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1. Summary
	Country of intervention
	Syria 

	Type of Emergency
	
	Natural disaster
	x
	Conflict
	
	Emergency

	Type of Crisis
	
	Sudden onset  
	
	Slow onset
	x
	Protracted

	Mandating Body/ Agency
	 UK HMG (FCO, DFID, MoD) 

	Project Code
	16 AiBR 02D

	Research Timeframe
	June 2016 – April 2019 (33,5 months including 2 months inception phase) 

	General Objective
	Design and implementation of an output and outcome monitoring framework for HMG and partners operating HMG funded programmes in Syria. Provide updated information on progress and implementation to HMG and their implementing partners on the delivery of the programmes they are undertaking in targeted locations inside Syria, as well as to verify the implementation of the activities as planned.

	Specific Objective(s)
	Development and roll out of outcome and output monitoring tools and visits aligned with HMG strategy and programmes and relevant to the Syrian context; HMG Programmes benefit from a regular independent output and outcome monitoring process .

	Research Questions
	Research questions will be designed based on each of the programs that will be monitored. 

	Research Type
	
	Quantitative
	x
	Qualitative
	X
	Mixed methods

	Geographic Coverage
	Aleppo, Idleb, Rural Damascus, Dara’a, Quneitra. 

	Target Population(s)
	N/A

	Data Sources
	Secondary Data:
Program documents from each of the programs monitored 
Internal Monitoring Data from the programs 
Contextual information about the areas of operation in Syria 

Primary Data:

	
	Key Informants interview; Focus Group Discussions, Individual interviews 

	Expected Outputs
	Output reporting at the end of each monitoring wave, Bi-annual reports for outcome monitoring
 Final report
Mapping as agreed upon in discussion with HMG
Biannual progress report and presentation to the Syria CSSF Board


	Key Resources
	1 Assessment Officer, 1 Regional Assessment Manager, 1 DB /GIS officer, 1 Field Assistant, 2 Field Coordinators. 

	Humanitarian milestones
	

	
	Milestone
	Timeframe

	
	
	Cluster plan/strategy
	Specify which, when

	
	
	Inter-cluster plan/strategy 
	

	
	X
	Donor plan/strategy 
	2016 - 2019

	
	
	NGO plan/strategy 
	

	
	
	Other 
	

	Audience

	

	
	Audience type
	Specific actors

	
	
	Operational
	Specify here.

	
	X
	Programmatic
	HMG stakeholders 

	
	
	Strategic
	

	
	
	Other
	

	Access
      

	

	 Public (available on research center and other humanitarian platforms)    

	
	X
	Restricted (bilateral dissemination only upon agreed dissemination list, no publication on Ressource or other platforms)

	
	
	Other (please specify)

	Visibility

	HMG and IMPACT logos will be included in all official shared documents. Templates for reporting will be designed as part of the inception phase, shared and approved by HMG. Reports will only be shared with HMG and Partners as agreed in communication plans and following the confidenciality agreement signed between the parties. 

	Dissemination 

	Findings of this research will be agreed with HMG on a bilateral bases. HMG will be in charge in sharing the results of the research with partners. For outcome monitoring, partners will have the opportunity to feedback into the results once the draft report is finalized. Bi annual high level meetings with HMG members are expected to take place. 



2. Background & Rationale
The situation in Syria has significantly deteriorated in 2015 and it is estimated that approximately 250,000 people have been killed since the beginning of the conflict and 6,5 million are internally displaced. An estimated 13.5 million people are now in need of humanitarian assistance and protection, including 4.49 million in hard to reach areas, and some 360,000 in besieged areas. A significant proportion of those in need are children, now estimated at 6 million (2016 Humanitarian Needs Overview). According to UNICEF, 8.7 million people are unable to meet their basic food needs, and 70% of the population lack access to safe drinking water. Community vulnerability has worsened as many essential services, such as health facilities and schools have been closed or are operating at reduced capacity. 
The alarming situation in Aleppo city, as well as the intensification of the conflict in other areas in other regions further impede on access and predictability. This high risk security situation makes it extremely challenging for Her Majesty’s Government (HMG) - including the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (HMG), the Department for International Development (HMG) and the Ministry of Defence (MoD), to effectively monitor the delivery and outcomes of HMG programmes in Syria. Many implementing partners also work with downstream partners and have to largely manage these partners and staff implementing the projects inside Syria remotely. As the project locations are inaccessible due to insecurity, HMG relies predominantly on partner reporting, structured meetings with partners and assessment of their M&E systems in order to track progress.
It is expected that the development and inclusion of a systematic third party monitoring in support of HMG-funded programmes will contribute to increase the accountability and effectiveness of such programmes, by providing a regular, predictable, evidence-based and independent information and support HMG implementing partner agencies in assessing their overall performance. In this context, HMG decided to finance this third party monitoring programme. 

3. Research Objectives
· Overall Objective:
· To inform HMG CSSF programs through qualitative research in Syria.

· Specific Objectives:
· Design and implementation of an output and outcome monitoring framework for HMG and partners operating CSSF funded programmes in Syria. 

4. Research Questions
Research questions have been designed for each of the programs that will be monitored. However, overall this research cycle is looking to answer the following questions: 

· Output monitoring: will look into checking if the items anticipated in the program have been purchased, the staff planned for the activities has been hired, and activities planned implemented as intended. This will be specific to each of the programs monitored, as not all of them will have output monitoring as part of the research cycle. 
· Outcome monitoring: will look into the achievement of specific outcome indicators designed into the Theory of Change of each of the programs. 
· A list of indicators will be added as Annex to the ToRs for each FCO program that will be monitored.
       
Research questions per program: 

a) Tamkeen; Implementing Partner: Adam Smith International (ASI)

The monitoring is based on following research questions (RQ) that were designed by the donor and reviewed/approved by both the implementing and the monitoring parties:

1. Is capacity being built in the Local Council Administrations (LCAs) where the handover is being done, and how? Is there evidence of improved capacity in the planning and management of services/projects?  What are the obstacles to building capacity?
2. How are the handover LCAs consulting the community and civil society? Does this consultation have an effect on the projects? What role are women and minorities playing?
3. What role is the Tamkeen Committee playing in the community post transition? What role do communities think the Tamkeen Committee should play (in future)?


b) Aman Network Program; Implementing Partner Peacebuilding Initiative - CCSD
The Aman Network (AN) contributes towards promoting human security at all levels, as well as building peace capital, contributing to national conversations on the future of Syria, promoting civilian space and stabilisation. 
The program will be monitored mostly at the outcome level, with some limited output monitoring. The monitoring is based on following research questions (RQ) that were designed by the donor and reviewed/approved by both the implementing and the monitoring parties:

1. Has greater reliance on inclusive dialogue-based approach been build? Has cooperation among key local stakeholders and 'across divides' increased? Do Syrians living in the target areas feel more resilient (safer), as they are better able to function in the conflict context?
2. Has the AN's capacity to deliver high-impact human security, social awareness, and civil peace interventions increased?
3. Have relationships been strengthened between AN and a diverse range of partners to enhance programme impact?
4. Has the acceptance of civilian-led initiatives that promote peace and/or dialogue with other sides increased in the target areas?


c) Taallum Program; Implementing Partner: Adam Smith International (ASI)

The program will be monitored mostly at the outcome level, with some limited output monitoring. The monitoring is based on the following research questions (RQ) that were designed by the donor and reviewed/approved by both the implementing and the monitoring parties:

1. What difference is Taallum making to the capacity of EAs and PEDs to prioritize and deliver education services? What works and why? Have counterparts been able to effectively complete modules? Why/why not? What have they learnt? How have they been able to apply this? Why/why not? What is making the biggest different to the capacity of EAs and PEDs, and their ability to deliver education services? What is preventing them from doing their work, including internal and external factors? Has the AN's capacity to deliver high-impact human security, social awareness, and civil peace interventions increased?

1. What difference is Taallum making to conditions for teaching and learning in pilot locations (including in the classrooms)? How have conditions for teaching and learning changed? Why? Why not? What has caused these changes? What are the barriers for parents in sending their children to school? How have these changed? Why? Why not? What has caused these changes?

d) Stabilization Response Mechanism (SRM); Implementing Partner: Adam Smith International (ASI) 
Due to the particular structure of the SRM program, research questions cannot be established as a whole for the entire SRM program but are established on a rolling basis once projects are identified. 

The desired impact of the SRM project is that: Syrians are reassured that there are credible moderate alternatives to extremism and the Assad Regime. In order to ensure maximum flexibility, the methods by which this impact is achieved are not prescribed, but outcomes include:

· Rapid, prioritised and equitable delivery of services supported
· Capacity of Syrian governance institutions and civil society organisations to deliver services increased
· Effective, coordinated and coherent donor response enabled
· Tension reduced and trust built between, and within, communities

In support of this flexible approach, IMPACT has designed a flexible monitoring protocol that ensures appropriate monitoring response, as soon as a project is identified.
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5.1. Methodology overview 
These ToRs contain the overall methodology framework proposed to FCO in the proposal, as well as the specific methodology design for each of the programs that will be monitored. The overall steps followed in the methodology are: 
· Introduction to the partners and the programs, for a good understanding of the objectives, results, and research questions. 
· Selection of outputs and outcomes that will be monitored in each program. 
· Design of the indicators, means of verification, and data collection methods. 
· Design, and piloting of the tools.
· Selection of final locations, training, and full roll out data collection. 

Overall, the monitoring will be organized according to two types of monitoring: output monitoring and outcome monitoring. The output monitoring aims at identifying and verifying that services and activities funded by HMG and implemented by a HMG partner are being effectively delivered and received as initially planned. The outcome monitoring will be directed to evaluate the outcomes of selected programmes implemented in the specific locations.To perform these two types of monitoring, a combination of different methodologies is required, based on the nature of the specific programme to be monitored, the information to be collected, and indicators to be measured. 
In the following monitoring described methodology, it is expected that output monitoring by location will take approximately one day for 2 monitors, whereas outcome monitoring per location will be rather implemented over a 2 to 3 day period including 2 monitors. As much as security and context allow, our teams  will pair one man with one woman in each team to ensure the inclusion of a gender lense to the monitoring. However, the recruitment of women in the context of Syria remains challenging, which means we  may not be in a position to ensure this pairing systematically. This will be discussed with HMG, and, as part of the hiring process, the recruitment of women will be systematically sought. Until now, females have been accordingly identified in each location where they are needed for the implementation of the activities. 

5.2. Population of interest 
Overall, this program will be implemented in six governorates during the three years of the program: Aleppo, Idleb, Rural Damascus, Dara’a, and Quneitra. The final locations of monitoring will be decided upon in discussion with HMG and their partners each quarter. The monitoring will be organized at the community level. 

Secondary data review 
For the purpose of this program, IMPACT will use SDR in order to better understand the scope, scale, objectives, and activities of the programs that will be monitored, as well as a source of information to answer the research questions.
The information selected as SDR will be, among others, project documents produced in the framework of each of the programs; meeting minutes, briefing notes, or documents produced to record meetings; beneficiary lists, supply delivery lists, procurement lists, equipment lists; security reports, from INSO, and other NGOs etc…Other relevant documents will be added in each program as needed. 
For programs documents to be considered, they will have to meet the following criteria: 
· To have been produced within the life of the program being monitored, or in case of evaluations, within 3 to 6 months of the finalization of the program
· Documents in Arabic will have to be provided with an exact translation in English
· Information will have to be relevant to the program being monitored, as well as original – produced in the framework of the program by the partners or the beneficiaries

