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This paper discusses briefly: i)  the challenges in defining / identifying beneficiaries and the lessons learned to-date; ii) the results of the approach tested below; and iii) proposes a way forward, including in relation to the Annual Report process.

1. Challenges and lessons learned to-date

DFID do not yet have a corporate definition of beneficiaries. CSCF grant holders have different ways of defining their beneficiaries depending on the nature of their intervention and their own understanding.  This has hindered the ability to aggregate across CSCF projects to show the reach of the Fund.  It has also inhibited a meaningful analysis of value for money. The key challenges and lessons learned have been
:

· Service delivery: for many organisations direct beneficiaries are those benefiting from project-funded activities while indirect beneficiaries are considered those who benefit as a result of improvements made to the direct beneficiaries. Although this classification may seem clear, the categorisation made by grant holders regarding who is considered direct or indirect could be different
. 

· Awareness-raising activities: generally people targeted in awareness-raising activities delivered through radio programmes are considered to be indirect beneficiaries.  Conversely, if training is provided to them to raise their awareness, they maybe considered direct beneficiaries. The question then becomes how much one has to benefit to count as direct beneficiary? Or does the physical presence a training workshop make them direct beneficiaries, even if a radio programme could be more effective in raising their awareness?

· Advocacy-oriented projects: it is difficult to distinguish between direct and indirect beneficiaries in advocacy-oriented projects.  This is particularly challenging in relation to policy changes; generally these sorts of projects target duty bearers and partner organisations in order to bring about changes in policies or practice for an improvement to the lives of the disadvantaged groups or communities. Therefore the latter,(who ultimately will benefit from the changes), may not be targeted by the project’s activities. Some organisations may consider disadvantaged groups or communities as indirect beneficiaries (as they have not worked directly with them), and the duty bearers as direct beneficiaries (as they have worked directly with them). Other organisations might see the duty bearers/partner organisations as the ‘enablers’ even if they benefit indirectly from capacity-building activities. 

It is clear that the distinction made between direct and indirect beneficiaries has not been very useful.  In addition, the confusion between ‘target groups’ and ‘beneficiaries’ has exacerbated the problem.  Without a common understanding of the term of ‘beneficiary’, it is not possible to have a meaningful aggregation across projects which would show the reach of the CSCF in terms of the numbers of people who ultimately benefit.

During the CSCF Monitoring & Evaluation seminar in October 2011 it became clear that a “one size fits all” approach is not possible in relation to the definition of direct and indirect beneficiaries within the CSCF portfolio. We have therefore decided to test a different approach which takes into account the diversity of projects.
2. Approach tested and its results
The approach consists of defining ‘beneficiaries’ based on level of results. There are different types of ‘beneficiaries’ who have a varying degree of measurable added value resulting from the project. Therefore there is a continuum between direct and indirect beneficiaries rather than a clear distinction between the two; i.e. defining beneficiaries at various results level:

· People involved in activities 

· People benefiting from development outcome

· Wider community benefiting from potential impact 
	Box 1: Results-based beneficiary approach

The first level: People involved in activities to produce outputs. This involves identifying people who will be targeted for activities, which could include poor people, government staff, teachers, partners and other enablers through capacity building as well as other activities. At this level no distinction is being made between ultimate beneficiaries of the project and other target groups (i.e. enablers). All those targeted by the project’s activities and that the project will engage with to produce outputs are beneficiaries. It is possible that at this level, the ultimate beneficiaries may not be targeted in activities (e.g. advocacy projects).

The second level: People benefiting from development outcome.  This involves identifying people for whom the project is intended to bring changes, e.g. disabled children accessing schools in project area, or mothers and children accessing health services. For advocacy projects, it will be those people for whom the change in policy or practice will make a difference in their lives.  (Please note that the project makes contribution to the changes and that it is unlikely that a change in policy or practice can be solely attributable to the project).

The third level: People who would benefit from potential impact. This involves identifying the wider community including those mentioned above; please note impact is only measured during final evaluations or post-project.


