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1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Purpose of the M&E System 

The main purpose of the PHM-SSA monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system is to maximize project 
effectiveness  by guiding PHM-SSA operations and management decision making. It does this by 
regular/periodic observation and surveys (data gathering) by meetings with stakeholders and staff and 
by documenting project activities, outputs and outcomes thereby generating information on the 
changes occurring over time.  

In addition, the M&E system is designed to promote frequent interactions between PHM-SSA staff, the 
implementing partners, and other actors relevant for the project activities so as to ensure that critical 
information about project performance is captured, disseminated, discussed, and used to improve 
project effectiveness.   

In summary, the M&E system has the following three main objectives: 
1. Provide timely information for supporting decision making (programme steering and quality 

assurance).  
2. Provide evidence of project effectiveness  to stakeholders (accountability to donors & 

beneficiaries as clients) 
3. Provide information for knowledge sharing and learning  (cf. capitalization of experiences)  

 

1.2 Some common pitfalls to avoid in M&E 

Experiences with the implementation of M&E systems show the following recurrent difficulties (or 
dilemmas) to be avoided: 

1. too late : M&E often considered as additional/later task in project implementation �  
“disconnected” from planning, no budget…  

2. too much emphasis on performance monitoring  (activities and results = outputs) compared to 
outcome monitoring (effects & impact). 

3. too ambitious ����  too many indicators  ( more than 20 needs questioning!). This results in too 
much information collected �  “data cemetery” �  loss of sight for essential information…. 

4. too demanding collection methods : ambition to be precise…sometimes it is often better to be 
approximately right than precisely wrong!  

5. too much delegation : M&E is perceived as something very complex, only to be handled by M&E 
specialists �  M&E tends to be “delegated” while all project staff have M&E responsibility with 
ultimate responsibility for M&E being with project managers! 

6. lack of active involvement of beneficiaries  (clients) in M&E; beneficiaries are only informants, 
no devolution of results.  

7. lack of follow-up of context…  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

(source: K. Herweg) 
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2. Conceptualization of the M&E System 

2.1 Results chain and impact hypothesis 
The M&E system is based on a causal chain (results chain) underlying the intervention design of the 
project. The causal chain is reflected in the impact hypothesis derived from the development vision 
formulated during project planning (Box 1). The impact hypothesis also indicates the fields of 
observation which were used to formulate indicators at impact and outcome level of the logframe 
(Annex 2). 
 
Box 1. Impact hypothesis for PHM-SSA: 

An increased awareness of the importance of PHL, of farmers, RAS-staff and policy makers, the promotion 
of effective and affordable postharvest management practices and systems for different social groups – 
including most disadvantaged households and women – combined with capacity building and facilitation of 
access to markets will incentivize smallholder producers to adopt improved PHM practices and systems. 
This will lead to improved handling and storage of staple grains and pulses resulting in reduced PHL at farm 
and community level hence increased food availability (quantity and quality), and increased flexibility to sell 
stored produce at later stage at higher prices hence higher farm incomes, all contributing to increased food 
security of smallholder farmers. 

The compilation and dissemination of good PHM practices through effective knowledge sharing and 
learning mechanisms at national, regional (SSA) and global level (e.g. CoP, e-learning processes) and the 
use of innovative methods (RAS) for wider dissemination of PHM practices and systems will contribute to 
attain scale and sustainability of before mentioned impacts at household and community level.  

Effective sharing of good PHM options, based on gained experience in pilot regions, will contribute to 
evidence-based advocacy and policy dialogue resulting in increased awareness and capacity of policy 
makers on PHM issues local, national and regional level. This will contribute to integration of PHM issues 
into regulatory frameworks (policies, standards, norms) ultimately leading to a more conducive environment 
attracting more investments for PHM in envisaged food crops value chains. 

 
The causal chain begins with activities, which lead through a series of cause-and-effect relationships 
to outputs, outcomes, and, finally, impacts (detailed causal chain = results chain see Figure 2).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activities  are the specific actions undertaken by the PHM-SSA or its partners.   

Outputs  are direct and short-term results of activities that measure the level and intensity of project 
activities and their outreach. Generally, project outputs are under the direct responsibility of the project 
and occur continuously with project activities (Figure 1). Outputs are the easiest and least costly 
indicators to collect, and they provide useful information about project efficiency.  

Outcomes  are direct and indirect short-to-medium-term results of activities and outputs that measure 
changes among beneficiaries. Outcomes are not the final impacts sought by the project but are 
considered to be necessary conditions for final impacts to occur. In this sense, outcomes are 
‘intermediary links’ in the causal chain connecting activities and outputs to impacts. PHM-SSA 
foresees three outcomes (see logframe). 

Impacts  are the final results sought by PHM-SSA at the household level referring to the goal of PHM-
SSA, i.e. “Increased food security of smallholder farmers in S ub-Saharan Africa through 
reduced postharvest losses at farm and community le vel” .  

 
Activities 

 
  Outcomes 

(Effects) 

 
Impacts 
 

 
 Outputs (Results) 
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The project differentiates between i) performance (output) monitoring  and ii) outcome monitoring . 
Performance monitoring is conducted at activity and output level (short-term) while outcome 
monitoring is medium to longer-term (outcome and impact level). Figure 1 illustrates the two types of 
monitoring indicating responsibilities at each level and the so called attribution gap between outcomes 
and impact.  
 
Figure 1. Logframe and causal chain of project inte rvention 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.2 Outcome and output indicators 
The logframe defines indicators at the different levels: impact, outcomes and outputs. For further 
guidance how to verify these indicators a more detailed monitoring matrix  (see Annex 3) gives 
information for each indicator such as: 

·  Code and description of indicator 
·  Definition and disaggregation (e.g. by location, institution, gender, etc.) 
·  Unit of study 
·  Unit / type of measurement 
·  Collection method & frequency 
·  Responsibilities for collection 
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Figure 2. The causal chain of PHM-SSA  project (source: Project document PHM-SSA, Feb. 2013) 
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2.3 Main attributes of the M&E system 
 

A good M&E system considers the following four important characteristics: Usefulness, reasonable 
accuracy, plausible attribution, and feasibility.  

2.3.1 Usefulness 
The PHM-SSA M&E system focuses on capturing information that is useful and relevant for PHM-SSA 
management in planning and running its interventions and in making adjustments. Information that is 
most useful to PHM-SSA for this purpose fulfils two criteria.   

First, it measures critical links in the results chain by means of indicator verification. Second, it seeks 
plausible attribution to PHM-SSA activities.  Links in the results chain that can plausibly be attributed 
to PHM-SSA activities include project outputs and outcomes.  Information on outputs is useful for 
understanding project efficiency, whereas information on outcomes is useful for understanding project 
effectiveness.   

Project efficiency refers to the level of outreach achieved relative to the level of effort expended.  
Outreach in turn is defined by the number of events, meetings, trainings, etc. conducted and the 
number of people reached through such activities.  

Project effectiveness is defined by whether PHM-SSA is achieving its objectives, i.e. increased food 
security and household income through adopting improved PHM practices.  

2.3.2 Reasonable Accuracy 
The PHM-SSA M&E system strives for reasonable accuracy within the available means. This may at 
times result in information that is less precise or at a higher level of aggregation than would be ideally 
desirable, but this is judged an acceptable trade-off in light of the staff and time limitations among the 
PHM-SSA team. In this light, the trends captured by the M&E system are in certain cases more 
accurately described as approximations rather than precise values. (Principle: “It is sometimes better 
to be approximately right than precisely wrong!”)   

