} pue ‘Aiaysl)
ainided pue|ul 10 [BISBOD ‘743 dU0 1Se9| e 1o} ‘Buinaiyoe Ag saniunwwod 1ab.e] Jauaq o}

sioyew Aoljod ¢

Jood ayy jo sishojldwg ¢

Jood ayy 0} seainies BulAiddns suoinyisu; ¢
o|idoadiood ¢

:Buimoljo) 8y} Jo
OM] }SEd| 1B AQ SelaySsl} duleW J0} BOLY ISEJ PUB UBSD( UBIPU| BOU)Y 1SBT pUEB ‘Salaysl

‘swa)sAs
Juswabeuew sauaysly 0] 9abpaimouy mau Jo

(dSI4) @ouslog

SIAO

juduR)e)s Isodang

dJwueI301J

20



Evaluation of Programme Performance

‘G002 Aq eaie 1961e) swweiboid S8oUdI0S Jue|d ul uononpoid doio panoidwi
wouj (018 sousljIsal ‘seold JBWNSU0D ‘Bwooul Jaue) ‘pialA Jo swua)] ul) syjeusq [eay

aoeU8lUI-8IN)NoLDY

158104 pue apis||iH ‘[enusiod-ybiH ‘pueIwss

ur uononpoid doio 0y ‘saonoeid olwouoibe
panoidwl pue ‘SIeA}nd O JUBWSdUBYUD

onauab pue uonos|as uo abpajmouy mau Jo
uoneoldde Aq pajesauab ajdoad Jood Jo} syjeusg

(dsd)

yoreasay
$82U8I08g Jue|d

"S]@yJBW [BO0] UO YsSl} 8|qepioye o Aljigelieae
ay} ybnoiyy panosdwl 1o paulejulew siawnsuod Jood jsBuowe ANoss poo4 ¢

sallaysly 1864e] Mo} Ul pasealoul Ajqeurelsns siaonpoud Jood Jo sewodulleudy] ¢

sauaysy
1868} OM] Ul %0G AQ paonpal pue paliuspl Sesso| 1IsaAley 1sod Jo |aA8] 8YL ¢

‘500z Ag

"BOLJY 1S9\ pUB 1se]
pue eiSy Yinog ul saliaysyy woij ysy jo uonesinn
panoidwi 8y} 0} abpajmouy mau Jo uoneoldde
8y} ybnouy} s1swnsuod pue siapel; ‘siossasold
‘sieonpoud Jood 104 spyeuaq sonpoud o

(dd4Hd)

yolessay
S81I8ysIH 1SeAIBH 1S0d

"S9AI109[g0 S,Q]4( JO JUBWUIB)E PaNUIIU0D U0} 82in0sal e Buipinoid
‘Sjuan)iIsuod S, dSHN Aq pasijeulsiul yoseasal s,dSHN WOJ SUossa| ‘900z UoJeN Ag
S91UN0D }196JE}-UOU Ul SUOIINHISU| PUB SYSOP
A1unod Q4@ Buipnjour ‘welsAs JuswdojaAap pue yodleasal [euOljeuUISlUI BY} Ul pasn ‘Bjoym
e se sawwelboid sy} pue ‘sjosfoid JSHN JO %0g 1SEd| 1B Woly sjonpoid ‘900g Yoien Ag
siayew Aojjod juensiey ¢
Jood ayy jo siehkojldwg o
Jood ay) 0} seainies BulAlddns suonnisu] ¢
sanjosway) 9jdoad 1004 ¢

:sdnoub 1861e] Buimojjo) 8y} Jo oml 1sea) 1e Ag pauioads s|ong)
8y} 18 asn ul Jood 8y} Jjeuaq UBd Yyoseasal S,dSHN Wol) abpsjmouy mau ‘5002 Yyose Ag

spooyl|aAl] J1iey) aaoidwi o}
aseq YN oY1 uo uspuadap Ajeb.e| are oym ajdoad
Jood sa|qeus 1ey] abpajmouy Mau JaAljep O]

