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Introduction

This document sets out the annual Program-level evaluation process for the Laos-Australia NGO Cooperation Agreement (LANGOCA) and the relationship between this process and the independent monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes of the LANGOCA component projects.

The LANGOCA Program is based on Cooperation Agreements with four Australian NGOs: Oxfam, CARE, World Vision and Save the Children. It consists of five long-term projects and a number of supporting short-term projects at various sites within Laos. Initially, the Program had an approved budget of $AUD 14 million over a five year period, commencing in July 2007. The Program has now been extended until June 2014. Part 2 of this document describes the components of the Program in more detail.
The LANGOCA Program Design Document (PDD) of December 2006 included a draft logframe intended to guide program-level monitoring and evaluation. Following 18 months of implementation experience with three (of the eventual five) long-term LANGOCA activities and completion of a number of baseline studies, AusAID decided to revise the original program-level M&E approach. As a result of that work, the process described here effectively replaces the draft M&E Framework described in the PDD. 

The design of this Program-level evaluation process addresses AusAID’s requirement for a way of progressively assessing the beneficiary impacts of the Program. In doing this it also provides a robust process for a comprehensive annual evaluation of the whole Program.

Part 1 of this document provides a “step-by-step” description of the sequence of M&E tasks that culminate in an Annual Evaluation Workshop (AEW).  Part 2 outlines the LANGOCA Program and the context and rationale underlying the design of the evaluation process. An Implementation Guide in Lao language (published separately) provides detailed guidance for the staff of the LANGOCA component projects on how to implement the process. Initial training and technical support has also been provided to staff from each of the five projects in aspects of the process and in the skills required for successful implementation. 

1.  The LANGOCA M&E Framework: Steps for Implementation
1.1   Outline of the M&E Framework
The overall purpose of the annual cycle of M&E processes described here is to facilitate project and program level exploration of effective approaches, in rural Laos communities, to community and livelihoods development conducted in conjunction with reducing vulnerability to natural and human-induced disasters and reducing the impact of UXOs. 

The process will try to identify key elements of these evolving approaches and publicise the information amongst participants and others to support adaptation and adoption by government agencies, communities and donors. 
It is designed to achieve this through, as far as practicable:

· Enabling intended beneficiaries (villagers and government agencies and their employees engaged with LANGOCA) to contribute to judgments about the effectiveness of the LANGOCA projects
· Creating a climate for constructive critiquing of the integrated approaches used by the LANGOCA projects (ie. disaster management and/or UXO work integrated within normal community and livelihoods development work) 
· Encouraging a `double-loop learning’(DLL) approach to project and program review
. 
· Utilising the widely differing contexts, methods and objectives of the LANGOCA projects as one lens through which each project’s contributions to the development of effective community development approaches can be viewed. 

Figure 1 illustrates the main components of the annual LANGOCA M&E process and the main links or information flows between them. 
NGOs implementing LANGOCA component projects are responsible for regular project monitoring that is described in the individual project M&E frameworks.  This Program-level MEF complements project monitoring data collection with, among other steps, annual consultations with selected beneficiaries about project outcomes
. 
Figure 1: Components and links in the annual LANGOCA M&E process
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1.2   The Steps in the Process
This section describes the steps in the annual LANGOCA evaluation process that are illustrated in Figure 3. The accompanying Implementation Guide for this annual process will provide detailed explanations of each of these steps including directions and advice on how they should be undertaken. 

1.2.1   Consultations with project beneficiaries about changes to which the project may have contributed
What are we going to do?

Project field staff will conduct interviews, small discussion groups or small workshops with selected project beneficiaries. The content of the discussions will be guided by the topics described below which are designed to collect information about the effects of the project on the various groups of beneficiaries in the project communities.
Why are we doing this?

To judge the effectiveness of the projects, we need to understand the beneficiaries’ experiences of each project and the effects of the project outcomes for them. One of the most informative ways to do this is to ask the beneficiaries directly.
How will we do it?

Discussions will be conducted by project field staff with the main beneficiaries with whom the project is regularly engaged.
 In most cases these will be:

· community members and groups within villages with whom a project is working, and 

· staff of district, provincial and national government agencies who are engaged with LANGOCA (who may be beneficiaries of project mentoring, training or other forms of assistance).
The topics for discussion are in the three boxes at the end of this section. They are intended to be “discussion generators”. They should be presented in ways and with language suitable for each particular situation. As discussion progresses, field staff will need to ask any additional questions that are necessary to clarify issues or pursue interesting points of view.
The discussions with beneficiaries may not need to be separately organised. Where possible, they can be incorporated into existing interactions with target villages or government agencies as opportunities arise. For example, each project already conducts an annual assessment of its activities and the project beneficiary discussions may be able to be included as a part of this annual process. Alternatively, if project staff are meeting with a group of community members to discuss project activities in which the group is involved, some time could be spent in discussing some of the evaluation topics. 

In some projects it may be appropriate to invite government staff working with the project to assist in conducting the discussions with village beneficiaries of the project. Where this is possible, it may contribute to capacity development of government staff; strengthening relationships between village communities and government agencies; and the long-term sustainability of project outcomes. 

Whatever the setting or circumstances for these discussions, important considerations are:

· Discussions are conducted so that participants have the opportunity and are encouraged to discuss various points of view about each question

· Responses are accurately recorded for consideration in the next stage of the process

· When there is disagreement, the different points of view and the reasons for them are all recorded for later consideration

· When discussions are with a group of beneficiaries, project staff try, as much as possible, to take account of the effects of gender, status and power relationships in the group. They should make a note when these affect the results of the discussion (eg. when one person dominates or some say nothing at all). 
· Project staff should try to make participants feel comfortable within the group and positive about the contribution they can make to the discussion. Mostly, they should organise separate opportunities for input from women and men (and, if possible, youth); poor people and leaders; and people from different ethnic groups 
.



These topics may occasionally repeat data collection already included in some of the project M&E Frameworks. The intention is to provide the opportunity to engage in dialogue with community members and other beneficiaries in order to hear their direct views about changes resulting from the project activities. Repetition using different sources of data and different data collection methods can provide useful confirmation of the reliability of data (this is sometimes called “triangulation”). Too much repetition however, if it occurs, may require adjustment of the questions or of the existing data collection requirements in the project MEFs.

1.2.2   Identifying project outcomes and common themes, differences and notable features in the data from the project beneficiary discussions
What are we going to do?

Analyse the data from the project beneficiary discussions so that we can get the most accurate picture possible of the project outcomes so far from the viewpoint of the beneficiaries as well as any other opinions they have about the project. 
Why are we doing this?

The data from the project beneficiary discussions will contain all sorts of opinions about various project activities and from all different kinds of people within the villages with whom you are working – women; men; poor people; leaders; people with disabilities; youth; people from various ethnic groups; school children and so on. Where a person fits in this complex of different roles will determine how the project affects them; how they interact with it; what benefits they get from it; and what they think about it. Analysing what people said in the discussions and which people said what will enable you to identify common themes about the effects of the project; its strengths and weaknesses; whether it is meeting its intended objectives; and how it might be improved. It can also make clear differences in the way the project is creating benefits or disadvantages for different groups within a village or between different villages.
How will we do it?

After consultations in each village, each project team will write up their detailed notes and then review all the data looking for key themes, topics and patterns. In addition to similarities between respondents, the teams will be trying to identify discrepancies or deviant cases which don’t fit the pattern. After this, team members will work together to compare and refine their themes – the ensuing discussion should enrich the level of nuanced analysis that is eventually obtained. Teams will then review the data through a gender and power lens, separating out interview data from the poorest and most vulnerable (usually women) and compare that with data from community leaders, village headmen etc. to see if new patterns emerge. Both sets of analysis will then be summarised into a short paragraph that will be included as input into the annual project evaluation process.     
1.2.3   Annual project evaluation process – analysing the available evidence to assess project progress, outcomes and lessons 

What are we going to do?