2.3.3 Plausible Attribution 

The PHM-SSA M&E system makes no attempt to establish formal attribution  of observed results to 
project activities. Rather, it aims to establish a plausible case for attribution at a reasonable cost. 
Plausible attribution is established by i) focusing on indicators at the output and outcome levels that 
can more plausibly linked to activities, and ii) employing triangulation through the use of multiple and 
complementary information gathering methods (e.g. household surveys + focus group discussion + 
results from research) 

2.3.4 Feasibility 

The M&E system has to correspond to the size of the project and the available human and financial 
means. For the M&E system to function effectively, it is critical that it does not impose a too heavy a 
burden on those responsible for implementing it.  
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3. Design and implementation of the M&E System  
 

The design and implementation of the M&E system covers the range of critical activities associated 
with monitoring and evaluation. These include the following main activities: 

1. Create  results chains (causal relationship) linking output s-outcomes-impact (based on 
impact hypothesis �  see previous chapter (Box 1 and figure 2) 

2. Establish monitoring matrix based on indicators def ined in project logframe 
�  see previous chapter 2.2 and Annex 3 

3. Establish targets and baseline values  for all key indicators (3.1). 

4. Gather information  on indicators over time using diverse information collection methods (3.2). 

5. Analyze and manage the information  from the M&E system to determine the actual changes 
in indicators, the reasons why changes have or have not occurred, and the contribution of the 
project activities to producing the changes (3.3.) 

6. Process monitoring (3.4)  

7. Reporting of results as per defined reporting schedule and formats (3.5) 

8. Communicate the M&E findings to project staff of all consortium partners,donors, and other 
stakeholders. Establish feedback loops  to disseminate information from the M&E system to 
defined audience. Capitalize on the findings and in the process transform information into 
knowledge and knowledge into action (3.6).  

9. Assign  roles and responsibilities  for the operation of the M&E system to different actors 
involved in project implementation (3.7). 

10. Provide training  to all persons responsible for implementing or managing the M&E system, 
including special training for persons tasked with implementing formal information gathering 
methods. 

 

3.1 Baseline survey 

3.1.1 Background and purpose of the baseline study 
 
The purpose of the baseline is to assess the existing situation of the participating families 
(beneficiaries, or better called project clients) at the start of the project (= before project) to be 
compared with the situation after completing the first phase (survey repeated in preferably end 2016 or 
early 2017 = t1 and then at the end of project = t2). The design of the outcome monitoring of the project 
foresees a pre-test and post-test comparison of project group combined with post-test 
comparison of project and a comparison (control) gr oup.  
 
 Start  of 

project 
(t0; baseline)  

Project 
intervention 
(1) 

Middle of project 
(end of 1st phase) 
(t1=3 years)  

Project 
Intervention 
(2) 

End of project  
(or ex-post) 
(t2=6 years) 

Project 
group  

P0 x P1 x P2 

Comparison 
group 

    C2 
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3.1.2 Data collection 
 

Unit of Study 
 
There are several units of study as defined in the M&E matrix: 

1) At direct beneficiary level units of study are: 
a. Households (men/women) and PHM practices used 
b. Rural communities 

2) At indirect beneficiary level units of study are: 
a. Individual actors (policy makers, senior gov. officials, advisors etc.) 
b. Institutional actors (RAS providers, NGOs, local/national gov. etc.) 

 
Definition of sample 
 

1) Household and rural community level (impact, mai nly outcome 1 and respective 
outputs) 
 

The following non-probability1 purposive2 sampling concept is applied in each of the pilot countries: 
 
In a first step, 4 communities per pilot country (e.g. 2 per intervention region, province etc.) out the 
total intervention communities are selected considering geographical location/accessibility and 
production systems (e.g. type of crops stored). (Check with further criteria defined in intervention 
strategy!) 
 
In a second step, 30 households participating in the project are selected in each community at random 
(it implies that the project has a list of all potentially participating households based on the defined 
target group being “smallholder farming households.....and particularly net-deficit grain producers) 
 
Thus, a total of 120 households are selected per country for conduction of the baseline survey. 
 
At the end of the project, 30 households per community (or 120 in total) additional households are 
selected in a neighbouring/nearby non-participating community based on approach “matching on 
observables3”.  
 

2) Institutional level (mainly outcome 2 and 3 and respective outputs) 
 
Verification of outcome 2 and 3 and respective outputs require identification of key stakeholders 
(individual and institutional level) according to different types: 

1. RAS agents, rural advisors etc. involved in RAS for PHM 
2. Farmer organizations 
3. Private companies (e.g. investments in PHM)  
4. NGO’s 
5. Government institutions (national, local) 
6. Policy makers/institutions 

A project database should be established to capture these different stakeholders allowing for data 
collection along the defined timelines. 
 
                                                   
1 as compared to probability sampling. Since the survey also includes qualitative information without seeking statistical 
inference non-probability sampling with a representative sample size is justified.   
2 Purposive sampling technique is a type of non probability sampling choosing elements/respondents based on the fact that 
they are likely to give the best picture of the phenomena the project wishes to inquire about. It normally targets a particular 
group of people. 
3 Simple set of variables to construct a representative comparison group. We will not apply more sophisticated methods like 
Propensity Score Matching etc. 
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Type of data to collect 

The information to be collected can be grouped in two categories:  

i) general information and characterization of the unit of study: households, rural communities, 
individual and institutional key stakeholders 

ii) specific information related to the outcome and output indicators  as defined in the logframe and 
described in more detail in the monitoring matrix.  The baseline intends to collect only the 
essential information  allowing to monitoring changes due to project intervention (mainly 
outcome and output level)4. 

3.1.3 Design of questionnaire 
The main elements of the questionnaire (Annex 5) were discussed with the project teams in the pilot 
countries. The questionnaire must provide information in a way it can easily be entered into a pre-
designed database. Therefore, it is important that the questionnaire is shared with the data analyst 
before field testing and implementation of the survey. Questionnaires will be elaborated in French and 
Portuguese versions only (but: important that surveryors speak local language and – after having 
received training – can translate questions appropriately into local language). 

3.1.4 Implementation 
The following table gives an overview of the main steps and time plan for the implementation of the 
baseline survey. The steps are indicative, it is the responsibility of the project team to refine them and 
if necessary to make adjustments. However, the timing of the field implementation is the 
determined by the households having grain stored fo r at least 3 months . This implies that 
dates/timing are likely to differ for the two pilot countries. 
 

# Steps  Date/Period * Responsible  

1 Design of baseline survey  
1.1 Define concept and key questions (questionnaire) 
1.2 Define modality of implementation: actors, time plan, budget etc. 

Nov./Dec. 2013  
MFI/KAI/RDI + FP HSI 
FP + RDI 

2 Selection of actors involved  
2.1 Selection of communities and household (general list) 
2.2 Selection of households to be interviewed 
2.3 Selection of survey team (outsourced) 
2.4 TOR and contract of survey team 
2.5 Establish framework of analysis: type of analysis required, output 

tables, reporting format, etc.)  

Nov./Dec. 2013  
FP (coordinate) 
FP (coordinate) 
FP (coordinate) 
FP (coordinate) 
FP + MFI 
 

3 Training of survey team and field testing of questionnaire  
3.1 Preparation of training contents 
3.2 Organization of and conduction of training 
3.3 Conduct field testing in a community not being part of the survey). 

Take the time required for an interview. 
3.4 Analyze findings of field testing and make necessary adjustments 

(questionnaire, formats, interview modality, timing, data collection 
etc.) 

3.5 Fine-tune planning for interviews, get shared understanding for the 
implementation 

Jan.  2014 FP 
(with distant support by 
HSI HO) 
 
 

4 Communication of implementation to communities  
4.1 Preparation of communication 
4.2 Communication of purpose and implementation modalities of 

survey to communities 

Jan. 2014 FP 
 

                                                   
4 Considering the attribution gap to the overall impact (i.e. reduced vulnerability to famine, improved livelihoods) it is not 
possible to establish a formal attribution of observed results and impact to project activities (in line with guidelines SDC on 
logical framework). However, the project intends to establish a plausible case for attribution at reasonable costs based on 
perception of target communities and households on changes in food security and livelihoods. Impact indicators should be 
verified in more detail through national surveys and specific study reports (e.g. conducted by national entities).  
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# Steps  Date/Period * Responsible  

5 Implementation  
5.1 Conduct household interviews  
5.2 Conduct FGD 
5.3 Quality check of interviews and data collected 

Feb – March 
2014 

Survey team 

6 Data processing and analysis  
6.1 Revision of information: supervisors give ok for data entry 
6.2 Data entry 
6.3 Quality control of completed database 
6.4 Data analysis according to established procedure 
6.5 Presentation of results according to established formats 
6.6 Prepare draft report and presentation for validation workshop 

April 2014 Coordinator survey team 
(with data analyst) 

7 Validation workshop  
7.1 Preparation of workshop (programme, logistics) 
7.2 Presentation of results and discussion 
7.3 Capture information on required changes 

End of April 
2014 

 
FP 
Coordinator survey team 
(with data analyst) 

8 Final report  
8.1 Revision of the results incl. findings of validation workshop 
8.2 Elaboration of draft report 
8.3 Revision of draft report by project and feedback to coord. 
8.4 Elaboration of final report 

May 2014 Coordinator survey team 

9 Communication of results  
9.1 Prepare communication of results 
9.2 Present results to relevant stakeholders 

End May 2014 FP 

 * timing may need adjustment depending on the agricultural calendar in each of the pilot countries. 
 