5.4. Primary Data Collection 
5.4.1 Overall Methodology 
	The methods that will be used overall in this research are: 
Qualitative methods: 
Direct observations (DOs)
The monitors will be trained to use direct observation techniques, which will allow them to record information on what is exactly happening at the monitoring site. Direct observation allows for a more systematic and structure process when using well-designed observation forms. Despite the benefits of direct observation, this method is susceptible to the monitors bias. Combination of this methodology with other qualitative methodologies, as well as a strong training, will minimize this possible bias during the recording of the DOs. Timing is one of the most important aspects in direct observation, as the data collection using this type of method needs to allow for the events or elements that need to be monitored, to be observed. 
The focus of the direct observation in each site or monitoring need to be selective and focused on particular aspects that are agreed and central to the monitoring exercise for which the direct observation method is being used. 
Key informant interviews (KIIs) 
This method is proven to be effective in a context such as Syria, where remote management, lack of accessibility, and a highly volatile and dynamic context impedes probability sampling. In addition, KIIs will be used to collect more quantifiable data as well as to obtain ranking and rating that cannot be obtained through FGDs. IMPACT INITIATIVES will design, in cooperation with HMG, a comprehensive list of key informants per each project and activities that will be monitored. Key informants will be identified based on their level of knowledge of the particular monitoring activity, location and sector to be undertaken, and shall not be considered systematically as direct beneficiaries of the programme. They consist of people who have a direct knowledge and therefore information to share on the programme, like for instance:
· Beneficiaries: those who benefited directly from the activities implemented, as well as those who were directly impacted by these. 
· Individuals that implemented the programs: such as program managers, program officers, key members of specific departments, local councils, etc. 
· Other individuals with knowledge of the action, of its outputs and/ or of its outcomes.
Sampling: purposive sampling of these key informants will be applied based on the expertise of the key informants and the accessibility in each monitoring location. The objective of this type of sampling will be also to obtain information about the effect that the programme has in different key groups that may be affected – or not affected – directly. 
The key informants will provide information corresponding directly to their area of knowledge, thereby mitigating unfunded deductions. The key informants will be given closed to semi structured interview questionnaires – depending on the monitoring activity and the sector being monitored. These key informant interviews align with one of the main intentions of the monitoring process of this programme.
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)
Focus group discussions will take place in specific communities where monitored projects are being implemented. The main objective in using this methodology as part of this programme will be to understand different views and perspectives on the monitored projects as well as the way group dynamics affect views on different issues. 
The purpose of the FGDs will be to explore particular issues that may have been identified either during the design of the monitoring process, or also by previous KIIs, to explore meanings that cannot be explained statistically, and identify a range of views on a topic of interest, as well as grasping potential views that show to be dominating among the group/community. FGDs will take place with people over 18 years of age, both male and female, mobilised in separate sessions, to ensure gender balance representation. Specific trainings of the enumerators, both on the questionnaire and on the topic, will be implemented within weeks before the implementation of the FGDs to ensure that qualitative and usable information is collected. 
Sampling: for FGDs, purposive selection of the participants will be applied, in order to be able to have participants who are the most adequate to answer the questions. Implementing partners will be key in supporting in identifying members of these FGDs. 
FGDs selection of locations will be purposively sampled, based on each of the programs and bilateral discussions with each of the program focal point and HMG. Locations will vary depending on access, implementation of the program, point in time in which the monitoring will take place, among others. FGDs will be between 6 and 10 participants. 
For each of the FGDs within each project, the participants of the FGDs will be selected based on a screening list. In each program, a specific screener will be drafted to better target the participants. However, the main overarching objective criteria will be: 
· Demographics: always over 18 years old.
· Gender: male and female focus group discussions will take place, together or separate, depending on the location and topic. 
· Location.
· Knowledge of the program: how long they have been involved. 
· Category in which they know the program: beneficiaries, participants, stakeholders, implementers, etc. 
Depending on these last two, categories will be developed for the participants to be identified within specific groups that will help the analysis of the information. It is essential that all FGDs avoid including: 
· Beneficiaries/participants from similar programs but not the ones being monitored.
· Beneficiaries /participants that are not currently involved in the programs for personal decision. 
· Beneficiaries/participants who have never been exposed or involved in the program.
· Biased beneficiaries/participants due to their personal relations, participation on specific armed/religious/social groups.
The number of FGDs per location, and type, will be decided in the framework of each program and in each location. This will be influenced by the number of days available for monitoring per program and per location. 
In order to measure data saturation, a saturation grid will be constructed to guide the monitors in the field to check when all the information that is needed for the purpose of the FGD has been collected. This saturation grid will contain on the left the complete list of ideas / topics that need to be discussed, and on the right the number of times/ and if that has been mentioned in the conversation.
The FGD forms will be translated into English and the answers will be coded into categories for its easier analysis into an excel database. This process is outlined in the section Data Analysis below, and specific ToRs for these will be developed. Specific security and safety norms for the implementation of these FGDs will also be implemented, as well as confidentiality rules into the instructions of the questionnaires that the FGDs facilitators will need to carefully consider. 
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Remote data collection methodologies and Area of Origin Network
Because of the dynamic and multi-faceted nature of the Syria crisis, accessibility and security issues will be a constant challenge in maintaining a systematic direct data collection system, whether quantitative or qualitative. As part of this monitoring project and given some projects to be monitored are implemented in hard to reach / non accessible areas, IMPACT may also rely on remote data collection techniques. The use of this technique in the framework of this program will be decided on a case by case scenario together with HMG and their partners. 









5.4.2 Methodology per program
a) Tamkeen Program
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b) Aman Network Program
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c) Taallum Program
[image: ]
d) SRM Program
The particularities of the SRM program will not allow for the definition of indicators to be measured as a whole for the entire SRM program. Under the SRM mechanism, different projects will be submitted by ASI to FCO to be funded under SRM. TPM will apply to these projects if the comply with one or more of the criteria developed by them and approved by FCO – these criteria are: 
a) value greater than 100,000 USD
b) high risk project and/or challenging for SRM to monitor
c) strategic significance to SRM/HMG
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At the inception phase, IMPACT will submit to SRM team the template in which we will develop the indicators for each program that has been approved and is ready to be implemented in Syria. The template can be found in Annex 4. 

5.5. Data Analysis Plan 
The nature of this research will be mainly qualitative, and will involve a lot information collected through open ended questions and semi structured questions. For this reason, the nature of the data collection system and data analysis plan will require a more structured system, lacking the capacity for undertaking direct mobile data collection directly. 
KI – as much as possible, these will be undertaken using mobile data collection. 
FGDs – this will be done through qualitative note taking, translation and coding. 
A methodology framework, with indicators and type of data collection methods, level of aggregation, and target groups will be designed as part of the inception report of this program. That will constitute the core of the analysis plan per each program. 


Preparation for Analysis 

After each data collection session, monitors are debriefed by the team leaders in each of the governorates where data collection has taken place. This first debriefing session will consist in reviewing the questionnaire and making sure all fields have been correctly filled in, and all notes for FGDs are comprehensive and clear. 

Once this first check has taken place, the Database Officer and the Field Assistant, will proceed to check the information on the forms. They will identify any mismatching or strange information, and read through all of forms to make sure everything is correct and clear. When needed, they will organize debriefing sessions on the phone and Skype with the monitors. Data will be triangulated whenever a suspicion of flawless information, or lack of accuracy arise. 

Part of this data check and data cleaning will include back translation in all cases where FGD and open-ended KIIs are implemented are implemented. Once all qualitative information has been translated, sections of the information are back translated into Arabic one more time to make sure the information is accurate. Records of these back translations will be created to make sure the process is documented.

Analysis

Data collected in through close ended questions (both by DO and KIIs) will be in the shape of short yes/no or categorical answers. Still, some coding will be necessary in order to assign number/symbols to answers categories. During this process, the same code will be given to common responses, irrespective of the question (Don’t know = 8; refuse to answer = 9; etc.). Codes will be then compiled into a code book, to ensure the database can be easily read and analyzed.  

The database will be then submitted to a descriptive analyses process in order find possible relationships between variables. For this purpose, the analysis will include calculation of frequencies (counts) and percentages of answers for example. Data will be also broken down by the different target groups and other relevant features (gender, profession, institution the person is affiliated to, etc.) in order to better explore possible relationships between variables. 


The analysis of data collected in the qualitative text notes (both FGDs and KIIs) will rely on field notes taken by monitors during the interview/discussion, as well as on the monitors’ post-FGD debriefing. All notes of FGDs and KIIs will be manually coded. Notes will be split into sentences then divided according to the key QR and indicators that the research intends to address - when specific answers concern multiple RQ/indicators. At this stage, the analysis started by identifying key issues in each QR/indicators and defining brief summaries accordingly. The analysis will focus on: 

· Frequency:  the analysis takes into account how many times issues were reported by FGD and KII participants.  However, as per best practice in qualitative research, frequency has not been associated with higher or lower importance. Frequency will inform the analysis on how much these specific issues are spread amongst the research target groups.
· Specificity: more emphasis will be given to specific, detailed issues that were reported, always taking into account bias of the respondents
· Emotion and behaviours: more weight will be assigned to themes and comments that participants reported that showed enthusiasm, passion or intensity, as well as to the ones that they seem to appear indifferent to. 
· Extensiveness: extensiveness of comments will be linked to how many different participants have reported a specific comment or issue.

The following analytical framework will be used during the analysis[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  The analysis framework is adapted from Krueger–Casey,Focus Group Discussions, 2009, Sage Publications] 


Constant Comparison will be used to identify patterns and discover relationship between ideas and concepts and to understand the different trends and to identify common opinions among TC or LAC members, CSO representatives. In order to do that, that analysis will be processed through three major stages:

· Open Coding: all collected data will be consolidated into small units and a code, or description will be attached to each small unit.
· Axial Coding: small units will be aggregated into categories according to their codes. For instance, a category for “Guidelines and Forms” will be created by associating coding such as “Procurement”, “Budget and Finance”.
· Selective Coding:  one or more thematic will be identified by grouping categories.  For instance the thematic “Process and Protocols” will be identified by associating “Guidelines and Forms” and “MoU Process”

     Table 2: Constant Comparison analysis steps 
	Steps
	Action
	Description
	Purpose 

	S1
	Open Coding
	Data is consolidated into small units and labeled with a code
	Re-organize large amount of qualitative data 

	S2
	Axial Coding
	Small units are aggregated into categories according to their codes
	Aggregate the different pieces of data into larger categories 

	S3
	Selective Coding
	Themes are identified by groups of categories
	Identify larger thematic areas to which the different categories are related to 




This analysis approach will serve as proxy for theoretical sampling. It will help identifying if themes that emerged from a specific groups or individual are relevant to other groups or individuals. This approach also assists analysis to quickly reach data saturation, therefore saving time and resources. For this purpose, the FGD analysis will be done just after each day of data collection to track data saturation. Once enough data is obtained, the FGD’s will be re-oriented in order to collect data that may still missing. 

Even though data will be heavily coded for analysis purposes, the report will contain the most significant participants’ statements when possible and relevant. Quoting the verbatim will be used to illustrate the main themes emerged from the analysis as well as to enhance readability of the report. 

Key concept analysis will be used to analyse individual interviews. Individual surveys to identify key issues and to better understand specific participants’ perceptions on the TC handover process. After the completion of the constant comparative analysis, the identified categories and summary will be tested against the KIIs findings. Hierarchy of problematic findings will be defined and contradicting comments were addressed.

6. Product Typology

[bookmark: _Toc377979131][bookmark: _Toc377979262][bookmark: _Toc377995761]The products that will be delivered under the current programme will be:
Table 1: Type and number of products to be delivered 
	Type of Product
	Number of Product(s) in 3 years
	Additional information

	Inception report (6 weeks to 2 months after the signature of the contract)
	1

	The report will include the revised work plan for the whole contract, final budget, final quarterly/annual payment plan, final key performance indicators and risk matrix, quarterly financial and bi-annual narrative reporting templates, refined methodology for the monitoring visits and the remote monitoring, data management plan as weel as monitoring tools of all output and outcome monitoring. 


	Report after each monitoring wave 
	1 per monitoring wave
	Reports summarising key output monitoring findings. Each implementing partner will have two weeks to correct any factual inaccuracies based on empirical evidence before a final version is finalized and shared.


	Report for outcome monitoring (bi-annual)
	5
	Analytical reports on programmes outcomes. The reports will be verbally presented in meetings to members of the FCO programmes.


	Final report (bi-annual)
	5
	Reports no longer than 10 pages summarizing key findings from the monitoring activities for the previous six months. The reports will be presented verbally to the programmer’s steering group and other stakeholders from the FCO, DFID and the MoD. The reports will include a section on lessons learned that will intend to feed into the second year of the contract.


	Meetings (bi-annual)
	5
	Meetings with DFID and FCO focal points at HQ level on monitoring progress and potential challenges. These meetings will be scheduled based on both IMPACT and DFID key staff availability.


	Aggregated database with collected data (bi-annual)
	5
	Complete database as well as analysis workbooks and visuals will be adequately stored and submitted at the end of each six months work plan.


	Mapping of the locations of the monitoring and progress.

	ns
	The number of maps, contents and frequency will be discussed with FCO during the inception phase as well as on an ongoing basis, based on the needs of the program. 

	Sources of verification of monitoring activities (bi-annual

	ns
	Various material such as pictures, videos, questionnaires filled in, etc., that will be adequately stored and submitted to FCO on a regular basis, as agreed during the inception phase.



