A MODIFIED LOGFRAME FOR USE IN HUMANITARIAN EMERGENCIES

Summary

The standard Logframe is not an appropriate planning and management tool in emergency settings because it lacks the requisite flexibility. Large, critical assumptions, and the need for more information, loom very large. Emergency managers need a planning framework that addresses these needs. Once completed, the standard Logframe is for all practical purposes ‘closed’, at least until such time as a review can be mounted which may lead to amending it. This is not satisfactory - the emergency setting calls for a more ‘open’ and ‘dynamic’ planning and management tool that assists emergency managers to continue to assess needs, test assumptions and modify the response as the situation and new information demands (from day to day initially). If the planning framework is inflexible, emergency managers won’t use it.

The discipline and clarity of the Logical Framework Approach is valuable and a summary matrix format incorporating a hierarchy of objectives is very useful. So rather than scrap the Logframe entirely for emergency settings, a modified Logframe is proposed (described as an ‘Emergencies Management Logframe’). It includes a standard results hierarchy as its first column, but is followed by an assumptions column in the middle and an ‘information/action required’ column on the right (see page 3). There is no indicators column – it is proposed that indicators be incorporated in activity and output statements and be further detailed in a monitoring matrix.

The standard Logframe is appropriate for protracted humanitarian operations, provided a mechanism is introduced to regularly review and amend the Logframe to ensure its continued relevance and utility as a management tool. The proposed Emergencies Management Logframe should be used as long as the situation is unstable and important information is outstanding. However, the modified Logframe should be converted to a standard Logframe when the situation stabilises and it is no longer necessary to ‘plan on the run’. The standard Logframe should certainly be used where the main focus is on rehabilitation and recovery.

1 PLANNING CONSTRAINTS AND TYPES OF TOOLS NEEDED

At the commencement of an emergency humanitarian operation or action a lot has to be planned and organized in a short space of time with limited resources. Unlike the development context, the emphasis is on responding quickly, typically in the absence of good data. In addition to big information gaps there is typically instability both on the ground and in a programming sense (given all the actors involved in an emergency, the uncertainty of resourcing, etc). As a result guestimates (informed judgments) have to be made about needs, resources and the likely activities of other agencies and organisations based on previous experience and the information that is coming to hand from day to day. 

Under these circumstances there are risks that poor decisions will be made and it would be very useful to have flexible planning and management tools and procedures that could be applied quickly and effectively to problem analysis, strategy selection and operational planning & management.

The tools can’t be unwieldy – emergency managers just won’t use them. In the early days of an emergency response plans are amended every few days so very ‘dynamic’ planning tools are needed – tools that can facilitate short, sharp one hour planning sessions. Later, as revisions are only made each month, a day might be set aside, but flexible tools will still be at a premium and in either case the tools have to be capable of being used to facilitate the involvement of several participants (including other agencies).

Looking at it in terms of design requirements, emergency plans have to evolve. The normal project cycle does not apply – the design process is ongoing. Flexibility and responsiveness are critical (including the ability to work collaboratively with those affected and make the most of opportunities as they present themselves). 

2 THE NEED FOR A MODIFIED LOGFRAME FOR EMERGENCIES

The Logical Framework Approach, the centerpiece of which is the Logical Framework Matrix (the Logframe), has several strengths and weaknesses. The main strength is the discipline that the approach brings to clarifying means and ends, testing assumptions and determining how performance will be measured. It can help bring order out of chaos. The main weakness is the inflexibility in practice of the standard Logframe - once it has been drafted it is treated as a finished work and it sits on the shelf gathering dust. This is a weakness even in the development context for which LFA was designed.

Theoretically strategies and their description in Logframes can be revised. But there are two obstacles. Firstly, once an intervention has been approved by the board or governing committee of an agency or organisation there is a reluctance to change the primary documentation (including the Logframe) and indeed some uncertainty about what can be changed without further approval. Secondly, it takes many days to complete a standard Logframe and the country office will be painfully aware how much work was involved which will inhibit regularly going back to amend it. A common practice is to focus on work plans instead, however if these are used to reflect changing circumstances the link back to the primary design document can be lost.

Other shortcomings of the standard Logframe which are accentuated in emergency settings are that: 

· information needs are limited to monitoring requirements (driven by specified indicators) and there is no mechanism for specifying information that remains to be collected or responsive action that has to be taken;

· assumptions are recorded but they are ‘isolated’ on the far right hand side of the matrix and there is no mechanism for specifying how they should be dealt with.

The logical conclusion is that revised procedures and tools need to be developed for emergency operations that maintain the discipline of LFA while ensuring flexibility and responsiveness. To achieve this I suggest modifying the standard Logframe, retaining the ‘results hierarchy’ of the first column but opening up the rest of the matrix to enable managers to focus on information needs (a balance of monitoring and ongoing assessment) and action required (in this sense turning the Logframe into a workplan). 