Role and responsibilities of actors 
 
Actor  Roles and responsibilities  
Project team 
(HSI) 

Focal Point  HSI (together with field coordinator where applicable) : Overall 
responsibility of the baseline survey. Specifically:  

- Contracts and gives general guidance and supervision of surveying team,  
- Gives guidance on implementation of baseline (conduction of survey, data analysis, 

reporting) 
- Assist in organization/logistics of the survey team for conducting the survey 
- Ensures quality control of report 

Backstopper (Head office HSI) : Delivers overall design of the baseline survey including 
draft questionnaire. Can be consulted for specific issues (need based).  

Survey team  
(contracted) 

Coordinator and supervisor : Overall responsibility for conduction of baseline survey, data 
analysis and report. Specifically: 

- responsible for forming a survey team 
- ensure training of survey team to properly apply questionnaire and collect data  
- responsible for supervision of interviewers during field phase and quality control of 

filled questionnaires 
- responsible for data analysis 
- presents results in validation workshop with relevant stakeholders 
- responsible for elaboration of baseline report and revises it based on comments 

received from HSI (responsible). 
Interviewers:  Responsible for conducting the interviews and delivering filled in 
questionnaires in quality required 
Data analyst (if not same person as coordinator/sup ervisor) : Elaborates database in 
accordance with questionnaire and provides analysis as per defined procedure. Is 
responsible for the elaboration of output tables and final report.  

Participating 
families 

- Husband and wife of selected households are available for interview as agree upon. 
- Provide information during the interview. 
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3.1.5 Data processing and analysis 
 
After completing the field phase, questionnaires go through a final check and are given green light for 
date entry. The data analysis is then conducted providing the following outputs: 

a) output tables previously agreed upon with HSI 
b) interpretation of output tables (short narrative for each table) 
c) indication where data analysis faced difficulties and why 

 
The preliminary analysis is presented to key stakeholders in validation workshop. 
 

3.2 Monitoring and information gathering methods an d tools 
 
Information gathering methods can be divided into two general types: 

1. On-going methods that are implemented continuously throughout the year 
2. Periodic methods that are implemented at a certain time or frequency in line with planning and 

reporting requirement (e.g. annual reports, end of phase etc.) 
In the following, a few methods and tools are indicated. However, the list of methods and tools is not 
exhaustive, the PHM-SSA team should feel free to decide which of these and other tools are most 
appropriate. For further information on methods see IFAD publication:  
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/guide/annexd/index.htm 
 

1) On-going information gathering methods and tools  

·  Field visits : All project staff is continuously planning and following up project activities in the field. 
Often these visits are not taken enough advantage of to also collect M&E information. It is 
important that all staff collects information for M&E during field visits in an organized manner 
using pre-defined simple formats for data collection.  

·  Focus Group Discussion (FGD): FGD can be used to generate information from 
clients/beneficiaries where direct (quantitative) measurement is not possible and/or where absent 
or where the focus is more on qualitative information (e.g. assessing opinions of change, 
assessing the quality of project services, identifying area of improvement, etc.). FGD are ideally 
conducted with 6-8 people (preferable making homogenous groups, different groups can be used. 
Giving the importance of gender in postharvest, it is proposed to hold in each of selected 
communities for baseline study a FGD with separately for men and women. Important is good 
facilitation of FGD (one facilitator, one note taker). See Annex 6 for a short guideline on FGD. 

·  Stakeholder meetings : PHM-SSA project will hold regular meetings with different stakeholder 
groups (see 3.1.2 def. of sample at inst. level) which should be also used for M&E purposes.  

·  Annual evaluations (according to defined procedures  by project)  

·  Gathering and analysis of context information  

·  Project database: Collect and synthesize specific information for M&E and reporting purposes 
(e.g. database on policy proposed by FANRPAN) 

 
2) Periodic information gathering methods and tools  

·  Baseline survey (see previous chapter 3.1) and follow-up surveys  at time t1 and t2 (see 
chapter 3.1.1)  

·  Other specific surveys : e.g. RAS survey  

·  Interviews with key stakeholders  (individual / institutional / COP members)  

·  Results from specific events conducted (e.g. RAS wo rkshops, policy events)  
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·  Specific research and case studies: PHL assessments, assessment of RAS systems, Cost-
Benefit analyses, Adoption studies, etc. 

·  Mid-term review  is proposed in the second semester 2015 

·  Participatory Impact/beneficiary assessment  is proposed5 as an approach for conducting an 
impact assessment at the end of the project (year 6, or ex-post). The BA focuses on a comparison 
“Before – After” triangulating results with the information provided by the initial baseline survey.  

 

3.3 Data Management and Analysis 
M&E system will analyse and present information in line with the unit of measurement of each 
indicator (monitoring matrix Annex 3). The analysis can be done using EXCEL, there is no need to use 
a more sophisticated database software. Where appropriate and the data is available, the results are 
disaggregated  e.g. by geographic location, gender, etc.   

The quantitative findings are presented in summary tables (templates for outcome and output 
indicators: elaboration pending, not in this document) and explained with a short text summarizing the 
findings and providing additional contextual information acquired through complementary information 
gathering activities.  Time series information (information gathered over successive reporting periods) 
can be displayed in graphs with reporting periods across the horizontal axis and indicators along the 
vertical axis. 

Qualitative data e.g. derived from FGD and interviews are documented and further compiled in 
synthesis reports with key results, conclusions and recommendations.  The analysis is concerned not 
only with response trends but with the reasoning and perceptions behind the responses.   

 

3.4 Process monitoring 
The before described monitoring refers mainly to results-based monitoring i.e. the  follow-up of  project 
activities, outputs and outcomes. However, there are more process related aspects (sometimes called 
“soft factors”) which are not covered directly by the project intervention. Process monitoring includes 
the follow up of structured/planned processes as well as informal/spontaneous processes such as 
communication, relationships, team development, networking etc. Generally, three types of processes 
can be monitored: 

1. Learning processes : Which learning processes take place among stakeholders (at indiv. and 
organizational level) 

2. Processes related to project organization : E.g. How are internal processes and procedures 
organized and implemented? Are gender issues appropriately addressed? etc. 

3. Cooperation with partners : E.g. with whom is the project cooperating and what is the quality 
of the cooperation? Is the cooperation transparent, is there mutual trust? 
 

3.5 Reporting 
The reporting frequency is closely tied to the collection frequency. Information that is collected on an 
ongoing basis is reported within one week of collection.  Persons who collect the information are 
responsible for completing the report within the specified time period. Foreseen reports are: 

                                                   
5 Final decision pending whether a BA „peer-review“ based assessment or a more conventional external review 
will be conducted. 
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·  Quarterly operational reports  from each project partner according to agreed format and 
reporting lines. They serve as a tool to share and monitor achieved activities and milestones 
according to Yearly Plans of Operations. 

·  Annual report including statistical reports about a ctivity progress, outputs and outcome 
indicators (according to required format SDC) . The annual report indicates the coverage 
reached by the different project components. The annual report contains lessons learned that 
have been prepared derived from the annual evaluation process. 