Using all of the evidence available, complete a comprehensive assessment of the project to date including:

· Implementation progress and quality

· Project outcomes and their relationship to the project goal and objectives, and to the circumstances and needs of the project beneficiaries

· Lessons learned in the implementation so far. 
It is intended that most of the work will be undertaken in a Project Evaluation Workshop (PEW) of two to three days duration, attended by all project staff and relevant NGO staff as well as other people engaged in the project who can make a contribution to the assessment process. The analysis will include the long-term project and any related short-term activities.
Why are we doing this?

The project evaluation process is designed to fulfil two main purposes. Each year it will provide:
· A detailed, outcomes-focused analysis of each of the LANGOCA projects which, in turn, can support a “double-loop-learning” review of project design and implementation

· Five major contributions of “project-grounded” analysis into the Program-level assessment of progress, outcomes and lessons for the whole LANGOCA Program.
The five PEW assessments will feed into the Program-level process in the form of:

· “Working summaries”
 compiled as part of the PEW process and linking project outcomes and lessons to the relevant evidence 

· Presentations to the LANGOCA Annual Evaluation Workshop (AEW) drawn from the PEW Summaries and also highlighting the contributions of the project outcomes and lessons to overall LANGOCA objectives.
How will we do it?

Development of the PEW Summaries and the related AEW project presentations will involve analysis of all the evidence available at the time that can contribute to an accurate, objective assessment of project progress, outcomes and learning. The evidence to be considered will include:

· The results of the discussions with project beneficiaries about the evaluation topics (Section 1.2.1 above)

· Project monitoring data collected and analysed through the project’s other M&E activities specified in its M&E Framework

· Consultation and analysis between staff and with other key informants knowledgeable about the project (ie. drawing directly and explicitly on the tacit knowledge of project staff and other knowledgeable informants).

Figure 2: All sources of evidence for the annual project evaluation process
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A number of standard evaluation topics will be used to guide the PEW process. They are set out in Box 4 below. Each of these generic questions should generate a large number of specific questions for the PEW participants about their own project as they proceed through their analysis.

Box 5 below describes the “domains of change” referred to in the first PEW evaluation topic in Box 4. It is understood that these changes take time and that projects will not necessarily have results to report in each of the domains each year.

The PEWs may be most effective with 8 – 12 participants. They should be well-structured and facilitated in order to gain maximum value from the contributions of those attending.  While the main task is to identify well-evidenced project evaluation findings, they are also likely to provide valuable education in M&E for many of those attending. More detail on a suggested approach to completing the analysis and reporting is included in the accompanying Implementation Guide. 

The last task of the PEW will be to finalise the PEW Summary. Following this, and prior to the LANGOCA Annual Evaluation Workshop (AEW), each project team will prepare presentation material
 briefly summarising the PEW content relevant to each of the seven evaluation topics in Box 4. The presentation material will be used to support their contributions to a facilitated discussion during the first two days of the AEW. This discussion will review in turn, each of the seven evaluation topics along with other discussion topics that may have been added to the agenda by AEW participants. 

Overall, this process will provide a detailed analytical effort directed towards understanding the outcomes resulting from the projects and the processes used to achieve them. For the projects, the results of the work can then be applied to:

· Better understanding the complex interactions between social interventions such as the LANGOCA projects and their implementation contexts

· Identifying strengths and weaknesses in project implementation and results and making necessary design and methodology adjustments.
1.2.4   LANGOCA Annual Evaluation Workshop
What are we going to do?

Bring together for three days each year the five LANGOCA project teams, other NGO staff, project partner organisations and other stakeholders to share their knowledge and experiences about Laos community and livelihood development when implemented in conjunction with disaster management and UXO mitigation activities.

Why are we doing this? 

The main purpose of the AEW will be to:

· Review knowledge, experience and results gained from the LANGOCA component projects and each project’s annual evaluation process and synthesise from them a robust assessment of the overall effectiveness of LANGOCA
· Provide an extended opportunity for project implementers and other stakeholders to share their experiences and knowledge about the LANGOCA projects.

Information shared between project implementers and other stakeholders will contribute to improving the LANGOCA projects and the related work of other government and non-government agencies. The information-sharing components on disaster management and UXO management included in the original LANGOCA design are also effectively incorporated into this process.

How will we do it? 

The LANGOCA Annual Evaluation Workshop will be held after each project has completed its annual PEW described in the previous section. AusAID and the LANGOCA Secretariat will be responsible for organising the AEW and ensuring competent facilitators are available to guide the process. 

The format of the AEW will be similar each year but the detailed content will vary depending on the main issues that are relevant at the time or the topics which the key stakeholders (particularly the project implementers) want to discuss. It will extend over three days. 
The first two days
The first two days of the AEW will be mainly for project implementers, partner organisations and relevant ‘experts’ or experienced technical people (eg. in disaster management; UXO management; community or livelihoods development; gender) who can provide knowledgeable and constructive input. The two days will begin with a short presentation summarising the main findings of the LANGOCA Landscape Review (Section 1.2.5). Following this, participants will have the opportunity to:

· Discuss their project implementation from a technical and management perspective and the issues that they had to deal with in order to achieve their planned outcomes 
·  Share information about effective approaches to community and livelihood development that is: integrated with disaster management and UXO management; and is proactive about gender and working with poor and disabled people. 
The discussion and sharing of information will be facilitated and, depending on preferences expressed by participants, will more or less, follow the seven evaluation topics from the PEW process, grounded by the presentation material prepared by each of the project teams. 

In the second half of Day 2, project teams will review and re-organise their presentation material (in the light of the Day 1 and 2 discussions) in preparation for 15 minute “project summary” presentations and follow-up discussion with all of the LANGOCA stakeholders on Day 3. 

For the 2010 AEW, time will also be allocated during the first two days for assessing the first round of project beneficiary consultations conducted by each project between May and July 2010 and identifying ways in which they can be improved. 
The third day 
The third day of the AEW will be for all LANGOCA stakeholders beginning with a brief summary of the Landscape Review findings to inform the new participants. 
Following this, project implementers will present on the progress, outcomes and lessons from each project so far, highlighting issues important for the overall LANGOCA Program. These include: the integration of disaster management and UXO management into community and livelihood development; and working proactively with poor and disabled people and on gender and development issues. The presentations will be followed by questions and discussion.
The final session on Day 3 will attempt to bring together the key findings and messages from all the previous sessions, providing the opportunity for final discussion of important conference conclusions or remaining unresolved issues. 
1.2.5   LANGOCA Landscape Review
The Landscape Review (LR) is intended to provide a contextual analysis of poverty, livelihoods, disaster management and UXO management against which: project implementers can make responsive decisions; and within which LANGOCA project and Program outcomes can be properly situated. Ideally, the LR would focus mainly on the social, economic and cultural characteristics of the districts and villages in which the LANGOCA projects are working and the effects of UXO, disasters and disaster management in those areas. 
The process would largely involve a “desk analysis” of available data. There are likely to be constraints on the availability and quality of data that can be collected however and, in practical terms, the best use possible should be made of readily available data from government, multilateral agencies and NGOs.
In order to provide an on‐going background analysis of changes in context and factors affecting or being affected by project implementation, the LR could be conducted biennially – initiated by AusAID; coordinated by the LANGOCA partners; and compiled by a knowledgeable researcher. The process may need to allow time for agreement to be reached between the project implementers, the government of Lao PDR and AusAID on the research brief. 
The main findings of the Landscape Review would be presented as part of the Day 1 AEW activities (and a brief summary repeated at the beginning of Day 3).
1.2.6   LANGOCA Annual Evaluation Report and follow-up action
Using the PEW material and the content of presentations and discussions during the conference, the evaluation team will compile a report including:
· A summary of, and commentary on, the progress, outcomes and lessons  from each of the LANGOCA component projects 

· Findings on effective, integrated approaches to community development in rural communities of Lao PDR that incorporate disaster management; UXO management; and are proactive on gender issues and working with poor, disabled and otherwise marginalized people.
The evaluation team will also interview each of the project teams at the time of the AEW and compile a supplementary report assessing the PEW process for that year. The supplementary report will also include an assessment of the AEW and recommendations for the design of the next AEW.
A draft copy of each report will be circulated to the main stakeholders engaged in the LANGOCA Program for comment and verification. After amendments, the final report will be made available to conference participants and to other interested organisations and individuals.