The Emergencies Management Logframe that follows is for use by emergency managers based in the country office and/or its field offices. The approach includes a number of underlying principles:

· Simplifying the process of developing and amending the matrix. 

· Highlighting assumptions and risks, which loom large in emergencies. 

· Using the matrix as an ongoing planning tool (rather than a finished design).

Proposed Emergencies Management Logframe 

Code
Strategy                 (results hierarchy)
Critical assumptions

Information/action urgently required


Goal

1
Purpose



1.1
Output





1.1.1
Activity





1.1.2
Activity





1.1.3
Activity





1.2
Output





1.2.1
Activity





1.2.2
Activity





1.2.3
Etc



See Annex A for a worked example of this Logframe based on internal displacement and an emergency food distribution.
The Emergencies Management Logframe would be revised regularly - it is a ‘rolling design’ tool. Only the purpose level should be considered fixed (although it is accepted that amendments at the outputs and activities level may have budgetary implications and require approval for this reason). The frequency with which the Logframe is reworked will depend on the nature and stage of the operation and the stage in the response. In the first week it might make sense to make amendments each evening, at least at the activity level. Later it may become a weekly review, much later still quarterly. If the operation stabilises quite quickly and the country office has the capacity there may be sound arguments for immediately converting the modified Logframe into a standard Logframe.

First column: Strategy

The first column is derived from the strategy or strategies that have been selected and is labeled as such to emphasise this.

Purposes/components

Additional purpose level statements (with supporting outputs and activities) will be required for each distinct operational component e.g. general food distributions and institutional feeding. 

Outputs and activities

It might be possible to condense these two levels in the hierarchy into one to simplify it and reduce the burden imposed on staff in terms of differentiating between the two. However, I have found it difficult to do so.

Performance Indicators and Means of Verification

The 2nd and 3rd columns of the standard Logframe have been removed because it should be possible to weave indicators into activity and output statements for relief operations (and pick up what might be missed in the 3rd column – Information/action required). 

Indicators are supposed to incorporate QQT (quantity, quality and time). Indicators for quantitative standards and targets are easily implied in an activity or output statement (e.g. provide a 50% reference ration equivalent to 1,075 kcals per person per day to 150,000 IDPs for three months). If you examine Logframes designed for relief operations you will see that indicators are often superfluous and could be specified as targets and standards in the first column.
 

However, it is not so easy to dispense with indicators for qualitative standards and targets (e.g. concerning beneficiary participation in decision-making). For example, it is not self-evident what information is required to measure what influence women have on distribution committees. Indirect (or ‘proxy’) indicators are needed for this. These can be specified in the 3rd column if they are immediately relevant and they can be further treated in a monitoring matrix.

It is proposed that indicators (both direct and indirect) be specified in a Monitoring Matrix that uses the same first column as the modified Logframe. This approach is preferable to including an indicator column in the Emergencies Management Logframe itself because to do so would split the activities and outputs (the first column) from the assumptions, and detract from the 'active planning' role the proposed Logframe will serve.  (See Monitoring Matrix for an Emergency Operation, Annex B.) 

Second column: Assumptions

Assumptions have been made center stage because they loom so large in emergency operations. Assumptions have to be made about:

· The appropriateness of outputs in the absence of a thorough assessment (e.g. assumptions underlying ration levels such as the access of the people affected to non-relief foodstuffs whether from their own production, existing stocks or elsewhere); 

· Implementation capacity (e.g. an implementing partner’s capacity to put in place efficient and equitable distribution mechanisms);

· External inputs or conditions (e.g. the conduct of nutritional surveillance by an INGO, or the army’s capacity to contain insecurity on the roads).

This is recorded in the 3rd column. 

In the normal use of Logframes the assumptions column is used to test if achievements at one level in the logical hierarchy will lead or are leading to achievement at the next level (i.e. what is missing?). This test should still be applied (between the activity, output and purpose levels). 

Third column: Information/action required

The consequence of highlighting assumptions should be:

· the collection of more information; 

· remedial action; and/or

· the addition of activities, perhaps outputs, to fill gaps/meet risks. 

For example in the IDP example it would be reasonable to ask field staff and/or the implementing partner to conduct post-distribution monitoring focusing on whether or not the 50% reference ration meets the needs of the most food insecure and if it doesn’t how they are coping. This might lead to a recommendation to add a new activity (e.g. targeting extremely vulnerable individuals).

Related schedules/matrices

Inputs could be specified in a budget run off the first column of the modified Logframe, or incorporated in an Implementation and resource schedule run off the first column, as is standard practice in development programmes. (See Annex C).

