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About Multi-Country South Asia Global Fund HIV Programme
The Multi-Country South Asia Global Fund HIV Programme (MSA, second phase) is a
regional HIV Programme that aims to reduce the impact of, and vulnerability to, HIV of
men who have sex with men (MSM), hijras and transgender people across seven South
Asian countries (Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal, Pakistan and Sri Lanka)
through community systems strengthening (CSS).
Within the Programme, APCOM serves the role of regional Sub-Recipient community
network that cooperates with the United Nations Development Programme Bangkok
Regional Hub (UNDP BRH), the Programme’s interim Principal Recipient, to support
high-level regional and national-level policy development and advocacy, technical
support and research activities of the following 11 national Sub-Recipient
organizations:

UNDP BRH organized the first batch of Regional SR Coordination and M&E Workshop
on 25-27 June 2014, in Bangkok. The workshop focused on how to address M&E
challenges and developing an agreed upon M&E performance framework for the MSAII. However, the knowledge about M&E amongst participants was limited and it was
recommended that on-going activities develop further skills especially on strengthening
organizational M&E and performance monitoring of advocacy interventions.
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The report documents APCOM’s Monitoring and Evaluation Workshop for the Subrecipients of the Multi-Country South Asia Global Fund HIV Program (Phase 2), which
was held in Bangkok, Thailand on 18-20 October 2015 at the Aloft Hotel.
APCOM would like to gratefully acknowledge Dr. Sarah Zaidi for designing, facilitating
and documenting the workshop; and United Nations Development Programme
Bangkok Regional Hub (UNDP BRH) and UNAIDS Regional Service Team for Asia and
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Summary
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) are important performance management concepts for
an organization. Most of the time organizations use M&E plans for project or program
management or performance with templates and targets often provided by donors.
Organizations rarely use these tools for planning and performance of their own
organizational strategy.
As part of strengthening capacities of partners, UNDP and APCOM, under the MSA
Phase 2 grant, organized a 3-day workshop on learning the basics of an organizational
M&E. The workshop was held on 18-20 October 2015, in Bangkok, Thailand. Twenty
three participants from 14 organizations based in six countries — Afghanistan,
Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Nepal, and Pakistan (participants from Sri Lanka were unable
to attend due to delay in visas) — and one regional youth network attended the meeting.
The meeting was facilitated by a consultant supported by UNAIDS and working with
APCOM and UNDP MSA staff.
The objectives of the M&E Workshop were to:
1. Review benchmarks for the PUDR
2. Understand the importance of M&E and develop an organizational theory of
change
3. Understand and learn basic skills to inform the development of an organizational
M&E framework
4. Guide and identify how to measure and evaluate advocacy, communications, and
social mobilization activities
And by the end of the 3-day workshop the participants had:
1. Increased their knowledge and understanding of the PUDR and its supporting
processes.
2. Increased their understanding of theory of change and monitoring and
evaluation planning
3. Obtained skills to apply concepts of organizational monitoring and evaluation,
including improved understanding of results-based and logical frameworks,
generating information linked to the level of M&E system, how to select
indicators and collect data, how to monitor and measure advocacy interventions,
and use information for M&E for learning and decision-making
The participants in the post workshop evaluation expressed that all the above objectives
had been met. They had a better understanding of the PUDR indicators, M&E concepts
and theory of change, and M&E systems for advocacy projects. Over 60 percent of
participants expressed that their knowledge had increased as a result of the workshop.
However, only 29 percent of participants felt confident about using M&E information
for decision-making and learning. Given that 17 participants were still hesitant about
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organizational M&E, it is recommended that UNDP and APCOM consider providing
further support to their MSA country partners on strengthening organizational M&E
and building staff confidence on using information for decision-making.
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List of Participating Community Organisations
The following table enlists the 14 participating local community organisations and one
regional youth network.
Afghanistan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Nepal