1.3   The PEW process and the six-monthly project M&E reporting to AusAID
An annotated standard format for six-monthly (March and September) LANGOCA project monitoring reports to AusAID is in Annex 3. Required information should be provided as concisely as possible and repetitive information minimised. 
After 2010, as far as practicable, the beneficiary consultations, PEW and AEW processes will be scheduled so that the data collection and analysis involved can provide well-evidenced support for six-monthly report conclusions and lessons.
While the overall process is relatively simple in concept it involves coordination of activities between multiple (and busy) organisations. It also needs to be linked as effectively as possible with the existing LANGOCA PIC and PCC meetings in order to facilitate the flow of important information and any resulting action. Other factors are the scheduling of the LANGOCA MTR and the evaluation approach that a MTR might utilise most effectively, given the type of annual evaluation process that is proposed here.

Finalising a suitable implementation schedule will require consultation between AusAID; the LANGOCA partner organisations and the key government agencies once the implications of the process have been considered and can be factored in to work plans. 

Table 1 includes a draft implementation schedule for consideration. 
Table 1: MEF Implementation Schedule 2010 – 2014
PEW = Project Evaluation Workshops 
AEW = Annual Evaluation Workshop



	
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
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	Beneficiary consultations  & analysis 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Technical assistance for NGOs
	
	
	
	
	
	To be determined
	
	
	
	

	PEW 
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2.    The Context for LANGOCA M&E
This section provides an outline of the LANGOCA Program and the rationale for the design of the annual evaluation process set out in Section 1.

2.1   The LANGOCA Program 
The goal of AusAID’s work in Laos is … 


to contribute to reducing poverty and achieving sustainable development

The goal of LANGOCA is … 

to reduce the vulnerability of the poor (by integrating poverty reduction and crosscutting issues with disaster management and UXO approaches in Laos)
The LANGOCA strategy for achieving this is to promote approaches where crosscutting issues (gender, environment, HIV, disability, etc) are closely integrated with disaster management and UXO work. 

Figure 2: Outline of the original LANGOCA Program design
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The overall design of the LANGOCA Program as it is currently being implemented (including component projects) is shown in Figure 2
. Consultations with staff of the implementing NGOs indicated that generally, they interpret the role of their component projects as:

· exploring with communities and responsible government departments approaches for supporting the reduction of vulnerability to livelihood stressors in communities and individual households;

· doing this by helping those rural communities and government agencies to address factors affecting livelihoods including  those related to natural and human-induced disasters; UXO impact; health; agricultural issues and innovation; and income generation; and

· wherever practicable, using participatory village development processes to identify needs and strengths; undertake planning and action; and assess results directed by priorities generally determined in community-based planning activities.

Central to the work of the NGO projects was a common perception of the dynamic interplay between: the availability of stable, sustainable livelihoods; vulnerability to a range of stressors; and poverty. The interaction between these factors, at different times, may be predictable or unpredictable. As a result, effective mitigation and overall improvement in the situation of many communities and households is considered to be most dependent upon strengthened structures and processes at all levels of government as well as within village communities. Figure 3 is a schematic representation of these relationships and the place of the various levels of Lao government and the LANGOCA Program in working for improved outcomes.

2.2   An overview of M&E considerations for LANGOCA

Examination of the designs for the five LANGOCA long-term and short-term activities identified in Figure 2 shows that they have been designed to contribute to the overall LANGOCA goal but the design processes - and consequently, the final approved designs - were independent of each other
. In particular: 

· The goal or overall objective and the subsidiary objectives of each component activity are different and logically unrelated between the activities. They are only connected through their intention to contribute to the overall goal but the nature of that contribution is only, and separately, defined within each of the component activities

· The intended beneficiaries of the component activities are widely separated – especially geographically, ethnically and by ecological/environmental zone type – and the settings for each activity vary similarly on almost every variable eg. extent and type of vulnerability; inherent ability to respond to stresses; cultural factors; access to resources; etc. 

· The approaches to monitoring and assessing progress in each of the activities vary widely – different variables  are to be assessed and different categories of indicators  and methods for assessing them have been defined 

· Implementation methodologies are different – partly reflecting the differences in design intentions and objectives – and will be further affected by the specific context influences of each of the different locations eg. other concurrent interventions; history of previous interventions, etc

· Similarly, different implementation locations and designs mean that each project will be affected by a different and locally unique set of external factors. This may include flow-on effects or interference from other nearby or coincident interventions.
Figure 3.  A representation of relationships between poverty, livelihoods and vulnerability, Government programs and the LANGOCA Program
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LANGOCA has many of the characteristics of the Form of Aid known as a facility. In common AusAID usage, a facility is a mechanism for providing funding to a number of related but independent activities that are linked by a common, broad goal to which each of the activities is required to contribute. In a facility, the design and specific intent of the component activities is generally unknown at inception and, in most cases, activities are conceived, designed and implemented in a process of progressive engagement with the sectors and targets of the broad facility goal.

Experience with facility-like forms of aid over recent years has shown that assessing progress and outcomes at the facility-level (compared with that of the individual component activities) requires some form of “meta-analytical” approach or a “contribution analysis” approach rather than simple project logframe approaches with multiple levels of indicators
,
.

In particular:

· The outcomes of each component activity are specific to that activity and can only be assessed against what the activity set out to accomplish within the unique context of that project

· The extent to which ‘outcomes’ at any activity site can be directly attributed to the activity will also vary depending on many context-dependent factors such as those outlined above for the case of LANGOCA

· These difficulties in attribution; different settings; different usage and interpretation of results of superficially similar indicators; and different ‘starting points’, ‘end points’ and amounts of change in selected ‘monitored variables’,  are problematic for assessing program-level results. Specifically, it is not possible to “aggregate” the separate activity outcomes using a standard set of indicators in a way that can retain external or internal validity in the supposed ‘measures’ 
.
The original LANGOCA M&E Framework (which this version replaces) did not provide a way of capturing and assessing program-wide outcomes and processes. This leads to a loss of important information about the results of LANGOCA and the effectiveness of its strategies – in particular the impacts on beneficiaries. To obtain this information requires a different and more information-rich approach. Such an approach for LANGOCA was the subject of Part 1 of this document.
2.3   Principles underlying this LANGOCA M&E Approach 

The LANGOCA Program-level M&E approach described in this document is based on a view of development grounded on change as an emergent property that appears and evolves in response to a complexity of inputs; social and economic conditions; cultural factors; and various, often changeable local circumstances. Effective, sustainable change cannot be imposed. 

An underlying rationale of LANGOCA and its component projects is to support effective community and livelihood development in predominantly rural communities. The approach described in this MEF also assumes that community development processes are, by nature, exploratory and progressive and that specific outcomes are, most often, unknowable in advance. Thus, an underlying objective of this LANGOCA evaluation process will be to facilitate synthesis and sharing of learning on how best to engender appropriate development work in Lao PDR.