·  Phase report is elaborated be the end of the phase. It contains the phase achievements and 
main lessons learned. 

·  Other specific reports (event reports etc.) 

 

3.5 Communication, feedback loops 
Information coming into the M&E system needs to be disseminated within PHM-SSA  partners and to 
its  stakeholders. PHM-SSA expects to have a feedback mechanism, which will be based on its 
monthly meetings (mostly skype) where project staff will report on their activities for the period, 
supported by an Intranet website where topics, documents, event announcement and discussions can 
be shared among the PHM-SSA partners.  Interaction with other organizations and PHM initiatives 
having similar objectives and approaches like PHM-SSA will serve as another very important learning 
opportunity. A “partner-map” will serve to systematize and coordinate the various partnerships and 
interactions between the PHM-SSA consortium and other partners. 
 

3.7 Roles and Responsibilities  
PHM-SSA has a complex institutional multi-actor setup. It is important that each partner organization 
assumes assigned responsibilities in the implementation of the M&E system. In general terms the 
division of responsibilities of project staff is as follows: 

1. Project Coordinator HSI : overall responsibility and oversight of the M&E system. He/she is 
ultimately responsible to ensure that the M&E system produces the foreseen results according 
to agreed schedules and coherent formats. Backstopper HSI supports the design and 
implementation of M&E system. 

2. Coordinator from FANRPAN: overall responsibility of implementation of M&E system related 
to outcome 3, i.e. policy related aspects, including the coordination and supervision of M&E 
related activities conducted by FANRPAN policy nodes.  

3. Coordinator from AFAAS : overall responsibility of implementation of M&E system related to 
outcome 2, i.e. aspects related to RAS and dissemination of PHM practices; including the 
coordination and supervision of M&E related activities conducted by AFAAS country forums.   

4. Technical advisor AGRIDEA : conceptual support to AFAAS in implementation of the M&E 
system and responsible for quality control of results.  

5. Focal Points HSI: coordination and implementation of M&E system in respective pilot country, 
including conducting of baseline study; performance monitoring of local partner organizations. 
The HSI focal points, together with the HSI field coordinator, have an important function in 
ongoing information gathering from the pilot areas due to their frequent presence in the field. 

6. Policy node FANRPAN, country fora AFAAS: implementation of specific M&E activities in pilot 
country (To be further defined by FANRPAN and AFAAS).  
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ANNEX 1: Glossary of Terms Used 

(in alphabetical order. For a more comprehensive gl ossary of terms related to M&E see: OECD/DAC, 
2009. Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Resul ts Based Management:  
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/40/7/43184177.pdf ) 

 

Activity:  The specific interventions undertaken by PHM-SSA with co-facilitator, implementing partner or service 
provider within a sector. 

Attribution:  The assertion of a causal link between observed (or expected to be observed) changes and PHM-
SSA activities. 

Baseline:  The status of indicators before an intervention starts or after an intervention has begun if the 
indicators to be measured have not yet been affected by the intervention. 

Beneficiaries:  Small producers/farmers who ultimately benefit from PHM-SSA activities. A more appropriate 
term for beneficiaries is “project client”. 

Causal Chain:  The cause-and-effect logic connecting project activities to outputs, outputs to outcomes, and 
outcomes to impacts. 

Causal Link:  A cause-and-effect relationship in the causal chain. 

Effectiveness:  The extent to which PHM-SSA sector activities achieve their stated objectives. 

Efficiency:  The degree to which outputs are achieved in terms of productivity and input (resources allocated). 
Efficiency is a measure of performance in terms of which management may set objectives and plan schedules 
and for which staff members may be held accountable. 

Impacts:  The final results sought by PHM-SSA at the household or organization level that occur as a result of 
changes induced by the project intervention... 

Indicator:  Measure of change that PHM-SSA can observe and assess; used to understand if and to what extent 
changes are taking place in outputs, outcomes, and impacts. 

Information Gathering:  The collection of quantitative and qualitative information to monitor the outputs and 
outcomes of PHM-SSA’s activities, assess household impacts, explore attribution, and understand change 
processes. 

Indicator:  An indicators measures critical links in the causal chain.  The M&E system focuses on measuring and 
monitoring key performance indicators. 

Monitoring and Evaluation:  The systematic collection, analysis, reporting, and use of information on project 
performance using diverse quantitative and qualitative collection methods.   

Outputs:  The direct and short-term results of PHM-SSA activities that measure the level and intensity of project 
activities and their outreach. Generally, project outputs are under the control of the project or its implementing 
partners and occur continuously with project activities.     

Outreach: The number of persons benefiting from PHM-SSA’s activities. 

Outcomes: The direct and indirect short-to-medium-term results of PHM-SSA activities and outputs that 
measure changes among rural households and other actors. 

Plausible Attribution:  A plausible claim that PHM-SSA activities led to certain outcomes based on the close 
causal link between project activities and observed outcomes combined with the low likelihood that the 
outcomes would have occurred on their own. Plausible attribution is also created through triangulation. 

Triangulation:  Acquiring the same information from various sources and making an estimate based on all those 
sources. 
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ANNEX 2: Logframe PHM-SSA  
 

Hierarchy of objectives /  
Intervention s trategy  

Key Indicators  Data Sources  
Means of Verification 

 
Assumptions & Risks 

 Impact (Overall Goal)  Impact Indicators  
Food security of smallholder 
farmers in Sub-Saharan Africa is 
increased through reduced 
postharvest losses at farm and 
community level 
 

IOG 1: Number of food secure months at household level 
(physical and economic access to quality food). 
IOG 2: Number of rural communities confirming reduced 
vulnerability to famine due to improved food security  
IOG 3: Livelihood/gender improvements at household level: 
reduced workload for women etc. 

·  National  statistics 
·  Case studies at household 

and community level (Food 
Consumption Scores -FCS) 

·  Specific study reports 
(Ministry of Agriculture etc.) 

Outcomes  Outcome Indicators   For contributing  to goal/impact: 
�  Assumptions: 
�  Stable socio-political 

environment in pilot countries 
�  Increasing demand for food 

grain & pulses in SSA 
�  Renewed interest of 

developing partners in PHM 
as strategic element for food 
security 

�  Improved access to rural 
credit  

�  Policy environment supportive 
to issues related to food 
security issues including PHL 
reductions (a.o. trade bans, 
land tenure, crop choice, 
subsidies, etc.) 

�  Effective and efficient 
coordination between SDC 
supported PHM initiatives in 
SSA 

�  Risks: 
�  Severe/continued crop losses 

due to averse climatic 
conditions (climate change) 
de-motivating farmers to 
increase production of 
grain/pulses for storage. 

�  Unforeseen price fluctuations 
of grain/pulses commodities 

Outcome 1 : Improved handling and 
storage options within the grains and 
pulses value chains are benefitting 
smallholders in pilot countries. 
 

IOC 1.1: Outreach: No. of households reached by the 
project [100’000 households: 10’000 directly benefitting 
from improved PHM, plus 90’000 capacitated on PHM) 
IOC 1.2: Increased quantity of grains/pulses stored and 
saved from loss through improved postharvest handling 
IOC 1.3. Increased household incomes from sales of 
stored grains/pulses 

·  Project reports 
·  Household/community 

surveys 
·  Case studies at household 

and community level 
 

Outcome 2 : Good practice options for 
reducing post harvest losses are 
compiled, disseminated and scaled up 
and out. 

IOC 2.1: Evidence that good practice options for reducing 
postharvest losses are used by stakeholders not directly 
involved in the project implementation (policy makers, 
senior technical staff, rural advisors, NGOs, private sector, 
CSO) 
IOC 2.2: Increased personal and institutional capacities on 
PHM among policy makers, senior technical staff and  rural 
advisors (in pilot countries and regionally) 

·  Survey among COP 
members and other actors in 
pilot countries 

·  Survey among relevant key 
persons and institutions who 
received capacity-building / 
training 

Outcome 3 : Appropriate regulatory 
frameworks (policies, standards, 
norms, protocols) on reducing 
postharvest losses in food supply 
chains are introduced and implemented 
at national and regional levels and 
financing is secured. 