(dSHN) sweisAs
$82IN0SaYy |einleN

JuawdojaAsp [BI00S 0} ¥O0]1SOAI| JO UOINGUIUOD PASealou| &
9SE( 92IN0Sal 9|geuIeISNS

%001s9A1| onsawop pue ajdoad useamiaq soueeq pazi|igels
saijunyuoddo juswAojdwa panoidw

uaip|iyd pue uswom Jo} Apeinoiued ‘Alebpnip paonpay
uononpold doio 0} ¥001S8AI| 0 UOINGLIUOD PasEalou|

* & & O o o

pawnsuod syonpoud %001saA] Jajes ‘Jadeayd ‘alopy
Jood ay} Jo aouens|al

[e109ds yum »001saAl Jo [eAIANsS JAlAONpolad yuononpold ul Sesealoul sjqeureisng ¢
:BuIMO]|0} Y} JO BI0W JO BUO JO BOUBPIAS ‘BISY UINOS pUB ‘BOl}Y UBIBYBS-gNS ‘BolBWY
uie ul sisijeloisedosbe /sysiieioised woly pue siadoasy ¥001SaAl| SSa|pue| wod) ‘Buiwie;
¥o01s9AI| /doio ul pabebua siawle} Jood woly puewsp Arewud o} ssuodsal ul ‘2002 Ag

uononpoud

uegJn-ad pue [enusiod ybiy ‘einynoube

-1s8.0} ‘|ei0}sed-oibe ‘pue-1Was Ul YO0}SaA| JO
Juswabeuew ajqeurelsns ay}l uo abpajmouy mau
J0 uoneoldde ayy Aq pajelausb siadaay 3001saN|
SSa|pue| pue papue| jo sdnoib 19a.10sIp 10} Syjeuag

(dd7)
1U0IONPOId YO0ISOAIT

SIAO

juauw)e)s Isodiang

dJwueI301]

21



Evaluation of Programme Performance

Sw)sAs OPIS[[IH Pue VA ‘OPIS[[TH Pue pLIy Twag Sunjul] axmjonns paseq dor) sasn JHID .

"SWa)SAS UBqI() 11d pue [eNuajod YSIH sYuI'l dHY 0
L 2 (r'e)e dHdH
9 2 (v'e)e d494
6 2 (S'v)e aimnoenby
8 4 (e'9)e dSW4
e 8 (9)z (9)e (9)e (9)e , dHdO
€L 4! (G ¥ (6°L)e (¥'L)e (e'e's'v)v (9°2)2 ddo
Ll v (22 (r'e)e dSd
¥9 9l (€'9)2 (e'v'e)e (S'v'e)e (ce)e (e'9'9)e (L) (r'v)e dS8N
Ie S () @) ) (€'9)e dd1
22 v ()1 (L) (€'9)e odHY
ze b (e'e'v)e (e'e'ele (L'v)e (€'e'v)e dod
swweiboig
aoedU| spoyjaw }sa404 aoedU|
sinding | sasodind | |enuajod ueqin 2By puUy 21WOU029d 1SION 191\
lejol leloL ybiH 1ed 1saioy apIs|ItH lweg -0190S leaidosy pueq walshs
-owwres3ord £q (sindinQ) pue sesoding Jo requinu SUIMoys
SOLIF MO[[PX dY) WO.IJ SSWRIJ30T $66] JO SISA[eUy ¥ d1qeL

22



Evaluation of Programme Performance

swalsAs uononpoid JUSIOPIP ay) 10J sowelS0 eredas aje[nuLIO] 01 SaNUNUO0d 4D ATUQ s

dHdA

dSW4

dd94v

dHdO

(v)e

ddo

dSd

dS&N

ddi

dHY

< NS i

dd4

swiwreibolg

sindinQ |ejol

sasodind |ejol

lenuajod
ybiHy

uequn
119d

aoepIou|

ouby puy
1salo4 apIS|ItH Iwag

aoeIdU|
1o1eM
pueq

walsAs

QuiueI301d Aq ssweaj3o (F007) 1s9e] Jo SisA[euy

S dlqBL

23