Pakistan

Asia-Pacific

Youth Health and Development Organisation
Bandhu Social Welfare Society
Lhak-Sam BNP+
DOPH, Ministry of Health
The Humsafar Trust
Voluntary Health Organisation
Blue Diamond Society
Naz Male Health Alliance
Dareecha Male Health Society
Dostana Male Health Society
Humraz Male Health Society
Parwaz Male Health Society
Pireh Male Health Society
Khawaja Sira Society
Youth Voices Count
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Workshop Records
APCOM’s Monitoring and Evaluation Workshop had asked participants what skills they
would like to learn, and it received the following responses:
• Build and define terms and concepts associated with monitoring and evaluating
projects, programs, and organizations.
• Use M&E for decision-making and learning, including for accountability.
• Identify different methods and means of evaluations.
• Develop indicators for advocacy, communication, and community mobilization.
Based on the responses and in consultation with the UNDP (Principal Recipient),
APCOM staff and facilitator developed a 3-day agenda for the workshop.
The M&E Workshop was designed to give hands on experience to the participants, and
after each presentation there was time allocated for group work. The agenda and list of
participants is included in Annex 1. All presentations are available upon request through
APCOM.
The morning of Day 1 focused on requirements of M&E reporting under the MCSA
Phase 2 grant. The UNDP M&E focal person reviewed the MSA performance framework,
discussed good practices and challenges, and shared the way forward. In the afternoon,
the participants learned about the Theory of Change and its relevance for designing an
M&E system for the organization. The presentation stressed the importance of being
clear about the primary purpose and acknowledging that people at different levels may
need different information. The facilitator discussed the M&E frameworks that are
currently being used by donors and organizations. These include:
• The Results-based Framework (Performance Monitoring Plan), as seen in the
following page, which illustrates the direct relationship between the
intermediate results of activities to overall strategic objective. It answers not
only the how of what is being done but also the ‘so what’. The Strategic
Objective (SO) is at the center of any results framework, and it aims to unify
result that the organization is striving to achieve. Cause-and-effect linkages
in a ‘results framework’ usually move “up” that is intermediate results that
have a lower level impact support intermediate results that have higher-level
impact. In addition, critical assumptions that can affect smooth running of a
project/program or organization (generally outside the control of an
organization) should be identified. The results framework is an iterative
process and causality is only an assumption.
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• Logical Framework, as seen below, is type of results framework but instead of
using strategic objective and intermediate results it focuses on goal, purpose,
outputs, and activities. In a well-planned logical framework the activities if
carried out will then result in certain outputs to achieve a certain purpose. It
is best used for projects or programs that have one purpose. Assumptions are
defined at each level and complete the if/AND/then logic. Indicators are also
defined at each level as performance measures.
Summary

Indicator

Verification

Assumption

Goal
Purpose
Output
Activity

Logic Model shows logical connections between inputs, processes and
outputs of an activity, and how they link to the program or project’s
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objectives (outcomes) and goals (impacts) in a linear manner. The logic
model is most often used for projects allowing program managers to clarify
the direct relationship between inputs to impact.

After discussion of these broad concepts, participants were asked to outline their
organizational theory of change based on their strategic plans.
On the second day, a discussion on purpose and value-added of an organizational M&E
was shared with participants. It was noted that information can be collected for multiple
purposes, but as M&E practitioners and responsible for collection of information in their
organizations it was critical that they determine the purpose and use of data that was
being collected. Was the purpose of information to inform donors on progress of certain
projects and meeting targets? Was it for improved programmatic management and
decision-making within the organization? Or was the information being collected to
inform its stakeholders and governance bodies that an organization was meeting its own
strategic objectives? Guiding tools were shared on how to tie together the information
being collected under one system. The importance of planning before implementation
was stressed, and the experience of partner organizations with M&E were shared.
In the afternoon, presentations focused on the selection, collection and use of indicators
as variables that measure one aspect of a program, project, or strategic objective.
Approaches for selecting good performance indicators were discussed as well as the
type of indicator (quantitative or qualitative). In the afternoon, participants were asked
to define and select indicators that would measure the strategic objectives determined
in the morning.
For the hands on exercise, the participants were separated into four groups and asked
to use the knowledge gained through presentations on day 1 and 2 by applying it to two
hypothetical case studies—a small community-based organization with limited
resources and staff and a large non-governmental organization with a budget of USD 1
million [Annex 2]. For the morning, the groups were asked to apply the results
framework to develop strategic objectives and intermediate results and logical
framework to outline goals and outcomes. The afternoon exercise built on the morning
frameworks, and participants were asked to define activities and indicators as well as
identify critical assumptions. In the late afternoon, each group presented their
frameworks and a group discussion followed.
The last day focused on measuring advocacy interventions including challenges in
defining success. APCOM shared its experience with advocacy interventions—why they
were important and how it measured the impact. Participants identified challenges in
measuring advocacy and learned about how to evaluate advocacy interventions, which
were about seeking change in policies, practices, structures, decisions and attitude.
Building robust systems that captured effectively these interventions, which were
different from conventional programming, were critical for organizational credibility
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and accountability with stakeholders. Additionally, in designing advocacy interventions
it was important to consider the sphere of influence from that which is under
organizational control to that which is of concern but not in our immediate influence.
Therefore while metrics were useful it was also helpful to analyze the actual relationship
between intervention and progress.
The last presentation was a quick overview evaluation, and when an organization should
invest in it. Types of evaluations from needs assessment to impact evaluation were
briefly discussed as well as qualitative and quantitative aspects.
The workshop closed with a post-test of knowledge gained, and whether participants
found the workshop and materials useful.
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Knowledge Gained
Two assessments - self-assessment on M&E theories comprehension (Annex 3) and
M&E knowledge tests (Annex 4) – were administered before and after the workshop to
evaluate the participants’ progress on understanding of the topic. The finding of both
assessments can be found bellow.