7. Management arrangements and work plan
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Core IMPACT Initiatives programme team: 
IMPACT Syria operations are managed by dedicated international and national staff in Turkey and Jordan. This project will be managed by two hubs, one based in Gaziantep (Turkey) and a second hub based in Amman (Jordan), covering the north and the south areas of Syria respectively:
Northern Syria team 

· IMPACT INITIATIVES Assessment Manager, Syria Crisis (expatriate, part time): will oversee the assessment cycle in country, as well as will liaise with HMG and external actors. Will supervise the overall monitoring and validation of surveys, materials, and reports. The Assessment Manager has an assessment, research, and management background, with focus in research in conflict countries in the MENA region. 
· IMPACT INITIATIVES Syria Assessment Officer (expatriate, full time): supervised by the Assessment Manager, will coordinate and ensure the implementation of the assessment, including design of the tools, implementation of data collection, cleaning, analysis, and reporting. The Assessment Officer has a qualitiative research background, including monitoring and assessment expertise, with an emphasis in social sciences, and good command of excel and other analytical tools, as well as in information management. 
· IMPACT INITIATIVES Database / GIS Officer (national, part time): will support the data collection and data entry process; liaise with the team leaders for debriefing sessions, and collect and organize questionnaires from the field. This position also supports on back translations and language checks. The Database Officer has a technical background in Information Technology, including databases and mapping. 
· IMPACT INITIATIVES Field Coordinator (national, part time): supervised by the Assessment Officer, he will support on the liaising with the team leaders, organize the monitoring visit schedules, as well as follow up on the data collection monitoring. The Field Coordinator has a background on monitoring and evaluation as well as engineering and coordination of teams in the field. 
· IMPACT INITIATIVES Field Assistant (national, part time): supervised by the Field Coordinator, this position is in charge of all the monitors HR support, master tracker data entry and cleaning, translation of questionnaires and back translation, as well as support to the Field Coordinator. The field assistant has a background on monitoring and evaluation, data collection and data management, HR support to field teams, among others. 

· IMPACT INITIATIVES Field Coordinator (national, full time): supervised by the Assessment Officer in Amman, she will support on the liaising with the team leaders, organize the monitoring visit schedules, as well as follow up on the data collection monitoring. 

The presence of the team in Amman is part of a current scale up that IMPACT will implement to work in areas of sourthern Syria. 

Inside Syria team:

Field Team leaders – 5: supervised by the the IMPACT team in Gaziantep and Amman. Team leaders will coordinate and supervise the data collection process in each of the governorates; the field monitors will be supervised directly at the field level by the field team leaders. The field team leaders in Syria are among the most experienced people withing the team in each governorate. 
· Field monitors – to implement the data collection in the selected areas in each of the governorates in Syria. All IMPACT team leaders and monitors benefitted from multiple trainings that covered topics like team structure, roles and responsibilities of the monitors, monitoring types and techniques, the use of KoBoCollect, the code of conduct as well as safety and security in the field. The same training is followed by any new monitor joining the team. In addition, trainings are carried out on a regular basis to  refresh the main concepts of the monitoring process, to review lessons learned and best practices, as well as to learn using new tools and techniques.  




Organigram 
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Responsible: the person(s) who execute the task
Accountable: the person who validate the completion of the task and is accountable of the final output or milestone
Consulted: the person(s) who must be consulted when the task is implemented
Informed: the person(s) who need to be informed when the task is completed

RACI matrix has been included in Annex 11. 

7.2. Resources: HR, Logistic and Financial 
This research cycle has a total budget of 833,400 GBP for a total duration of three years. This budget includes all HR and logistical resources to make possible the research as outlined in the proposal and in these ToRs. 

Hiring and HR policies 

IMPACT monitors team is a long standing team of professional data collectors that are a core part of the IMPACT team in Syria. With more than two years of experience in Syria, they have been trained and working in assessments, research, monitoring and various data collection techniques since 2013. IMPACT’s policy of professional development, as well as quality on duty and responsibility of the work it does in Syria influences the definition of its policies for hiring monitors. Some of these principles are: 

· IMPACT Initiatives hires staff with at least a high school degree, and mostly with college degrees – although in some cases, unfinished given the war outbreak.
· All staff hired must sign our IMPACT Initiatives and ACTED code of conduct and adhere to it, both in English and Arabic. Any proven break of the principles outlined, as well as other included principles on a project by project basis, will imply the suspension of the contract. 
· All hired staff must submit a passport copy, or, in case expired, any sort of ID that can prove identity. 
· IMPACT Initiatives does not hire members of the same family, with the exception of the gender inclusion in teams for the purpose of monitoring. In this case, female siblings, wifes, female cousins may be hired upon check of their suitability and background for the work. Independent salaries in this case are still paid for each of the individuals for the work performed. 
· A formal vetting process is done upon hiring of each new staff. Candidates are security-screened twice by ACTED HQ both at the beginning of the selection process and before a formal job offer is issued in order to minimize the risk of hiring staff involved in terrorism activities. This vetting process is done in compliance with ACTED anti-terrorism .
· Certificates of completion of work are filled and signed at the end of each month for all monitors, as proof of work and as proof of their salary payslip. 
· In case of non renewal of a contract, an evaluation form is filled by the field coordination, after discussion with the team leader in the respective governorate, to cancel the particular contract. Specific reasons on misconduct or wrongly work have to be outlined in the evaluation form. 

IMPACT Initiatives follows an equal employment opportunity policy, based on the merit and qualifications of the staff in the Turkey / Jordan based offices, as well as anti-harassment and anti-discrimination policies that are intended to prosecute any moral or sexual harassment, or any type of discrimination. 

Geographical coverage 

IMPACT will monitor HMG Implementing Partners in two areas of Syria.
· North-West Syria: primary in the governorates of Idlib and Aleppo, and Hama. The locations have been discussed with HMG during the inception phase planning and will be discussed as well as at the beginning of each of the 6 month workplans. 
· Southern Syria: mainly in the governorate of Dara’a and Rural Damascus

IMPACT will not cover any areas in Damascus, Government or ISIL controlled areas. Specific discussions on a case by case scenario will take place with HMG in case new locations are identified. 

7.3. Work plan 
Full work plan has been developed for this research cycle and it is attached in Annex 6. 
1. TIMELINE AND WORKPLANS 

This programme will take place for two years and is broken down into four periods of six month workplans. The workplan included in this proposal outlines the timeline for the inception phase – six weeks – and the first six months. During the third party monitoring lifetime, there will be a total number of 434 man days of monitoring in 33 months.
Table 9 - Design and implementation of research and/or monitoring and evaluation (M&E) activities across the Syria HMG
	
	
	Months 0-8
	Months 9-14
	Months 15-20
	Months 21-26
	Months 27-33
	Total

	Output 1
	Days allocated to monitoring visits
	94[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The original number of monitoring days for the first workplan was reduced in agreement with HMG to take into consideration the GBP devaluation] 

	85
	85
	85
	85
	

	
	Output monitoring reports
	2[footnoteRef:3] [3:  The frequency of reporting for the first workplan was reduced in agreement with HMG to take into consideration the GBP devaluation] 

	to be defined
	to be defined
	to be defined
	to be defined
	

	
	Biannual outcome monitoring reports
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	
	Biannual progress report and presentation to the Syria CSSF Board 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	




Timeline 

The overall programme is designed in the different phases outlined below. 

	Phase 1 – Inception phase

	June - July, 2016
	Inception Phase (2 months)

	Phase 2 – Implementation phase

	September– March , 2017
	Implementation of workplan 1 (7 months)

	April - October, 2017
	Implementation of workplan 2 (6 months)

	November , 2017 – April, 2018
	Implementation of workplan 3 (6 months)

	May - September, 2018
	Implementation of workplan 4 (6 months)

	October 2018 – March 2019
	Implementation of workplan 5 (6 months)

	Phase 3 – Closure phase

	April, 2019
	Closure of contract 




Before the beginning of a new monitoring phase, IMPACT will develop a detailed workplan outlining program activities (meeting with implementing partners, development or review of indicators, tools and protocols), monitoring activities (site visits for each implementing partners) and reporting activities (including output, outcome and progress reports) that will take place during each phase. In the framework of the inception phase, IMPACT has already developed such a plan for the first implementation phase (September 2016 -March 2017). The document is attached in Annex 6-7-8. 
By the beginning of workplan 2, all the original projects will have been introduced into the monitoring programme. The Syria CSSF portfolio may also have changed by the start of workplan 2. Therefore projects in the monitoring programme will be reviewed in cooperation with HMG. For those projects undergoing a second wave of monitoring in workplan 2 and in further workplans, review meetings between HMG, IMPACT and the project implementing partner will take place to review the research questions, indicators, project activities and protocols. 


8. Risks & Assumptions	
Table 3: List of risks and mitigating action
	Risk
	Mitigation Measure

	Active conflict in areas where the activities are located impede access to the location for monitoring (medium/ high)

	· Security monitoring and flexibility in the work plan
· Allow for monitoring in the locations at different times 

	Conflict in areas where monitoring is scheduled delays the monitoring and present direct threats to staff in Syria (medium/ high)

	· Security monitoring and flexibility in the work plan
· Safety and security training for all monitors

	Security / safety  incidents in Turkey and Jordan impede normal implementation of the program (low)
	· Security and safety plan is regularly revised to take into account potential developments. 
· Security and safety procedures are followed by the staff in all offices and areas of operation


	Difficulties and / or delays in communication between the implementing partner field focal point and IMPACT staff (medium/ low)
	· Planning during inception date on communication schedules and continuous follow up facilitate planning the monitoring visits on time 
· FCO team involvement in communication and follow up with the implementing partner 


	Discrepancies among the information received from partner and the field focal point in the services provided delay the monitoring process (low)

	· Verification by IMPACT of the information provided by the implementing partners at early stages of the process assures correct location of services 

	Absence of IMPACT monitors in the specific location of the monitoring (low)

	· IMPACT to discuss with FCO team potential alternatives for remote monitoring and other networks to join the monitoring 

	Lack of understanding from FCO partners of the objectives and goals of the third party monitoring (low)
	· IMPACT and FCO will plan inception meetings with all partners involved
· IMPACT will have open communication channels with the implementing partners during the monitoring process
· Documents available for partners with the overview of the methodology and the objectives of Third Party Monitoring 


	Limited responses on household level surveys and other types of surveys (low)
	· Clear explanation of goals and objectives of the surveys
· Identification of alternative households and respondents to be interviewed following a same methodological procedure


	Potential bias in the information collected by the monitors due to the limited number of sources (low)
	· Combination of methodologies to collect different information that reflects different points of view 
· Assure the diversity of the informants, FGDs subjects, areas etc.  


	Lack of recognition and / or implementation of the monitoring activities (medium) 
	· Training on monitoring principles 
· Signature of principles and core values by project facilitators
· Clear Standard Operational Procedures for field teams 
[bookmark: _GoBack]

	Lack of technical project facilitators’ understanding of particular questions in a given assessment – monitoring by the field teams (low/ medium)
	· Technical training and debriefings for each of the tools and monitoring types 
· Trainings implemented in Arabic, and all materials provided in Arabic 
· Standard monitoring tools are piloted before the full implementation 
· Continuous follow up with project facilitators during implementation 


	Gender bias in the information collected due to the lack of female monitors hired (medium/ low)
	· Hiring policies adjusted to increment the likelihood to hire females. 
· Inclusion of female interviews as much as possible 



Table 4: List of key assumptions
	Key assumptions

	

	Pre identified physically accessible locations remain accessible during the implementation of the programme.
Pre identified none physically accessible locations are accessible through alternative remote data collection methods. 
Information about activities – when, where, and how- are made available to IMPACT on time to be able to carry out the monitoring.
Beneficiary lists and/or information about beneficiaries are made available ahead of time to collect data and monitor. 



The Risk Log can be found in Annex 9. 
8. Monitoring and Evaluation
9. Table 5: Monitoring and evaluation targets
	Objective
	Indicator
	Target overall program
	Data collection methodology

	HMG is informed about the TPM monitoring process, first workplan, budget, and tools
	# of inception reports; 
	1
	Output tracking

	HMG is informed about each workplan 
	# of workplans each quarter 
	5
	Output tracking 

	HMG is informed about the outcomes of its interventions
	# of reports for outcome monitorings
# of final reports
# of minutes of bi-annual meetings
	1 per monitoring wave
5

5
	Output tracking

	HMG is informed about the outputs of its interventions

	# of reports for outcome monitoring
	1 per monitoring wave
	Output tracking

	HMG is provided with all data collected by TPM
	# of aggregated database with collected data
	5
	Output tracking

	
HMG is satisfied with the monitoring process and its outcomes 
	# satisfaction surveys from HMG members involved and aware of the TPM process
	At least 5
	Outcome tracking 

	IPs are satisfied with the monitoring process and its outcomes 
	# satisfaction surveys from IP focal points involved and aware of the TPM process
	8
	Outcome tracking



10. Documentation Plan
Information will be stored in soft copies, and essential documents will be stored in hard copies in a folder which will be located in the IMPACT/REACH office in Antakya. 
The hard copies stored will be:
· Donor Contract 
· MOU IMPACT – ACTED 
· TORs, including final tools, and relevant documents
· Meeting minutes, including KOM 
· Reports
Additionally, the documents that will be produced in the framework of this program are:
· Inception report (1)
· Monitoring reports, per wave)
· Final report (5)
· Minutes of biannual meetings (5)
· Aggregated database with collected data (5)
· Sources of verification of monitoring activities (ns)
· Mapping of the locations of the monitoring and progress (ns)
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1. Tamkeen Monitoring Matrix
2. PCI Monitoring Matrix 
3. Taallum Monitoring Matrix 
4. SRM Indicator Template Matrix 
5. Data Management Plan 
6. Monitoring Workplan 
7. Development Workplan 
8. Reporting Workplan 
9. Risk Log
10. Questionnaire/Tools
11. RACI Matrix 
12. Budget 
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ANNEX 1: Tamkeen Monitoring matrix
[image: ]
 


ANNEX 2: PCI Monitoring matrix
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[image: ]ANNEX 3: Taallum Monitoring matrix




ANNEX 4 : SRM Indicator Template 
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ANNEX 5: Data management plan
	
	

	Administrative Data

	Project Name
	Syria conflict, stability and security fund independent monitoring programme

	Donor
	HMG 

	Project Description




	This Third Party Monitoring programme aims at ‘’performing a monitoring function on behalf of HMG to provide information that will assess the effective delivery of projects, contribute to improved project design, inform HMG-funded evaluations and support the evidence base of what works and what doesn’t work in this type of context’’. This program will monitor the interventions from at least six HMG partners in different locations inside Syria as part of eight HMG programs. 