IOC 3.1: National / regional regulatory frameworks 
(policies, standards, norms, protocols) that are conducive 
for reducing postharvest losses are tabled for 
implementation. 
IOC 3.2: Households and other food corps value chain 
actors are aware of regulatory frameworks (policies, 
standards, norms) for grains and pulses storage and 
commercialization.  
IOC 3.3: Increased level of investments in PHM in pilot 
countries (by gov., donors, private sector) 
 

·  Project reports, 
·  Published policy briefs, 
·  Newspaper/website etc. 

articles, 
·  Survey of households and 

other VC actors 
·  Proven cases of 

investments in PHM (survey) 
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Outputs (per outcome) and costs  

Output Indicators  
Data sources /  

means of verification  Assumptions & Risks 

For outcome 1:  For reaching the outcomes: 
Output 1.1:  
Major constraints related to markets 
and community & household storage 
strategies in relevant / selected food 
crops value chains have been analyzed 
(including the way that these relate to 
gender roles) 

IOP 1.1.1: Major constraints related to markets and 
community & household storage strategies of food crops 
value chains and related supply chains identified per pilot 
country [at least 2 per country].  
IOP 1.1.2: Number of intervention strategies for selected 
food crops value chains integrating PHM designed [at least 
2 per country]. 

·  Surveys 
·  Specific studies  

�  Basic (market) information 
available 

�  Targeted survey respondents 
(farmers, other value chain 
actors…) share information 
and experiences 

 
Output 1.2:  
Promising PHM practices and systems 
have been identified, validated and 
further developed 

IOP 1.2.1: Number of promising PHM practices and 
systems identified and described per pilot country [at least 
3 per country]. 
IOP 1.2.2. Level of loss reduction compared to current 
practice established for promising PHM practices and 
systems. [at least 10%] 
IOP 1.2.3. Cost/Benefit of PHM practices and systems. 

·  Compilation of practices and 
systems 

·  Loss assessments 
·  C/B analyses  
·  Training materials 
 

�  Existence of a minimum pool 
of PHM practices and systems 

�  Identified PHM practices and 
systems demonstrate 
significant PHL reduction 
levels.  

�  Unfavourable C/B ratios 
Output 1.3:  
PHM practices and systems have been 
disseminated and adopted 

IOP 1.3.1: Number of Households/Communities supported 
by the project that have adopted improved postharvest 
handling and storage options [10’000 households] 
IOP 1.3.2. Percentage of women-headed households out 
of the total number of supported households that have 
adopted improved postharvest handling/storage options 
[15%, resp. 1500 households]. 
IOP 1.3.3. Factors of adoption/non-adoption of improved 
postharvest handling and storage options identified. 

·  Adoption studies in pilot 
countries 

·  Minutes of training events 
 

�  Socio-cultural and religious 
barriers in relation to new 
PHM practices can be 
overcome 

�  Economic situation of  HH a 
hindering factor for adoption of 
new PHM practices 

�  Limited improvement of 
transport and market 
infrastructures 

For outcome 2:  
Output 2.1:  
Good PHM practices and systems 
have been documented and used in 
networks 

IOP 2.1.1: Number of good practices documented suitable 
for use in different networks including CoP’s [at least 8]. 
IOP 2.1.2: No. of good practices used in different networks 
including CoP’s (specify networks and use) [at least 6] 

·  Publications of good 
practices (Capitalization) 

·  Follow-up survey on 
networks including CoP’s 
(FAO, others) 

�  Interest of networks in PHM 
issues 

�  Thriving CoP’s 
�  Availability of appropriate 

practices relevant to PHM 
Output 2.2:  
Innovative RAS, suitable for effective 
dissemination and scaling-up of PHM 
practices have been identified and 
(further) developed 

IOP 2.2.1: Number of training materials including PHM 
issues elaborated 
IOP 2.2.2: Number of events conducted where RAS for 
PHM was discussed and further developed. 
IOP 2.2.3: Number of innovative methods and mechanisms 
for successful dissemination and scaling up and out of 
PHM practices documented [at least 4] 

·  Minutes of events 
·  Assessments of RAS 

systems for PHM 
·  Guidelines on RAS for PHM 
 

�  AFAAS country fora 
performing and taking up PHM 
issue in RAS longer-term 
Interest of RAS actors for 
PHM 
 

Output 2.3:  
Relevant actors (RAS agents, farmer 
org. private sector, gov. officials and 
policy makers) have been capacitated 
on PHM practices and systems 

IOP 2.3.1: Number of training events conducted (type) 
IOP 2.3.2.: Number of different actors trained 
(disaggregation per type of persons / sex / organization) 
 

·  Reports of training events 
·  List of participating persons / 

organizations trained. 

�  Interest of actors in 
participating and capacity-
building 

�  Actors not applying content of 
capacity-building 
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Outputs (per outcome) and costs  Output Indicators  Data sources /  
means of verification  Assumptions & Risks 

For outcome 3:  

Output 3.1:  
Relevant policy briefs related to PHM 
have been elaborated and made 
available 

IOP 3.1.1: Number of policy briefs related to PHM 
produced [at least 6] 
IOP 3.1.2: Policy briefs disseminated (how/where) 

·  Published policy briefs 
·  Survey 

�  Effective ways for 
disseminating policy briefs 
identified/available 

�   
 

Output 3.2:  
PHM has been included in the agendas 
of local, national and regional policy 
dialogue platforms 

IOP 3.2.1: Number of policy dialogue events at national 
and regional level tackling PHM issues [at least 
1/year/country] 
IOP 3.2.2: Evidence of increased awareness of PHM 
related issues among different actors (specify: farmer org., 
policy makers, senior gov. officials, etc.)  

·  Minutes of events 
·  Survey among participants 
·  Media screening  

�  Basic interest of actors to 
address PHM issues at 
policy level 

�   

Output 3.3:  
Frameworks for food standards and 
norms have integrated PHM aspects 

IOP 3.3.1:  PHM policy issues tabled for inclusion in 
regulatory frameworks  (e.g. use of pesticides for seed 
treatment, seed quality etc.) at national level (pilot 
countries) 
IOP 3.3.2: PHM policy issues tabled for inclusion in 
regulatory frameworks (specify type of PHM issues and 
frameworks) at regional level (REC’s etc.) 

·  Analysis of frameworks in pilot 
countries  

·  Analysis of frameworks at 
regional levels  

·   

�  Relevant PHM issues 
identified to be incorporated 
in frameworks 

�  Long processes, conflicting 
interests, political 
interference 
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ANNEX 3: M&E Matrix PHM-SSA  
Goal and outcomes : 
Intervention level Indicator 

Code / Description 
Definition; disaggregation Unit of study 

/ level 
Unit / type of 
measurement 

Collection method 
& frequency 

Responsibility 
for collection 

Goal:   
Food security of 
smallholder farmers 
in Sub-Saharan 
Africa is increased 
through reduced 
postharvest losses 
at farm (household) 
and community level  
 

IOG1 Number of food secure months 
at household level (physical 
and economic access to quality 
food).  

No. of months households (HH) are 
able to provide food (own prod. or 
buying); Need to define “secure 
month” and “quality food”, 
men/women headed HH 
 

Households 
(150 HH)  

No. of months, 
food units 

HH survey: 
Baseline +,  
year 3 and 6  
= 0-3-6. 
(ev. ex-post?) 

HSI 

IOG2 Number of rural communities 
confirming reduced vulnerability 
to famine (due to improved 
food security)  

Perception of communities over 
years in terms of changed 
vulnerability to extreme staple food 
shortages; type of communities (e.g. 
remote/not remote; climate risk/not 
climate risk) 

Rural 
communities 
(3/pilot 
country) 

Scoring (scale 
1-5) 

Community 
meetings and 
FGD: 0-3-6 

IOG3 Livelihood/gender 
improvements at household 
level: workload for women,etc. 