The M&E approach is guided by the following general principles. As far as practicable, LANGOCA M&E processes at all levels should:

· be participatory, empowering and gender sensitive for those involved and focused on strengths in the work done by individuals and organisations at all levels

· encourage reflection, continuous learning and change and facilitate information sharing, over information extraction 

· ensure that participants understand how their contributions will be used

· provide accountability to intended beneficiaries as well as donors and other participating organisations

· be based on triangulated and trustworthy evidence from its data collection processes 

· not be about `show casing’ work but about critically analysing what is done in consultation with beneficiaries and other stakeholders in order to evolve approaches to community development that are as effective as possible in the Lao PDR context

· be simple and do-able.  

Finally, the emphasis here is on building up annual evaluation processes at both project and program levels. The intention is to provide comprehensive “sense-making” and knowledge-sharing opportunities and thereby, maximize the understanding and learning about community development, livelihoods development, disaster management and UXO management within Lao PDR that is potentially available from the broad scope of activities being conducted within LANGOCA. The monitoring and primary data collection activities necessary to support the evaluation processes will take place almost wholly within the component projects.

In other words, this annual evaluation process focuses on identifying and learning from effective approaches in Lao PDR for achieving positive beneficiary outcomes especially in relation to disaster management and UXO risks. As a result, the process mainly responds to the first three components of the LANGOCA design (ie. Disaster Management, Unexploded Ordnance and Program Development.  Monitoring of the fourth component – Program Management  – is adequately covered in each project’s six-monthly reporting to AusAID) although the approach is not necessarily constrained by the original conception and division into these three components. 

2.4   Current LANGOCA M&E

2.4.1   A note on “Monitoring” and “Evaluation”

The following paragraphs clarify the sometimes confusing difference between monitoring and evaluation and their role in the monitoring and evaluation of the LANGOCA Program 
.

Evaluation   is a process of collecting and analysing reliable evidence to assist in judging the value of a program, project or other kind of intervention. Most often, an evaluation will be concerned with how effective a program has been in achieving its immediate objectives or purpose and, as a result, what contribution has been made to the intended longer-term goal of the program. 
Monitoring   is a continuous process of collecting, analysing and reporting information about progress in implementing a program. Its main purpose is to enable program decision-makers and stakeholders to assess progress in activities and the quality of their implementation. Effective monitoring should help to identify and solve problems and improve program quality. It is generally focussed on program activities and outputs but, where possible, analysis of monitoring data should also attempt to assess program outcomes up to that time.
For project designs that use a logical framework approach, progress in the achievement of outputs will usually be assessed against the program’s logframe matrix and the indicators that it specifies. An agreed format and level of detail for monitoring of inputs and activities against and implementation plans is also usually required by program managers and funding agencies.

About the LANGOCA Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

This document describes the monitoring and evaluation processes for the whole LANGOCA Program. Because LANGOCA is made up of many independent projects (each with its own MEF), this program-level M&E is designed to bring together the monitoring data and results from each of the projects and synthesise from them an overall assessment of the progress, outcomes and effectiveness of LANGOCA. Thus, most of the monitoring activity within LANGOCA is conducted within each project and independently reported to the project stakeholders every six months. The tasks that are the main subject of this MEF are mostly about evaluation of LANGOCA.  
2.4.2   Summary of LANGOCA Component Project M&E

The Program-level annual evaluation process described in this document is dependent upon data collection and analysis conducted during implementation of each of the five long-term and a number of short-term projects managed by the four partner-NGOs participating in LANGOCA. As previously noted, much of this data collection is already specified in the project M&E Frameworks which are part of each project design. Some additional data collection and an annual evaluation process within each project will provide the main input into the Program-level evaluation process. These additional project tasks (which are intended to complement existing project M&E work) are illustrated in Figure 1 and have been described in detail in Section 1.2. 

The goals, purposes and objectives of each of the five LANGOCA long-term interventions and their designated indicators are tabulated in Annex 1. The following table outlines characteristics of the baseline studies for each project and the main features and methods to be used by the project implementers in data collection, analysis and reporting for their indicators.

	Project
	Baseline study
	Main data sources for six-monthly reporting against indicators and targets
 

	Sayaboury Integrated Hazard Mitigation (SCA)
	Conducted in 12 selected villages in the last quarter of 2008.

Used PRA/PDRA tools and FGDs with VDMCs; children; people not involved in VDMCs; ethnic minorities; disabled people.

Collected data about the history/ impact of disasters; village livelihoods; village resources and infrastructure.
	Training evaluation reports

Community planning documents

Field evaluation reports (annual?)

Government agency planning documents (especially DRR) and periodic reports.

	Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province (CARE)
	Conducted in all 20 project villages.

Objectives: (1) inform the design of project activities (2) baseline for village level outputs and outcomes.

Comprehensive demographic and socio-economic data.

 Used ‘anthropological and gender-sensitive participatory approaches’  with: community committees; women’s groups; households; and household representatives. 
	VDPs and monthly project reporting on progress towards annual objectives.
FSD UXO reporting.

Annual assessment of project activities and outcomes.

Repeat interviews with male/female HH heads in years 3 and 5 to provide longitudinal change assessment.

	Drought in Upland Communities (Oxfam)
	Basic demographic and socio-economic data compiled for all project villages in Ta Oy district. 

PRA for each village to compile additional qualitative and quantitative data including disaster identification and prioritisation and gender information.
	Annual 2-3 day PRA/evaluation (facilitated by OAus and district staff) in each village.

Discussions with VDMC, DDMC and PDMC members during annual evaluation process.

	Community Based Vulnerability Reduction (WV1)
	To be completed in all target villages (by external contractor) in project-year 2 and based on the MEF indicators.

To include: identification of poor/vulnerable HHs in each village (especially female-headed; those with disabled people; HIV/AIDS, etc.); the nature of their poverty and vulnerability; existing coping strategies; and measures currently undertaken to address crises. 

	Monthly project activity reports.

Annual assessments in a 33% sample of all project villages - repeat of baseline data collection with some additions  eg. FGDs with women from poor HHs.

Final annual assessment will cover all villages (as for baseline) including additional topics to inform the final evaluation.

A lot of  village data collection will be undertaken by the VDCs (after M&E training). 

Independent qualitative research as required.

	Integrated UXO Action in Mahaxay District (WV2)
	Baseline survey of UXO situation and village/HH characteristics in target villages to be completed after project inception.
	A variety of regular monitoring activities at six and 12 month intervals including: HH situation Interviews and KAP surveys; community PLA workshops and FGDs; review of relevant District and Province annual reports; review of village UXO action/management plans; livelihood work plans; and village committee records;


2.4.3   LANGOCA Program-level M&E prior to 2010
Prior to 2010 there was no formal mechanism for assessing LANGOCA Program-level results apart from AusAID’s internal annual Performance Assessment process. This attempted to synthesise the performance information provided in the six-monthly M&E reports of the five diverse LANGOCA component projects and reconcile it with the structure of indicators and targets in the LANGOCA Logframe and other requirements of the Performance Assessment process. For reasons already outlined in section 2.2 this was a difficult and ultimately unsatisfactory process.
The annual evaluation cycle for LANGOCA described in Part 1 of this Monitoring and Evaluation Framework is designed to overcome this problem.
Annex 1:   An extended note on Monitoring and Evaluation

This note provides some additional information to assist in clarifying the different nature and roles of monitoring and evaluation. 
Evaluation   
Evaluation is a process of collecting and analysing reliable evidence to assess or judge the value of a program, project or other kind of intervention. Most often, an evaluation will be concerned with how effective a program has been in achieving its immediate objectives or purpose and, as a result, what contribution has been made to the intended longer-term goal of the program. 
Assessing the effectiveness of a program may include consideration of:

· Whether the program logic is sound – can the way in which the program is designed (its individual activities and how the design plans to link them all together) actually achieve the objectives and contribute to the overall goal

· The process – has the implementation of the program gone according to plan and has it been effectively managed 

· The outcomes – has the program achieved the expected outcomes; have there been unexpected outcomes. Outcomes can be:

· Short term – what has changed as implementation of the program proceeds? These short term changes are the main focus of the LANGOCA annual evaluation process

· Medium term – what has changed at the end of a program’s implementation? Expected or planned medium term changes are usually expressed as the objectives or purpose of a program

· Long term – what has changed as a result of the program some time after it has concluded? Long term changes (sometimes called impacts) can only be assessed by an evaluation some years after a program has concluded. This kind of impact assessment is not often carried out.