	Project Data Contacts
	Ana Garcia, Assessment Manager, Syria Crisis (ana.garcia@impact-initiatives.org)

	DMP Version
	Version 1 (8 July 2016)

	Related Policies
	Data management plan based on models and standards developed by the Digital Curation Centre (DCC), http://www.dcc.ac.uk, with overarching strategy drawn from the HMG core document on data management, record-keeping & monitoring, https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/181176/HMGResearch-Open-and-Enhanced-Access-Policy.pdf.

	Data Collection

	What data will you collect or create?
	· The monitoring process will aim at collecting data both on outputs and outcomes of Syria HMG Conflict, Security and Stability Fund (CSSF) programme. The output monitoring will collect data to verify that services and activities funded by HMG and implemented by its partners are being effectively delivered and received as planned. The outcome monitoring will collect data in order to better understand the outcomes of selected programmes implemented in specific locations.
· Data collection tools will be designed in DOCX format and then stored as both DOCX and PDF files upon final validation from HMG. Each tool will be then translated into KoBo forms. 
· The data collected by the enumerators through KoBo will be exported each month to XLSX format and properly stored (see Storage and Backup section).
· All information collected in qualitative text notes will be coded into categories to be able to analyse them in an Excel database. The coding categories will be defined by the Assessment Officer and reviewed by the Assessment Manager to ensure their relevance.
· All data collected as part of the Third-Party Monitoring project will be original. For the purposes of spatial analysis, this data will be combined with pre-existing spatial data from OCHA and other sources. Each data source will be properly referenced. 


	How will the data be collected or created?
	· Data will be collected through a combination of different qulitative methodologies, depending on the nature of the specific programme to be monitored, the information to be collected, and indicators to be measured. The methodologies will include Direct observation (DO), Key informant interviews (KIIs), as well as Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Area of Origin methodology (AoO) in particular cases. 
· Depending on the intervention to monitor, IMPACT will design appropriate monitoring based on a final validated list of indicators that is developed after reviewing the information corresponding to each of the programs to be monitored. For each of those indicators, questions will be developed.
· IMPACT will lead the technical design of the indicators and tools, based on the project documents that HMG and each of the implementing partner will share with IMPACT during the inception phase. For each subsequent monitoring wave, IPs will be asked to submit updated programme documentation and meet with IMPACT to review the research questions and indicators in the orignal project monitoring matrix to determine where changes are required. IMPACT will then revise as appropriate, and revisions reviewed by the relevant HMG staff and the IP.
· IMPACT will submit an initial draft of the indicators to HMG and the partners, and of the tools to HMG during the inception phase of the contract. Initial draft tools in English will be sent to HMG for feedback and inclusion of of additional information that is requested. In some cases, IMPACT will also ask IPs to review the language used in tools. IMPACT will compile all feedback and produce final versions of the tools in both English and Arabic which shall be signed off by HMG by the end of the inception phase (and in subsequent phases for projects being introduced into the programme beyond workplan 1A).  
· IMPACT staff will translate the questionnaires, which are checked after by the Field Assistant for a double check in language. After this, questionnaires are checked and reviewed by the Team leaders in Syria to make sure they are ready to be implemented for the pilot, with no mistakes, and no missing or contradictory information.
· All tools that will be used are piloted by IMPACT at least two days before the full data collection is rolled out, both at office and field level, to make sure that the enumerators master the questionnaire and potential issues arise before the beginning of the data collection process. 
· For some projects, IMPACT and HMG will agree to conduct monitoring visits without setting a specific date in advance with the implementing partner. Other projects may require to set in advance a time and date for the visit. This will be determined as part of initial discussions in relation with each work plan and recorded in the individual project monitoring protocols.
· One the methodology has been defined, appropriate tools developed and tested, as well as the location, day and time of the monitoring activity has been confirmed (if needed), IMPACT monitors will proceed with data collection.
· Data collection process will be closely followed by the Field Coordinator and the Field Assistant. A master list for all HMG projects in the programmes will be created to track all the monitoring stages per each of the programs and per type of monitoring waves (outcome or output). Each of the monitoring is classified and labelled Ongoing, On Hold, or Security (if the activities are suspended for security reasons) and Cancelled.
· The KOBO mobile data platform will be used for data collection where feasible through close-ended questionnaires. Observers will directly enter data into an encrypted, password-protected KoBo account via web browsers and the KoBoCollect mobile app. 
· Yet some type of monitoring and methodology, security conditions and the low adaptability of certain forms into KOBO, will require data collection to be done on paper forms. 
· When data collection will be done through paper questionnaires that will be handed over to the team leaders, who will scan all forms with their smartphone and send them to the Field Coordinator, who will insert all questionnaires into KOBO Collect server online. 


	How will the data be cleaned and triangulated?
	· After each data collection session, monitors are debriefed first by the team leaders in each of the governorates where data collection has taken place. This first debriefing session will consist in reviewing the questionnaire and making sure all fields have been correctly filled in, and all notes for FGDs are comprehensive and clear. 
· Once this first check has taken place, the Database Officer and the Field Assistant, will proceed to check the information on the forms. They will identify any mismatching or strange information, and read through all of forms to make sure everything is correct and clear. When needed they will organize debriefing sessions on the phone and Skype with the monitors.
· Part of this data check and data cleaning will include back translation in all cases where FGD are implemented. Once all qualitative information has been translated from the FGDs, sections of the information are back translated into Arabic one more time to make sure the information is accurate. Records of these back translations will be created to make sure the process is documented.
· All information collected in the qualitative text notes will be coded into categories to be able to analyze them in an excel database. The coding categories will be defined by the Assessment Officer and reviewed by the Assessment Manager to ensure their relevance. 
· Data will be triangulated whenever a suspicion of flawless information, or lack of accuracy arise. Additionally, the Area of Origin network will be utilized to triangulate information collected in communities through other means, mainly for the outcome monitoring. This will be discussed along the project between HMG and IMPACT as the program evolves. 
· A confidence rating system will be applied to each individual variable when triangulating data from several AoO KI reporting on the same village, based on the level of expertise that each key informant type is expected to hold within the area of investigation where they have provided information. When presenting results at sub-district levels or above, the average confidence level of KIs reporting on each individual variable will be declared.
· Reliability of data collected remotely will inevitably be lower than where direct data collection methods are used. To ensure data gathered through this exercise can be used as far as possible while accounting for varying degrees of reliability, two key measures are privileged as part of AoO. 1) Data is collected at the lowest possible administrative unit level, the village/neighbourhood level, to ensure that the area for which key informants are providing information corresponds directly to their actual area of knowledge, thereby mitigating unfounded deductions. 2) The level of coverage (proportion of villages assessed) will be declared for each variable when results are presented.
· Following the cleaning process, the Database Officer will export clean in XLSX format. Each export will be digitally archived (see Storage and Backup).

	Documentation and Metadata

	What documentation and metadata will accompany the data?



	· Metadata on the times of data entry and data export are automatically generated by KoBo for each data collection form submitted.
· Other metadata for each data collection form submitted, including the name and code number of the enumerator, the event monitored, the date and place of monitoring, and preliminary information on KIs and FGD participants, will be manually entered into KoBo by the enumerators.
· Data sets provided to HMG will be equipped with a “readme” tab detailing the contents of the file, overall information about the TPM project and any other information necessary to interpret the dataset. 
· As no one outside approved staff from IMPACT and HMG project teams will be permitted to access TPM data, there are no large-scale plans for systematic metadata creation for the benefit of outside users. Sharing the information will be subject to the confidentiality agreement signed between HMG and IMPACT. 

	Ethics and Legal Compliance

	How will you manage any ethical issues?

Note:  Informed consent, anonymization, striking records, aggregation…
	· To protect the anonymity of respondents, data will be accessible only by IMPACT and HMG staff members who have been previously granted access to the data. It will not be shared with any party outside these organizations or staff that does not have been granted with access
· IMPACT will associate to each of the responders an anonymous code that will replace their names on the questionnaires and database. This will protect the basic personal information like names, job titles, age and gender of the KIs and FGD participants that will recorded by the monitors. No further personal information about these key informants will be collected or uploaded to KoBo.
· Contact information for these KIs and FGD participants, which is necessary for the Field Coordinator to inform them of upcoming monitoring visits, will be recorded in a spreadsheet shared by email only with IMPACT and HMG staff members who are directly involved with TPM. This information will not be disseminated further under any circumstance.

	How will you manage copyright and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) issues?

	· All data collected and analysed as part of the TPM project will be owned by HMG. All rights to this data are reserved to HMG. 
· No part of the TPM data or the analysis thereof will be shared, except internally with IMPACT and HMG staff members who are directly involved with the TPM project. No permission will be granted to any other party for the use or reuse of this data unless previously agreed by HMG.



	Storage and Backup

	How will the data be stored and backed up during the research?

How will you manage access and security?



	· All IMPACT staff laptops, mobile devices and email accounts will be password-protected, while personal laptops are not allowed for work as a general rule.
· Collected data will be protected in the encrypted, password-protected account on KoBo. The password to this account will be provided only to IMPACT staff members who are working directly on the TPM programme.
· Data will be exported on a monthly basis for backups on external drives, one in the field office and one in the Geneva HQ office. The database files will be encrypted and the encryption password shared only with IMPACT staff directly involved in the TPM program.
· When collected on a paper form, the original data collection forms will be physically archived by IMPACT’s team leaders in Syria for a period of no more than three months. This period is necessary to allow the Field Coordinator and Database Officer to follow up on any anomalies in the reported data. At the end of two months, the team leaders will destroy the original forms to avoid undue risks.
· IMPACT Turkey hosts the data temporarily on its server for the purpose of the analysis only. Once monitoring event is over, and data is validated, data will be stored in IMPACT HQ Geneva’s password-protected server, to which only specifically designated people based in Geneva office will have access. The data will be stored as a safe copy for HMG in case this is needed. The database files themselves will be encrypted and the encryption password shared only with IMPACT staff directly involved in the TPM program. Data will therefore be stored there until the end of the TPM, once all databases will be definitely transfer to HMG.
· After the transfer to IMPACT HQ Geneva’s server, data will be erase both from IMPACT Turkey’s server and KoBo account.
· IMPACT Turkey staff who will be in need to access this data will need to obtain a specific individual and time bound authorization, from Geneva IMPACT HQ officer in charge. No data will be retrieved without specific authorization.
· IMPACT is in the process of securing a space on the server of the European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN). As part of the REACH initiative (operated jointly with UNOSAT), IMPACT benefits from a dedicated space on the CERN server, which is highly protected against potential external cyber-attacks. Once this space is secured, all data will be store there, instead of on IMPACT HQ Geneva’s conventional server. 


	Selection and Preservation

	Which data should be retained, shared, and/or preserved?


	· All data archives will be retained indefinitely on IMPACT HQ Geneva’s password-protected server (on CERN’s one, once ready) and on an external hard drive, which is to be kept in a locked storage cabinet to which only specifically designated people based in Geneva office will have access.

	What is the long-term preservation plan for the dataset?
	· As all collected data will be retained indefinitely on IMPACT HQ Geneva’s server (on CERN’s one, once ready), there are no specific financial of logistics considerations which might impact the long‐term management of the data.

	Data Sharing

	How will you share the data? Are any restrictions on data sharing required?

	· IMPACT will send to HMG on the raw data collected from all the regular monitoring exercises at the end of each monitoring cycle (every six months). The raw data will be organized into an aggregated Excel Sheet per program and separated per monitoring type
· No part of the TPM data or the analysis thereof will be shared, except internally with IMPACT and HMG staff members who have been granted approval. 
· No permission will be granted to any other party for the use or reuse of this data.


