Table 1: Output to Purpose Review (OPR)
Building Communications Opportunities (BCO)

(Capturing BCO Partners’ Input)
Part A - Project Data

Green: Partners’ inputs required before our meeting in The Hague;
Yellow: To be discussed and filled in during The Hague meeting;
Orange: Will need to draw on the thoughts/results of the Impact Team;

Project Building Communications Opportunities (BCO)
Short Title
Benefiting Country / Region Africa, Asia & LA MIS code APC (732620016
IICD (732620018)
OWSA (732620019)
Panos (part of Panos’ PPA)
Current Project Officer Name | David Woolnough Approved Commitment APC  (£1,125,000)
IICD (£1,275,000)
OWSA (£900,000 — will be less)
Panos (% of £1,175,000 per
year, over 3 years)
Actual Start Date APC (01/08/2004) Spend To Date APC (£412,978)
(01/08/2004) IICD (01/11/2004) IICD (£721,906)
OWSA (01/12/2004) OWSA (£252,591)
Panos (01/04/2005) Panos (£???,000)
Planned End Date APC (01/12/2007) Date of Review August 2006
(01/12/2007) IICD (01/12/2007)
OWSA (01/09/2006)
Panos (ongoing)

Annual or Output to Purpose Review (OPR) V1.0




Part B - Recommendations

Summary of Recommendations|

Responsibility

1.

-| Comment [D1]: Page: 1

Type in here the summary
recommendations made at the

Page 1

2. review.

3. Comment [D2]: Page: 1
Type in here the name of the

4, person who will action the

5 recommendations.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.




Part C — Project Scoring Assessment

Goal Statement

Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs)

ICT4D (ICD)

Poor people’s voice and pro-poor services strengthened through

Impact team to discuss on Day 2 of learning workshop in The Hague

Purpose Statement

Objectively Verifiable Indicators
(Ovis) %

Progress

Recommendations/Comments

To provide support for
(APC/1ICD / OWSA/
Panos) in pursuit of its
strategic objectives that
contribute to the overall
BCO purpose: “To
investigate, mobilise
and support key ICT4D
(ICD) opportunities
that impact poverty”

Some suggestions (but they need discussion
and a lot more thought):

D)

ii)

Evidence of mainstreamed activities in
development sectors e.g. health, human
rights, women’s empowerment, etc
(number of sectors, reach and depth
across players, evidence of
mainstreaming)

Increased capacity in poor communities
/poverty-focused institutions to use ICD

Increased south-south and south-north
networking of poverty-focused institutions

This should be developed at the Hague
workshop. Assumption is that indicators
for the individual partners are agreed
before the workshop and that the time
spent in the workshop will be to develop
the higher level indicators at the purpose
level

Also needs to address the higher level
OViIs across the whole BCO alliance
(possible Output 5?).

[ Purpose to Goal |
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Comment [D3]: Page: 3

"| Type in comments on how far

the extent to which Purpose to
Goal assumptions are being
met. How far has the
achievement of the Purpose
objective is contributing to, or
will contribute to, the project
goal.




Impact team to discuss onDay 2 of learning worksnop in The hague

]Project Purpose Rating - General / Overall progress assessment ]* )

Justification %

e D)
N Comment [DFID4]: Page: 3

Type in score of either

1,2,3,4,5,0r X.

1. = Likely to be completely
achieved. The outputs

Ipurpose are well on the way to

completion (or completed)
2. = Likely to be largely

State how far the project has helped to deliver the objectives of the Country Assistance Plan (where appropriate)

achieved. There is good
progress towards purpose

completion and most outputs
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of outputs or purpose. This
\| score should be used

have been achieved,
particularly the most important
ones.

3. = Likely to be partly
achieved. Only partial
achievement of the purpose is
likely and/or achievement of
some outputs.

4. = Only likely to be achieved
to a very limited extent.
Purpose unlikely to be
achieved but a few outputs
likely to be achieved.

5. = Unlikely to be achieved.
No progress on outputs or
purpose

X. =Too early to judge. It is
impossible to say whether
there has been any progress
towards the final achievement

sparingly.

N

Comment [D5]: Page: 3
Type in the reasons for the
rating/score you have selected
ie) the number of outputs on
track, strong project
management, supportive
external/enabling environment
etc. What is the likelihood at
the moment that the purpose
of the activity will be fulfilled at

| the end of the project.




Outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators | Progress ]Recommendations/ Score
(OVls) Comments\ /
APC On Day 1, we will ask partners to highlight a

1. ICT4D mainstreamed
in key development
sectors, through
informed and inclusive
debate and policy
dialogue around ICT4D’s
role in mainstream
development agendas
(including PRSP, SWAP,
etc.).

= Locally driven advocacy campaigns which
influence ICD policy/regulatory
environments (number of advocacy
campaigns, evidence of influence, spread
and reach in different countries)

= CSOs visibly engaged in and influencing
policy debates (national / regional/
international)

" The gender dimension has been
incorporated in ICD policy debates at
national / regional/ international levels
(Number of ICD policy processes in which
gender has been included as a key
component)

few headlines on:

1. Highlights
2. Low-points
3. Future innovations and approaches

forr each output, both for their own
organisation, and of what they have seen of
other BCO partners.

Complete this column prior to The Hague
workshop

-| Comment [D6]: Page: 4

Type in Recommendations or
comments related to the
Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.
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Outputs

Objectively Verifiable Indicators
(QVls)

Progress

]Recommendations/
Comments,

Score

Qutput 1 Contd

1. ICT4D mainstreamed
in key development
sectors, through
informed and inclusive
debate and policy
dialogue around ICT4D’s
role in mainstream
development agendas
(including PRSP, SWAP,
etc.).

ICD

= |CD mainstreamed into two or more
development sectors in X countries

= Breadth and depth of IICD policy
influences (measured through extent of
interaction with a range of stakeholders
and decisionmakers)

= A growing number of champions actively
advocating ICD in X% of countries in which
1ICD is working

On Day 1, we will ask partners to highlight a
few headline bullets of progress /
achievements under each output, both of their
own organisation, and of what they have seen
of other BCO partners.

Complete this column prior to The Hague
workshop

- Comment [D6]: Page: 4

Type in Recommendations or
comments related to the
Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.

ow

= Grassroots participation and influence in
mainstreaming ICD in development sectors

= Successful multistakeholder collaboration
evident in mainstreaming ICD activities
(number of successful mainstreaming
activities which involve a broad range of
players)

" |Innovative approaches and best practices
in the use of ICD for sustainable
development

On Day 1, we will ask partners to highlight a
few headline bullets of progress /
achievements under each output, both of their
own organisation, and of what they have seen
of other BCO partners.

Complete this column prior to The Hague
workshop

PANOS

= More dialogue between government and
different civil society groups including
groups representing the poor and
marginalised (assumes existence of
baseline studies)

= Increased production and dissemination of
outputs relating to PRS, etc with evidence
of wide use by a range of stakeholders

= Level and extent of engagement with
global, regional and national policy makers
to promote more effective communication
strategies for HIV/AIDS, TB, and poverty
reduction

On Day 1, we will ask partners to highlight a
few headline bullets of progress /
achievements under each output, both of their
own organisation, and of what they have seen
of other BCO partners.

Complete this column prior to The Hague
workshop
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Outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators | Progress ]Recommendations/ Score
(OVls) Comments\ /
APC

2. Increased capacity,
networking and
influence (i.e. Voice) of
poverty focused
southern based civil
society organisations,
through their strategic
use of ICT4D

= Production and successful dissemination
of advocacy tools (onine campaigning and
low cost connectivity)

= Successful coordination of ITrainOnline
(number and growth of active partners,
growth in available materials online,
evidence of increased accessibility and
usage)

= Establishment of an active and operational
practitioners’ network

- Comment [D6]: Page: 4

Type in Recommendations or
comments related to the
Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.

ICD

= Local NGO project partners have improved
the quality and reach of poverty-focused
services to end-users

= Number and range of resource materials
produced and disseminated

® Number and range of stakeholders
reached through I[ICD advisory services

ow

= Grassroots voices evident through
community radio, and in the mainstream
media (print, radio, online)

= X (Number) of effective and sustainable
grassroots-run advocacy centres operating
in Africa, South Asia and Latin America

= Increased capacity in communities to
produce radio programming content
(quantity, quality, number of skilled people
producing content)
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Outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators | Progress ]Recommendations/ Score
(OVls) Comments\ /
Output 2 Contd Panos:

2. Increased capacity,
networking and
influence (i.e. Voice) of
poverty focused
southern based civil
society organisations,
through their strategic
use of ICT4D

L] CSOs visibly engaged in and influencing
policy debates at community (and
national?) levels

L] Increased production, dissemination and
exchange of local and international radio
content with a pro-poor focus (reach and
volume of programmes, content analysis)

L] Development of a cadre of trained
journalists (X number) with pro-poor
specialised expertise and reporting
functions

- Comment [D6]: Page: 4

Type in Recommendations or
comments related to the
Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.

