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1. Introduction 

Triple Line Consulting was contracted through the Specialist Evaluation and Quality Assurance 
Service (SEQAS) to provide a review of evaluation approaches and methods of umbrella funds for DFID‟s 

Evaluation Department. This assignment consists of two phases: 4 days to complete a typology and 
scoping of evaluations and 10 days for the analysis and documentation of findings. The Terms of 
Reference are included in Annex 1.  

The purpose of this review is to improve DFID‟s understanding of the approaches and methods used 
to evaluate umbrella funds and to enable DFID to have some generic guidance on what to include in 
the terms of reference for the evaluation of these funds. DFID and Triple Line Consulting agreed at 
their first meeting that the review would focus on challenge funds. The review will assess the 
strengths, weaknesses and appropriateness of approaches and methods to evaluate challenge funds, 
considering the attributes of the funds and the contexts in which they take place.  

Triple Line completed a two year Knowledge Transfer Partnership research project with the 
University of Bath focusing on this subject.1 This analysis has drawn on the earlier research.  

This brief report focuses on the extent to which challenge funds are evaluable. It unpacks definitions 
of the core terms used and provides some analysis and guidance for those commissioning evaluations. 
The guidance is also relevant for those involved in designing and managing challenge funds to make 
them more evaluable.  

2. Methods used  

This paper has focused on explaining evaluations in the context of different challenge funds. The 
insights therefore are not just from a literature review but from the experience of being fund 
managers and monitoring and evaluation managers and advisors over several years.  The following 
methods have been used: 

1. Internet search for published material; 

2. Collection of grey (unpublished) material available to Triple Line Consulting; 

3. Interviews with a selection of key informants to a) obtain further published and unpublished 
material and b) obtain independent views; 

4. Email requesting further material from challenge fund managers and key informants; and 

5. Updating of Triple Line‟s challenge fund database to include typology of evaluations. 

6. Analysis of evaluations and other research documents received to date  

7. Key informant interviews with Triple Line staff as well as fund managers and evaluators of 
challenge funds.  

8. Draft report and presentation to key DFID staff. 

9. Final report incorporating feedback. 

  

 

1 More information about the Knowledge Transfer Partnership (KTP) is available here: http://www.tripleline.com/case_studies/knowledge-transfer-
partnership-university-bath/ 

http://www.tripleline.com/case_studies/knowledge-transfer-partnership-university-bath/
http://www.tripleline.com/case_studies/knowledge-transfer-partnership-university-bath/
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2.1 Limitations of the review 

The 14 day study focused on challenge funds and the extent of the research was limited by the number 
of days available. As the availability of published material is limited, the research was complemented 
by grey material largely from Triple Line‟s own work and network. An email request for information 
on evaluation of challenge funds was sent to fund and evaluation managers. This resulted in just two 
responses from 11 different organisations. This verifies the finding that there is very little evaluation 
of challenge funds available in the public domain.  

3. Summary of findings of the scoping phase  

Challenge funds are an increasingly prominent part of the international development landscape, 
bridging both public and private sectors. The mechanism has been used to reduce poverty by 
promoting responses from private enterprise, civil society organisations and academia. Challenge 
funds offer a transparent, flexible, creative and cost-effective means of tackling complex challenges. 
The main attraction of a challenge fund is that it enables the funder or donor to seek innovative 
solutions from civil society or the private sector. The competition platform of the fund ensures that 
the best proposals and potential most cost effective proposals can be selected. 

Evidence relating to challenge fund performance and impact has been criticised as being limited.2 
Equally there has been limited research on when a challenge fund is likely to work better than 
alternative financing mechanisms. 

In his review of challenge funding, Paul Foley suggests that challenge funds have seven essential 
features: public competition, scarcity in funding availability, performance related payment, 
implementation by the bidder, partnership, innovation and private sector participation.3 The 
International Labour Organisation (ILO) defines challenge funds as “open financing mechanisms 
that allocate grant funding through a competitive process to meet specific objectives”.4 The Swedish 
International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida) emphasises their role in allocating donor 
money for specific purposes in a predefined field.5 For Melina Heinrich, challenge funds 
“competitively award grants to business models or projects that are able to address a particular, 
defined development problem”.6 Armstrong et al. define challenge funds as “cost-sharing grant 
schemes which are designed to challenge the private sector to propose innovative new business 
models that engage and benefit the poor, on a replicable and sustainable basis”.7 Drawing on these 
definitions, recognising the core idea of a „challenge‟ but elaborating on this by considering the seven 
institutional characteristics of any financing mechanism, Triple Line and the University of Bath 
present a more inclusive definition of challenge funds: 

 

2 Elliott, D. (2013) Exploding the myth of challenge funds – a start at least… Springfield Centre website, viewed on 24th May 2013, at 
http://www.springfieldcentre.com/resources/soap-box/; Heinrich, M. (2013) Donor Partnerships with Business for Private Sector Development: 
What can we Learn from Experience?, DCED Working Paper, March 2013, The Donor Committee for Enterprise Development; Kessler, A (2013) 
Guidance on how to use the DCED Standard to measure results in challenge funds. Donor Committee for Enterprise Development. 

3 Foley, P. (1999) Competition as Public Policy: A Review of Challenge Funding. Public Administration, 77(4):809-836. 

4 Coop Africa (2010) Coop Africa- JP1 Challenge Fund: Guidelines for Applicants, United Nations Tanzania & the International Labour Organisation: 
Tanzania. 

5 Sida (2013) Collaboration Opportunities – Challenge Funds, Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency official website, as accessed 
online 24/05/2013.  

6 Heinrich, M., (2013) Donor Partnerships with Business for Private Sector Development: What can we Learn from Experience?, DCED Working 
Paper, March 2013, The Donor Committee for Enterprise Development. 

7 Armstrong, S., Balan, M. & Smith, D. (2011) Discussion document on a possible future Pro-Poor Private Sector Development Instrument for the 
Pacific and South-East Asia, AusAis AidWorks Initiative Number: INH329, Triple Line Consulting Ltd: London, United Kingdom.  

http://www.springfieldcentre.com/resources/soap-box/
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(1) provides grants or subsidies (2) with an explicit public purpose (3) between independent 
agencies (4) with grant recipients selected competitively (5) on the basis of advertised rules 
and processes (6) who retain significant discretion over formulation and execution of their 
proposals and (7) share risks with the grant provider.8 

Triple Line has divided the analysis of challenge funds into social (primarily civil society groups 
promoting voice and accountability) and enterprise based (businesses or associations).9  A database of 
56 funds based on Triple Line‟s knowledge and network is annexed (Annex 2). One of the key findings 
was that of the 56 funds, only 11 (19.6%) had a document entitled „impact assessment‟, of these 7 have 
been published. Looking through these, only one (Chars Livelihood Programme) appears to be close 
to DFID‟s definition of impact evaluation, although this programme is not considered to be a true 
challenge fund according to the definition outlined in the introduction. The others assess impact but 
do not necessarily fit DFID‟s 2015 definition of impact evaluation.10  

 
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF 56 UMBRELLA PROGRAMMES WITH ELEMENTS OF CHALLENGE FUNDS 

Type of fund Number in 
database 

Percentage in 
database 

*Social funds  28 50% 

*Enterprise funds  23 41% 

Single-donor funds  29 51.8% 

Multi-donor funds  27 48.2% 

Multi-country funds  38 67.9% 

Single-country funds  18 32.1% 

Funds with a single theme or sector11 20 35.7% 

Funds with broad themes 36 64.3% 

*Note that there are 5 which are unclear or mixed and therefore the percentage do not add to 100% 

Within the broad categories shown in Table 1, some funds are more narrowly focused on one sector 
(e.g. girls education challenge), others are focused across sectors (e.g. Global Poverty Action Fund 
focused on the Millennium Development Goals). The broader challenge funds include the Civil Society 
Challenge Fund and the Governance and Transparency Fund which had open rounds of proposals 
against fairly broad funding criteria. For more detail of the themes and sectors, please refer to Annex 

 

8 O‟Riordan, A-M., Copestake, J., Seibold, J., Smith, D., (2013), Challenge Funds in International Development: Research Paper. Triple Line 
Consulting Ltd., University of Bath, and the Knowledge Transfer Partnership: London, UK. 

9 Triple Line held a learning event in December 2014 which analysed the different challenge fund models and approaches together with practitioners 
and academics in this area of work. The paper can be found here: http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Triple-Line-Learning-
Paper-on-International-Development-Challenge-Funds.pdf . 

10 DFID (September 2015) Typology for DFID Evaluations: “The purpose of impact evaluation is to establish causation and attribution in relation to 
an intervention and its effects. The effects being investigated by impact evaluation can be positive and negative, primary and secondary, direct or 
indirect, intended or unintended. Impact evaluation often contributes to building knowledge on what works in development”. 

11 The database in Annex 2 provides details on the range of themes and sectors. 

http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Triple-Line-Learning-Paper-on-International-Development-Challenge-Funds.pdf
http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/Triple-Line-Learning-Paper-on-International-Development-Challenge-Funds.pdf
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2. Some operate in fragile states through specific funding windows (e.g. Africa Enterprise Challenge 
Fund in Zimbabwe). The impact of enterprise challenge funds generally relates to the wider effect that 
the businesses have in influencing the market system, including the regulatory environment for the 
benefit of poor producers or consumers. The social challenge funds often relate to voice, 
accountability and governance. The impact relates to poverty reduction but also influencing policy 
and practice to help poor people.   

It is important to note that increasingly some programmes are including a challenge fund as one 
element in a wider programme. Examples of this include Trade Mark East Africa programme which 
has a challenge fund in Rwanda covering one of its components in promoting business 
competitiveness and the Enabling State Programme (Nepal) which had the Rights Democracy 
Inclusion Fund within its umbrella framework. 

In order to unpack the degree to which challenge funds are evaluable, we have defined the terms used 
and unpacked the challenge fund aid modality in more detail. 