	Responsibilities

	Who will be responsible for data management?
	· The Assessment Officer will be responsible for creating, drafting and revising the data management plan, under the direct supervision of GIS Global Manager and Assessment Manager. He/she will also create data documentation and share data as needed with HMG and IMPACT Geneva HQ.
· The Field Coordinator will be responsible for ensuring that data is consistently collected by IMPACT monitors through KoBo, as well as for communicating any relevant changes in data management policy to IMPACT monitors and team leaders.
· When data is collected on paper forms, the Field Coordinator will ensure that the forms are properly scanned by IMPACT monitors, uploaded into regular KoBo forms and transferred to the Database Officer.
· The Database Officer will be responsible for ensuring full staff compliance with the data management plan on a day-to-day basis, and particularly for maintaining the KoBo server and ensuring regular backups of all project files to an external drive.
· Once the data analysis is completed, the Assessment Officer will be in charge of transferring all data to IMPACT Geneva HQ.
· A specifically designated person at IMPACT Geneva HQ will be responsible to store data both on an external drive and on the office server (on the CERN’s one once ready). This person will also be in charge of giving specific individual and time bound authorization to IMPACT Turkey staff to retrieve data, if needed.

· Once the transfer and storage in IMPACT Geneva is done, the Assessment Officer will be in charge of erasing data from KoBo and the IMPACT Turkey’s server.
· The Assessment Manager will be responsible for negotiating any significant changes to the above data management plan or data sharing policies in close collaboration with HMG.
· All staff members are responsible for password-protecting their laptops and mobile devices and keeping all account passwords confidential.


	
	


Adapted from: DCC. (2013). Checklist for a Data Management Plan. v.4.0. Edinburgh: Digital Curation
Centre. Available online: http://www.dcc.ac.uk/resources/data-management-plans
ANNEX 6: Monitoring workplan
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ANNEX 8: Reporting workplan
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ANNEX 10: Questionnaire(s) / Tool(s)

Tools per program : 


a) Tamkeen; Implementing Partner: Adam Smith International (ASI)

0. Tool for FGD with Local Administrative Council (LAC) and Tamkeen Committee (TC)
0. Tool for FGD with representatives of local CSOs
0. Tool for FGD with representatives of local women CSOs
0. Tool for KII with for LAC members
0. Tool for KII with TC members
0. Tool for DO for LAC projects

b) Aman Network Program; Implementing Partner Peacebuilding Initiative – CCSD
1. Tool for FGD with local community stakeholders
2. Tool for KII with local AN partners
3. Tool for KII with CCSD staff
4. Tool for KII with AN volunteers

c) Taallum Program; Implementing Partner: Adam Smith International (ASI)
1. Tool for FGD with PED and EA representatives
2. Tool for KII with teachers and school leaders
3. Tool for KII with Taallum field staff 

All tools can be found in the REACH Resource Centre.
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PROGRAM: TAMKEEN 

PARTNER: ADAM SMITH INTERNATIONAL 

LOCATIONS: Eastern Aleppo City,  Marrat al Neuman – Idleb ,  Jizeh, Der'a

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE: long term good governance practises in opposition - held areas in Syria through participatory delivery of services

TYPE: CIVIL SOCIETY PROGRAM 

MONITORING: Output and Limited Outcome ; 3 days of monitoring for both types

Output 1 Formation of participatory bodies for administering; 

Output 2 Tamkeen Committees able to assess, plan, budget, provide oversight of funds 

Output 3 Tamkeen Committees better able to monitor and evaluate their service delivery; 

Output 4 Improve women's meaningful participation; 

Output 5 Increasing levels of coordination with Provincial Councils

Monitoring of Cycle IV - handover between Tamkeen Committees and LACs 

Workplan 

1. Without extra time and grants funding

Project end

Apr Nov

Existing communities Planning Implementation Eval

New communities (north) Formation Planning Implementation Eval

New communities (south) Formation PlanningImplementation Eval

Aug Sept Oct

OUTPUTS program: 

May June July
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PROGRAM: Improving Human Security and Building Peace Capital in Syria

PARTNER: Peaceful Change initiative

LOCATIONS: Aleppo, Daraa, Rural Damascus, Hama, Hasakah, Idlib, Latakia, Raqqah

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE: Support to Political Process and Moderate Voices Programme 

TYPE: CIVIL SOCIETY PROGRAM 

MONITORING: Output and Outcome ; 4 days of monitoring for both types

Output 1  Greater capacity of Aman Network to coordinate human security /conflict mitigation initiatives, 

due to (1) increased skills of individual participants and (2) clearer processes for communication between Aman Network and local /national interlocutors 

Output 2 Human security / peace initiatives delivered through partnerships between Aman Network members and relevant local decision-makers/ influencers, in line with best practice in transformational leadership

Output 3 Sufficient support for civilian initiatives that promote peace and /or dialogue with ‘the other sides’ (as measured by a lack of violent responses)

Workplan 

1. Without extra time and grants funding

Project end

Existing communities Planning Implementation Evaluation

New communities (north) Formation Planning Implementation Evaluation

New communities (south) Formation Planning Implementation Eval

Oct Nov Dec Jul Aug Sept

OUTPUTS program: 

Apr May Jun Mar
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PROGRAM: Taallum Initiative

PARTNER: Adam Smith International

LOCATIONS: Aleppo, Idlib

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE: Provincial education institutions have improved capacity to prioritise and deliver education services; Enhanced conditions for teaching and learning in the provincial pilot locations  

TYPE: EDUCATION

MONITORING: Output and Outcome ; 22 monitoring days

Output 1  Personnel in key positions in pilot education institutions trained, coached and mentored in design and delivery of services (and have increased knowledge and skills as a result)

Output 2 High quality plans and budgets developed by pilot education institutions, well prioritised against relevant framework criteria

Output 3 Service delivery plans executed by pilot education institutions to improve access and quality of education for teachers and students

Output 4 Coordination, communication and consultation mechanisms for good governance established by pilot education institutions as the basis of service delivery

Workplan 

1. Without extra time and grants funding

Inception Implementation Closing

June Jan Feb Mar Apr May Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec

OUTPUTS program: 

Apr May Jun Jul
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PROGRAM: STABILIZATION RESPONSE MECHANISM 

PARTNER: ADAM SMITH INTERNATIONAL 

LOCATION:

 


TEAM LEADER/MONITOR: Code

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE: program approved by FCO that will activate the SRM mechanism 

TYPE: STABILIZATION MECHANISM 

OVERALL OUTPUTS TO BE MONITORED: 

1. Advice, training, ressouces, and equipment is provided to appropiate partners in support of stabilization efforts.

2. Stabilisation needst in opposition held or newly liberated areas identified, and intervention opportunities developped in a conflict sensitive manner 

OVERALL OUTCOMES TO BE MONITORED: 

1. Tension reduced and trust build between, and within, communities 

2. Rapid, prioritised, and equitable delivery of services in opposition held and newly liberated areas supported 

MONITORING CRITERIA - bold the criteria that are met for this program: a) has a value greater than 100,000 USD; b) is a high risk project and/or 

challenging for SRM to monitor; c) is of strategic significance to SRM/HMG.
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Research Questions One Indicator # Indicator Category Type Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

AS1-A

Community Engagement; 

Prioritization 

QUANT

Number of proposed and approved projects by LAC as 

per identified priorities

Measures the capacity built on the LAC to propose programs for 

the community they serve to based on Tamkeen principles and 

handover cycle

Project documents, Meeting 

minutes

Primary data KII, SDR  LAC and TC members

AS1-B

Community Engagement; 

Prioritization 

QUAL 

Perception of CSOs concerning the relevance of 

proposed projects by LAC to the identified priorities

Measures the capacity built on the LAC to meet CSO 

expectations in proposing programs that are fit for the 

community they serve

Primary data collection forms, 

Project documents

Primary data FGD, SDR CSOs reps

AS1.1-C

Process; Good 

Governance 

QUANT

Type and use of guidelines, templates and forms 

(planning/budgeting; HR/payroll; procurement/finance; 

reporting) developed and used in each LAC 

LACs need to use and develop guidelines for their internal 

management and performance.

Guidelines developed - English 

and Arabic 

Primary data KII, SDR  LAC and TC members

AS1.1-D Process QUANT Existence of MOU signed between LAC and Tamkeen 

Measure the  ability of LCA and Tamkeen in managing the MOU 

process



MOU Primary data KII, SDR  LAC members

AS1.1-E Process QUAL 

Satisfaction rate of the LCA and Tamkeen members 

concerning the handover process including the 

management of the MOU process

Measure the  ability of LCA and Tamkeen in managing the MOU 

process smoothly in terms of timeline, division of tasks, role and 

responsibility



Primary data collection forms

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members (FGD+KII)

AS1.1-F Procurement  QUANT Evidence of LAC using procurement standards

Indicator that looks into procurement processes adopted as a 

measure of transparency and good governance 

Procurement procedures; record/ 

guidelines procurement followed 

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC members (KII),  CSO/women CSO 

resps (FGD) 

AS1.1-G Capacity building; HR  QUAL 

Relevance of training received by LC members delivered 

by Tamkeen and evidence of use of training 

It measures the relevant of the training received by staff 

according to the positions they hold

Primary data collection forms, 

SRD

Primary data KII, SDR  LAC members

Research Questions Two Indicator # Indicator Category Type Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

AS2-A Community Engagement  QUANT

Number and type and level of participantion in 

community engagement activities organized by LAC 

since the Tamkeen handover  

Each LAC is mandated to organize activities with the 

communities they serve to, once the Tamkeen committee has a 

secondary role. Those activities organized are "community 

engagement' activities. A list will be asked to the IP 

Project records, ME, Meeting 

minutes 

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members (KII); CSO reps 

(FGD)

AS2-B

Good governance; 

Management  

QUANT

Number and type of site visits  to the projects with active 

participation of the community on a monthly basis 

Measures the ways and instances in which LAC participates 

directly into the sub unit of monitoring a- how involved - or not - 

LAC staff is, as an indicator of independency - or not - of the sub 

unit itself. 

Project records, meeting minutes, 

communications with PM

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members (KII); CSO reps 

(FGD)

AS2-C

Good governance; 

Management  

QUAL

Type of information from the site visits communicated to 

the LAC for its consideration in decision making on a 

regular basis

Measures the ways and instances in which LAC participates 

directly into the sub unit of monitoring and decision making - 

how involved - or not - LAC staff is, as an indicator of 

independency - or not - of the sub unit itself. 

Project records, meeting minutes, 

communications with PM

Primary data FGD, SDR LAC and TC members; CSO reps

AS2-D

Community Engagement; 

Prioritization 

QUAL 

Degree of active participation in the decision making 

process of CSOs during LAC public meetings.   

Measures the level of engagement of the CSOs into the 

decision making process, including in the projects selection 

process. 

Project documents, meeting 

minutes, record of selection of 

priorities 

Primary data FGD, SDR

LAC and TC members; CSO reps; women 

sub-committee or women CSO reps

AS2-E

Good governance; 

Management  

QUANT Level of women participation in LAC public meetings  

In specific locations, the creation of a women committee is 

mandatory. 

Project documents, meeting 

minutes, record of creation of 

women's committees, photos

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members; CSO reps; women 

sub-committee or women CSO reps 

(FGD) + LAC and TC members (KII)

Research Questions 

Three

Indicator # Indicator Category Type Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

AS3-A

Good governance; 

Community engagement 

QUAL

Perception of the (i) LAC, (ii) TC, and (iii) CSO on the 

Tamkeen's committee's status (and its current role) and 

the nature of its relation with LCA after the handover

Measures the perception (i) LAC, (ii) TC, and (iii) CSOs 

concerning the status of Tamkeen and its relation with LCA after 

the handover. Tamkeen should transformed into an independent 

CSO, but what is the CSOs perception? Do they still associate 

Tamkeen with the LCA?

Primary data collection forms

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members as well as CSO 

resps (FGD) + LAC and TC members (KII)

AS3-B

Good governance; 

Community engagement 

QUAL

Perception of the (i) LAC, (ii) TC, and (iii) CSO on the 

future of the TC, and what future role it would best serve

Measures the way (i) LAC, (ii) TC, and (iii) CSO figure 

themselves the role of the TC after the hadover process

Primary data collection forms

Primary data KII, primary data FGD, 

SDR 

LAC and TC members as well as CSO 

resps (FGD) + LAC and TC members (KII)

What role is the Tamkeen 

Committee playing in the 

community post 

transition? 

Is capacity being built in 

the LCA and how? Is 

there improved capacity 

evidence in the planning 

and management of 

services/projects?  What 

are the obstacles to 

building capacity?

How are the handover 

LCA consulting the 

community and civil 

society? Does this 

consultation have an 

effect on the projects? 

