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Discussion Summary: 

How have you made the monitoring component work in Outcome Mapping?
Link to full discussion online: http://www.outcomemapping.ca/forum/viewtopic.php?t=75
Discussion on the OM Community Map 
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Original Email  
Ben Ramalingam, UK
15 November 2006

Responses were received, with many thanks, from: 

1. Ben Ramalingam, UK
2. Sharyn Davis, Cambodia

3. Jan Van Ongevalle, Zimbabwe
4. Enrique Mendizabal, UK

5. Terry Smutylo, Canada
6. Friday Mwaba, Zambia

Summary of individual responses
1. Sharyn shared her initial reaction to the OM manual; that the level of detail and time spent on intentional design was a lot more than on the monitoring aspects. For the project in Cambodia, they have had to use alternative approaches to compliment OM in this area. They have used Most Significant Change to collect stories of change and Lot Quality Assurance Sampling to collect simple KAP data about changes that are occurring. She also shared some experience about the need for specific skills in this area so that staff can be collecting information as part of their day to day work.
2. Jan described the process by which the St2eep team in Zimbabwe developed their monitoring system. Over two workshops they outlined the following steps:
a. Developing the monitoring plan – they used the Monitoring Plan Worksheet in the OM manual which helped them to clarify some important questions including who, why, what, when and how.

b. Carry out the monitoring – tailored monitoring instruments were developed for each of the actors involved in the monitoring process including checklists of behaviour changes and strategies and questions to guide deeper reflection.
c. Analysing and using the monitoring data – the monitoring reports are fed into stakeholder meetings to feed into programme wide reflection, learning and future planning. The monitoring reports, together with the feedback from the meetings are compiled into one report which is circulated to the donors and fed into national level management meetings. These formal processes are complimented by informal spaces for discussion among national coordinators and facilitators.

3. Enrique added to Jan’s comments with some experience from ODI. 

a. Monitoring and learning should be embedded into influencing and communication activities rather than kept as separate processes undertaken by a special unit. This is the only way to ensure programme wide learning.

b. The Alignment-Interest matrix can help to prioritise whose behaviour to monitor.

4. Terry shared with us another case story of how a particular programme has implemented its M&E component. The case presented wasn’t applying OM systematically but used some of the concepts and tools while keeping away from the OM language. One of the distinctives of this approach was to encourage the individual projects to develop their own indicators and to use the most appropriate methods with central support from M&E experts. In practice though, only a third of projects took this opportunity to engage creatively in the M&E process. Still, using this approach, there was a marked improvement in M&E capability, understanding and utilisation.
5. Friday mentioned that they were planning to use Most Significant Change and was keen to hear about the experiences in Cambodia.

6. Sharyn responded to this query. She has found it difficult to apply MSC in Cambodia due to the lack of storytelling culture and skills but hopes to persist.


Concluding remarks and actions to take forward
Ben presented his five take home points from the cases shared by Jan and Terry:

1. Using Outcome Mapping means expressing performance indicators as changes in the behaviours of partners and target audiences with which we interact directly. Using such an OM-based approach can lead to greater accuracy in differentiating between outputs and outcomes. 

2. Reporting requirements need to be flexible enough to accommodate a diverse range of results, especially when moving from the project to the program level. While encouraging projects to set their own monitoring indicators and to use methods based on their usefulness for project management, reporting and learning can build ownership of M&E, there are associated costs. 

3. The OM monitoring plan worksheet can help to clarify some important questions including who, why, what, when, how, and leads to a monitoring scheme based on a clear overview of the whole monitoring system, involving the different boundary partners, implementing organisations, and other stakeholders. This can also help to clarify the different responsibilities during the monitoring process (i.e. who does the monitoring) and what happens with the data. 
4. Document templates can be developed which really help support and structure the monitoring work (e.g. the St2eep example provided by Jan).
5. While in some situations it is possible for the formal monitoring system to be embedded in the management and planning structures of the overall programme, and in line with the reporting requirements of the boundary partners, in other situations we may need to take “stealth” approaches to incorporating OM monitoring tools. They take time to be trusted and properly implemented, but when they are, it can lead to a strong management case for change.
















Use the OM worksheets in the manual to produce tailor made monitoring instruments for use by your teams.


Jan Van Ongevalle, Zimbabwe














How have different projects made the Monitoring component work in outcome mapping?





Ben Ramalingam, UK





The AIIM tool can help to prioritise who to monitor and what to measure.





Enrique Mendizabal, UK








Dear All,


�We have had two nice topics recently, one on engaging with powerful actors in the OM process, and the other on OM in Cambodia which took in various fascinating issues, from country-specific experiences to OM terminology, and the value of presenting OM in a linear, log-frame-like, manner. I am sure we will continue to touch upon these topics in the future.


�So far on the Outcome Mapping community, we have had a lot of discussion about the first stage of Outcome Mapping, Intentional Design. [To remind you: this helps a programme establish consensus on the macro level changes it will help to bring about and plan the strategies it will use, by addressing 4 questions (Why, Who, What and How).]


�But what about the second stage: Outcome and Performance Monitoring? [To remind you: this stage provides a framework for the ongoing monitoring of the program's actions and the boundary partners' progress toward the achievement of outcomes. Largely on systematised self-assessment, the monitoring stage provides a number of data collection tools for the elements identified in the Intentional Design stage: an Outcome Journal' (progress markers); a Strategy Journal' (strategy maps); and a 'Performance Journal' (organisational practices).]


�I wanted to move the debate forward by posing a simple discussion question: how have different projects made the Monitoring component work in outcome mapping? What works? What doesn’t?


�Ben





There’s not enough focus on monitoring in the OM manual. We’ve had to use other methods to compliment OM.





Sharyn Davis, Cambodia





OM can be implemented ‘by stealth’ by adopting the concepts and tools and  by giving the project teams freedom in �developing their own frameworks.


Terry Smutylo, Canada