3.1 Understanding evaluability 

There are many stages required in conducting an evaluability assessment prior to commissioning a 
full evaluation12. In November 2012, DFID Evaluation Department commissioned a Synthesis of 
Literature on Evaluability Assessments.13 This working paper states that there are three aspects to 
evaluability – (1) the quality of the project/programme/fund design; (2) the availability of data; and 
(3) the institutional context setting the utility and practicality of carrying out an evaluation.14   

3.2 Typology for DFID Evaluations  

DFID‟s Evaluation Department produced the following typology of evaluations (September 2015).15 
This has been a reference point for the research and the definitions used. It is interesting to note that 
the levels of evaluation described here coincide broadly with the roles and responsibilities of different 
stakeholders within a challenge fund model. Process evaluation at output level can be seen as 
primarily the responsibility of grant holders; performance evaluation could be seen as largely the 
responsibility of fund managers to carry out across a portfolio of projects. Impact evaluation is at the 
level of an external evaluation or evaluation manager.  

Impact Evaluation – The purpose of impact evaluation is to establish causation and attribution 
in relation to an intervention and its effects. The effects being investigated by impact evaluation can 
be positive and negative, primary and secondary, direct or indirect, intended or unintended. Impact 
evaluation often contributes to building knowledge on what works in development.   

Performance Evaluation – The purpose of performance evaluation is to judge an intervention 
on the basis of its contribution to outcomes and impacts within its context. Performance evaluation 
is mainly implemented throughout an intervention‟s lifecycle. 

Process Evaluation – The purpose of process evaluation is to help better understand the quality 

 

12 See for example Evaluability of the Arab Partnership Fund, Triple Line Consulting, 2013. 

13 Stern, E., (Eds.), (2015), Evaluation. Special Issue: UK Evaluation Society at 20: A community of policy and practice. The International Journal of 

Theory, Research and Practice. The Tavistock Institute and Sage Publications: London, UK.  
14 See also Peersman, Guijt and Pasanen (2015) Evaluability Assessment for Impact Evaluation, Guidance, Checklist and Decision Support. Methods 
Lab, ODI. 

15 DFID, (2015), Typology of Evaluations, (unpublished) DFID: London, UK.  
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of an intervention‟s implementation principally to the level of outputs. Process evaluation focuses 
on the verification of the quality of an intervention‟s implementation, relevance and coherence in 
relation to agreed, planned and expected action.  

4. Understanding the challenge fund aid modality  

Understanding the challenge fund aid modality is essential in order to design an appropriate 
evaluation  

Following on from the definitions used above, it is important to unpack the challenge fund modality 
and how this relates to evaluation.  

4.1 Understanding the roles and responsibilities in the challenge fund model 

A key feature of challenge funds is that there are many actors and decision makers at different levels 
of a challenge fund model. Fund managers play a key role in the oversight of the portfolio of projects, 
and in some cases have responsibility for monitoring and capacity building support. The roles and 
responsibilities of all stakeholders need to be clear in relation to monitoring and evaluation within the 
design of the fund.  

The responsibilities in relation to decision making, fund management and evaluation 
need to be clear at the outset. Who does what and when will depend on the fund. A broad 
typology of responsibilities is as follows and is in line with DFID‟s evaluation typology (see above): 

a. The Donor sets the broad objectives and in some cases the results framework, however 
the collection of data and the analysis at a project level is generally carried out by the 
grant holders or implementers (in the case of social challenge funds). For enterprise 
challenge funds, businesses focus on measuring their business key performance 
indicators. It is more the role of the Fund Manager to develop a results chain or impact 
pathway relating the performance of the business to the end beneficiary and to calculate 
the poverty or development impact.  

b. The Fund Manager plays a critical role in understanding the results at the fund level 
including aggregating the results of the projects at a portfolio, country or thematic level. If 
there is an Evaluation Manager, their responsibility will be to evaluate the fund at 
various stages in the programme cycle and feed lessons back into the programme as well 
as to policy makers and for the design of new programmes. 

c. The evaluation manager is generally responsible for assessing impact over the lifetime 
of the fund.  

In practice, each challenge fund is different. The roles and responsibilities and the level of effort and 
investment for evaluation and learning varies across funds. Examples include:   

a. Responsibility of grant holder with fund manager verifying with periodic but 
limited field visits and workshops (eg Civil Society Challenge Fund);   

b. Responsibility of grantholder but with six monthly site visits to each project (eg 
Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund);   

c. Appointment of an independent evaluation management unit (e.g. Global Poverty 
Action Fund and later on in Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund). 
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d. Appointment of a learning manager (e.g. MasterCard Foundation Fund for Rural 
Prosperity).   

 

What is important is to ensure that a) the theory of change is clear and b) there is clarity in the roles of 
different actors in delivering the programme and assessing the results. See Annex 4 for an example of 
how this can be done from the design of the Arab Women‟s Enterprise Fund.  

4.2 Understanding the audiences and purpose of the evaluation 

As with any evaluation, it is key to ask at the outset, would an evaluation be useful and be used, and if 
so who are the main users of the evaluation findings? Once the evidence base and the roles of all the 
actors in assessing the evidence are fully understood then the added value of any further work to 
generate further evidence and/or learning can be clearly assessed and articulated in an evaluation 
design.  

Below is a brief checklist to think through during the design of a challenge fund evaluation. These 
questions will change depending on the nature of the fund and the purpose of the evaluation16.  

 Are the specific objectives of the challenge clear and are the results measurable? 

 Are the grant holders likely to have access the end beneficiaries and will they be able to 
measure results of the project? 

 What are the principles behind the fund and how does this link to the overall objectives? 
For example: ownership, empowerment, advocacy, collective action, market influences, or 
change in regulations. 

 Is the fund designed to bring the sum of the parts to together for greater collective impact?  

 How much are partners expected to work together once they have won the competition to 
enter? 

 What are the incentives for the organisations to enter the competition?  

 How central is the fund manager to delivering results, risk sharing, capacity building and 
facilitation of learning amongst grant holders? 

In addition to the key approach questions, it may be useful to have some key learning 
questions relating to the challenge fund modality. Some examples of this are given below: 

 What are the advantages or drawbacks of a challenge fund aid modality as opposed to a 
direct project delivery modality? 

 How has the programme/project interface been managed? What can be learnt about the 
trade-offs between heterogeneity and homogeneity between project/programme systems; 
or the use of standard indicators and approaches;  

 What is the real cost of a challenge fund model? This would include the costs associated 
with interactions between stakeholders and the costs of different organisations adapting 
their systems to fit the programme as a whole (if this is required).    

 

16 The evaluation checklist could be developed further for different types of challenge funds, however, this could not be done within the scope and 
timeframe of this research. 
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 What are the trade-offs between applying standard management and monitoring 
approaches across a fund or allowing for different approaches proportionate to the size of 
the grant and the organizational capacity?   

 What lessons can be learnt from adaptive, flexible and iterative approaches within a 
challenge fund model at project and programme levels? 

 Is the challenge fund model conducive to a higher risk appetite than other models? What 
are the approaches which allow for this or hinder it? Who bears the risks? 

4.3 Aligning the design of the evaluation to the design of the challenge fund  

The design of any evaluation needs to be aligned to the objectives of a programme or fund. The 
paragraphs below highlight some of the different types of challenge fund and hence draw out some 
common issues in design, approach and objectives which will determine the most applicable model 
for evaluation.  

1. Clarity of the intention of a challenge fund in relation to results. Is there a clear 
theory of change? The clearer the overall purpose for the fund as a whole, the easier it will 
be to evaluate using a theory based approach. One of the purposes of challenge funds is that 
the activities or answers are not set out at the beginning (hence calling for solutions to the 
challenge to be overcome). It is therefore important to conduct an ex-post evaluation to 
understand how the grant holders have responded to the Challenge posed. An example of this 
is the 2015 evaluation of the Civil Society Challenge Fund (2002-2015).  

2. The degree to which the fund as a whole is designed to be more than the sum of 
the parts varies across programmes. If aggregation of results is the objective, challenge funds 
have different models for doing this. The intention to analyse results for the programme/fund 
as a whole, has in many cases come after the fund is operational. Evaluation was in most cases 
not incorporated into the fund‟s design.  

3. Ownership is a core concept of social challenge funds. The model of calling for a challenge to 
solve problems means that the design of the solution rests with the project and in some cases 
the beneficiaries. Some donors, such as Comic Relief, have a strong ethos of ensuring buy-in 
from all stakeholders, right through the design of their programmes (e.g. urban slums and 
women and girls, “Maanda”, programmes). This has implications for the design of an 
evaluation as the perception of success may be very different across the stakeholders and 
therefore a measure of relevance needs to cover all interested parties.    

4. Lesson sharing amongst grant holders and their implementing partners and beneficiary 
feedback mechanisms to embed learning and change practice is key to social challenge funds. 
One purpose of sharing learning (where the objectives are aligned) can be to enhance 
collective action in an advocacy programme where the sum of the projects working together is 
more likely to achieve the desired change in policy and practice than individual projects acting 
alone. For enterprise challenge funds, lesson learning and sharing amongst businesses is less 
likely than social challenge funds to be an explicit objective of the fund. The sum of the parts is 
to ensure that there are collective market influences or change in the regulatory environment.  

5. Commercial benefits and risk sharing. A key concept of an enterprise fund is that risk is 
shared with the donor. The grant or loan is a shared risk for the project which may otherwise 
not have been undertaken by the company. It is therefore important that there is a clear 
incentive for the prospective business that is applying to an enterprise challenge fund that they 
are motivated by a potentially sustainable business idea. There needs to be understanding that 
there is an alignment with the donor‟s objective of market development and poverty reduction. 
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This is why the fund manager, rather than the business, is responsible for measuring the 
added value of the business to poverty reduction. The business must be focused on measuring 
performance against their business plan.  

6. Incentives and principles behind the fund/programme. Some social funds have 
adopted clear guiding principles. This is very useful in bringing together grant holders and 
donors (if multi-donor funded) around the longer term vision of the fund and to what it is 
contributing over and above the results framework (e.g. Civil Society Support Programme in 
Ethiopia). For enterprise challenge funds, this relates to the strategy. For example the 
influence of the grant on the market or the regulatory framework is beyond the scope or 
interest of the business. 