What role are women and 

minorities playing? 
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# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

PCI1-A

Peace building; Human 

Security 

QUAL

Awareness of key stakeholders of AN activities in the 

communtiy

Measures the level of awareness of key stakeholders 

about the activities AN volunteers implement in the 

community

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

PCI1-B

Peace building; Human 

Security 

QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders regarding the impact of AN on 

human security in the target communities 

Measures key stakeholders’ perception on the impact that 

AN initiatives have on human security in the target 

community

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

PCI1-C Institutional Peacebuilding  QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders regarding the impact of AN on 

public trust in CSOs and civil administration structures in the 

target communities 

Key stakeholders’ perception on the impact that AN 

initiatives have on the capacity of local civilian and 

democratic structures

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

PCI1-D

Peacebuilding; Civil 

Society  

QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders on the impact of AN on 

strengthening local capacities  in addressing conflicts through 

civilian dialogue-based approaches

Measures key stakeholders’ perception on the capacity of 

the targeted community in addressing conflicts through 

dialogue, as well as the program's ability to transform the 

way that communities manage conflict dynamics

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners  (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

PCI1-E

Community Engagement; 

Social cohesion

QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders on the impact of AN on 

strengthening social cohesion and peaceful co-existence 

among different groups in the community

Measures key stakeholders’ perception on the community's 

social cohesion and the level of acceptance and positive 

interaction across societal divides  (e.g. IDP/Host 

community, sectarian, ethnic, etc.)

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

PCI1.1-A Capacity QUANT

Increase/decrease in the number of  community requests for 

support addressed to AN over the past 12 months

Measures the capacity of AN in positioning itself as a 

partner bringing added value to target communities.

Records of requests addressed  Primary data KI, SDR PCI/CCSD staff

PCI1.1-B Capacity' Skills  QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders concerning the relevance of 

key skills and knowledge of AN volunteers

Measures the perception of key stakeholders concerning 

the ability of AN volunteers in terms of skills and 

knowledge

Dataset with collected data, KI  forms Primary data KI, SDR AN partners 

PCI1.1-C Capacity QUANT

Number of operational AN volunteers over the past 12 

months

Measures the progress of AN in terms of human resources 

capacity

Difficult to track because for security reasons 

the affiliation to the AN is often informal, but 

we can use evaluations, membership cards 

(not in all areas), emails… 

Primary data KI, SDR PCI/CCSD staff

# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

PCI1.2-A

Process, Community 

Engagement

QUANT

Number and quality of partnership meetings between AN and 

key stakeholders over the past 12 months (and number of 

people attending)

Measure the capacity of AN in building partnership with 

local organizations/institutions

List of initiatives delivered / Project 

documents 

Primary data KI, SDR PCI/CCSD staff

PCI1.2-B

Process, Community 

Engagement

QUANT

Number of different organizations AN has engaged during 

Dialogue Forums in the past 12 months

Measure the capacity of AN in building partnership with a 

diverse range of local organizations/institutions

Dialogue Forum (planning platform which 

gathers a large number of AN partners) 

participants list

Primary data KI, SDR PCI/CCSD staff

# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

PCI1.3-A

Community Engagement; 

Social cohesion

QUANT

Number of interventions that rely on dialogue to promote 

peace with other sides  supported by AN over the past 12 

month

Measure the capacity of AN to mainstream peace 

initiatives and reduce local levels of violence

List of initiatives delivered / Project 

documents 

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

PCI/CCSD staff

PCI1.3-B

Community Engagement; 

Social cohesion

QUAL

Perception of key stakeholders regarding the impact of AN on 

the level of public acceptance of dialogue as a way to resolve 

conflicts

Key stakeholders’ perception on the capacity of AN to 

mainstream dialogue as a way to resolve conflicts

Dataset with collected data, KI  forms

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

AN partners (KIIs) and 

community members 

(FGDs)

Has the acceptance of civilian-led initiatives that promote 

peace and/or dialogue with other sides increased in the target 

areas?

PCI1.3

PCI1

PCI1.1

Has the AN's capacity to deliver high-impact human security, 

social awareness, and civil peace interventions increased?

Have relationships been strengthened between AN and a 

diverse range of partners to enhance programme impact?

PCI1.2

Has greater reliance on  inclusive dialogue-based approach 

been built? Has cooperation among key local stakeholders 

and 'across divides' increased? Do Syrians living in the target 

areas feel more resilient (safer), as they are better able to 

function in the conflict context?
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Research questions Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

TAA1-A Capacity building QUANT

Number and percentage of participants who have completed 

each module webinars

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in designing a capacity 

building process that is accessible and suited to the audience as well 

as its ability in managing it successfully 

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, Seconfary data 

review (SDR)

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA1-B Capacity building QUAL

Perception of the participants concerning the main 

challenges in completing the module webinars

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in designing a capacity 

building process that fits its audience as well as its ability in managing 

it successfully

Primary data collection forms

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA1-C Capacity building QUAL

Perception of participants concerning the 

usefulness/relevance of the different modules of the capacity 

building program for their work as education professionals 

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in designing a capacity 

building process that is relevant for the participants. Does the program 

help 'education managers' (those staff at provincial and district level 

responsible for education services management) in dealing with the 

challenges they face in the field? Including examples of where 

participants have been able to apply skills/knowledge learnt through 

the modules to their work - or reasons why not.

Primary data collection forms

Primary data KI, Primary data 

FGD, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA1-D Capacity building QUANT

Number and percentage of plans approved that are 

implemented according to the established timeline since the 

beginning of Taallum program

Measures the post-capacity building ability of the participants in 

managing and delivering education services

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA1-E Capacity building QUAL

Perception of PED and EA on their ability in planning and 

delivering education services, before and after the Taallum 

capacity building program

Measures the perception of the participants concerning the impact of 

the Taallum program on their capacity in planning and delivering 

education services

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGD

EA, PED 

representatives

Research questions Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

TAA2-A Access to quality education QUANT

Number and percentage of education facilities where 

refurbishing/repairing activities have been completed since 

the beginning of Taallum programto 

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in broadening access to 

education at the classroom level by improving education 

infrastructures 

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA2-B Access to quality education QUANT

Number and percentage of teachers that have completed 

trainings in emergency education since the beginning of 

Taallum program

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in broadening access to 

education at the classroom level by improving the quality of the 

teaching (level of teachers’ skills, knowledge and attitudes)

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA2-C Access to quality education QUANT

Number and percentage of students that have received 

learning materials since the beginning of Taallum program

Measures the ability of the Taallum program in improving access to 

education at the classroom level by improving the learning materials

Primary data collection forms, Project 

documents

Primary data KI, SDR

EA, PED 

representatives

TAA2-D Access to quality education QUAL

Perception of teachers and school leaders on their ability to 

provide quality teaching (over the lifetime of Taallum 

intervention) and if this is changing and why

Measures the perception of teachers and parents concerning a 

potential improved access to education at the classroom level, and the 

factors contributing to it. 

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGD

Teachers, school 

leaders and parents

TAA2-E Access to quality education QUAL

Perception of teachers and school leaders on the main 

barriers to providing quality teaching

Measures the perception of education staff concerning the main 

challenges at the classroom level before and after Taallum intervention

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGD

Teachers and school 

leaders 

TAA2-F Access to quality education QUAL

Perception of parents on main barriers for the children to 

receive quality education 

Measures the perception of parents concerning the main challenges at 

the classroom level before and after Taallum intervention

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGDParents

TAA2-G Access to quality education QUAL

Willingness and ability of parents to send their children to 

school (and how this may have changed) including 

perception of parents concerning the level of security risk 

involved in their children attending school before and after 

Taallum intervention  

Measures the capacity progress in terms ability of the Taallum 

program in brining real change at the classroom level - in terms of 

education infrastructure 

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGDParents

TAA2-H Access to quality education QUAL

Perception of parents concerning the quality of the teaching 

over the lifetime of the Taallum intervention 

Measures the extent to which the training of teachers financed by 

Taallum has an impact on the capacity of the teachers to meet 

students’ expectations

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGDParents

TAA2-H Access to quality education QUAL

Perception of teachers concerning the quality of learning 

material over the lifetime of the Taallum intervention and on 

how that has changed/not changed

Measures the extent to which the learning material  financed by 

Taallum meets teachers’ expectations

Primary data collection forms Primary data KI, Primary data FGDTeachers

TAA2-I Access to quality education QUANT

Evidence of changes in learning outcomes - based on any 

available data collected by teachers or schools

Measures the impact of the Taallum program in having a positive 

impact on learning outcomes and students' performances

Students' report cards SDR NA

TAA2-L Access to quality education QUAL Ability of teacher to manage classroom behaviour

Measures the impact of the Taallum program in having a positive 

impact on the learning environment at the classroom level

Primary data collection forms Direct observation NA

TAA2-M Access to quality education QUANT

Number of children in classroom in schools supported by 

Taallum intervention 

Measures the capacity of the Taallum program in reaching a broad 

number of beneficiaries

Program documents SDR NA

TAA2-N Access to quality education QUANT

Number of children attending school (based on school 

attendance records)

Measures the impact of the Taallum program in having a positive 

impact on students' attendance rate

School attendance sheet SDR NA

What difference is Taallum making to the capacity of EAs and 

PEDs to prioritize and deliver education services? (What 

works and why?)                                                                     

- Have counterparts been able to effectively complete 

modules? Why/why not?

- What have they learnt?

- How have they been able to apply this? Why/why not?

- What is making the biggest different to the capacity of EAs 

and PEDs, and their ability to deliver education services?

- What is preventing them from doing their work, including 

internal and external factors?



What difference is Taallum making to conditions for teaching 

and learning in pilot locations (including in the classrooms)?

- How have conditions for teaching and learning changed? 

Why? Why not? (What has caused these changes?)                                                                               

- What are the barriers for parents in sending their children to 

school? How have these changed? Why? Why not? (What has 

caused these changes?) 
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# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

Indicator number

Indicators will labeled per type - 

for example, process, research, 

HR, procurement, etc 

QUAL/QUANT Relevant indicator

Brief and concrete description of the 

indicator will be included per each. All 

definitions for terms that are particular to 

the program need to be included here 

Forms/row data, etcl

Primary data collection forms / 

project documents. etc.

CSOs/community 

leaders/ local council/etc. 

# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group

# Research question Indicator # Indicator Category Type of Indicator Indicator Indicator Description Means of Verification Data Collection Method Target group
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HMG MONITORING 16 AiBR 02D

Impact Initiatives

####################################################################################

1 Weekly

152229 5 121926 3 10172431 7 142128 5 121926 2 9 162330 6 132027 6 132027 3 101724 1 8 152229

1 Aman Network

Two monitors (f/m) 1.1 Piloting 6-Oct-16 10-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 1.2 Ma'arrat An Nu'man 17-Oct-16 18-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 1.3 Ariha 18-Oct-16 19-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 1.4 Zawiyah Mountain  19-Oct-16 20-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 1.5 Qah (camps) 24-Oct-16 25-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 1.6 Atareb Suburb  25-Oct-16 26-Oct-16 2

2 Tamkeen 

Two monitors (f/m) 2.1 Piloting 12-Oct-16 13-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 2.2 Jizeh 31-Oct-16 2-Nov-16 3

Two monitors (f/m) 2.3 Aleppo City 31-Oct-16 2-Nov-16 3

Two monitors (f/m) 2.4 Ma'arrat An Nu'man 31-Oct-16 2-Nov-16 3

3 Taallum 

Two monitors (f/m) 3.1 Piloting 24-Oct-16 25-Oct-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 3.2 Aleppo (Round 1) 7-Nov-16 8-Nov-16 2

Two monitors (f/m) 3.3 Idleb (Round 1) 14-Nov-16 15-Nov-16 2

4 SRM

4.1 To be confirmed 0-Jan-00

Milestone 1A

46 workman days of 

monitoring  15-Jan-17 15-Jan-17 1

5 Taallum

Two monitors (f/m) 2.4 Aleppo (Round 2) 13-Dec-16 20-Dec-16 4

Two monitors (f/m) 2.5 Idleb (Round 2) 13-Dec-16 20-Dec-16 4

6 I AM BARI

Two monitors (f/m) 5.1 Location 1 23-Jan-17 24-Jan-17 2

Two monitors (f/m) 5.2 Location 2 25-Jan-17 26-Jan-17 2

Two monitors (f/m) 5.3 Location 3 30-Jan-17 31-Jan-17 2

Two monitors (f/m) 5.4 Location 4 1-Feb-17 2-Feb-17 2

7 Grassroots

One monitor 7.1 Location 1 6-Feb-17 6-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.2 Location 2 7-Feb-17 7-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.3 Location 3 8-Feb-17 8-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.4 Location 4 9-Feb-17 9-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.5 Location 5 10-Feb-17 10-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.6 Location 6 13-Feb-17 13-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.7 Location 7 14-Feb-17 14-Feb-17 1