· Sustainability – to what extent are the benefits of the program likely to continue when the program finishes given the context, circumstances and quality of its implementation.

Monitoring   
Monitoring is a continuous process of collecting, analysing and reporting information about progress in implementing a program. Its main purpose is to enable program decision-makers and stakeholders to assess progress in activities and the quality of their implementation. Effective monitoring should help to identify and solve problems and improve program quality. It is generally focussed on program activities and outputs but, where possible, analysis of monitoring data should also attempt to assess program outcomes up to that time.
For projects built around a conventional, logical framework approach, progress in the achievement of outputs will usually be assessed against the program’s logframe matrix and the indicators that it specifies. An agreed format and level of detail for monitoring of inputs and activities against and implementation plans is also usually required by program managers and funding agencies.

In particular, competent program monitoring will provide data which:

· supports day-to-day management decision-making in the program

· supports the assessment of implementation performance 

· supports assessment of whether progress is being made towards achieving the program purpose – especially from the progressive assessment of outcomes during program reviews

· provides accountability to stakeholders in the program (including beneficiaries) about the progress in and quality of program implementation 

The schematic logframe below illustrates the general relationships between the various levels of monitoring and evaluation. Normally, the program (through the program management structure) is responsible for monitoring progress in delivering outputs through the completion of activities  (referred to as ‘below the line’). Evaluation processes are used to assess whether the program is achieving its purpose and contributing to its goal ( ‘above the line’).
	Logical Hierarchy
	M&E focus
	Possible methods

	Goal
	Impact – contributions to the goal attributable to the Program
	Evaluation, impact research 

	(
Purpose (Objectives)
	Outcomes – extent to which the Program achieved it’s defined purpose or objectives
	Evaluation, objective-level indicator monitoring, analysis of output monitoring data

	(
Outputs
	Progress  (extent of achievement), effectiveness
	Output indicator monitoring, analysis of activity monitoring data 

	(
Activities
	Progress, Efficiency
	Data collection on inputs and activity processes


Annex 2:   Goal, Purpose, Objectives and Indicators for the LANGOCA Program and long-term component projects

This large and complex table is not essential to understanding the MEF and the annual evaluation process that it describes.
It is included only as a reference to the wide variety of approaches and intentions represented by the five LANGOCA long-term activities.

For the LANGOCA Program and each of the component projects it lists the Goal, Purpose and Objectives and the corresponding indicators

for each where they have been included in the original PDD or ADDs. The activities differ considerably and, understandably, there is not 

one-to-one correspondence between the various objectives and indicators across the table.
	LANGOCA 

Program-level
	CARE

Reducing UXO Risk and improving Livelihoods in Sekong Province
	SCA

Sayaboury Integrated Hazard Mitigation


	OXFAM

DRM in upland communities in Vientiane, Saravane and Sekong Provinces
	WV1

Integrated UXO action in Khammouane Province
	WV2

CBDRR in Khammouane Province

	Goal
	
	
	
	
	

	To reduce the vulnerability of the poor by integrating poverty reduction and crosscutting issues with disaster management and UXO approaches in Laos
	To contribute to the LANGOCA program strategy goal of:
“to reduce the vulnerability of the poor by integrating poverty reduction and cross cutting issues with UXO approaches in Laos”
	Reduce vulnerability and poverty in Lao PDR, particularly amongst children, women and marginalised groups.
	To mitigate the negative impact of disasters on rural communities in Ta Oy, Kalum and Xaisomboun districts
	To contribute to poverty reduction and improved livelihood security in 24 UXO impacted villages in Mahaxay district
	To contribute to a reduction of the vulnerability of communities to slow-onset natural and man-made

disasters in 4 KBPs in

Ngommalath district,

Khammouane Province

	Goal-level Indicators
	
	
	
	
	

	Evidence of activities being replicated, lessons learned being applied more broadly, or specific policy recommendations being accepted as a result of LANGOCA activities 
	G1. Minimum of 6,000 ethnic minority people in target communities (by location, ethnicity, gender and age) with access to improved UXO risk reduction approaches.
	??
	80% of the poorest households (as defined by community members during the PRA process) of 70 communities supported by at least 3 different activities of the program.
	By 2012 a reduction of 10 in the number of target villages classified as ‘poor’ by district authorities, using 2007 as base figure
	By 2012, an increased capacity of communities to cope with

slow-onset natural and man-made disasters


	Assessment of the effectiveness of integrating crosscutting issues into disaster management and UXO approaches included in the LANGOCA program
	G2. Community perceived changes in extent and drivers of vulnerability and capacity to mitigate these by MTR, EoP.
	
	Integrated disaster management approaches are effective.
	By 2012 a reduction of 25% in number of families classified as ‘poor’ in target villages, using 2007 as base figure
	

	Assessment of the effectiveness of the integrated disaster management and UXO approaches included in the LANGOCA program
	
	
	Cross-cutting issues effectively addressed during program implementation – Quotas of women in committees and among village volunteers are respected.
	
	

	Assessment of the level of disaster management and UXO support provided to poor districts
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of poor people benefiting, and extent of these benefits (in terms of livelihood impacts), as a direct result of LANGOCA activities
	
	
	
	
	

	Purpose
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Reduce vulnerability of ethnic communities in Sekong province through integration of UXO and poverty reduction strategies.


	Reduce vulnerability of communities, particularly children, women and marginalised groups, through enhancing coping mechanisms; implementing disaster risk reduction (DRR) measures; developing the capacity of provincial and district agencies to plan and implement DRR and support community actions
	
	Strengthened mitigation and management of livelihood risks (food insecurity and UXO) by vulnerable communities

(‘Outcome’ in the WV1 design)
	To increase the capacity of

households, communities and government to cope with recurrent and emergent hazards.

	Purpose-level Indicators
	
	
	
	
	

	
	P1. Minimum of 6,000 ethnic minority people in target communities benefiting from project livelihood activities by activity type by EoP.
	Increased capacity of national, provincial, district and village disaster management agencies to provide assistance and respond to disasters
	
	Reduction of 25% in number of families experiencing food insecurity for more than 8 months per year
	Increased planning capacity at village, KBP and district level.

	
	P2. No of UXO’s disposed of, and areas cleared, by end of project.
	Increased communication between NDMO and both provincial and district bodies
	
	Reduction in casualties caused by UXO
	Reduction in % of households classified as poor.

	
	P3. No. and type of land assets cleared (paddy, SSI) of UXO and developed and production values per HH.
	Increased capacity of communities to plan for and respond to disasters
	
	Increase in land used for productive purposes, as specified by village plans
	No. of households benefiting from unsubsidised adoption of piloted livelihood innovations (trials).

	
	P4. % of sampled men and women, by wealth category, reporting increased assets and cash incomes (by source) by EoP.
	Increased livelihood opportunities for communities arising from disaster management activities.
	
	
	Measures taken by HHs to address crises.

	Objective 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Disaster Management 
To reduce the impact of natural and man-made disasters
	Reduce physical risks and livelihood constraints associated with UXO contamination.
	To increase the planning, management and implementation capacity for disaster risk reduction
	To build knowledge, skills and resources to mitigate, prepare for and respond to droughts and other disasters at provincial, district and village (leadership and households) levels in 70 communities in 3 districts of 3 provinces.
	Effective community structures operating in 24 villages in Mahaxay district
	Disaster risk reduction

incorporated within village, KBP

and district planning processes.