7. Long term strategy and legacy. An evaluation will need to be aware of the longer term 
strategy in order to: a) build this into the evaluation, and b) ensure that the evaluation 
approach itself is consistent with the strategic vision or principles. This last point is more 
applicable to social funds where the nature of the fund (participation, ownership, or 
empowerment) may require a more participatory approach than other funds that are not 
focusing on the on the empowerment of the poorest and most marginalised. Participation 
could involve clear feedback loops to grant holders, partners and beneficiaries. 

8. Challenge funds are often designed to respond to demand. They are often not 
designed with a pre-determined results framework. In many cases this is because they are 
looking to attract applicants with innovative ideas to address specific issues or reach out in 
different ways to more disadvantaged beneficiaries. Different fund models may not reach the 
same target groups. The challenge fund model can be a very broad funding mechanism with 
loosely defined objectives and a global focus. The objectives can therefore be hard to evaluate. 
At the beginning the Civil Society Challenge Fund was reviewed as “letting a thousand flowers 
bloom”. Some key points to think about before commissioning an evaluation are unpacked 
below in Section 5. 

9. Some funds are much more interested in the added value of the projects in their own right 
than in the aggregation of results or in out the achievements of the fund as a 
whole. Other funds, such as DFID‟s UK Aid Match17, has as its main objective to let the UK 
public raise money and participate in the UK‟s development budget. Therefore the results 
framework would need to reflect the UK public‟s interest in international development and 
their ability to choose rather be bound by specific developmental targets such as those 
represented by the Sustainable Development Goals. The clearer the focus of the fund in terms 
of specific and tangible results at the outset of the fund or for each specific call for proposals, 
the easier it will be to evaluate against the intended results.18 

5. What evaluation questions are applicable? 

Of the evaluations of challenge funds referenced in the database, whilst the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development's Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria 
may form a framework for the evaluation questions, they are modified to fit with the objectives of the 
fund design and the implicit or explicit theory of change. The questions depend on the intended 
purpose of the evaluation and whether or not there is a specific emphasis. For the Civil Society 

 

17 https://www.gov.uk/international-development-funding/uk-aid-match 

18 See also Triple Line Consulting (September 2015) Briefing Paper – Learning from the Civil Society Challenge Fund: Achieving Value for Money. 

https://www.gov.uk/international-development-funding/uk-aid-match
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Challenge Fund evaluation, the emphasis was on the capacity building of civil society organisation 
partners. Other evaluations can be concerned with whether or not to continue to another phase. It 
might be that the funding modality itself is the focus of the evaluation, or the performance of the fund 
manager. 

For any evaluation, the (OECD-DAC) criteria feature in various forms, and to varying degrees as set 
out below. 

5.1 Relevance 

The degree to which the challenge fund is relevant is likely to be a central question in any evaluation. 
There is often a risk that a global fund may not meet the specific policy or development needs of the 
country unless there is an explicit engagement of local stakeholders in project selection. How the 
question is asked depends on the objectives (often articulated as funding criteria), the geographical 
scope and, where applicable, the long term strategy or principles behind the fund. Evaluations should 
consider relevance of: 1) the fund as a whole; 2) the projects within it.  

Relevance of the fund as a whole is set by the donor‟s strategic plans as well as the sector/theme of the 
fund (or specific funding window). Relevance is embedded in understanding the cultural, socio-
economic and political context of the geographical area where the fund is operating. At a portfolio 
level, an evaluation can look at the sum of the parts (e.g. analysis of the political economy of a 
thematic fund/window) within a specific country or region and how this relates to the portfolio of 
funded projects addressing that issue 

Project level: Relevance is often a question which is asked at the proposal stage of projects for 
challenge funds. The onus is therefore on the projects themselves to demonstrate their relevance. For 
example, the Global Poverty Action Fund was focused on off-track Millennium Development Goals. 
The way in which this was interpreted was to focus on the projects justifying their own relevance to 
the country or sub-national context in which they were operating in terms of off-track Millennium 
Development Goals.  

The following question can be tailored to the specific funding objectives and geographical location as 
well as the donor(s) strategy(ies). 

 The extent to which the fund‟s projects, both individually and as a portfolio, are aligned to 
the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient country/region policies and donor 
objectives(s)? 

 Was the funding criteria used to select projects appropriate and relevant to the vision of the 
donors and /or the context where the fund operates?  

5.2 Efficiency  

This is generally an assessment of the efficiency of the Fund Manager‟s processes in selecting and 
managing the portfolio of projects, and not an assessment of the efficiency of the projects.  

Examples of increased efficiency in fund management may include the way in which fund 
management processes have been improved during the life of the fund. Technology may be used to 
improve the efficiency of processes by the use of on-line applications for example to save 
administration costs. Efficiency can be broken down into measuring different fund management 
processes such as screening proposals, monitoring grants, capacity building of grants, facilitation of 
learning amongst grant holders and financial and risk management.  

There is often a lack of efficiency if the roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders in the 
programme/fund have not been clearly identified and agreed. This could involve duplication in data 
collection by the grant holder, fund manager or evaluation manager. The different stakeholders 
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involved in a challenge fund need to have clearly defined roles and responsibilities in terms of 
evaluation as well as collection and analysis of data and learning from the results. The mapping of 
differing objectives at the project and programme level is necessary to design a results framework 
which is more than the sum of the parts. This requires investment as well time and space for learning 
if the fund as a whole and the projects within it are to benefit from the learning during the funding 
period. 

The role of organisations (as opposed to projects) for social funds may vary in their efficiency. As 
challenge funds have many stakeholders and often layers in the supply chain. Each part of the supply 
chain can be unpacked according to their added value to explain efficiency.  

Sample questions include:  

 Has the Fund Manager demonstrated efficiency in its selection of projects and in the 
management of the fund? Could the management been done differently to increase 
efficiency? Is the fund management cost proportionate to the size of the fund?  

 Does the outsourced fund manager provide an efficient means of grant management and 
support of programme systems and processes to deliver the fund objectives? 

5.3 Effectiveness  

Effectiveness is a question of results, often asked towards the end of a programme or fund (or ex-
post). The timing of the evaluation will therefore determine the degree of importance of including 
questions on effectiveness. Most evaluations of challenge funds will look at the potential for longer 
term effectiveness. The theory of change and the aid modality (stakeholders and partnerships) will 
outline what aspects of effectiveness the evaluation should focus on.  

Sample questions include: 

 The extent to which the fund‟s projects, both individually and as a portfolio, meet the 
intended results of the fund? 

 How effective are the networks and partnerships generated and strengthened through the 
funding mechanism? Do these partnerships/networks result in greater impact than 
partners operating individually? 

 Does the funding and partnership model provide effective feedback loops for learning from 
evidence generated by the fund? 

Further information on the value for money of challenge funds is presented in Annex 3. 

5.4 Impact  

The Donor Committee for Enterprise Development sets out a methodology for results measurement19. 
In enterprise challenge funds, impact is usually defined in terms of standard indicators. This includes 
net income growth and increased employment and systemic market systems changes. The Donor 
Committee for Enterprise Development standard could potentially be applied to measure the impact 
of social challenge funds that focus on more easily measurable results such as job creation and 
livelihoods.  

 

19 http://www.enterprise-development.org/page/measuring-and-reporting-results 

http://www.enterprise-development.org/page/measuring-and-reporting-results
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In contexts where the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) or Sustainable Development Goals are 
highlighted as the potential impact of the fund (e.g. the Global Poverty Action Fund), an evaluation 
would look at the actual or potential impact of the fund on the Millennium Development Goals using 
evidence from the wider context and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)‟s analysis 
of progress against the Millennium Development Goals. Note that wider impacts are often seen after 
the life of the programme. The likelihood of impact is therefore more relevant to measure during the 
life of the programme.  

Climate change impacts are cited in relation to programmes funded through the International Climate 
Facility (e.g. Building resilience and adaptation to climate extremes and disasters programme 
(BRACED) and Forest Governance Markets and Climate (FGMC)).  

Sample questions include: 

 Has the challenge fund contributed to the impacts as described in the strategic vision or 
theory of change? (E.g. reduced levels of poverty amongst poor women, men, girls, boys 
and marginalised groups). 

 What could have been done to achieve greater impact? 

 What are likely to be the longer term impacts of the fund? (e.g. changes in societal values, 
social norms, behavioral change). 

Case study 1 shows how Donor Committee for Enterprise Development has been 
applied in an enterprise challenge fund. 

Case study 1 Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund An example of using the Donor 
Committee for Enterprise Development approach 

KPMG (the Fund Manager) has employed Triple Line Consulting as the Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Learning partner. We have been working to build a monitoring and results measurement system 
which enables the Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund to confidently assess the development impacts of 
the projects it has funded. The Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund undertakes a tiered approach and 
focuses resources on „high-impact projects‟ which account for a disproportionate share of impact20. 

The Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund was launched in 2008 and the approach to results 
measurement was very light touch. Business would report on their progress and would provide 
information on the relevant development impact indicators of jobs created and income generated or 
costs saved of the final beneficiaries.  This „light touch‟ approach was reviewed during the first annual 
review and it was agreed that the fund manager should have more resources to track the development 
impact of the final beneficiaries (e.g. small holder farmers in the value chain) which in many cases are 
not directly known to the business.   

One key feature of the Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund was that the grant holders signed a six year 
contract: three years of disbursement and a further three years of reporting on development impact. 

The Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund now undertakes two visits per year for each project- with one 
visit focusing on compliance by the business and the second visit to review the development impact in 
the field. A theory of change for the Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund was developed in 2011 which 
identifies the role of each party in results measurement and how learning is fed back to the fund 

 

20 The Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund 2014 Impact Report available for download here: http://www.aecfafrica.org/downloads/AECF-2014-
Impact-Report.pdf 

http://www.aecfafrica.org/downloads/AECF-2014-Impact-Report.pdf
http://www.aecfafrica.org/downloads/AECF-2014-Impact-Report.pdf
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manager and donor. In 2015-6 as the first phase of the fund is being completed, the Africa Enterprise 
Challenge Fund is also undertaking detailed household level verification of the impacts for up to 30 of 
the high impact projects as well as some case studies on systemic change.  