One monitor 7.8 Location 8 15-Feb-17 15-Feb-17 1

8 To be defined

Two monitors  8.1 TBD TBD #VALUE! 1

Two monitors  8.2 TBD TBD #VALUE! 1

Two monitors  8.3 TBD TBD #VALUE! 1

Two monitors  8.4 TBD TBD #VALUE! 1

Milestone 1B

48 workman days of 

monitoring  15-May-17 15-May-17 1

Comments

Work 

Days

Start End

Nov 2016 - Jan 2017

Weeks 22-28

Jan 2017 - Feb 2017 Oct 2016 - Nov 2016 Aug 2016 - Sep 2016

Weeks 15-21

WBS

Task

Project Start Date:



8/15/2016 (Monday)

Display Week:



Weeks 8-14 Weeks 1-7

Feb 2017 - Apr 2017

Weeks 36-42

Apr 2017 - May 2017

Weeks 29-35
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DFID FCO MONITORING 16 AiBR 02D

Impact Initiatives

####################################################################################

1 Weekly

152229 5 121926 3 10172431 7 142128 5 121926 2 9 162330 6 132027 6 132027 3 101724 1 8 152229

1 I AM BARI

1.1 Develop Indicators 10-Oct-16 25-Oct-16 12

1.2 Develop Tools 25-Oct-16 2-Nov-16 7

1.3 Translating Tools 2-Nov-16 4-Nov-16 3

1.4 Piloting Tools 4-Nov-16 7-Nov-16 2

2 Grassroots

2.1 Develop Indicators 27-Oct-16 17-Nov-16 15

2.2 Develop Tools 17-Nov-16 1-Dec-16 10

2.3 Translating Tools 1-Dec-16 5-Dec-16 3

2.4 Piloting Tools 5-Dec-16 6-Dec-16 2

3 IRD

3.1 Develop Indicators 13-Nov-16 2-Dec-16 15

3.2 Develop Tools 2-Dec-16 15-Dec-16 10

3.3 Translating Tools 15-Dec-16 19-Dec-16 3

3.4 Piloting Tools 19-Dec-16 20-Dec-16 2

Milestone 1A

Tools and indicators 

developed for phase 1B 15-Jan-17 15-Jan-17 1

4 SGS

4.1 Meeting IP TBD #VALUE! 2

4.2 Develop Indicators TBD #VALUE! 15

4.3 Develop Tools TBD #VALUE! 10

4.4 Translating Tools TBD #VALUE! 3

4.5 Piloting Tools TBD #VALUE! 2

4.6 Developing protocols TBD #VALUE! 5

4 Civil Defence

4.1 Develop Indicators TBD #VALUE! 15

4.2 Develop Tools TBD #VALUE! 10

4.3 Translating Tools TBD #VALUE! 3

4.4 Piloting Tools TBD #VALUE! 2

4.5 Developing protocols TBD #VALUE! 5

5 New IP Phase Two (3)

5.1 Meeting IP TBD #VALUE! 2

5.2 Develop Indicators TBD #VALUE! 15

5.3 Develop Tools TBD #VALUE! 10

5.4 Translating Tools TBD #VALUE! 3

5.5 Piloting Tools TBD #VALUE! 2

5.6 Developing protocols TBD #VALUE! 5

5 New IP Phase Two (4)

5.1 Meeting IP TBD #VALUE! 2

5.2 Develop Indicators TBD #VALUE! 15

5.3 Develop Tools TBD #VALUE! 10

5.4 Translating Tools TBD #VALUE! 3

5.5 Piloting Tools TBD #VALUE! 2

5.6 Developing protocols TBD #VALUE! 5

Milestone 1B

Tools and indicators 

developed for phase 2 15-May-17 15-May-17 1
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DFID FCO MONITORING 16 AiBR 02D

Impact Initiatives

####################################################################################

1 Weekly

152229 5 121926 3 10172431 7 142128 5 121926 2 9 162330 6 132027 6 132027 3 101724 1 8 152229

1 Output Rep PCI

1.1 Preparation 24-Oct-16 1-Nov-16 7 1

1.2 Analysis & drafting 1-Nov-16 9-Nov-16 7 1

1.3 HQ review 9-Nov-16 16-Nov-16 5 1

1.4 Review by DFID/IP 18-Nov-16 9-Dec-16 15 1

1.5 Finalisation & sharing 9-Dec-16 15-Dec-16 5 1

2 Output Rep Tamkeen

2.1 Preparation 2-Nov-16 10-Nov-16 7 1

2.2 Analysis & drafting 10-Nov-16 21-Nov-16 7 1

2.3 HQ review 21-Nov-16 28-Nov-16 5 1

2.4 Review by DFID/IP 30-Nov-16 20-Dec-16 15 1

2.5 Finalisation & sharing 2-Jan-17 6-Jan-17 5 1

Milestone 1A

Output reports 1A shared 15-Jan-17 15-Jan-17 1 1

4 Output Rep Taallum (1+2)

4.1 Preparation 2-Jan-17 10-Jan-17 7 1

4.2 Analysis & drafting 10-Jan-17 19-Jan-17 7 1

4.3 HQ review 19-Jan-17 25-Jan-17 5 1

4.4 Review by DFID/IP 27-Jan-17 16-Feb-17 15 1

4.5 Finalisation & sharing 16-Feb-17 23-Feb-17 5 1

5 Output Rep IAMBARI

5.1 Preparation 2-Feb-17 10-Feb-17 7 1

5.2 Analysis & drafting 10-Feb-17 21-Feb-17 7 1

5.3 HQ review 21-Feb-17 27-Feb-17 5 1

5.4 Review by DFID/IP 1-Mar-17 21-Mar-17 15 1

5.5 Finalisation & sharing 21-Mar-17 27-Mar-17 5 1

6 Output Rep Grassroots

6.1 Preparation 15-Feb-17 24-Feb-17 7 1

6.2 Analysis & drafting 24-Feb-17 6-Mar-17 7 1

6.3 HQ review 6-Mar-17 10-Mar-17 5 1

6.4 Review by DFID/IP 14-Mar-17 3-Apr-17 15 1

6.5 Finalisation & sharing 3-Apr-17 7-Apr-17 5 1

7 Output Rep IRD

7.1 Preparation 23-Feb-17 3-Mar-17 7 1

7.2 Analysis & drafting 3-Mar-17 13-Mar-17 7 1

7.3 HQ review 13-Mar-17 17-Mar-17 5 1

7.4 Review by DFID/IP 21-Mar-17 10-Apr-17 15 1

7.5 Finalisation & sharing 10-Apr-17 18-Apr-17 5 1

8 Output Rep Taallum (3)

8.1 Preparation 8-Mar-17 16-Mar-17 7 1

8.2 Analysis & drafting 16-Mar-17 24-Mar-17 7 1

8.3 HQ review 24-Mar-17 30-Mar-17 5 1

8.4 Review by DFID/IP 3-Apr-17 25-Apr-17 15 1

8.5 Finalisation & sharing 25-Apr-17 2-May-17 5 1

Milestone 1B

Output reports 1B shared 15-May-17 15-May-17 1 1

9 Outcome Rep

9.1 Preparation 15-Mar-17 23-Mar-17 7 1

9.2 Analysis & drafting 23-Mar-17 7-Apr-17 12 1

9.3 HQ review 7-Apr-17 13-Apr-17 5 1

9.4 Review by DFID/IP 19-Apr-17 27-Apr-17 7 1

9.5 Finalisation & sharing 27-Apr-17 8-May-17 7 1

10 Progress Rep

10.1 Preparation 1-Mar-17 9-Mar-17 7 1

10.2 Analysis & drafting 9-Mar-17 24-Mar-17 12 1

10.3 HQ review 24-Mar-17 30-Mar-17 5 1

10.4 Review by DFID/IP 3-Apr-17 11-Apr-17 7 1

10.5 Finalisation & sharing 11-Apr-17 21-Apr-17 7 1

11 Presentation to DFID

11.1 Preparation 27-Apr-17 2-May-17 3 1

11.2 HQ review 2-May-17 8-May-17 5 1

11.3 Presentation in Istanbul 11-May-17 11-May-17 1 1

Milestone 1B

Main reports shared, 

presentation delivered 15-May-17 15-May-17 1 1

12 Planning Phase Two

12.1 Developping workplan 2 6-Mar-17 10-Mar-17 5 1

Milestone 1B

Workplan 2 developed 15-May-17 15-May-17 1 1

Color

Start End

Work Days WBS

Task

Weeks 36-42

Aug 2016 - Sep 2016 Oct 2016 - Nov 2016 Nov 2016 - Jan 2017 Jan 2017 - Feb 2017 Feb 2017 - Apr 2017 Apr 2017 - May 2017

Weeks 29-35

Display Week:

Weeks 1-7 Weeks 8-14 Weeks 15-21 Weeks 22-28
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Risk log

Risk Categorisation Likelihood (1-3) Impact (1-6)  Overall (1-9) Date raised Mitigation Owner

Active conflict in areas where the activities are located 

impede access to the location for monitoring

Security 2 4 6 15-Sep-16 Security monitoring and flexibility in the workplan; Allow for 

monitoring in the locations in different times

IMPACT, 

HMG

Conflict in areas where monitoring is scheduled delays the 

monitoring and present direct threats to staff in Syria. 

Security 2 4 6 16-Sep-16 Security monitoring and flexibility in the workplan; Safety and 

security training for all monitors

IMPACT, 

HMG

Security / safety  incidents in Turkey and Jordan impede 

normal implementation of the program

Security 1 2 3 17-Sep-16 Security and safety plan is regularly revised to take into account 

potential developments. 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Difficulties and / or delays in communication between the 

implementing partner field focal point and IMPACT 

INITIATIVES staff

Communication 2 2 4 18-Sep-16 Planning during inception phase and continuously following up 

facilitate planning the monitoring visits on time;   HMG team 

Involvement in communications and follow up with the 

Implementing Partner  

IMPACT, 

HMG

Discrepancies among the information received from partner 

and the field focal point in the services provided delay the 

monitoring process

Communication 2 1 3 19-Sep-16 Verification by IMPACT INITIATIVES of the information provided 

by the implementing partners at early stages of the process 

assures correct location of services 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Absence of IMPACT INITIATIVES monitors in the specific 

location of the monitoring 

Geographic 

coverage

1 2 3 20-Sep-16 IMPACT INITIATIVES to discuss with HMG teams potential 

alternatives for remote monitoring and other networks to join the 

monitoring 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Lack of understanding from HMG partners of the objectives 

and goals of the third party monitoring 

Communication 1 2 3 21-Sep-16 IMPACT INITIATIVES and HMG will plan inception meeting with 

all partners involved; IMPACT INITIATIVES will have open 

communication channels with the implementing partners during 

the monitoring process; Documents available for partners with the 

overview of the methodology and the objectives of Third Party 

Monitoring 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Potential bias in the information collected by the monitors 

due to the limited number of sources or their own personal 

opinions

Data collection 2 1 3 23-Sep-16 Combination of methodologies to collect different information that 

reflects different points of view;      Assure the diversity of the Key 

Informants, FGDs subjects, areas etc. 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Lack of professionalism / high ethical standards from the 

monitors 

Communication 1 3 4 24-Sep-16 Training on monitoring principles; Signature of principles and 

core values by project facilitators; Clear Standard Operational 

Procedures for field teams 

IMPACT, 

HMG

Lack of understanding of the technical aspects of the 

programs to monitor / the data collection tools to use from 

the monitors 

Data collection 1 3 4 25-Sep-16 Technical training and debriefings for each of the tools and 

monitoring types; Trainings implemented in Arabic, and all 

materials provided in Arabic; Standard monitoring tools that are 

piloted before the full implementation; Continuous follow up with 

project facilitators during implementation  

IMPACT, 

HMG

Gender bias in the information collected due to the lack of 

female monitors hired 

Gender 2 2 4 26-Sep-16 Hiring policies adjusted to increment the likelihood to hire 

females; Inclusion of female interviews as much as possible 

IMPACT, 

HMG


image17.emf
Executive Director

Luca Pupulin

M&E, Partnership and 

External 

Communication

Gaia Van der Esch

Grant Management

Joelle Melin 

Program/Technical 

Coordination

Vincent Annoni 

Finance & Operations

Clement Rouquette

IMPACT Country 

Coordinator

Ana Garcia

IMPACT Turkey Officer

Augusto Come

IMPACT Jordan Officer

TBR

Northern Syria Field 

Coordinator

Northern Syria Field 

Assistant

Syria Data / GIS Officer 

Southern Syria Field 

Coordinator

ACTED CD

Geoffrey Baumlin

ACTED Security - 

Ouday 

ACTED Finance and 

HR  - Elsa 

ACTED Logistics

ACTED PD - Veerle

SECURITY FOCAL 

POINT

Implementing Partners

DFID 

UNICEF

Program activities

Design of Program TORs, workplans, RACI - 

INTERNAL technical documents 

I I  A R I  I 

Design of Program TORs, workplans,  - EXTERNAL 

technical documents 

I I  A R I  I I

Design of indicators, data collection tools and 

methodology

A R R R C I  C I 

Definition of an operational plan for data collection - 

aligment and check of the site to monitor and 

monitoring team. 