Changes in aspects like: housing, 
health, education for children, 
workload women; 
Perception of men/women 

Households Scoring (scale 
1-5 

HH survey: 
Baseline, every 
three years 
0-3-6 
(+ex-post?) 

Outcome 1 : Improved 
handling and storage 
options within the 
grains and pulses 
value chains are 
benefitting 
smallholders in pilot 
countries. 
 

IOC1.1 Outreach: No. of households 
reached by the project 
[100’000 households: 10’000 
directly benefitting from 
improved PHM, plus 90’000 
capacitated on PHM) 
 

No. of HH directly adopting new 
PHM practices (10’000 total; 1500 
WHH) 
No. of HH indirectly benefitting 
through awareness building and 
improved framework cond. 

Households, 
Men/women  

No. of 
households 
(Total / WHH) 

Project reports, 
project database. 
List of participants 
interviews/FGD: 
Annual 

HSI 

IOC1.2 Quantity of grains/pulses stored 
(and saved from loss) through 
improved postharvest handling 

Aggregated quantity of key crops 
stored per HH with defined PHM 
practices 
(saved from loss: see IOP 1.2.2) 

Households kg of grains 
stored   

HH/community 
survey: 
0-3-6 

IOC1.3 Increased household incomes 
from sales of stored 
grains/pulses 

Quantity of key crops stored and 
sold x price obtained.  
Date/period of main sales. 
 

Households kg sold, 
price/kg 
obtained 

HH/community 
survey: 
0-3-6 

Outcome 2 : Good 
practice options for 
reducing post harvest 
losses are compiled, 
disseminated and 
scaled up and out. 

IOC2.1 Evidence of good practice 
options for reducing 
postharvest losses being used 
by stakeholders not directly 
involved in the project 
implementation (policy makers, 
senior technical staff, rural 
advisors, NGOs, private sector, 
CSO) 

Number of evidenced cases of 
actors not directly involved in project 
reporting specific uses of good 
practice PHM options. 

Institutional No of cases 
described 

Survey among 
COP members 
and other actors 
in pilot countries 
and regionally: 
Interviews with 
key persons.  
0-6 

AFAAS , 
HSI 
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Intervention level Indicator 
Code / Description 

Definition; disaggregation Unit of study 
/ level 

Unit / type of 
measurement 

Collection method 
& frequency 

Responsibility 
for collection 

IOC2.2 Increased personal and 
institutional capacities on PHM 
among policy makers, senior 
technical staff and  rural 
advisors (in pilot countries and 
regionally) 

Number of evidenced cases of 
actors having received training / 
capacity-building reporting specific 
increased personal and/or 
institutional capacities. (Specify) 

Individual / 
Institutional 

No of cases 
described; 
Curriculum 
Materials 

Survey among 
relevant persons 
and institutions:  
0-6 
 

AFAAS,  
HSI, 
FANRPAN 

Outcome 3 : 
Appropriate regulatory 
frameworks (policies, 
standards, norms, 
protocols) on reducing 
postharvest losses in 
food supply chains 
are introduced and 
implemented at 
national and regional 
levels and financing is 
secured. 

IOC3.1 National / regional regulatory 
frameworks (policies, 
standards, norms, protocols) 
that are conducive for reducing 
postharvest losses are tabled 
for implementation. 

Number of policies, standards, 
norms, protocols addressing specific 
issues with regards to reducing 
postharvest losses in food supply 
chains listed for implementation. 

Institutional 
(Regulatory 
frameworks) 

No of cases 
described 

Project reports, 
Policy briefs, 
newspaper and 
website articles: 
0-6 
 

FANRPAN 

IOC3.2 Households and other food 
crops value chain actors are 
aware of regulatory 
frameworks (policies, 
standards, norms) for grains 
and pulses storage and 
commercialization. 

Specific knowledge about the 
existence and content of regulatory 
frameworks  

Individual 
and 
Institutional 

No of cases 
described 

Focus groups 
0-6 

FANRPAN /  
HSI 

IOC3.3 Increased level of investments 
in PHM in pilot countries (by 
gov., donors, private sector) 

Proven cases of investment cases 
(public, private) related to PHM in 
pilot countries and at regional level. 

Institutional 
(public, 
private 
sector) 

No of cases 
described  

ongoing and 
Focus groups, 
CoP 
0-6  

FANRPAN /  
HSI 
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Outputs: 
Intervention level Indicator 

Code / Description 
Definition; 
disaggregation 

Unit of study 
/ level 

Unit / type of 
measurement 

Collection method & 
frequency 

Resp. for 
collection 

Output 1.1:  
Major constraints related 
to markets and 
community & household 
storage strategies in 
relevant / selected food 
crops value chains have 
been analyzed (including 
the way that these relate 
to gender roles) 

IOP1.1.1 Major constraints related to markets 
and community & household storage 
strategies of food crops value chains 
and related supply chains identified 
per pilot country [at least 2 per 
country].  

as description Situation in 
pilot country 

No. and quality 
of analysis of 
constraints 

Document 
Once 

see 
outcomes 

IOP1.1.2 Number of intervention strategies for 
selected food crops value chains 
integrating PHM designed [at least 2 
per country].  

as description Intervention 
strategy 

No. and quality 
of design of 
intervention 
strategies 

Document: 
Once 
 

 

Output 1.2:  
Promising PHM practices 
and systems have been 
identified, validated and 
further developed 

IOP1.2.1 Number of promising PHM practices 
and systems identified and described 
per pilot country [at least 3 per country] 

as description PHM 
practices 
and 
systems 

No. of PHM 
practices & 
systems 

Compilation of 
practices and systems: 
0-3-6 

 

IOP1.2.2 Level of loss reduction compared to 
current practice established for 
promising PHM practices and systems. 
[at least 10%] 
 

Estimated loss = produce 
no longer apt for human 
consumption 
 

Household % losses Loss assessment: 
Once  
(multiply with 
technologies adopted 
IOC1.1) 

 

IOP1.2.3 Cost/Benefit of promising PHM 
practices and systems. 

C/B analysis of clearly 
identified  and described 
PHM practices and 
systems 

PHM 
practices 
and 
systems 

C/B ratio C/B analysis: 
0-6 
(see IOP 1.2.1/1.2.2) 

 

Output 1.3:  
PHM practices and 
systems have been 
disseminated and 
adopted 

IOP1.3.1 Number of HH/communities supported 
by the project that have adopted 
improved postharvest handling and 
storage options [10’000 HH] 

as description. Define 
and describe “ improved 
postharvest handling and 
storage options”. 

Households No. of adopting 
households / 
rural comm.. 

HH surveys and FGD: 
0-3-6 

 

IOP1.3.2 Percentage of women-headed 
households (WHH) out of the total 
number of supported households that 
have adopted improved postharvest 
handling/storage options [15% = 1500 
WHH]. 

iden 1.3.1 
 

Households No. of adopting 
households / 
rural 
communities 

HH surveys and 
FGD:  
0-3-6 

 

IOP1.3.3 Factors of adoption/non-adoption of 
improved postharvest handling and 
storage options identified. 

Factors explaining why 
HH have adopted or not 
specific PH handling and 
storage options 

Households Identified 
factors 

Adoption studies, 
HH surveys and FGD:  
0-3-6 

 

Output 2.1:  
Good PHM practices and 
systems have been 
documented and used in 
networks 

IOP2.1.1 Number of good practices documented 
(suitable for use in different networks 
including) CoP’s [at least 8]. 