In addition the Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund appointed an Evaluation Management Unit in 2014 
that will undertake some impact evaluations with control groups. The methods and approaches to be 
used are not yet fully developed.  

The last hard number21 

One useful concept when developing the results measurement plan is that of the „last hard number‟.  

This is a number that the business is able to tell you, from their own records, without recording any 
additional data. It will be the closest logical connection to the net benefit per household and/or the 
number of households benefiting. Once you have this number, you know what additional data AECF 
needs to collect in order to validate the development impact - which should be part of the 
assumptions making up the beneficiary model. 

For example, an out-grower scheme is likely to be able to tell you how many farmers it worked with, 
how much money it paid to each, and often what their costs are. This means that the „last hard 
number‟ is actually extremely close to the development impact; we just need to know the baseline 
information in order to develop a full beneficiary model. 

A supplier project, by contrast, may only know how much produce it sold – but will not know how 
many people bought it, how they used it, or what the benefit was. This means that their „last hard 
number‟ is some distance from the final development impact, and more primary or secondary 
research is likely to be needed in order to complete the beneficiary model.  

By planning for data collection of different indicators, the results measurement plan should outline 
the specific information from the beneficiary model that needs to be collected and verified in getting 
from the last hard number, which can be measured directly from company records, to the 
development impact for that year. It should then specify and plan for future data collection that will 
be required.  

5.5 Sustainability  

Sustainability can relate to different things depending on the objectives of the fund. Some challenge 
funds that focus on innovation demand that projects respond with new and unique approaches. These 
approaches may not be embedded in a wider context. This is a challenge for the evaluation of social 
funds. By contrast for an enterprise challenge fund, the business will continue with the funded project 
provided that it remains commercially viable. The likelihood is that investments made will be only 
sustained if the business sees that the interventions it has „invested‟ in (with the contributory grant or 
loan from the challenge fund) are profitable to its business. If it is not profitable for the business it is 
unlikely to be continued even if there is development impact for intended beneficiaries. Participation 
by enterprises in these types of fund focus on „sharing risk‟, i.e. getting „cheap money‟ to support its 
investments or try out new ideas/approaches to business opportunities. Evidence from Africa 
Enterprise Challenge Fund shows it is only sustainable where it is successful, i.e. profitable for the 
business. 

Breaking down sustainability into project and programme level objectives is a useful starting point.  

 

21 Triple Line Consulting, (2014), Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund Monitoring and Evaluation Manual, KPMG: London, UK.  
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Project/organisations: For social challenge funds where capacity building of organisations is a fund 
objective, sustainability is likely to relate to the future of organisations funded and their partners (e.g. 
Civil Society Challenge Fund). The sustainability of the projects which were funded will depend on 
their continuation beyond the life of the challenge fund support. A key factor is the extent to which the 
initiative funded is part of other initiatives or whether it has a mechanism to scale up/transfer 
knowledge and learning (e.g. with the government and/or civil society networks of organisations);  

Timing of evaluations and duration of funds: Challenge funds should be funded for longer 
periods, to allow for longitudinal studies and collection of consistent evidence for long-term impact. 
Recently terms of reference have been reviewed from DFID suggesting ex-post evaluations (e.g. Nepal 
Market Development Programme where the evaluation would finish two years after the 
implementation). It is also noted that in the Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund, contracts with the 
grant holders are signed for 6 years even though there is only funding for 3 years. This ensures that 
there is continued reporting on the development impact and sustainability of the business model. 

Sample questions include: 

 To what extent are the results, lessons and impact of the fund likely to be sustainable? 
(Tailored to what those impacts may be and the timeframe of expected impacts to be 
sustained). 

 To what extent are the partnerships and networks likely to last beyond the life of the fund? 

 What is the likelihood of scale-up of the successful innovative approaches? 

 How is the programme / fund embedding sustainability into its approaches during design 
and implementation (at the project and programme level)? Is the fund manager enhancing 
the likelihood of sustainability by facilitating contacts within and outside the fund (e.g. 
links to government for policy influencing, uptake of research and evidence by policy 
makers etc.)?   

 What role is/are the donor(s) playing in actively supporting sustainability?  

6. The rigour and appropriateness of challenge fund 
evaluations 

6.1 The use of theory of change.  

A theory of change helps to determine what the fund is meant to achieve. Assumptions made at the 
outset can then be explicitly tested throughout the life of the fund.  

The broad nature of challenge funds means that any evaluation has to be selective and apply clear 
sampling to any analysis of results. This can be a purposeful sampling of projects and/or a stratified 
sample. This could be according to the risk category of projects (assigned by the fund manager) or 
past performance. Geographical coverage (single country/multi-country) and location (fragile 
states/non-fragile etc.) could also be used for sampling. Once again, it depends what the evaluation is 
looking to achieve. For a theory based evaluation, specific assumptions may be more relevant to test 
than others (for example when the evidence base is known to be weaker). 

6.2 Is a theory based evaluation relevant and possible?  

A theory based approach to an evaluation is possible provided that the challenge fund has a clear set 
of objectives and a hypothesis that the „challenge‟ is seeking to address. If the fund is a funding 
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mechanism to civil society organisations then a theory based approach is not appropriate. An explicit 
objective of some challenge funds is to see what happens from the challenge set. Whilst the 
overarching purpose and objectives should be clearly articulated, this is not always the case, hence 
making a theory based evaluation not possible or applicable, unless the evaluation itself creates a 
theory of change which can then be evaluated. Examples of developing a theory of change as a first 
step in a theory based evaluation is shown in Case Study 2. Other examples are the Impact Evaluation 
of the Arab Partnership Fund.22 

Case study 2:  Civil Society Challenge Fund – example of ex-post evaluation  

Explaining the Civil Society Challenge Fund evaluation framework: Initially there was no 
umbrella evaluation framework or budget to look at the results of the fund as a whole. The evidence 
was largely reliant on grant holders own analysis of project progress framed in annual reports. The 
grants were given up to 5% of the budget to commission a final evaluation.   

The expectations of defining and analysing the results of a fund as a whole increased during the last 
five years when Triple Line Consulting and Crown Agents were contracted as Fund Manager. The 
Fund Manager built civil society capacity in monitoring and evaluation and helped grant holders to 
understand how reporting could improve including strengthening the quality of evidence.  

At the end of the fund, although not previously planned, an independent Civil Society Challenge Fund 
Final Evaluation was commissioned. Using DFID‟s typology, it could be classified as a 
performance evaluation. It was undertaken to analyse the results of the fund in line with its 
objectives and to learn from added value of the fund in achieving civil society capacity strengthening.  

As the Civil Society Challenge Fund principles and funding modality were to ensure that the most 
marginalised groups were supported, the open calls for proposals and loose objectives appear to have 
been applicable. Most results were achieved where the organisations were niche in their particular 
field. The results of the evaluation and the evaluation questions were clearly communicated to 
partners using a six page visual handout. The findings are being used to inform DFID‟s Civil Society 
Partnership Review.  

The Civil Society Challenge Fund evaluation was seen as a success by DFID and the Fund Manager, as 
well as contributing civil society partners. The evaluators were very experienced and were able to use 
appropriate qualitative methods to assess change on a sample of projects, organisations and identify 
systemic change. The evaluators understood the aid modality and drew out of the evaluation the roles 
of different stakeholders in contributing to the change achieved. There was no method applied to 
obtain attribution but that was not the objective of the evaluation.  

6.3 Measuring the counterfactual and assessing attribution 

A more difficult issue to determine is the complex matter of attribution: the extent to which the 
intervention has caused the impact as opposed to credible contribution, the extent to which the 
intervention has contributed to the impact.   

A more useful discussion on impact is to examine the question of additionality at outcome and impact 
levels. What change has the project or fund bought that would not otherwise have occurred, would 

 

22 Triple Line Consulting, (2015), Impact Evaluation of the Arab Partnership Fund, Triple Line Consulting: London, UK.  
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have occurred more slowly, or been done less effectively, or with a lower risk target group. 
Measurement here is concerned with the net gain or change (in organisations, conditions, behaviour 
etc.) compared to the starting situation at the baseline. If it can be recognised that there is a link 
between the outputs achieved and the observed gains or changes, taking into account what would 
have happened anyway (the counterfactual), then in this way plausible attribution can be ascribed 
from the additionality of the project. 

Challenge funds do not lend themselves to the use of control groups. Enterprise funds have the aim of 
affecting the market, meaning that the control group would be contaminated by the programme‟s 
activities. There is an ethical question about using treatment and control groups who do not directly 
receive benefits from the programme, but invest their time in responding to questions relating to the 
research/evaluation. Poor and disadvantaged people are resource scarce and should therefore not be 
further impoverished by an evaluation23. There is a security risk in some contexts to asking questions 
of people not engaged in a programme. Suspicions may be that there are political intentions to the 
questions and therefore this risk must be considered in designing approaches to evaluation. The 
assessment of the counterfactual must use a „do no harm‟ approach. Research bias and sampling sizes 
need to be carefully considered to ensure that the analysis is going to add value to the results of the 
programme and that the investment required is worthwhile.  

Challenge funds can potentially use unsuccessful applicants as the control group. No examples have 
been found where this has been done to date. The other question is one of value for money. Is it worth 
the cost to involve control or treatment groups in order to improve the likelihood of assessing 
attribution at impact level? Case Study 3 looks at a rigorous monitoring approach at impact level for a 
programme in Bangladesh which did use a counterfactual in addition to other approaches.  

Case Study 3: Case study on Economic Empowerment of the Poorest Programme in 
Bangladesh or Shiree24 

The way in which Shiree monitored change on the lives of beneficiaries can be considered an example 
of good practice. A theory of change was developed at the design stage of the fund. Shiree measured 
the counterfactuals by comparing the baselines of projects entering the funds with projects entering 
their second year of funding. This removes the ethical risk of using non-project communities in 
Randomized Control Trials.25 

Shiree used an “extreme poverty monitor” approach taking the different outputs of Shiree‟s Change 
Monitoring System (CMS) to present up-to-date data and analysis regarding the dynamics of extreme 
poverty in Bangladesh and the effectiveness of interventions intended to address extreme poverty. 
This was a relatively high cost system (£1 million for monitoring at 5 levels). It included visual 
baselines for all projects, quarterly socio-economic studies and a longitudinal qualitative impact 
study.  