A R R C C C C I I

Piloting and training on data collection tools I  A R R R R R R I  I 

Drafting of training materials - English  I  A R R R R R R I  I 

Drafting of training materials - Arabic  A R R R R R R

Training on safety and security on the field  C I  I  C C A R R

Data collection  I  A A R R I I I  I 

Data check from field and data cleaning  I  A A R R

Debriefing with team leaders / monitors  I  A A R R

Data analysis  C A R R C

Translation data from field I  I  R A

Coding FGDs questionnaires  C A R R

Data management - maintenance of DB, backups, 

security on field and in storage 

C C A A R

Mapping  C A A R 

Internal Communication

Weekly meetings - Antep / Jordan  I I A R R I I

Monthly Syria meetings - All team  I I I A R R I I I

Monthly MCR  A I I R

Quarterly - Biannual meetings all Syria team  I C C C A R R

Communication with team leaders and monitors in the 

field for implementation 

A I  I  R R

Communication with the security officer ACTED  A C C R R

ACTED Weekly Coordination Meeting  A R R

External Communication

Regular communication with Implementing partners - 

Management Level 

I I A/R C C I  I  C I  I 

Regular communication with Implementing partners - 

field level coordination / implementation 

A R R R I R C I  I 

Human Resources

Drafting of TORs for positions  A R

Posting national positions  I  C A R

Hiring and induction of national positions I  I  C C A R

Appraisals national staff - amman / antep  I A R R I C

Appraisals national staff (Syria) I A R R I

Review of TORs and change salaries - national staff 

Amman - Antep 

C I  I  A R

Review of TORs and change salaries - national staff 

Syria 

C C C A R

Renewal and Signature of Contracts - national staff 

Syria, Amman, Antep 

C A R

Donor Reporting and Communication 

Report Drafting  C A R R I  I 

Report Review for inputs C A R C C C C I  C I 

Validation of final reports to share with donor  A C R  I

Communication with donor for progress on program - 

technical 

I I C A R R I  I 

Communication with donor for technical PD 

modification of grant 

R/A C C C C I C I I  CI  CI 

Drafting of communicaiton of ammendment/ 

modifications of grants 

I  A C C R C C I  C I  C I  CI  CI 

Finance

Monthly update of BFUs I  I I R C C A R

Preparation of monthly voucher payment for field staff 

- Syria 

A R R R C

Submission of OF for hawala payment  A R R I 

Submission of montly completion certificates  A R R I 

Payment of salaries to staff Syria  I  I I A R

Logistics

Drafting of procurement plan  C R/A C  C C  C

Software procurement  C R/A C I  I  I 

Procurement of services - translations, trainings, 

others 

A I  I  R

Procurement of equipment  C C  C A C  R

Security 

Enforcement of security procedures in Syria  R C C R R A R R

Fill in security incident tracker on a frequent basis  A R R R R C

Reporting security incidents that impede / challenge 

implementation 

A C C R R I  C I  I  I 

IMPACT Geneva IMPACT SYRIA

External 

Partners

TASKS / ROLES 

ACTED
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Inception Phase  Financial Report

DIRECT COST CATEGORIES BUDGET INCEPTION PHASE Spent

To be reported to workplan 1 

(Budget - Spent)

1. Material Cost                                51,898   

1.1 Staff cost                               31,533   

1.2 Activity cost                                 2,500   

1.3 Other cost                               17,865   

2. Variable cost                                 2,655   

2.1 Activity cost                                 1,815   

2.2 Other cost                                    840   

3. TOTAL DIRECT COST (1+2)                               54,553   

4. TOTAL INDIRECT COST                                 5,455   

4.1 Overhead                                 5,455   

TOTAL (3+4) 60,009                                  -                                             

SYRIA CONFLICT, STABILITY AND SECURITY FUND (FCO) INDEPENDENT MONITORING PROGRAMME
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SYRIA CONFLICT, STABILITY AND SECURITY FUND (FCO) INDEPENDENT MONITORING PROGRAMME

Duration: 33,5 months 15th June 2016 - 31st March 2019

Inception Phase Expenditures

Budget line Unit Qty

Number of 

months/

days

Unit cost  

(GBP)

Total budget (GBP)

Inception Phase: 

15/06/16 - 15/08/16  2 

months

Inception Phase: 

15/06/16 - 15/08/16  2 

months

workplan 1A: 

15/08/2016 - 

30/11/2016    3,5 

months

workplan 1B: 

01/12/2016 - 

31/03/2017    4 

months

workplan 2A: 

01/04/2017 - 

30/06/2017    3 

months

workplan 2B: 

01/07/2017 - 

30/09/2017   3 

months

workplan 3A: 

01/10/2017 - 

31/12/2017    3 

months

workplan 3B: 

01/01/2018 - 

31/03/2018    3 

months

workplan 4A: 

01/04/2018 - 

30/06/2018    3 

months

workplan 4B: 

01/07/2018 - 

30/09/2018    3 

months

workplan 5A: 

01/10/2018 - 

31/12/2018    3 

months

workplan 5B: 

01/01/2019 - 

31/03/2019    3 

months

1.Material costs 708,200 51,898 71,782 84,536 61,527 64,027 62,177 64,000 61,527 63,669 61,527 61,527

1.1 Staff Costs 528,174 31,533 55,182 63,066 47,299 47,299 47,299 47,299 47,299 47,299 47,299 47,299

1.1.1 International Staff 301,070 17,974 31,455 35,949 26,961 26,961 26,961 26,961 26,961 26,961 26,961 26,961

Program Focal Point  person/month              0.85              33.50    2940 83,717 4,998 8,747 9,996 7,497 7,497 7,497 7,497 7,497 7,497 7,497 7,497

Assessment Officer  person/month              1.00              33.50    2100 70,350 4,200 7,350 8,400 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300 6,300

GIS intern   person/month              0.85              33.50    700 19,933 1,190 2,083 2,380 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,785

IMPACT Senior Assessment Specialist (Geneva-based) person/month              0.15              32.00    5600 26,880 1,605 2,808 3,210 2,407 2,407 2,407 2,407 2,407 2,407 2,407 2,407

IMPACT Senior GIS specialist (Geneva-based) person/month              0.15              32.00    4200 20,160 1,204 2,106 2,407 1,805 1,805 1,805 1,805 1,805 1,805 1,805 1,805

IMPACT Reporting Officer (Geneva-based) person/month              0.25              32.00    4200 33,600 2,006 3,510 4,012 3,009 3,009 3,009 3,009 3,009 3,009 3,009 3,009

ACTED Security Manager person/month              0.33              33.50    4200 46,431 2,772 4,851 5,544 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158 4,158

1.1.2 National Staff 0 227,104 13,558 23,727 27,117 20,338 20,338 20,338 20,338 20,338 20,338 20,338 20,338

Field Coordinator  - northern Syria person/month              1.00              32.00    1330 42,560 2,541 4,447 5,082 3,811 3,811 3,811 3,811 3,811 3,811 3,811 3,811

Database officer - northern and southern Syria  person/month              1.00              32.00    1225 39,189 2,340 4,094 4,679 3,509 3,509 3,509 3,509 3,509 3,509 3,509 3,509

Field Assistant - northern Syria  person/month              0.50              32.00    1050 16,800 1,003 1,755 2,006 1,504 1,504 1,504 1,504 1,504 1,504 1,504 1,504

Field Coordinator - southern Syria  person/month              1.00              33.50    1330 44,555 2,660 4,655 5,320 3,990 3,990 3,990 3,990 3,990 3,990 3,990 3,990

Field Team leaders  person/month              5.00              32.00    525 84,000 5,015 8,776 10,030 7,522 7,522 7,522 7,522 7,522 7,522 7,522 7,522

1.2 Activity costs 3,150 2,500 0 0 0 0 650 0 0 0 0 0

Smartphones / Tablets  per item              1.00              30.00    105 3,150 2,500 650

1.3 Other Costs 176,876 17,865 16,600 21,471 14,228 16,728 14,228 16,701 14,228 16,370 14,228 14,228

Communication cost (Office / Management team) Per month              1.00    33.5 140 4,690 280 490 560 420 420 420 420 420 420 420 420

Car rental Per car              0.50    33.5 700 11,725 700 1,225 1,400 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050

Laptops Per Laptop              7.00    1 840 5,880 5,880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

IT equipment - Other lumspsum              1.00    1 12115 12,115 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,473 2,142

Financial (money transfer) and administrative fees lumspsum              2.00    1 7700 15,400 919 1,609 1,839 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379 1,379

International flights  per flight            25.00    1 700 17,500 1,045 1,828 2,090 1,567 1,567 1,567 1,567 1,567 1,567 1,567 1,567

Regional flights  per flight            15.00    1 525 7,875 470 823 940 705 705 705 705 705 705 705 705

Office supplies (folders, paper, etc)  Per month              1.00    33.5 105 3,518 210 368 420 315 315 315 315 315 315 315 315

Office rent  Per office              1.00    20 560 11,200 669 1,170 1,337 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003 1,003

ACTED Support costs  lumpsum              1.00    86974 1 86,974 5,192 9,087 10,385 7,789 7,789 7,789 7,789 7,789 7,789 7,789 7,789

2. Variable costs 49,436 2,655 5,198 5,940 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455

2.1 Activity cost 48,596 1,815 5,198 5,940 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455 4,455

Training for monitors in Syria - including lunch breaks and 

coffee Northern Syria 

per training              2.00                2.00    1610 6,440 384 673 769 577 577 577 577 577 577 577 577

Training for monitors in Turkey - including lunch breaks and 

coffee breaks Northern Syria 

per training              1.00                2.00    1750 3,500 209 366 418 313 313 313 313 313 313 313 313

Remote management training fees  per person              7.00                2.00    122 1,705 102 178 204 153 153 153 153 153 153 153 153

Enumerator daily fees Man days            15.00              31.50    25 11,576 0 1,286 1,470 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103 1,103

Transport enumerator Transport days            15.00              31.50    14 6,615 0 735 840 630 630 630 630 630 630 630 630

Communication costs for respondents Per person            32.00              33.50    18 18,760 1,120 1,960 2,240 1,680 1,680 1,680 1,680 1,680 1,680 1,680 1,680

2.2 Other costs 0 840 840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

National flights to meet partners (during inception phase) per flight              4.00    2 105 840 840 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL Direct costs (Material + Variable) 757,636 54,553 76,980 90,477 65,983 68,483 66,633 68,456 65,983 68,125 65,983 65,983

indirect costs 10% 75,764 5,455 7,698 9,048 6,598 6,848 6,663 6,846 6,598 6,812 6,598 6,598

GRAND TOTAL

833,400 60,009 84,678 99,525 72,581 75,331 73,296 75,301 72,581 74,937 72,581 72,581

Total 60,009

Note 1:

Should the FCO requires an audit, the budget for other costs (under material cost) need to be incrased to support those costs. Audit requirements are still to be determined in discussion with the FCO programme team

Note 2:

The "Brexit" has affected the value of the sterling, falling from 1,45 $ on the 8th of June (date of signature) to 1,30 $ on the 17th of August. As a budget uplift will be only possible during the next fiscal year (from April 2017), IMPACT has to reduce the activities in order to compensate the GBP devaluation (as outlined in the revised payment plan)

Note 3 :

IMPACT will only be able to submit a financial report on the inception phase by the end of September, as per the contractual deadline (p.33 of the contract)

145,162

Workplan 1  Workplan 2 Workplan 3 Workplan 4 Workplan 5

184,202 147,912 148,597 147,518
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Objective  Outcome Limitations  Mitigation Measures 

Key 

Informant 

Interviews

Combination A1:H5

Sectoral and area of knowledge 

expertise in interviews; helps 

providing recommendations on 

both activity and process 

Not statistically representative; potential 

bias from KI

Targeted and detailed list of 

KIs per sector with an 

additional confidence level; 

combination with other 

methodologies 

FGDs

In depth information in specific 

areas about pre-designed topics

Identify a range of views on a topic 

of interest 

Not statistically representative; security 

and safety to be considered; distintive 

specialized training to be undertaken 

Additional training and 

guidelines; careful selection of 

topics and facilitators 

Direct 

Observation 

Obtain information from neutral third 

party point of view on the 

environment/context of the 

intervention 

Descriptive information on the 

implementation of an activity from a 

neutral actor 

Subject to the perception of monitoris 

Combination with other 

methodologies; 

training/guidelines on direct 

observation 

Area of 

Origin 

Obtain information from key 

informants that are located in 

specific communities throuhg 

participants that are based in 

neighbouring countries 

Information for triangulation 

purposes, at community level, on 

specific subjects and sectors 

Not statistically representative 

Combination with other 

methodologies; 

training/guidelines on direct 

observation 

SAMPLING 

METHODOLOGY

Qualitative 

Purposive 
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Shaping practices
Influencing policies
Impacting lives