No. of specific good 
practices documented   

Good 
practices 

No of good 
practices 

Publications of good 
practices: 
Annual, ongoing 

 

IOP2.1.2 No. of good practices used 
(disseminated?) in different networks 
including CoP’s [at least 6] 

No. of specific good 
practices used in 
specified networks and 
CoP’s 

Networks & 
CoP’s 

No. good 
practices used 

Follow-up survey on 
use of good practices  
Annual, ongoing 
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Intervention level Indicator 
Code / Description 

Definition; 
disaggregation 

Unit of study 
/ level 

Unit / type of 
measurement 

Collection method & 
frequency 

Resp. for 
collection 

Output 2.2:  
Innovative RAS, suitable 
for effective 
dissemination and 
scaling-up of PHM 
practices have been 
identified and (further) 
developed 

IOP2.2.1 Number of training materials including 
PHM issues elaborated 
 

as description Training 
material 

No. / type of 
training material 

RAS survey,  
Printed/published 
training materials 
Annual 

 

IOP2.2.2 Number of events conducted where 
RAS for PHM was discussed and 
further developed 

Specified events with 
specific RAS for PHM 
contents further 
developed 

Events 
conducted 

No. of events Minutes of events / 
project reports: 
Annual 

 

IOP2.2.3 Number of innovative methods and 
mechanisms for successful 
dissemination/ and scaling up/out of 
PHM practices documented [at least 4] 

as description. Specify 
methods and 
mechanisms….document
ed 

Innovative 
methods 

No. of 
innovative 
methods 

Publications / 
guidelines on RAS for 
PHM 
Annual 

 

Output 2.3:  
Relevant actors (RAS 
agents, farmer org. 
private sector, gov. 
officials and policy 
makers) have been 
capacitated on PHM 
practices and systems 

IOP2.3.1 Number of training events conducted 
 

Number of specified 
(type) events 

Training 
event 
conducted 

No. of training 
events 

Project database, 
Minutes of training 
events: 
Annual, ongoing 

 

IOP2.3.2 Number of different actors trained  
 

Number of actors trained: 
per type of persons / sex 
/ organization 

Individual 
and 
institutional 
actors 

No. of actors Project database, 
Minutes of training 
events, project reports: 
Annual, ongoing 

 

Output 3.1:  
Relevant policy briefs 
related to PHM have 
been elaborated and 
made available 

IOP3.1.1 Policy briefs related to PHM produced 
[at least 6] 
 

as description. Specify 
content of briefs 

Policy brief No. of briefs 
elaborated 

Project database, 
Project reports: 
Annual, ongoing 

 

IOP3.1.2 Policy briefs disseminated 
 

No. of policy briefs 
disseminated: Specify 
how/where, target 
audience 

Policy brief No. of briefs 
disseminated 

Project database, 
Project reports: 
Annual, ongoing 

 

Output 3.2:  
PHM has been included 
in the agendas of local, 
national and regional 
policy dialogue platforms 

IOP3.2.1 Number of policy dialogue events at 
national and regional level tackling 
PHM issues [at least 1/year/country] 

Type and location of 
event conducted 

Policy event No. of events 
conducted 

Minutes of policy 
events, project reports: 
Annual , ongoing  

 

IOP3.2.2 Evidence of increased awareness of 
PHM related issues among different 
actors  

Specific type of 
awareness and type of 
actor (farmer org., policy 
makers, senior gov. 
officials, etc.) 

Personal 
and 
Institutional 

No of cases 
described 

Survey, interviews key 
persons 
0-6 

 

Output 3.3:  
Frameworks for food 
standards and norms 
have integrated PHM 
aspects 

IOP3.3.1 PHM policy issues tabled for inclusion 
in regulatory frameworks  (e.g. use of 
pesticides for seed treatment, seed 
quality etc.) at national level (pilot 
countries) 

Specify policy issues and 
framework 

Regulatory 
frameworks 
at national 
level 

No. of national 
policy issues 

Analysis of frameworks 
at national level: 
0-6 

 

IOP3.3.2 PHM policy issues tabled for inclusion 
in regulatory frameworks (specify type 
of PHM issues and frameworks) at 
regional level (REC’s etc.) 

iden 3.3.2. Specify 
regional level 

Regulatory 
frameworks 
at regional 
level 

No. of regional 
policy issues 

Analysis of frameworks 
at regional level: 
0-6 
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Summary of indicator measurements 
 
Color codes: Impact: IOG 1-3; Outcome and Outputs: IOC1.x & IOP 1.x.x, IOC2.x & IOP2.x.x, IOC3.x & IOP  3.x.x  
 
Method Frequency Indicators Responsible 
Household Survey 
of 150 units 

Three times: 
year 0,3,6 

IOG1, IOG3 (both: 0-3-6) 

 

IOC1.2, IOC1.3 

 

IOP 1.2.2. (estimate),  

OP1.3.1, IOP1.3.2, IOP1.3.3 

HSI 

Focus group 
discussions in 
communities 

 
Three times: 
year 0,3,6 

IOG2 

 

IOC1.1, IOC3.2 (only 0-6),  

 

IOP1.3.1, IOP1.3.2, IOP1.3.3 

HSI 

Interviews with key 
persons/CoP 
members 

Twice: Year 0 
and 5/6 

IOC2.1 

 

IOP2.1.1, IOP2.1.2, IOP2.2.1, IOP2.2.2, IOP2.2.3, 

 

IOP3.2.2, IOP3.3.1, IOP3.3.2 

ALL (consolidation: HSI)  

Survey in RAS Twice: Year 0 
and 5/6 
(Annual for 
outputs 2.x.y)) 

IOC2.2 (0-6) 

 

IOP2.1.2, IOP2.2.1, IOP2.2.2, IOP2.2.3,  

 

AFAAS  
 
CoP 

Gathering of meta 
information 
and 
Project data base* 

Ongoing IOC1.1, IOC3.1 (0-6), IOC3.3 (0-6) 

 

IOP1.1.1 (once), IOP1.1.2 (once), IOP1.2.1 (0-3-6),  

IOP2.1.1, IOP2.3.1, IOP2.3.2 

IOP3.1.1, IOP3.1.2, IOP3.2.1, IOP3.3.1, IOP3.3.2 

ALL (consolidation: HSI)  
CoP 

Specific research 
studies 

Once (year 0) 
or twice (year 0 
and 6)  

IOP1.2.2 (once year 0), IOP1.2.3 (twice year 0 and 6) HSI (coordination )  
CoP 

* Coordination needed, agree on responsibilities 
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ANNEX 4: Questionnaire baseline survey 
 

PHM-SSA Household Survey Questionnaire 
(Baseline and follow-up surveys) 

 
No. of questionnaire: Project_______ 
 
or: No. of questionnaire: Comparison______ 
 

Checked by: (Name of supervisor): 

 

Status of questionnaire revision: mark: 
  ready for data entry 
  needs further revision/correction 

 
Introduction (for interviewer to inform respondents ): 
This interview is conducted with you being a participating household in the postharvest project (explain shortly 
what the project is about if needed). The objective of the interview is to generate information enabling the 
project to see how it progresses and what will be achieved over time (monitoring). The results of the interview 
will be reported in anonymous manner, which means we will not show results from an individual household. 
The interview will take one to maximum one and a half hour. 
 
Filter question: Do you have grain stored for at le ast 3 months? 

�  Yes:  Proceed with interview 
�  No:  Go to another household 

 

 
Country: _________________________ 
 
District: __________________________ 
 
Municipality ______________________________ 
 
Community: ______________________________                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
 
 
Name of interviewee(s):  
 
1. First Name:._________________________ Last Name:____________________________  sex (m/f):_____   
 
Head of Household (Yes/No):_______ 
 
 
2. First Name:._________________________ Last Name:____________________________  sex (m/f):_____  
 
 Head of household: (Yes/No:_______ 
 
 
 
 
Name of interviewer: _________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Date of interview: ______day/_______month/______year   
 
 

I. General information/identification 
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Note: Go with the interviewee to the place where gr ains are stored. 
 
Adoption of postharvest practices, grain stored sav ed from loss (IOC 1.2; IOP 1.3.1, 1.3.2,.1.3.3) 

 
1) What are the postharvest practices (harvest, dry ing, storage, treatments against insects, protectio n 

against birds, mice, rats, etc.) you are currently using on your farm? Describe: 
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2) Which storage methods are you currently using?  How much do you store?  
Note: Fill in on table for each crop 
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II. Postharvest  
(Outcome indicator IOC1.1, IOC1.2; Output indicator s IOP1.2.2, 1.3.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.3) 
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Millet/Sorghum: 
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Cowpeas: 
��
����� ���
�������� �
�,-����
��
�����
�)��� �	
��++++++

�,
-����
��
�����
�)��� �	
��++++++

�,-����
��
�����
�)��� �	
��++++++

�,%��.�

/,0������
������

1,2�������
	��)

3,2����
����
��
��
0�����������

4,%������"$05*%

6,7���
���"�
�����	
��
������


�8,������

�������
� 


��	������	����������
�����������
�����
���
�����
����
��
�

���������	��������

������ ���
����	�
��
������� ��������
�	��
�������
� ��

97����
��
������
��
	��������&

��
���
��.