This is described below:  

CMS 1: The Household Profile 

PURPOSE: to provide a detailed assessment of the status of all Shiree households before significant 

project interventions have taken place. To provide the baseline from which to monitor change over 

 

23 3ie, (2014), What methods may be used in impact evaluations of humanitarian assistance. Working paper 22. 3ie: New Delhi, India. (p. 28).  

24 More information about the Shiree programme is available here: http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/#.VhF4oflViko 

25 The London School of Economics used RCTs for the evaluation of the BRAC fund – this was stopped due to ethical concerns. 

http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/cms-1-the-household-profile/
http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/#.VhF4oflViko
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time. 

CMS 2: Monthly Snapshot 

PURPOSE: to enable an assessment of trends: what has changed at the household level? And what has 

happened (both project and non-project events) that may have contributed to changes? To download 

an informational flyer please click here. 

CMS 3: Socio‐economic and Anthropometric Surveys 

PURPOSE: to provide in depth socio-economic and nutritional data allowing an assessment of longer 

term change and the impact of project interventions. 

CMS 4: Participatory review and project analysis 

PURPOSE: to provide a forum for beneficiaries to explain changes in their lives and the reasons for 

these changes, as well as creating a platform for Innovation Fund NGOs to adapt and improve their 

innovations according to the needs of beneficiaries. 

CMS 5: Tracking studies 

PURPOSE: to provide quality longitudinal tracking studies documenting the dynamics of extreme 

poverty as it is experienced and changes in beneficiaries‟ lives as a result of project interventions. 

6.4 The evaluation process and institutional arrangements 

A part of the evaluability assessment is to consider the role of the institutional arrangements which 
lend themselves to evaluation. With multiple stakeholders involved in challenge funds, especially 
those spanning several donors, all those involved need to buy-in to the intentions of the fund in 
relation to evaluation. This ideally would be done at the start of the fund but this is not always 
possible. As mentioned previously, challenge funds may be part of other larger funds with different 
aid modalities embedded within them. An example of this is the Arab Partnership Fund which 
included UNDP trust funds. The degree of openness to evaluation and the availability of data effected 
the evaluability of the fund.  

6.5 Multi-donor funds 

Experience has shown that multi-donor funds can lead to a multiplicity of reporting requirements. In 
theory, this should not directly affect the evaluability of the fund, but often different donors have 
different development objectives, budgets, processes and governance structures, which affect the 
timing and availability of documents, the intended target audience and the communication strategy. 
Joint evaluations and donor-coherence is one advantage of having multi-donor funds. This was the 
case in the evaluation of the Rights Democracy Inclusion Fund in Nepal whereby all four contributing 
donors were able to engage with the evaluation and benefit from the findings.   

6.6 Who is involved? 

Risks to the evaluation include risk of bias. If the donor or fund manager is responsible for 
undertaking the evaluation, it is possible that they are less likely to report poor fund performance. 

http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/cms-2-monthly-snapshot/
http://www.shiree.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/2-pager-CMS-2.pdf
http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/cms-3-socio%e2%80%90economic-anthropometric-surveys/
http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/cms-4-participatory-review-project-analysis/
http://www.shiree.org/extreme-poverty-monitor/cms-5-tracking-studies/
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Appointing an independent evaluator would mitigate this risk.  The way in which evaluations are 
carried out and who is engaged at what point, can enhance the utility of the evaluation. An example of 
this is the engagement of government in evaluations in relation to policy influencing. The majority of 
challenge funds reviewed did not engage directly with governments of developing countries.26 The 
governance structure for the evaluation is worth thinking about together with the purpose of the fund 
and its intended audiences.   

7. How data can be aggregated  
Challenge funds commonly capture anecdotal evidence of progress and systemic change through case 
studies. This is less rigorous than sample-based evidence captured through robust methodologies and 
often conclusions drawn from this evidence are considered to be less credible.  

Every challenge fund is different in its objectives and underlying principles. It is in some cases 
important to aggregate results. If this is set out as an explicit intention of the fund, then it can be built 
in to the design. This often is not done at the beginning and is later a desire of the fund which makes 
the results harder to capture as the sum of the parts. The difficulty is to ensure that comparable data 
is captured and a fruit salad of apples and pears is not mixed together.  

The governance related social funds, may be better to aggregate using linked theories of change rather 
than aggregable data. The component parts of the programme are broken down where it makes sense. 
The intentions of the individual projects and how data and evaluation of these can test different 
theories and assumptions may be more relevant than aggregating results through the use of standard 
indicators. The methods and approaches to do this will depend on the nature of the programme and 
what it intends to achieve. Contribution analysis is often cited as a useful way of assessing results 
across programmes seeking to achieve policy influence and change. Process tracing is also cited as a 
way of rigorously testing different data sources for governance programmes.  

Other funds who offer projects the chance to contribute to one clear result (e.g. Shiree‟s target of 
helping 1 million people out of poverty) could set up harmonized systems for collecting data and 
aggregating the results of that data using common indicators. The later rounds of the Global Poverty 
Action Fund used a common indicator approach (e.g. for jobs and livelihood and health focused 
objectives).  

A consideration for the aggregation of data is that the onus is on the fund manager (or the evaluation 
manager in some cases) to ensure that data is collected in the same way (using common standards) in 
order for data sets to be comparable.   

The collection of reliable baseline data is often challenging. In some cases, interventions have already 
begun when grant holders receive funding. There needs to be an understanding that the baseline is 
not always „zero‟, a situation without the intervention being present. There should be a move towards 
rolling baselines, and an understanding of: a) What is being measured; b) the accepted programme-
level baseline; and c) what the baseline evidence saying. Enterprise Challenge funds can aggregate key 
indicators across all projects of: a) business/project turnover; b) employment creation; and c) net 
development impact on the end beneficiary. 

  

 

26 Note the Government of South Africa runs a Jobs Fund to stimulate employment creation which runs along the principles of a Challenge Fund. 
www.jobsfund.org.za 

http://www.jobsfund.org.za/
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8. Working in fragile and conflict affected states. 

This is not specific to challenge fund evaluation. The comments are also general and not specific to 
any one country. Operating in a high risk environment is more likely to be high cost due to the 
security risk and hence the need for stronger duty of care procedures in place and insurance. The 
challenges of evaluation increase in this environment and the following must be taken into 
consideration:  

 Data sets produced at national level are likely to be less useful or non-existent.  

 The capacity of in-country staff and consultants to carry out robust evaluation is also likely 
to be weaker.  

 Civil society is often unregistered, linked to this, the importance of the informal networks 
to establish working mechanism for evaluation makes this process more challenging and 
reliant on personal networks, which in turn increases the risk of bias.  

 There is also likely to be less accountability, more corruption and less open source reliable 
data available.  

As an arms-length aid modality, is challenge fund evaluation any more complex in a 
fragile state? 

This depends on how much the evaluation can visit the project location which will require adherence 
to duty of care considerations as with any other programme evaluation. There is likely to be less data 
available, to have less access to information generally and for the projects to be harder to visit. 

There are opportunities – this funding model can reach different groups and organisations as it 
requires fewer international staff on the ground as the projects are self-managed with less oversight 
from a fund manager or donor than other funding models. This therefore needs to be tested through 
an evaluation. It may be the only funding model possible in some locations.  

Like other evaluations, an adaptive approach is especially critical as the context can change rapidly. 

Staff turnover is also likely to be higher than in non-fragile states. Embedding the evaluation process 
into the relevant institutions and audiences/partners is therefore even more critical – hence the need 
for an evaluation steering group (or reference group).  

9. Trends  

Outsourcing to fund managers: There appears to be a trend to outsource the management of 
challenge funds. Most Challenge Funds are contracted to consultancy firms.27  

A fund manager‟s contractual role can fall anywhere between a relatively „light touch‟ or „hands on‟ 
approach. „Light touch‟ challenge fund management involves little or no involvement in 
implementation of funded activities; whereas „hands-on‟ management calls for fund managers to exert 
considerable influence on projects, particularly through direct involvement in performance 

 

27 Fund managers identified through this review were Abt Associates, Cardno Emerging Markets, Coffey International Ltd, COWI, Crown Agents, 
FHI 360, Genesis Analytics, GRM International, Harewelle International, Hivos, KPMG Development Services Ltd, Landell Mills, Maxwell Stamp 
PLC, Manusher Jonno Foundation, Nathan Associates, Network of European Foundations (NEF), PricewaterhouseCoopers, Social Development 
Direct Ltd and Triple Line Consulting Ltd, 
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management systems and associated capacity building.28 The trend has been for DFID and other 
funders to encourage an increasingly more „hands-on‟ approach, with the fund manager being 
responsible for developing clear theories of change for the fund. Fund managers increasingly have a 
role in facilitating interaction amongst grant holders for social challenge funds in order to share 
learning and build a community of practice (e.g. Forest Governance Markets and Climate Programme 
and the last year of the Global Poverty Action Fund). Enterprise Challenge funds tend now to be more 
„hands-on‟ as there is generally a greater level of scrutiny on verifying how the funds are spent and the 
need for the fund manager, rather than the grant holder to measure the wider development impact. 
There is also an increasing tendency to develop theories of change and to understand the market 
failures that the fund is addressing. 

Independent evaluation manager: Another clear trend has been the appointment of 
independent evaluation managers. This has coincided with increased allocation of funding to 
monitoring and evaluation. The role of the fund manager and evaluation manager must be clear from 
the outset. The fund manager is the „gatekeeper‟ to the portfolio of projects and has a strong 
relationship with grant holders. The risk is that learning is overlooked if the fund manager does not 
have a role in learning. This responsibility must be shared between the evaluation and fund managers. 

In enterprise challenge funds the trend is that the Fund Manager has a stronger monitoring role than 
in social funds. They are also required to undertake robust due diligence on prospective grant holders.  