The CSCF team tested a ‘results-based beneficiary approach’ during the one-to-one discussions held with the 2011 grant holders in order to assess the effectiveness of the approach. The new DFID logframe format provided a good opportunity to test this approach as the results chain is clearer than in the old logframe.
2.1. Tool used 

A beneficiary table was prepared by CSCF teambased on the work of one CSCF grant holder.  This was then provided to 10 other grant holders in order to test the approach. Several email exchanges and telephone conversations were held with the grant holders to help them in the classification of beneficiaries and the preparation of theirbeneficiary tables. 
2.2. Results of the test 

There was a positive attitude to testing the approach; none of those who tested it showed any misgivings or reservations. On the contrary, many saw an advantage in using the table as it is easier than defining beneficiaries on the basis of the “direct” and “indirect” labels. The organisations seem to have well established M & E systems for collecting data and the new approach does not seem to pose major challenges.  Our discussion and analysis of the beneficiary tables submitted by the grant holders reveald the following key issues, presented at two levels according to the format of the table used:

Output level:

· It was generally easy to identify the beneficiaries or target groups that the projects worked with at each output level, as this is linked to activities. It was clear from the grant holders tables that the numbers provided did not make any distinction between the ultimate beneficiaries and other stakeholders. What mattered was that all those targeted by the project in various activities have been identified.

· The major difficulty for many is in providing the consolidated number of beneficiaries at each output level; there was double counting by a number of them. Greater scrutiny and explanation was required in order to reduce and avoid double counting as there can be lot of overlap between outputs (i.e. as same people could be targeted within several outputs). However, when we reviewed and discussed these numbers, the grant holders were able to provide consolidated numbers rather than sum total. The need for clearer explanation and instruction is deemed necessary.

· Those implementing dissemination activities through radio tend to provide a huge number of beneficiaries, which is generally an estimate. At times, dissemination is happening through family members (e.g. children expected to talk to their parents to raise their awareness on child rights), and hence huge numbers of family members were included as target beneficiaries, even if they did not participate in project activities.

· Disaggregation was not the focus of this exercise given the reservations expressed by the grant holders during the last CSCF seminar. However, all grant holders were able to provide disaggregated figures by gender, and a few have further disaggregated beneficiaries by other categories, such as people with disabilities, minority groups, and HIV status given that their target beneficiaries people within these categories.

Outcome level
· Providing the number of beneficiaries at this level has been difficult for many grant holders for a number of reasons:

i) There is some general confusion between the term ‘outcome’ and ‘output’ and at times between ‘outcome’ and ‘impact’, 
ii) If the indicators at the level of outcome do not explicitly mention the number of beneficiaries, it becomes for difficult for some grant holders to identify how many people will benefit from the achievement of the project’s outcome.  However, this exercise does seem to have made some grant holders think further about their project’s outcome. As one grant holder put it, (speaking about the advantage of using this approach) “the beneficiary table is a very useful tool helping to understand better the purpose and structure of the project”, 
iii) Some grant holders provided smaller numbers of beneficiaries at the Outcome level, as they strictly reported on the number of people that the project would ultimately make a difference to (e.g. pregnant and breastfeeding mothers and children under 5). Others included as family members of ultimate beneficiaries if those were specifically targeted.

3. Proposed way forward
The results of the test has proved that the ‘results-based beneficiary approach’ (RBBA) can be introduced with all the grant holders (those using the new and old logframe) as this provides great advantages in terms of value for money, accountability and impact. Through using this approach, we will be able to aggregate across projects to show the collective reach of the Fund. In addition, the process of defining beneficiaries at each level of results will provide greater focus and clarity to grant holders, helping in some to revisit their planned outputs and outcomes. 
The approach was tested only with those having the “new” style DFID logframe. However, we feel the approach could also be used with those projects with “old” logframe. The challenge maybe to define beneficiaries at the outcome level, but this may be a good opportunity for many to revisit and focus their outcome targets or indicators for the remaining life of their project.

�. During the CSCF Seminar (Oct. 2011), a number of challenges related to beneficiary identification were discussed (for comprehensive information refer to CSCF seminar report). 


�. An example is a project which supports improvement in schools in order to raise the standard of education for school children.  If a project targets teachers and works with them, the teachers are considered direct beneficiaries and the children are considered indirect beneficiaries.  But another similar project implemented by a different organisation might consider that the school children are direct beneficiaries and the teachers are indirect beneficiaries, as the ultimate aim of the project is to help children attain a good performance/standard.  In the latter case, whether children have been directly targeted in activities or not does not matter. Hence the challenge in harmonising definitions and being able to compare interventions within CSCF portfolio is important. This also raises another issue on the confusion between ‘target groups’ and ‘beneficiaries’, i.e. are all those targeted by the project considered to be beneficiaries?
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