���
)��

���.�$��"�&
����
���
���	

��	
)������

�

���"��$���.
��
��"
:



�,,;
*����<����.
����
�����
���	������

��	�����	
��
555�1&
����
=
��
���	������

�����	�


!�����	�����������������
���
�������
��	��� ��.

���)����
������
��	
���
7��
��

)������ �


 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 


 
Groundnuts: 
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Other (specify:_______________ 
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3) What are your major problems in postharvest mana gement? 

 
Priority (1. is most important)  Comments:  
1.  

 
 

2.  
 
 

3.  
 
 

4.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
4) Which improved postharvest practices and storage s (refer to the previous question) did you once try  

but stopped to use? (ref. factors for non-adoption,  IOP1.3.3) 
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5) Did you receive any advice/training on postharve st during the past year? (IOC 1.1 ref. capacitated)   
 
Yes/No:______  If yes, please explain: 
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6) How much of your harvest gets lost till consumpt ion or sale? (IOP 1.2.2) 6 
 
Definition of loss: In principle weight loss = quantity of produce lost for human consumption. However, if quality of 
produce decreases to a level making it no more apt for human consumption, then it must be considered as 100% 
lost. See http://www.aphlis.net/index.php?form=quality_losses_review 
 
A) Farmer estimation 
 
As first approximation, HH is asked to indicate how much of the produce they stored was lost for human 
consumption during the past two years:  
 
Maize: 
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2nd crop, e.g cowpeas: 
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B) Measurement 
 
In order to get more precise information, a simple loss assessment is conducted during the HH interview in the 
following manner: 
1. From the stored grain, take a few handfuls of grain from different places (e.g. top, medium and bottom of a 

bag, heap etc.) and place in a clean plastic bag till you have 1 kg of grain (need to carry along small plastic 
bags and a small balance having a least a 10 g precision) 

2. From the taken 1 kg sample, take out 200 grains and note down how many grains are affected e.g. by insect 
pests (holes in grain) or fungus/moulds etc. (if grain is only broken then it is not counted as affected) ==> a 
simple first assessment how affected the produce is . Note down 

3. Put back the 200 grains to the 1 kg sample. Then ask somebody of the HH members (not the interviewees) to 
sort out the 1kg sample the same way they usually do before preparing a meal, i.e. keeping the grain that will 
be used for consumption. 

4. After conclusion of the interview the sorted grain for consumption is weighed and noted down ==> a simple 
way of measuring what remains apt for human consump tion (as perceived by farmers). 
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6 The baseline can generate a first approximation on postharvest losses at farm level. A detailed loss assessment is 
required to generate more precise information. See guidelines of APHLIS (Draft July, 2013, prepared by Rick 
Hodges, NRI). 
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III. Household/farm characteristics (family members , workforce, farm land, production) 
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Food security (IOG 1) 
 
Note: Questions refer to two main food commodities 1) a main staple grain (maize is reference), and 2) a main 
pulse (e.g. cowpeas)  
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IV. Food security and livelihoods  
(Impact indicators IOG 1 and IOG 3. For IOG 2: see FGD) 
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Livelihoods (IOG 3) 
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Note: To determine overall HH income through a quick survey is not possible. The following questions 
intend to generate estimates on income on the two main produced stored and sold. 
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V. Household income (IOC1.3) 
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2) Access to  credit, local saving & credit group 
 
Do you have access to credit or belong to a local saving and credit group? Yes/No:____________ 
 
If yes:  

- How much credit do you take per year? _____________ 
 

- What do you use the credit for? ___________________________________________ 
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ANNEX 5: Question for Focus Group Discussions (FGD)  
 
Indicators: IOG 2; IOC1.1, IOC3.2; IOP1.3.1, 1.3.2,  1.3.3.  
For a guideline on how to conduct a FGD see Annex 6 . 
 
Vulnerability to famine (IOG 2) 
 
1) How many meals does your household have in a day ?  
�

����� � � �
��	��� � 
 �
������
	��� � � �

 
2) When did the last famines occur? (people died of  hunger) Explain: 

 
Year of famine  
(start with most recent 
one) 

Severity of famine : How many 
people died?  

Description of famine: why did it occur? 
what happened? 

Measures taken (how did you cope?)  
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Outreach and Adoption of postharvest management pra ctices (IOC1.1, IOP1.3.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.3) 




3) What are your major problems in postharvest mana gement? 

 
Priority (1. is most important)  Comments:  
1.  

 
 
 

2.  
 
 
 

3.  
 
 
 

4.  
 
 
 

 
 
4) What does the community think about importance o f postharvest practices (define postharvest practic es…) to reduce vulnerability to famines? 

Describe 
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5) Did you receive any advice/training on postharve st during the past year? (IOC 1.1 ref. capacitated)   
 
Yes/No:______  If yes, please explain: 
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�
/�  Did you observe any change in use of postharvest m anagement practices over the last 3 years? Describe  (ref. factors for adoption, IOP1.3.3) �
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0� Which improved postharvest practices and storages were tried in the community in the last 3 years but  then were not used anymore? (ref. 
factors for non-adoption, IOP1.3.3) �
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8) Did you observe any changes in your community du e to use of improved postharvest management practic es? Describe! 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9) Do you know any national policies, norms etc. in  regards to support the reduction of postharvest lo sses? Yes/No:________ 

If yes, what exactly? �
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
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ANNEX 6: Short guideline for conduction of Focus Gr oup Discussions (FGD)  


 

The FGD Framework  
In addition to the HH conversations, the Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) will give us another way to look at how people within the selected communities see 
their situation in relation to postharvest issues. The FGDs will give us feedback based on experiences of women from different HHs as well as men from 
different HHs.We want to get feedback from two different kinds of Focus Group: Women Focus Groups (WFG) and Men Focus Groups (MF G). Thus we will 
have 2 FGD in each of the 4 communities selected for the baseline study.  
 
The following steps describe how the FGDs can be led. 
 

Step 1: Arrival at the FGD meeting 
FGD are usually conducted by a experienced facilitator assisted by a note taker. After they introduce themselves the FG members should be invited to 
introduce themselves as well. Try to keep these introductions as brief as possible, so you have enough time for discussion within the FGs. 
Just as it was for the HH visits, you should briefly remind your hosts about the purpose of your visit (including objectives of the FGD). You should let them know 
that the FG is part of the baseline (or survey) to find out what changes people have noticed from the time before the postharvest project was implemented and 
the time after.  
 

Step 2: The Main FG Conversation 
Here you can use the questions in Annex 5 as guideline. Use these questions as a guide to move through the discussion. If you find that someone does not 
give a clear idea of the answer, you could ask a follow up question. At the end also ask the participants to bring up any issue (related to postharvest) which has 
not yet been discussed. 
 

Step 3: Thank you and goodbye  
When you are finished the questions, ask the FG members if they have anything more to say. When they have finished, thank them for taking the time to speak 
with you and for giving you a better idea of how postharvest issues are handled. 
 
 

Notes for Observers  
 
When you are the observer/note taker, your main responsibility is to: 

a) take notes of the conversation (ie. filling in the answers to each of the questions, 
b) to note down if the group had diverging opinions 
c) also look and listen for interesting comments or observations from the FG members (e.g. a good story to illustrate project effects) 

 
In addition, you can assist the facilitator if he forgets an important aspect, oversees a participant who would like to speak but has not been given chance to do 
so, etc. 
 
Note:  Another very useful thing you can do as observer is to take photos here and there (For example, a photo of the grain storage, the FG itself, etc.) 