More recently there has been the introduction of learning managers whose responsibility has been 
to capture learning across a fund or portfolio of funds. This is the approach taken by MasterCard 
Foundation (Case Study 4) who has appointed a learning manager to work across all its programmes 
in the same thematic area. The design of the fund must ensure that there is a clear understanding of 
the sphere of influence between the donor, fund manager, learning manager, evaluation manager and 
grant holders.  

Case Study 4: MasterCard Foundation  

Results measurement in the MasterCard Foundation Fund for Rural Prosperity29 a $50mn Challenge 
Fund launched in 2015 promoting access to finance is implemented using a similar approach to the 
Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund.  There are two main difference. Firstly the MasterCard Foundation 
is interested in tracking not just the income and employment impacts but also measuring the change 
in resilience to external shocks resulting from the improved access to finance. 

Secondly while the Fund Manager is responsible for working with the grant holders in tracking the 
results of the projects and the development impact; the MasterCard Foundation has a learning 
manager (Dalberg) that works across all its access to finance programmes.  This provides 
MasterCard with some cross-learning between the challenge fund and other programmes…  The 
Learning Manager worked with the Fund Manager to develop a theory of change and will be 
undertaking a number of “deep dive” analyses of projects. 

Finally, there is an increasing trend to use a steering group or panel to oversee the governance of 
challenge funds. In a recent evaluation terms of reference for Forestry Land-use and Governance in 
Indonesia (FLAG) had an e Evaluation Reference Group comprising evaluation specialists from DFID 

 

28 O‟Riordan, A-M., Copestake, J., Seibold, J., Smith, D., (2013), Challenge Funds in International Development: Research Paper. Triple Line 
Consulting Ltd., University of Bath, and the Knowledge Transfer Partnership: London, UK. 

29 Donor Committee for Enterprise Development reference results measurement standard: http://www.enterprise-
development.org/page/measuring-and-reporting-results 

http://www.enterprise-development.org/page/measuring-and-reporting-results
http://www.enterprise-development.org/page/measuring-and-reporting-results
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and external evaluation expert(s). Annex 5 provides examples of two terms of reference for such a 
group. The advantages of this is that a) the evaluation steering group will have direct communications 
with the evaluation team and hence can steer the process as it is designed and implemented; b) the 
group will be able to follow the process, methods and results. It is strategic for this group therefore to 
include the users of the evaluation so that they have ownership of it. Quality assurance can be done by 
both this group and also, in the case of DFID evaluations the Specialist Evaluation and Quality 
Assurance Service (SEQAS). There are benefits of having an external body to review reports and 
provide feedback. In some cases they can get the wrong end of the stick but in general, an external 
opinion can improve the evaluation.    

10.  Gaps  

Research: A key gap in this brief research has been the lack of available of information. In collating 
evidence for the database of challenge funds (see Annex 2) it was challenging to find data on the 
governance structure of funds and whether or not evaluations were planned or had been undertaken 
for each of the funds. In spite of this, the research did uncover a useful starting point for more in-
depth analysis which would require more extensive interviews and shared analysis amongst 
evaluators, fund managers, grant holders or companies participating in such funds, and donors.   

This paper has not focused on Research Challenge Funds. There may be different dimensions to look 
at in the evaluation of such funds.  

The research also could have looked in more depth at gender and equity which is an increasingly 
important part of fund design and expected results. The fund manager‟s role is changing to include 
capacity building in this aspect where it is weak. The ability to disaggregate data by sex and age, 
disability, etc. is something which grant holders and their partners often struggle with. The increasing 
focus on this area requires resources to be allocated at the fund design stage to enhance the ability for 
this aspect to be measured and to feedback into the design of projects and programme level changes 
in the future.  

Limitations of challenge fund evaluation: Evaluability of the fund as more than the sum of the 
parts is limited by the extent to which results can be compared across what is often a heterogeneous 
portfolio of projects with varying project level intentions and a multitude of contexts. A strong 
programmatic theory of change and clear programmatic objectives would enhance the evaluability of 
fund-level evaluations. Challenge funds, however, are not necessarily designed with evaluations in 
mind. It may be that the objectives do not themselves desire evaluation at the fund level. For 
programmes where challenge funds are a small component part, the evaluability of the programme as 
a whole will also depend on the design and intentions of the programme as a whole. 

Timing of evaluations: This is something to explore further in future research. It appears that the 
challenge fund model which has been in some cases designed explicitly without a programme level 
theory of change at the outset, may lend itself to a process or programme evaluation towards the end 
or ex-post, particularly for those funds focusing on achieving systemic change. The timing relates to 
the intentions of the evaluation (learning and/or accountability) as well as the audiences for the 
evaluation (e.g. providing timely evidence for policy makers or those designing new funds).  

A monitoring, evaluation and learning strategy should be part of the design of any programme 
and fund. There should be clear budgets set out with intended timeframes. One advantage of 
challenge funds, is that the projects often start at different times and there is collective learning as the 
fund develops (Civil Society Challenge Fund was 15 years and Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund Phase 
1 is 9 years). The evaluation therefore should not wait until the end in order to benefit from the 
learning within the fund itself.  
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11. Conclusions  

This brief study has looked at the published and unpublished material and has drawn some initial 
conclusions on issues of evaluation. The evidence is especially weak in relation to impact evaluation 
methodologies being applied to challenge funds. Process and performance evaluations appear to be 
more common place. Reviews and portfolio analysis, carried out by the fund manager is also more 
common than external evaluation. This might be because of the difficulties of an external evaluation 
manager adding value to the extrapolating the results of the fund over and above the fund manager.  

The costs of the evaluation needs to be carefully assessed in relation to the added value of the 
potential evidence and learning which is likely to be produced. Impact evaluation across a broad 
range of issues and actors is likely to be expensive and therefore the learning needs to be for policy 
formulation more widely and beyond the specific purpose of measuring the impact of a fund. This 
may be why few, if any have been carried out across challenge funds as a whole. There is an increasing 
movement towards ensuring that the evaluations of projects are more robust. The Global Innovation 
Fund has plans for its grant holders to be supported in carrying out impact evaluation. The Global 
Poverty Action Fund also has examples of this being done by some grant holders.   

Each fund is different and therefore one approach does not fit all. Each evaluation will be 
designed for specific purposes and audiences. The nature of the evaluation will be determined by the 
strategic objectives and principles of the fund. Evaluability depends on available data, the quality of 
fund design and the institutional arrangements.  

Before designing any evaluation of a challenge fund, the nature of the aid instrument and the 
stakeholders within it needs to be fully understood. The purpose of the evaluation (at project and 
programme/fund level) will set the evaluation questions and hence the approaches, methods and 
tools which are most applicable. The ideal scenario is to ensure that there is an explicit or implicit 
theory of change in place which is understood by all those involved at the design stage in order to 
evaluate against this.  

Also at design it is important to understand the different stakeholders and the roles they play in 
both managing and implementing the programme at project and fund levels, as well as in providing 
data and analysis. 

Is there an ideal model? Challenge funds are more likely to be evaluable if they have clear 
objectives, with a theory of change which is understood by all at the outset. All applicants to the 
challenge fund can then explicitly state at the outset how they fit within the theory of change. All 
evaluations need sufficient time and resources to collect and analyse data across the fund which can 
be aggregated in some form. Obtaining a clear analysis of results and learning across the fund as a 
whole is not the intention of all challenge funds. As a generalisation, the challenge funds with a single 
sector or issue would be more straightforward to evaluate at the fund level than those with multiple 
issues. A challenge fund model can be used to test innovation and approaches across a broad range of 
contexts. This could be a core evaluation purpose for challenge funds in the future to test and validate 
new ways of working and how different contexts influence the outcomes.  
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12. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are a starting point for discussion and not an exhaustive list on what 
could be done to improve the evaluability of challenge funds in the future. 

1. The fund design, its purpose and objectives should be clear at the outset including the 
intentions in relation to evaluation at project and portfolio levels.  

2. It is recommended to develop a strong Theory of Change before the fund starts. This should 
be informed by extensive contextual and political analysis to underpin the baseline.  

3. Challenge funds need well defined and with objective criteria. Evaluations need to start by 
looking at whether or not there are well defined and relevant criteria against the strategy or 
principles which underpin the fund design and motivations.  

4. The intentions of the fund may be very broad and focused on access to funding for different 
groups or giving a say to the UK electorate how development aid is spent. The evaluation 
needs will therefore be different. This should be set out clearly in the design.  

5. The intention of a social challenge fund in relation to ownership is important to consider in 
the design of the evaluation framework (with the project partners/grant holders). The 
motivation for private sector organisations applying for an enterprise challenge fund needs to 
be understood in the evaluation design.  

6. The audiences need to be engaged at the outset –especially if the intention is to use the 
evidence to influence government. 

7. Multi-donor funds present opportunities as well as challenges. The evaluation framework 
needs to consider joint-evaluations, where possible to reduce costs and increase ownership. 
Where possible, the intentions, timings, and reporting frameworks of different donors should 
be harmonized at the outset.  

8. Baselines and „endlines‟ are needed as reference points. These need to be updated and 
modified as the new grant holders join the challenge fund with their own baselines.  

9. The objectives of the fund as a whole may be different from the objectives of individual 
projects. It is essential that an evaluation has the ability to assess a portfolio of interventions. 
The extent to which a challenge fund mechanism has the appetite for evaluation will depend 
on the purpose of the fund and how it is designed.  

10. Anecdotal evidence should be captured, but more funding should be allocated to the robust 
collection of data from the outset fund if it is the intention of the fund to be evaluated as a 
whole rather than the projects in their own right being the main focus of evaluation. 

11. Careful consideration should be given the timing and costs associated with evaluation to 
ensure maximum added value. The cost of evaluation may appear to be high but this needs to 
be considered in the context that the fund is often leveraging other funds (from business and 
civil society) and the value of the evaluation can provide learning for wider policy formulation 
which is beyond the cost of the challenge fund.   