	Objective 1 Indicators
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased capacity of national, provincial, district and village disaster management agencies to provide assistance and respond to disasters (eg. national policies and action plans, improved communications, coordination, technical knowledge and skills)
	1.1: No. of UXO’s items disposed of by type and reporting period.
	Increased capacity of counterparts at Provincial, District and village levels to plan and prepare for the impacts of chronic hazards
	90% of disasters occurred at village level are reported to the district DM system.
	24 VDCs formed and holding regular meetings with at least 33% representation of women
	No. of village, KBP and district plans that include appropriate

disaster preparedness measures.

	Enhanced capacity of NDMO
	1.2: No. of livelihood projects safely implemented by reporting period.
	District Disaster Risk Reduction Plans completed for Sayaboury consistent with national policies and guidelines and include specific strategies addressing gender and ethnicity
	Decrease of the delay taken by the district to provide a response to villagers after

a disaster is reported (and of the delays taken at provincial and national level to

provide a response to the DDMC).
	‘Safer Village’ action plans developed in all target villages
	

	Increased capacity of communities to plan for and respond to disasters (eg. improved knowledge, plans, infrastructure)
	1.3: No. of persons directly benefiting from UXO cleared lands by type per reporting period and by EoP.
	Disaster Risk Reduction Plans Reviewed and updated
	Early-warning systems activated when a disaster occurs (and specific information

requested from villagers and district staff transferred according to plan).
	75% of villages are successfully implementing their action plans
	

	Increased livelihood opportunities for communities, arising from disaster management activities
	1.4: Clearance activities efficiently undertaken, in line with draft national standards.
	Ongoing systematic assessment of risks undertaken by counterpart agencies using an integrated approach
	70 VDMC established and active: annual DM plan developed (and documented

in annual PRA reports), hazard-specific contingency plans developed and

evidence that they are implemented in case of disasters).
	
	

	
	
	
	3 DDMC and 3 PDMC established and active: annual DM plan developed,

hazard-specific contingency plans developed and evidence that they are

implemented in case of disasters.
	
	

	
	
	
	70% of the VDMC of the 70 target villages have at least one woman representative.
	
	

	
	
	
	70% of Kum Ban / Khet have an emergency stock which is resupplied by villagers.
	
	

	Objective 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Unexploded Ordnance

To reduce the impact of unexploded ordnance
	Improve rural based livelihoods amongst ethnic minority communities with a direct measurable impact on the well being of women and girls.
	To increase community resilience to mitigate the impact of risks and hazards
	To improve food security and the income of selected poor and vulnerable households in 70 targeted villages.
	Reduced vulnerability of target villages to UXO
	Vulnerability of the poorest

households and communities

within targeted KBP in

Ngommalath District reduced.

	Objective 2 Indicators
	
	
	
	
	

	Increased area of land released for development


	2.1 Minimum of 50% of women and girls surveyed report that workloads have been reduced in key task areas as a result of project interventions by MTR & EoP 
	Increased community knowledge and awareness of hazard risk, mitigation strategies and management options (by location, ethnicity, gender and age)
	In at least 40 villages, the rice shortage of the poorest households (as defined by

community members during the PRA process) is not longer than 3 months.
	Change in Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice (KAP) on risk behaviours
	% of HHs identified as poor reduced.

	Livelihood opportunities arising from land clearance, UXO risk education and survivor support activities
	2.2 Increase in paddy areas cultivated and No. of HH’s cultivating per annum, and by EoP
	Number of people in communities with access to improved disaster risk reduction approaches (by location, ethnicity, gender and age)
	In at least 40 villages, the members of the poorest households say that

approximately half of their food consumption during the rice shortage period is

covered by alternative crops and food purchased with their other incomes.
	UXO action and livelihood work plans developed in all villages
	Improved livelihood security of 50% of all HHs in target KBP.

	Improved knowledge and awareness on UXO risk
	2.3 Increase in paddy areas able to be irrigated per annum and by EoP.
	
	In at least 40 villages, the members of the poorest households say that their

protein daily intakes have doubled since the beginning of the project.
	UXO management plans functioning effectively in 75% of target villages
	PHAF model utilised and effective,

	Improved support for UXO survivors (economic, psycho-social, trauma counselling, vocational training, employment)
	2.4 Increase in household livestock holdings per annum and EoP.
	
	Families which have access to revolving funds increase their incomes by 30%

each year.
	% increase in safe land and practices in accordance with village plans
	% change in KABP in target villages for risks associated with UXO, HIV and migration.

	Enhanced capacity of NRA
	2.5 Increase in value of project targeted cash crop production per annum and by EoP.
	
	In at least 60 villages a Natural Resources Mngment committee was set up,

specific rules and regulations were developed and there is evidence that warnings

were issued and sanctions taken when the rules were not respected.
	
	

	Increased capacity of national, provincial and village UXO agencies to address the impact of UXOs (eg. national policies and action plans, improved communications, coordination, technical knowledge and skills)
	
	
	
	
	

	Objective 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Program Development

To build and promote Program capacity
	Build village and district capacities to identify and address livelihood opportunities and risks.
	To increase the capacity of key sectoral and planning agencies at the province and district levels to promote resilience and secure livelihoods by mainstreaming DRR into their plans and operations
	To decrease the impact of human diseases and unexploded ordinances (UXO) in 70 targeted villages.
	Improved skills and facilities for livelihood and income generation activities within target villages
	Trials and farmer assessment of proven livelihood development

technologies and  processes undertaken, and suitable methods

adopted.

	Objective 3 Indicators
	
	
	
	
	

	Degree to which LANGOCA activities adequately address crosscutting issues and utilise an effective integrated approach
	3.1 All target villages have completed VDP’s by mth 27.
	District Disaster Management Plans that incorporate multi-agency approaches to planning, mitigation and response
	Reduction of waterborne and other diseases.
	Increase in number of households adopting diversified agricultural practices
	No. of livelihood technologies trialled by HHs.

	(Output 3.1)

Appropriate research on best practice models  identified, completed and results disseminated
	3.2 % achievement of VDP’s by reporting period.
	Increased capacity of sectoral agencies to undertake ongoing, systematic risk assessment
	Mosquito nets are used and regularly reimpregnated by 90% of villagers.
	Increase in number of households, including female-headed households, engaged in effective micro economic enterprises
	No. of Project and non-Project livelihood trials assessed and

documented.

	(Output 3.2)

Degree to which crosscutting issues have been effectively integrated with disaster management and UXO activities
	3.3 UXO risk reduction results disseminated in national fora by mth 24.
	Incorporation of disaster risk reduction approaches into other planning mechanisms, policies and practices at the Province and District level
	Death rate of mothers and children during birth reduced by 50%.
	Increased KAP of reproductive health methods, including those related to HIV and AIDS and STIs
	Level of subsidised and non-subsidised adoption of trialled

technologies by KBP.

	(Output 3.3)

Evidence of effective coordination between LANGOCA NGOs and other key stakeholders
	
	
	Village drug funds are replenished by at least 80% of the village health volunteers (without external support).
	
	

	(Output 3.4)

Evidence of best practice, strategic planning and policy options (including those relating to integration of crosscutting issues) being (i) documented and (ii) promoted with technicians, practitioners, donors and government
	
	
	Women express that their workload and the workload of their children has significantly decreased since the beginning of the project.
	
	

	
	
	
	70 villages have defined and agreed upon acceptable risks in terms of dealing with UXO.
	Objective 4  (WV1)
	

	
	
	
	
	Strengthened capacity of District, Provincial and Natl. counterparts and stakeholders to support village development and integrated UXO interventions
	

	
	
	
	Decrease of the number of accidents due to unsafe behaviours 
	Objective 4 Indicators
	

	
	
	
	
	% increase in knowledge and skills of officials from baseline level
	

	
	
	
	UXO victims and survivors funds established and active in 3 districts.
	Provincial and District authorities apply new skills in work activities
	

	
	
	
	50% of the fund over the 5 years from contributions of other stakeholders (government and international agencies).
	Number of district plans demonstrating integrated approach
	

	
	
	
	100% of the villagers, when asked, are able to explain what HIV/AIDS is and are aware of safe behaviours.
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Abbreviations

Table of Contents

Executive Summary

· One page synthesis of the report highlights

Introduction 
This section needs to explain the program to readers not familiar with it.