Knowledge Gained based on Self-Assessment
The participants self-evaluated their level of M&E knowledge and skills before and
after the workshop with the following scales:
1
little or no
understanding

2
basic
understanding
but don’t know
how to use

3
understand and
can use with
assistance

4
understand and
use without
assistance

5
competent and
can teach others

Twelve M&E areas were self-evaluated and the results are as follow:
1. The participants believed that they increased their understanding on the Theory of
Change.
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
16
5
3

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16

19
5

2. The participants believed that they increased their understanding on the result
based on Performance Monitoring
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
15
5
4

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16

16
8

3. The participants believed that they increased their comprehension on the Logic
Models or Log Frames
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
21
3

16

Scale
1
2
3

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
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4
5

16

8

4. The participants believed that they could differentiate between writing a goal and
objective
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
22
2

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16

18
6

5. The participants believed that they could create a project’s objective that is
SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, timely)
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
23
1

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16

21
3

6. The participants believed that they were competent on constructing output
indicators
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
15
9

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16

5
19

7. The participants believed that they were capable on constructing outcome
indicators
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
16
8

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16
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8. The participants believed that they increased their understanding on
methodologies for data collection
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
21
3

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16

20
4

9. The participants believed that they increased their understanding on measuring
advocacy
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
21
3

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16

5
19

10. The participants believed that they could create M&E plan for a project
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
19
5

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
16

19
5

11. The participants believed that they could create M&E plan for a programme
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
21
3

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

16
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12. The participants believed that they create an Evaluation Plan
Pre-Workshop (n participants)
19
5

16

Scale
1
2
3
4
5

Post- Workshop (n participants)

19
5

Knowledge Gained on Pre- and Post-Tests
An identical test was administered to test participants on their knowledge on M&E
theories before and after the workshop. As seen in the diagram below, the difference
between the participant’s aggregate scores in pre- and post-test (an increase from 4.8
to 6.5) proves an increased competency of M&E theories among the participants1.

4.8

6.5

Aggrega ted M&E Kn o w l edge Sc o res

PRE TEST

POST TEST

Breaking down the scores individually, it should be noted that two participants’ posttest score was less than that of pre-test. Both of the participants will be contacted by
APCOM’s M&E Officer for a follow-up to introspect the reasons and a discussion to fill
in the gaps.
1
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Recommendations
At the end of the workshop, participants made the following suggestions to APCOM:
Provide a training certificate at the end of training course.
Disseminate training handouts in a hard copy, as it provides reinforcement of
the information transmitted during the training session and will remain with the
participant for a long time.
Conduct the workshop in a longer period.
Build a social network platform for the participants to discuss, share and
exchange the follow up activities within their community organisation.
Involve program directors in the training as they contribute in the process of
making strategic decisions, designing planning program objectives and goals.
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The participating community advocates accompanied by the APCOM team.
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ANNEX 1: Workshop Agenda
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ANNEX 2: List of Participants
Full Name