12. Ensure an evaluation reference group or steering group is in place to provide closer guidance, 
ownership and quality assurance to complement a mechanism of peer review such as SEQAS.  
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Recommended further research: As mentioned, there are significant limitations to what it was 
possible to achieve in the timeframe of this review. A longer study could deepen the evidence base, not 
only of challenge funds but other types of umbrella funds.30 The search for published and grey 
material on challenge funds is a useful starting point. More literature would be available with a more 
thorough search and network of key contacts. Whilst it would be useful to uncover further 
unpublished analysis of umbrella fund evaluations, as well as the evaluations themselves, a more in 
depth analysis would recommend a deeper look into relative benefits of different approaches 
compared to their costs. The importance of the timing and duration of the evaluation is another 
important dimension not investigated in detail here. The question of depth versus breadth and 
sampling size for optimum results could be examined in more detail. The roles of fund managers and 
evaluation managers has been discussed here. A future study could analyse in more depth the added 
value of the different stakeholders in monitoring, evaluation and learning and the costs associated 
with different models. An outcome of the further research could be a checklist of key questions to ask 
in evaluation of different types of challenge funds. Overarching learning questions across challenge 
funds (such as those proposed in this report) could be explored further. 

As part of the review of evaluability and evaluation quality, it is recommended to look in more detail 
at the past utilisation of evaluations. This follows literature on utilisation focused evaluation.31 In 
this regard, a key information source would be the management responses to evaluations as well as 
interviews with those commissioning the evaluations to see whether or not they have been used for 
their intended purpose and the extent to which they informed future decision making either for the 
donor, fund manager(s) or grant holders/businesses.    

DFID could host a learning event with users of evaluations, challenge fund recipients, academics, 
practitioners, evaluators and fund managers to explore this topic further.  

 

  

 

30 The Overseas Development Institute are planning research in relation to multi-project programmes but not specifically challenge funds. See Multi-
project programmes: functions, forms and implications for evaluation and learning (forthcoming). 

31 Ramírez, R., Bordhead, D., (2013), Utilization Focused Evaluation: a primer for evaluators, Southbound Penang: Penang, Malaysia. [Online] 
Available at: http://evaluationandcommunicationinpractice.net/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/UfeEnglishPrimer.pdf  

http://evaluationandcommunicationinpractice.net/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/UfeEnglishPrimer.pdf
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference  
 

Purpose and objectives  

1. The purpose of this review is to improve the international community‟s knowledge and understanding of the 
approaches and methods used to evaluate umbrella funds32. The review will assess the strengths, 
weaknesses and appropriateness of approaches and methods to evaluate umbrella funds, considering the 
attributes of the Funds, the contexts in which they take place, and the evaluation questions asked.  

2. The review will contribute to the development community‟s attempts to better understand the impact of 
umbrella funds and how they are evaluated. It will identify lessons learned for the improvement of future 
evaluations on of Umbrella Funds and will contribute to the better evidence base on how umbrella funds are 
designed and implemented, but particularly how they are monitored and evaluated.  

3. The review will be conducted primarily from secondary evidence most notably from existing evaluations and 
robust reviews of umbrella funds. It is unlikely to have such strict quality inclusion criteria as a systematic 
review and will be principally interested in the approaches, designs and methods used to evaluate Funds.  

4. The review will be a research product for policy makers, programme staff, evaluators and evaluation 
commissioners in the international development community to improve the monitoring and evaluations of 
Umbrella Funds. The DFID lead for this piece of work will be Jonathan Patrick, Evaluation Department 
Evaluation Adviser.  

 
Background  

The international community supports international civil society and host governments to tackle common 
development problems in a variety of contexts and countries. Many evaluations of umbrella funds have been 

undertaken but to date there has been no thorough review of evaluation literature in this area.  

 
Scope Stage One - Typology and scoping of evaluations 

5. The review will begin with a typology of Umbrella Funds and a scoping exercise of the evaluation landscape 
across the different types of Umbrella Funds – e.g. the number, quality, types and range of evaluations, and 
thematic and geographic coverage, i.e. what kind of programmes they cover and where they are based. The 
scoping report should also consider unpublished evaluations (if these can be accessed). 

6. It is expected that the consultant will undertake a systematic search across English-language evaluations33 
and related documentation on Umbrella Funds by public, private and not-for-profit stakeholders, including 
fragile, conflict and disaster affected contexts. 

 

Scope Stage Two - Reviewing evaluation design, approaches and methods:  
 

The evaluation purpose and objectives:  

7. The evaluation purposes and questions posed (perhaps clustered by DAC criteria);  

The design, approach, methods and tools used:  

8. An assessment of the rigour and appropriateness, strengths and weaknesses of the designs, approaches and 
methods used to address those evaluation questions, including data collection and sampling methods where 
appropriate, considering Fund attributes and the context in which it operates. 

 

32  The term „Umbrella funds‟ is used to cover a range of funding instruments that are defined by the use of a common Fund Manager to deliver 
agreed outcomes by identifying, funding, managing, reporting on implementing partners in receipt of fund. They are variously known as 
challenge funds, umbrella funds, trust funds, common humanitarian funds and others. Support may be project or core funding based. 

33  What counts as an evaluation (DFID is not wedded to any particular evaluation approach, design or method; a broad set of evaluations should 
be considered for this review, e.g. experimental, theory-based, case study based, participatory etc., and should include process and impact 
evaluations)  
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9. The use of theory of change or where there is no theory of change, how assumptions are dealt with in the 
evaluation. 

10. How and when evaluations have been able to assess impact (including what proportion of impact 
evaluations claim attribution and how many contribution), particularly whether impact evaluations have 
been able to distinguish between theory failure and implementation failure. 

11. How evaluations have assessed different types of Fund, e.g. how single donor challenge funds are evaluated 
compared to multi-donor trust funds.  

 

The evaluation process: 

12. Constraints and challenges faced by evaluators (e.g. identification of outcome indicators, level of data 
collection, contribution Vs attribution, approaches to the counterfactual, diverse programme objectives and 
sectors), including how risks were mitigated and challenges overcome; challenges particular to conducting 
evaluations of programmes fragile, conflict and disaster affected areas, e.g. availability of analytical and 
baseline data, constraints due to the insecurity of the environment. 

 

Trends and gaps:  

13. Trends – e.g. in relation to evaluation questions, designs, approaches and methods (including any emerging 
methodological preferences, and how these vary by type of fund or other criteria)  

14. Any gaps, ether in terms of under-evaluated types of umbrella fund, evaluation coverage (including both 
thematic and geographic coverage – what types of interventions have been evaluated and where these 
interventions have taken place), neglected evaluation questions and under-used approaches and methods  

Outputs  
 

Scoping report detailing the typology used and the results of the evaluation scoping exercise. Scoping report 
to be submitted two weeks after commissioning. (Expected two days). 

The final report of no more than 20 pages (excluding annexes), following suggestions and revisions to the 
draft report. (Expected eight days). 

 

Methods  
The contractors may want to employ any or all of the following methods for the review. Any sampling method 
used to select evaluations for inclusion in scoping review will need to be developed by the contractors:  

 Desk-based research  

 Grey literature review  

 Evidence mapping  

 Analysis of evaluation approaches, designs and methods 

 Interviews with a small number of relevant stakeholders, including, bilateral and multilateral donors 
and CSOs  

 
Requisite skills and knowledge  
The consultant will need to demonstrate the following:  

 Knowledge of and experience of using a wide range of evaluation approaches and methods, both 
qualitative and quantitative;  

 Methodological openness;  

 Extensive experience of evaluation, including of umbrella funds. 

 Excellent writing and communication skills, including ability to present information in a range of 
visual ways to increase its impact  
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Annex 2: Challenge Fund Database  
Please see Excel attachment. 
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Annex 3: Value for Money of Challenge Funds 

Triple Line‟s approach to enhancing value for money in challenge funds. 

Triple Line has identified opportunities for improved Value for Money (VFM) performance in 
challenge funds by reviewing and enhancing processes at three levels. That of the:  

 Fund Manager, first in the context of the Fund Manager‟s technical team which is 
responsible for making informed judgments of VFM performance at the micro level of each 
grant holder at each stage of the grant lifecycle; and secondly, at the macro level of the 
portfolio of projects, in terms of VFM insights generated by comparative and trends 
analysis.  

 Grant holders, who provide the required data and information on which to assess VFM 
performance.  

 Fund as a mechanism, so that an overall assessment of its relative cost effectiveness can 
be made. This requires consideration of all costs associated with activities such as 
establishing and marketing the fund, screening proposals, setting up grant agreements and 
disbursing funds, supporting grant holders and reporting to the donor. 

Three levels of value for money 

The full paper is available at: http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Triple-Line-Approach-
to-Challenge-Fund-VFM.pdf  

 

http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Triple-Line-Approach-to-Challenge-Fund-VFM.pdf
http://www.tripleline.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Triple-Line-Approach-to-Challenge-Fund-VFM.pdf


 

28 

Annex 4: Example of Roles and Responsibilities in Monitoring and Evaluation 
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Annex 5a: Examples of a Terms of Reference for a Joint 
Evaluation Group  

 
The overall purpose of the Joint Evaluation Group (JEG) is to steer and advise the monitoring and 
evaluation of the Trade Mark East Africa (TMEA) programme at key strategic points.  
 

Click below to open the Terms of Reference 

Terms of Reference for the TMEA Joint Evaluation Group.pdf  
 

Annex 5b. Example of a Terms of Reference for an 
Evaluation Steering Group  

 
The purpose of the Steering Group will be to guide the design of the evaluation and quality assure the 
evaluation outputs. The group‟s input should ensure that the evaluation has credibility across the 
range of stakeholders. 
 
Click below to open the Terms of Reference 

DFID Terms of Reference for Health Partnership Scheme Evaluation Steering Group.pdf  
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Annex 6: Annotated Bibliography 

3ie, (2014), What methods may be used in impact evaluations of humanitarian assistance. Working 
paper 22. 3ie: New Delhi, India. 

To distinguish between treatment and control groups, means that in a humanitarian setting often 
the control group is not acceptable. A good research design can account for the ethical concerns, 
while providing lesson learning. The „do no harm‟ principle is rephrased as the „the approach to be 
used may significantly improve but will not worsen outcomes for emergency relief recipients. The 
paper argues that random selection of a control and treatment group can be achieved without 
ethical concerns.  