· Description of the context and the program
Describe the particular context of the program during this reporting period so that the report is properly contextualized. For instance, when a “unique” event (such as Ketsana) transpired during the reporting period, this should be in the context since the activity performance is affected by this.

Another important information needed here will be the development indicators for the district and province as described in the Landscape Review.  NGOs will need to get from the government any latest figures and statistics on indicators such as incidence of poverty, number of households under the poverty line/food insecure, UXO accidents and victims, etc.
· Review of the objective/s 

Program Activity Achievements
This section describes the achievements of the activities based on the work plan targets for the year (referring to the intermediate targets set) and presented according to the activity objectives. 

When reporting on achievements, NGOs need to refer to its progress towards achieving the targets for the year. For instance, state whether the targets were completely achieved or partially achieved and follow this up with the evidence to back up the assertion.

· Component 1: Disaster Management

· Component 2: Unexploded Ordinance

· Component 3: Program Development

· Component 4: Program Management

Program Performance Assessment

· Relevance 
(Assess the extent that LANGOCA activity is aligned to government priorities and appropriate to the community situation.)

· Effectiveness 
This is the best chance to discuss the results in terms of the 3 domains of change, effective approaches, and lessons learned.

(Assess the extent to which program objectives are likely to be achieved or are being met. As a result, what evidence is there, at this stage, of the project contribution to higher level objectives/outcomes of the program?) 

· Efficiency 
(Assess the extent the program is working smoothly: timeliness, resourcing, appropriateness of planned activities, etc.)

· Monitoring & Evaluation 
This section is meant to examine the MEF (its appropriateness, effectiveness, and efficiency in coming up with the performance information and facilitating analysis) and the NGO’s internal M&E system.

(Assess the extent to which there is robust management information for implementation and decision making as well as evidence of effectiveness.)

· Sustainability 
(Assess the extent to which the activity and delivery approach is likely to lead to enduring benefits after the Australian contribution has ceased. Assess the extent to which the program is ensuring no significant negative environmental impact is likely.)

· Gender Outcomes 
(Assess the extent to which the program has advanced and improved gender equality, benefits, decision making, women’s rights, capacity development.)

· Cross-Cutting Issues and Commitments 
This should be specific activities, outputs or outcomes. How the activity addresses these issues, compliance with policies and commitments and how is it progressing.

(Assess the extent to which the program has addressed disability, ethnicity, HIV/AIDS, anti-corruption during the reporting period.)

Program Issues and Challenges
This section covers issues not yet raised in the preceding section.

· Risks to highlight
Refer to the risk analysis in the ADD and work plan and advise if any of these risks are manifesting themselves and whether the risk management strategies contained in the design are being applied, whether they are working, and if not, why not.  They should also cover off the emergence and treatment of additional risks not anticipated in the design.

Recommendations and Management Actions 

Conclusion

NOTES ON THE ANNUAL WORK PLAN AND PROGRESS REPORT PROCESS AND TIME LINES 

NGO Annual Work Plan and Budget (due March)
Review and confirmation of the intermediate targets for that year (e.g. July 2010 to June 2011) 

List of activities to be undertaken or milestones to be achieved during the year to advance towards the intermediate targets (activities/milestones need to be organized according to the targets to see how the NGO plans to progress towards achieving the targets)

Budget  (based on objectives)
NGO 6 monthly reports (one due in September, another in March) 

· Based on the Annual (1 year) Work Plan, NGOs report progress after xx months of implementation (i.e. on track or off track to achieve targets for the year):
· March report: covers the July to Dec work plan and targets
· September report : covers the entire work plan and targets (July to June) 
· Financial acquittals (should follow the basis used in the budget submitted)

· The September report basically declares whether the targets for that particular year have been achieved and the likelihood that the end-of-project targets will be reached.

Annual Program Evaluation Report (due December) 

For the Annual Evaluation Workshop (November), the September reports will be the main feature of the discussions on program achievements and impact for the year. 

The NGO achievements and outcomes of the AEW discussions will be captured and documented in an Annual Program Evaluation Report that mirrors the outline of the LANGOCA progress report.

For AusAID QAI process (undertaken every January), main inputs will come from the Annual Program Evaluation Report.
Box 1:  Topics for discussion with village community members


It is important that these topics are discussed with some of the poorest community members and separately with women and men where possible.





1.   Have there been recent changes affecting your household that have made your life better? ... or, made your life worse?    


ie. there may be positive or negative changes. 


2.   Which of these changes (from 1 – you may need to list them) have been the most important in improving your life? 


Also ask how these changes have improved things if it is not already obvious? 


3.   What has been the cause or the reason for the changes? 


You may need to adopt a series of more direct questions to work towards an answer. For example: ‘Has this change come from other people? Has this change come from government policy? Has this change come from nature / environment? Has any of this change come from the project?





4.    Discuss this topic if it is appropriate for the LANGOCA project in this location and not answered already:


What kinds of “disasters” affect your village or your household?


What do you do when {one of the local kinds of disaster} happens? 


Has this changed as a result of the project (ie. what you do when {...disaster} happens )? 


How has it changed? (go through each kind of disaster mentioned in the same way)





5.    Discuss the topic of UXOs if it is appropriate for the LANGOCA project in this location and not answered already:


What do you do when there is a problem here with a UXO?


Has the project done any activities about UXOs with you or other people in the community?


Compared with earlier times, has the project made a difference to what you do about UXOs? What is the difference?








Box 2:  Topics for discussion with district government staff affected by LANGOCA activities


1.    How has your work been affected by the project?





2.    Have there been changes in your own life because of the project eg. in your household or in your village?  Also ask … If (and how) these changes have improved things if it is not already obvious? 





3.    How effective is the project in helping village people to strengthen how they can respond to disasters or other difficulties in the future?


What are the most effective kinds of activities that the project does? 


What are the least effective things that the project does?





 4.    The project tries to use a strategy that combines work on Disaster Management and/or UXO with other community development and livelihood development activities. What do you think of this approach?


What are the strengths of this combined strategy? 


What are its weaknesses?





5.    Since you have been working with the project, do you think that the ability of the district government to assist village communities has changed? 


What are the ways it has changed? 


What do you think of the changes?











Box 3:  Topics for discussions with provincial and national government staff


(Where appropriate, ie. where they have been directly engaged with the project)


It may be appropriate for discussions with national government staff to be conducted by Project Managers or Program Directors


1.    How effective is the project in helping village people to strengthen how they can withstand disasters or other difficulties in the future?


What are the most effective kinds of activities that the project does? 


What are the least effective things that the project does?





 2.    What do you think about the main project strategy that combines work on Disaster Management and/or UXO with other community development and livelihood development activities?


What are the strengths of this combined strategy? 


What are its weaknesses?





3.    Do you think that the project is having an effect on the capacity of government (at all levels) to assist village communities to respond to disasters and UXO problems? 


What have been its main effects so far? 


Are there areas of capacity development for government staff that you think need more attention from the project? 








Box 4:  Evaluation Questions for the Project Evaluation Workshops





What outcomes is the project is achieving in the three domains of change described below. What have been the most significant changes so far? Why? 


What have been the effects of the changes on beneficiaries?


Many projects do not result in sustainable outcomes. What has been done for each of these positive outcomes to strengthen the likelihood of them being sustainable?


Have there been unintended or unexpected outcomes so far? What have been their effects on beneficiaries?


What has the project learnt about facilitating effective community development that is integrated with disaster management and UXO management? 