Title

Organization

Mr. Muhibullah Amirkhan

Program Manager

Youth Health and
Development Organisation

Mr. Mir Zaman Khan
Malakzai

Monitoring Manager

Youth Health and
Development Organisation

Mr. Wangda Dorji

Executive Director

Lhak-Sam (BNP+)

Mr. Jigme Thinley

M&E Officer

DOPH, Ministry of Health

Mr. Sangay Wangano
Mr. Deepak Thipathi

Programme Officer
Assistant Program Manager

UNDP Bhutan
Humsafar Trust

Mr. Tinesh Chopade

Advocacy and Networking
Officer

Humsafar Trust

Capacity Building Officer
Project Officer

VHS
Blue Diamond Society

Project Coordinator

Blue Diamond Society

Mr. Johnson Ignatious
Mr. Dev Narayan Shrestha
Mr. Iswor Thing (Pushpa
Lama)
Mr. Subash Pokhrel
Mr. Suman Nepal

Monitoring & Evaluation
Officer
Monitoring Evaluation &
Research Officer

Blue Diamond Society
Blue Diamond Society

Mr. Raza Haider Tirmizi

Monitoring & Evaluation
Manager

Naz Male Health Alliance

Mr. Yasir Khan

Monitoring & Evaluation
Assistant

Naz Male Health Alliance

Mr. Muhammad Usman

Monitoring &Evaluation
Officer

Dareecha Male Health
Society

Mr. Ashfaque Ahmed

Monitoring & Evaluation
Officer

Humraz Male Health
Society

Mr. Awais William

Monitoring Officer

Parwaz Male Health Society

Mr. Faisal Khan

Monitoring Officer

Pireh Male Health Society

Mr. Imran Rafique

Monitoring Officer

Dostana Male Health
Society

Mr. Zohaib Ali Somro (Ms.
Zehrish)

Monitoring Officer

Khawaja Sira Society

Ms. Daisy Akter

Manager, Research and
Monitoring and Evaluation

Bandhu Social Welfare
Society

Mr. Mohammad Fakrul
Islam

Coordinator Knowledge
Management and M&E

Bandhu Social Welfare
Society

Mr. Niluka Perera
Mr. Andrey Tran

Project Officer
Project Support Officer

YVC
YVC
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ANNEX 3: Self Assessment
Use the legend below to rate your understanding of each of the concepts before and
after the workshop – please tick or X
1
Little or no
understanding

2
Basic
understanding
but don’t know
how to use

3
Understand and
can use with
assistance

4
Understand and
use without
assistance

Before the
workshop my level
of knowledge and
skills was:
1

2

3

4

5

5
competent and
can teach others

After the workshop
my level of
knowledge and skills
was:
AREAS

1

2

3

4

5

Theory of Change
Results Based or Performance Monitoring
Logic Models or Log Frames
Difference between writing a Goal and
Objective
S.M.A.R.T.
Constructing an Output Indicator
Constructing an Outcome Indicator
Methodologies for Data Collection
Measure Advocacy
Create a M&E Plan for Projects
Create a M&E Plan for Programs
Plan an Evaluation
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ANNEX 4: Pre-/Post-Test
1. Process evaluation is sometimes referred to as …
2. List key components of a logic model ….
3. Conceptual framework can help identify factors that influence the outcome of
programs. (TRUE/FALSE)
4. The highest quality of data is obtained through verification of information from
several sources. (TRUE/FALSE)
5. An indicator should produce the same results when used repeatedly to measure the
same condition or event. (TRUE/FALSE)
6. The purpose of output indicators is to describe goals of a project. (TRUE/FALSE)
7. As a general guide, what percentage of a program’s budget should go towards M&E?
A. 1-5%

B. 5-10%

C. 10-15%

D. 15-20%

8. Which frameworks are based on a causal relationship between the incremental
results of project activities and overall objectives?
A. Conceptual frameworks
B. Results-based frameworks
C. Logic models
D. Both A and B
9. What should be included in the M&E plan?
A. Performance indicators
B. Monitoring schedule
C. Data quality assurance
D. All three should be included
10. What should be included in a data collection plan?
A. When and how often to collect
B. Why collect the data
C. Who are responsible for the collection
D. Both A and C
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Equity. Dignity. Social Justice.

We are united in our courage to
advocacy issues that affect the lives
of men who have sex with men and
transgender people, including HIV,
rights, health and well being.
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