3. Poverty impact of
ICT4D evaluated and
disseminated to key
development audiences.

APC

= Presence (volume and quality of input) of
Southern and civil society in ICD policy fora
at national, regional and international levels

= Publication and dissemination of evaluation
and impact studies (volume, quality, reach)

= Extent of application of GEM to poverty
oriented initiatives and dissemination of the
results

[ICD

= Impact studies are produced on country,
sector and processes behind ICD and
widely disseminated;

= Evidence of evaluation capacity in local
partners (incorporation of M&E in project
planning, successful completion of
evaluation methodologies and M&E
studies)

= Dissemination of evaluation and learning
fed into national, regional and international
policy debates
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Outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators | Progress ]Recommendations/ Score
(QVIs) Comments| /
Output 3 Contd ow

= Successful implementation of evaluation
methodologies and M&E studies (volume,
quality, level of participatory approaches)

= Successful establishment of three
functioning regional networks in Africa and
Latin America respectively

®  Publication and dissemination of
evaluation and impact studies, including
best practice models (publications,
website, radio programmes, Digital
Opportunity Channel)

- Comment [D6]: Page: 4

Type in Recommendations or
comments related to the
Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.

Panos

= Evidence of increased evaluation capacity
in Panos staff (incorporation of M&E in
project planning, development of
evaluation methodologies, successful
completion of M&E studies)

= Communications and dissemination
strategy in place and implemented for M&E
studies (impact studies?)

= Level of active participation in NGO
networks and fora discussing impacts of
ICD
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Outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators | Progress ]Recommendations/ Score || Comment [D6]: Page: 4
P Type in Recommendations or
Comments‘ - comments related to the

(OVIs)

4. Proactive coordination |
of the BCO Alliance,
including an effective
knowledge management
and communications
strategy.

Three key OVIs (should apply only to APC and

(55

Effective coordination and management of
the BCO alliance (regular and well-
documented meetings, assessment of
coordination by partner, liaison with donors
and partners, project management with
regular reporting to donors and alliance
partners)

Regular learning workshops with
documented outcomes which are
disseminated

Documentation of learning and impacts
emerging from the BCO Alliance —
development and implementation of a
communications strategy

PANOS and OW not included here — not
responsible for coordination

5. Proactive
collaboration

across the BCO alliance
to address ICD

Combined BCO Alliance

Collaborative initiatives undertaken
between partners (evaluated against
volume, reach across development sectors
and institutions, number of partners
involved, level of participation in learning
workshops, etc)

Regular learning workshops with
documented and disseminated evaluation
of learning outcomes

Collaborative impact assessment studies
(volume, quality, publication,
dissemination)

Suggest that all the combined
BCO alliance indicators are
discussed at The Hague
workshop

Justification %

Purpose Attribution| %
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Progress. Explain if progress is
not as planned, provide time
bound action points by DFID or
other stakeholders.

Comment [TJ7]: Consider

splitting the management
function of the BCO alliance
(which should also be
measured) from the BCO
collaboration which is the
outcome of the combined
efforts of the partners. They
are very different from each
other. [Tina].

'l 1,2,3,4,5,0r X.

Comment [DFID8]: Page:
14
Type in score of either

1. = Likely to be completely
achieved. The outputs
Ipurpose are well on the way to
completion (or completed)

2. = Likely to be largely
achieved. There is good
progress towards purpose
completion and most outputs
have been achieved,
particularly the most important
ones.

3. = Likely to be partly
achieved. Only partial
achievement of the purpose is
likely and/or achievement of
some outputs.

4. = Only likely to be achieved
to a very limited extent.

Purpose unlikely to be (" 1]

Comment [D9]: Page: 14
Type in the reasons for the
rating/score you have selected
and a narrative giving the
likelihood at the moment that
the outputs of the activity will
be fulfilled at the end of the
project.