Adam, S., (2006), Evaluating Social Fund Impact: A Toolkit for Task Teams and Social Fund 
Managers. SP Discussion Paper, No. 0611, the World Bank: Washington D.C., USA.  

Due to the scope and scale of the World Bank‟s social fund portfolio there is a growing demand for 
evidence of actual impact. It is important to understand what works well and what does not work in 
different contexts, as well as evaluating whether the social funds have achieved significant and 
measurable improvements in peoples‟ lives.  

The paucity of evidence is partly due to the challenge of conducting complex multi-country and 
multi-sectoral evaluations and partly due to evaluations being conducted once the programme has 
begun, limiting the available methodologies.  

The recommendation is for a focus on the design of robust, pragmatic and realistic methodologies 
to create best practice for evaluating social funds. 

Callan, M., Davies, R., (2013), When Business Meets Aid: analysing public-private partnerships for 
international development. The Development Policy Centre, Australian National University: 
Canberra, Australia.  

Callan and Davies focus on the evolution of enterprise challenge funds. They argue that the 
complexity, diversity and level of accepted risk involved in these funds mean that they do not lend 
themselves to rigorous evaluation. Despite the challenges, the authors argue that “enterprise 
challenge funds have grown organically and are „ripe for better coordination, more transparency 
and greater evaluative rigour‟” (p. 51).  

The collection of robust evidence is challenging, because often the information is collected from 
firms supported by the fund.  

The recommendation for at design stage is that the fund should target carefully selected sectors; 
should maintain competitive neutrality and that the funds should leverage funding, rather than 
substitute commercial funding.  

Coffey International, (2012), Evaluation Manager PPA and GPAF: Evaluation Strategy. Coffey 
International: London, UK.  

Coffey aim to provide a „clear framework‟ for assessing the performance of funding mechanisms. 
The Terms of Reference of their evaluations asks that the work feeds into broader policy and decision 
making frameworks.  

Where the PPA is possibly more complex is that it focuses £60 million of funding to organisations 
working in conflict and humanitarian sector (CHASE).  

Coffey International, (2014), Global Poverty Action Fund Mid-Term Evaluation Report. Coffey 
International: London, UK.  
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Process evaluation which focused on how the fund mechanism worked, rather than the broader 
impacts of the GPAF projects. This includes: a) how projects are delivering; b) how the grant 
application process has affected project delivery; and c) how the Fund has performed as a result. 
The evaluation was structured by the OECD-DAC criteria.  

Currie, C., (2013), Governance and Transparency Fund, WaterAid/FAN, Final Global Evaluation. 
Final Report. IOD Parc: Sheffield, UK.  

The evaluation team developed an evaluation matrix to identify key stakeholders, data sources for 
each question, methods used for data collection and risks and limitations to the evaluation. The 
Team Leader developed an impact assessment template and methodology for the country 
evaluators. The team also produced and disseminated a self-assessment questionnaire. These 
findings were triangulated by key informant interviews.  

Ecorys and Carnegie Consulting, (2014), Evaluation Management Unit (EMU) for the Africa 
Enterprise Challenge Fund. Inception Report. Ecorys and Carnegie Consultin: Rotterdam, The 
Netherlands.  

Elliott, D., Barlow, S., and Bekkers, H., (2009), Enterprise Challenge Fund Mid-Term Review, Final 
Report. The Springfield Centre: Durham, UK.  

The breadth of the developmental objectives of the ECF portfolio mean that Elliott et. al. describe 
the portfolio as „a laboratory of experiences‟ rather than an aggregable set of results. The technical, 
thematic and geographic diversity of the portfolio posed a challenge for the evaluation. The team 
tried to mitigate these challenges by finding either commonalities between projects, or by 
categorising projects and using one representative project from each category.  

The review team chose to present their findings under the headings of: Rationale and Objectives, 
Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency and M&E.  

Harding, A., (2015), CONFIDENTIAL Internal Briefing: Lessons Learnt from the AP Evaluation. 
DFID: London, UK.  

The evaluation used the OCD-DAC criteria. The impact evaluation focused on job creation. The 
evaluation made recommendations for increasing the impact of AP. The evaluation team 
recommend quality control of outputs; rigorous and evidenced baselines; and clear outline of the 
„without-project assumptions‟.  

Hext, S., Regmi, S.C., Thapa, M.M., Adhikari, I.K., (2013), Impact Evaluation of Rights, Democracy 
and Inclusion Fund (RDIF). Unpublished.  

RDIF was informed by a strong underlying ToC with the aim of improving governance of major 
political parties, to strengthen civil and political rights and prioritise the participation of historically 
marginalised groups by working through and strengthening civil society.  

HTSPE, (2011), Independent Impact Assessment of the Chars Livelihood Programme, Phase 1, Final 
Report. HTSPE: Herefordshire, UK.  

(p.10) The Impact Assessment was guided by 6 principles: mapping out the causal chain; 
understanding context through stakeholder discussions and desk research; anticipating portfolio 
heterogeneity; using a credible counterfactual; understanding the data/facts; and using a mixed 
methods approach.  

A ToC was developed during the inception phase of the Impact Assessment, clearly outlining the 
assumptions on which this theory rests. The absence of control samples meant that using one of the 
cohorts and a rolling baseline and matching using Propensity Score Matching (PSM) was the 
approach taken to determine the counterfactual.  

http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/propensity_beginners_guide_ldearden_tcm6-6032
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ILO, (2011), Wealth Creation, Employment and Economic Empowerment in Tanzania. Evaluation 
Summary. International Labour Office (ILO): Geneva, Switzerland.  

The key analytical framework for collecting and processing the information has been an evaluation 
matrix including (i) six core evaluation questions, (ii) a number of specific judgment/analytical 
criteria for each question, and (iii) a set of possible indicators and sources of information. 

Itad, (2015), Civil Society Support Programme, Mid-Term Review. Itad: Hove, UK.  

Methodology used was document review, semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions 
in Ethiopia.  

Itad, (2015), Climate and Development Knowledge Network, External Evaluation Review. Final 
Report. Itad: Hove, UK.  

Methodology used was document review, stakeholder interviews, country reviews of a small sample 
of 5 countries. The Climate Development Knowledge Network is managed by an alliance of 
organisations led by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (PwC), and including Fundación Futuro 
Latinoamericano, LEAD International, LEAD Pakistan, the Overseas Development Institute, and 
SouthSouthNorth. 

Manning, R., White, H., (2014), Measuring results in development: the role of impact evaluation in 
agency-wide performance measurement systems. Journal of Development Effectiveness, 6:4, 337-
349. 

Manning and White propose the „triple A‟ principles for impact evaluations: alignment, attribution 
and aggregation. However, they state the challenge of the delicate balance between lesson learning 
and accountability; independence vs influence; and modifying incentive structures for results. The 
authors recommend greater cooperation between organisations measuring results and those 
conducting impact evaluations to develop consistent and comparable reporting on agency 
performance.  

Mcloughlin, C., Walton, O., (2012), Measuring results: impact evaluation. Topic Guide. [Online] 
Available at: http://www.gsdrc.org/topic-guides/measuring-results/impact-evaluation/#RCTs. 
[Accessed 10th September 2015].  

Overview of measuring results through impact evaluation, particularly the attribution and 
counterfactual and the use of RCTs.  

Muir, A., Rowley, J., (2014), Governance and Transparency Fund End of Programme Review. Final 
Report. Coffey International Development Ltd.: Reading, UK.  

O'Flynn, M., (2013), Governance and Transparency Fund, Global Impact Assessment Report. Final 
Report. IOD Parc: Sheffield, UK.  

The impact assessment used a ToC approach to facilitate an explicit focus on change, and capture 
the ways in which the GTF was able to influence and achieve expected changes.  

O‟Riordan, A-M., Copestake, J., Seibold, J., Smith, D., (2013), Challenge Funds in International 
Development: Definitions, Variations and Research Directions, Research Paper. Triple Line 
Consulting Ltd., University of Bath, and the Knowledge Transfer Partnership: London, UK. Available 
at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/pad.1710/abstract  

O‟Riordan et. al. provide a definition of a challenge fund, drawing a distinction between the 
business oriented „enterprise‟ challenge fund and civil society or social development challenge 
funds. They also raise the issue of comparing the approaches of the fund manager, whether this be 
„light touch‟ or „hands-on‟. Recommendations can be made for which is appropriate at design stage, 
and this distinction should be included in the evaluation methodology.  

http://www.gsdrc.org/topic-guides/measuring-results/impact-evaluation/#RCTs
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/pad.1710/abstract
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The authors point to the call for a robust evidence base and demand for strong evaluation to justify 
the use of public money „particularly when transferred to private companies and in a context of 
public spending cuts.1‟ (p.13). 

The recommendations are the production of standard guidelines, contracts and compliance 
mechanisms for evaluating challenge funds, this would help to reduce the „fragmentation and 
duplication of effort‟ arising from different donor requirements. Impact evaluations should also 
have a broader remit, not only assessing whether the fund has achieved its stated goals, but also 
include research into systemic and unintended impacts, and the aggregate performance of funds 
(p.13).  

Stern, E., (Eds.), (2015), Evaluation. Special Issue: UK Evaluation Society at 20: A community of 
policy and practice. The International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice. The Tavistock 
Institute and Sage Publications: London, UK.  

Triple Line Consulting, (2014), ESP Measuring Governance, Lessons from the Monitoring, Evaluation 
and Learning System of DFID Nepal‟s Enabling State Programme. Triple Line Consulting: London, 
UK.  

Be „crystal clear‟ about the programme‟s values and principles, activities and interventions, the 
audience and expected results.  

Triple Line Consulting, (2015), Refinement of the Trade Mark East Africa Results Framework: Guidance 
Notes, Triple Line Consulting Ltd: London, UK.  

  

 

1 Martens (2002) provides a formal model to explain why funding for aid evaluation is likely to be sub-optimal. However, this pessimistic view is not 

wholly borne out by more recent evidence. In the UK, the work of the International Development Select Committee is particularly important, to which 
the Independent Commission for Aid Impact reports. More official resources are also going to independent bodies like 3ie, adding to substantial aid 
accountability activities of media, lobby groups, think tanks, NGOs and universities. 
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