        What have been the main success factors? 


        What have been the main obstacles and difficulties?


How has the project addressed: 


Poor and marginalized people? What have been the outcomes?


Gender? What have been the outcomes?


People with disabilities? What have been the outcomes?


Environmental considerations? What have been the outcomes?


What other lessons have been learnt so far? 


(Here, you might give consideration to: the effectiveness of the project’s logic; the implementation process; the kind of outcomes so far and their quality; key stakeholder relationships; What aspects of the local context affected your results or the effectiveness of your project design? Has your project’s approach been able to build on the existing strengths of your partner organizations and individuals with whom you work? How?)


From the results of your analysis, what Ideas, suggestions or recommendations can you put forward for strengthening the project design; its implementation and its outcomes?





Domains of change


Change in individual or household living conditions: Has there been improvement in livelihoods (eg. reduced food shortages; more money). Do the changes vary between different kinds of households (eg. poor households)? Is it different for women, men, boys and girls? Is there evidence that disaster management and/or UXO management are improving?


Change in the capacity of individuals, households or communities: What are the changes in capacity that have contributed to these improvements in livelihoods, disaster management and UXO management? Is it different for women, men, boys and girls? To what extent can the changes be attributed to the project? 


(Changes in capacity to act can be in individual knowledge, skills, or behaviour, as well as in more effective ways of organising eg improved village committees, regular village meetings, etc)


Change in Government policies, capacity and practices: In government agencies with whom the project works, what changes are evident in the policies, capacity and practices that may be affecting the access of community members to good health & sustainable livelihoods? To what extent can the changes be attributed to the project?











�   In DLL, underlying project assumptions, implementation strategies and the conceptual framework in which outcomes and issues are understood (eg. gender; power; ethnicity; economic status; etc) are regularly questioned and revised. In contrast, a ‘single-loop learning’ approach would focus only on a critique of activities and outcomes within an accepted project-defined framework of assumptions.


�   It is possible that some modification of these project MEFs in response to the requirements of the program-level MEF may strengthen effectiveness and efficiency between the two levels of assessment.


�  There may be some situations where it would be valuable to include video or photographs as part of the data from discussions with project beneficiaries. Collecting people’s personal stories about change related to the project is also valuable.  





�  Initial training of project field staff in 2010 has gone part-way in strengthening their skills for successfully conducting these project beneficiary discussions. The Implementation Guide for the annual project evaluation process will also emphasise the necessary skills and techniques. It is the view of the evaluation support team however, that the field staff will require some technical support during each year of the process as their skills and knowledge gradually improve.


�   The “working summaries” or PEW Summaries would be the main by-product of the PEW, documenting results and links to evidence as the PEW process proceeds. They may begin as “flipchart” notes or in other formats that can be pulled together, as the last part of the process, into a coherent summary of the PEW.


�   The presentation material could utilise one or a mixture of types including flip-charts; power-point slides; photographs; and video.


�  Adapted from a similar figure in the LANGOCA PDD.


�  This and the next paragraphs are not in any way criticisms of the activity designs but only intended to outline the independent nature of the activities which has important implications for LANGOCA program-level monitoring and evaluation. 


�  A meta-analysis combines the results of several pieces of work that address related research situations -  (How) does what we are doing make a difference to ‘X’, even if we are making different interventions across a range of situations. Contribution analysis was first described in 1999 as a systematic method for assessing the contribution of a specific intervention to a higher-level, broader goal than that ostensibly addressed by the intervention (Addressing Attribution Through Contribution Analysis: Using Performance Measures Sensibly, Mayne. J, Office of the Auditor General of Canada. June 1999).


�  Recent examples include the Technical Assistance Management Facility for Economic Governance Phase III (TAMF III) in Indonesia which used a “critical questions” approach and the Xinjiang HIV and AIDS Prevention and Care Project (XJHAPAC) in China which required a comprehensive end-of-project evaluation in order to identify facility-level outcomes and lessons.


�  Pawson and Tilley (Realistic Evaluation, Sage 1997, especially chapters 3-4) argue for the strict interdependence between intervention context (C), the ‘mechanism’ of intervention logic and activities (M) and the outcomes (O). The C, M and O are always interdependent and each CMO combination will produce unique effects. They argue that this is why many simplistic attempts to replicate apparently successful interventions in one location frequently fail in others.


�  Internal validity in this context means that there is an established causal relationship between an indicator and its root variable or the particular property for which it is defined to be an indicator. Aggregation of ‘indicators’ of qualitatively distinct variables would make this highly unlikely. Further, external validity - where one set of findings can be applied to another situation – would be non-existent if the constructed ‘aggregate variable’ has no internal validity.


�   Annex 1 contains a more detailed discussion of the distinction between monitoring and evaluation.


�   The data sources included in this table are those noted in the project design documents and the various project MEFs at the commencement of the projects and there may have been some changes since the beginning of implementation. However, the table is only intended to be indicative of the kinds of data sources and monitoring that will be undertaken by each of the projects.
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Project Implementation
Planning and activities with village communities and government agencies.
Five long-term activities (SCA, Oxfam, Care, WV1 and WV2) and associated short-term activities.


Project beneficiary discussions (with villagers and government co-workers)about the evaluation 
topics in 
section 
2.2.1.


Analysis of data from the project 
beneficiary 
discussions.


Annual Program evaluation process
Synthesis of component project progress, outcomes and effectiveness


Project Evaluation Workshop
Annual project evaluation based on evidence from project beneficiary discussions; monitoring data; external expertise; and other relevant information sources. 


AusAID  LANGOCA six-monthly reports and annual Performance Assessment report. 


Collection, analysis and reporting of baseline data


Project monitoring activities (specified in the project MEF) and 6/12-monthly reporting against log frame targets and AusAID Performance Assessment categories


Project-level M&E activities


Program-level Evaluation activities


Annual project evaluation process


Related M&E activities not shown:
Mid-term Review
Project endline data collection and analysis
End-of-project evaluations
LANGOCA end-of-program evaluation


Thick arrows connect the major components and feedback pathways of the annual M&E process. Thin arrows show related links. Some links and M&E activities external to the main process are not shown. 
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Program Goal
To reduce the vulnerability of the poor by integrating poverty reduction and crosscutting issues with disaster management and UXO approaches in Laos


Component 1
Disaster Management
Objective: To reduce the impact of natural and man-made disasters.
Long term activities:
• Oxfam: Drought in Upland Communities: An integrated Program Response (Saravan, Sekong and Vientiane Provinces)
• SCA: Sayaboury Integrated Hazard Mitigation Project (Sayaboury Province)
• WV: Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction (Khammouane Province) To start Sep/Oct 09
Initial short term activities:
• SCA: Tools for District Risk Assessment (Sayaboury Province)
• SCA: Disaster Risk Education for Children (Sayaboury Province)


Component 2
Unexploded Ordnance
Objective: To reduce the impact of unexploded ordnance.
Long term activities:
• CARE: Reducing UXO Risk and Improving Livelihoods of Ethnic Communities in Sekong Province
• WV: Integrated UXO Action Project (Khammouane Province) To start Sep/Oct 09


Component 3
Program Development
Objective: To build and promote Program capacity.
• Effective models developed for integration of crosscutting issues in disaster management and UXO activities
• Effective approaches applied within LANGOCA on integration of crosscutting issues in disaster management and UXO activities
• Effective coordination between LANGOCA NGOs and key stakeholders in the disaster management and UXO sectors
• Effective strategic planning and policy options for the disaster management and UXO sectors highlighted and promoted


Component 4
Program Management
Objective: To manage the Program effectively.
• Effective leadership provided by the PCC
• Activities effectively coordinated between LANGOCA NGOs and other key stakeholders
• Effective and efficient administrative program support provided by the Secretariat
• Activity performance monitored:
• Program performance evaluated on a periodic basis
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