Comment [DFID10]: Page:
14

State how far achievement of
project purpose can be
attributed to delivery of the
project outputs
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Part D — Risk Management

The risk level for the project should be reassessed during Annual / Output-to-Purpose Reviews.

Risk Category% |

New risks identified[

Action being taken to monitor / manage risks

Comment [D11]: Page: 15
Review the risk status of the
project by looking at the impact
and probability of goal and
purpose risks. Type in either
High, Medium or Low as
appropriate.

]Recommended changes to plans or management strategies in respect of project associated risks\ \

Comment [D12]: Page: 15
Consider if there are any new
risks that have been assessed
during the review and rank
them according to impact and
probability.

Does the Logframe Require Revision?| \

\Do the PIMS Markers Require Revision? [Mandatory for projects approved prior to 01/04/1998] \

Comment [D13]: Page: 15
Type in details of what action
is being taken to

\ | monitor/manage the risks.

Comment [D14]: Page: 15

\Method of Scoring — state the team composition, the methods used to conduct the review, how the scoring was agreed upon\
and whether partners and stakeholders were mvolved\
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Comment [D15]: Page: 15
Type in here details if logical
framework was revised during
annual review, attach old and
new version to this review,
highlighting changes. Or
comment if current logical

'| frame remains unchanged.

Comment [D16]: Page: 15
Type in here if the review team
agrees to amend the PIMS
markers, if so you will need to
complete a revised Project
Header Sheet that needs to be
approved at the appropriate

'| level.

Comment [D17]: Page: 15
Type in your comments here.




Part E — Lessons Learned

Lessons learned, and suggested dissemination.% | comment [oFID15]: Page:
1. Working with Partners The objective of this is to

capture important practical

lessons that can be applied

2. Best Practice / Innovation and shared for future
programme and project
= management.
3. Project / Programme Management
!Key Issues / Points of mformatlon\ o= {Comment [D19]: Page: 16
Type in your comments here.

If appropriate, please comment on the effectiveness of the institutional relationships involved with the project

(eg comment on processes and how relationships have evolved) _ ’ICOmment [D20]: Page: 16
Type in your comments here.

NVhat key documentary evidence is available to support the conclusions of this report? List any supporting documents

Type in your comments here.

annexed to this report.. . *{Comment [D21]: Page: 16

Notes for completion
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0 Where ratings are required please consider the following:
1. = Likely to be completely achieved. The outputs /purpose are well on the way to completion (or completed)
2. = Likely to be largely achieved. There is good progress towards purpose completion and most outputs have been
achieved, particularly the most important ones.
3. = Likely to be partly achieved. Only partial achievement of the purpose is likely and/or achievement of some
outputs.
4. = Only likely to be achieved to a very limited extent. Purpose unlikely to be achieved but a few outputs likely to be
achieved.
5. = Unlikely to be achieved. No progress on outputs or purpose
X. =Too early to judge. It is impossible to say whether there has been any progress towards the final achievement of
outputs or purpose. This should be used sparingly.
Note for subsequent annual reviews you should not be using X unless you can justify using this X rating, it is unusual for
projects running for 3 years or more to be scored X.
o0 Once the review is completed a small subset of the data gathered must be entered into PRISM for analysis
purposes. There is an online form within PRISM for entering this data. Under the Enter a Review screen /

link click the ‘Add Performance Review Online’ link. The mandatory parts required on the Online screen

are marked on this form with an asterisk *.
o Dates should be entered in the format dd/mm/yyyy e.g. 24/08/2004
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Page 9: [1] Comment [DFID8] DFID
Page: 14
Type in score of either 1,2,3,4,5,0r X.
1. = Likely to be completely achieved. The outputs /purpose are well on the way to
completion (or completed)
2. = Likely to be largely achieved. There is good progress towards purpose completion and
most outputs have been achieved, particularly the most important ones.
3. = Likely to be partly achieved. Only partial achievement of the purpose is likely and/or
achievement of some outputs.
4. = Only likely to be achieved to a very limited extent. Purpose unlikely to be achieved but
a few outputs likely to be achieved.
5. = Unlikely to be achieved. No progress on outputs or purpose
X. =Too early to judge. It is impossible to say whether there has been any progress towards
the final achievement of outputs or purpose. This score should be used sparingly.
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