Workplans for field offices could be developed on the basis of the first column, with more detail at the activity level and incorporating responsibilities and issues. (See Annex D). The more detailed activities would have to include information and action requirements specified in the 3rd column of the Emergencies Management Logframe – if its not recorded it might not get done. For example, the 3rd column in the Logframe might note the need for more information on the vulnerability of a particular group. This would have to be reflected as an activity in a workplan.

Monitoring and reporting formats (from field offices to country office) could also be developed on the basis of the first column in the Logframe, incorporating an indicators column to specify how performance against targets and standards will be measured. (See Annex B)

3 ALTERNATIVE APPROACH 

An alternative to the approach proposed above is the retention of a more conventional Logframe for emergency operations/actions with a focus on the output level and at the lower level the inclusion of indicative activities only. This would serve as a broad framework, but avoid too much detail given that this would be time-consuming and the detailed activities could require almost immediate amendment. The ‘active planning’ would take place in the development of workplans, derived from the Logframe and focused on the activity level. This would be a plausible and more familiar approach, but it would not provide a ready means of dealing with assumptions and additional information requirements. A risk management matrix would be needed to help address this deficiency.

4 THE LOGFRAME IN CONTEXT

Although the focus of this paper is the value of the Logframe, it is important to stress that the Logframe alone is not sufficient and that a number of important steps precede and follow drafting the Logframe. The proper sequence is summarised in the following boxes: 



The first step is to conduct a needs assessment and analysis, however limited this may initially have to be in some emergency settings. The analytical tool commonly used for this step in the development context is the ‘problem tree’. This is a relatively quick exercise that with adaptations is suitable for humanitarian operations. Basically problems are brainstormed, written on cards, stuck on a wall, and then rearranged with causes at the bottom and effects at the top. The problem analysis should start with a broader view than those matters that the agency or organisation may be able to address. For example protection may be an important issue – it should not be ignored just because it is not within the agency/organisation’s mandate. The trunk of the tree (the cards in the middle) should identify the problems/needs/opportunities that humanitarian action should seek to address. 

The second stage, strategy selection, involves focusing on the sub-set of humanitarian problems/needs/opportunities that are within the agency/organisation’s mandate, and considering alternative ways of meeting them. The extraneous cards may be relevant as critical assumptions to be recorded later in the Logframe (e.g. that UN forces will be able to provide protection to refugees). In considering strategies it is important to include consideration of local resources, particularly the leadership capacity of the people concerned. Having considered the alternatives a preferred strategy should be selected. 

Strategies should be documented and the narrative description should be structured with headings that follow the results hierarchy, i.e. goal, purpose(s), outputs and indicative activities. This is clearer and delivers the first column of the Logframe. A diagram depicting the strategy (in a pyramid format with the goal at the top and outputs and their indicative activities across the bottom) should be prepared on cards and displayed on a wall in the country office so that staff can readily visualise it and subsequently critique its continued relevance and appropriateness in regular staff meetings.

5 REVIEW AND EVALUATION

Reference has been made above to regular meetings and review processes. Regular review should include:

· testing the connection between activities, outputs and higher level objectives in the planning framework (outcomes); 

· ‘stepping outside’ the Logframe to test the relevance/appropriateness of the strategy.

In any operation, but more so in fluid situations, regular review is at a premium and mechanisms need to be developed to ensure regular reviews are conducted and that field staff, implementing partners and counterparts are adequately involved. This requires good facilitation skills and a willingness to experiment with visualisation techniques e.g. transferring the Emergencies Management Logframe onto cards and presenting it on a wall in a meeting room to ensure that participants are engaged in the planning process and that ideas can be captured, discussed and agreed in ‘real time’. 

Given the likely preoccupation of in-country staff with immediate concerns and the special skills involved in preparing for and satisfactorily staging these brainstorming exercises it is proposed that one member of the team be designated as the planning and review facilitator for the intervention. If there were nobody on the team with these skills it would be worthwhile bringing in an additional person for the first critical weeks. 

The use of a ‘dynamic’ Logframe for emergency operations might be regarded as problematic from the point of view of evaluation because the Logframe may initially be changed from week to week. However, provided each version is documented (maintained on a computer file) this would become a real asset because it would be readily apparent how the humanitarian action evolved. 

Bernard Broughton

14 September 2001

Comments welcome – please email Broughton@ConsultPDM.com

SAMPLE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS LOGFRAME (IDP EXAMPLE, FIRST WEEKS)

Code
Strategy
Critical assumptions
Information/action required


Goal: To provide essential food relief to the crisis-affected people of (country or region)



1
Purpose: To maintain the minimum acceptable nutritional and dietary standards of encamped IDPs
· Only encamped population require assistance
· Seek further information from INGOs active in districts


Output



1.1
Immediate relief

A 50% reference ration provided to 150,000 IDPs for an initial 3 months (13,500 tons) through implementing partners (IPs) 
· Encamped IDPs can meet 50% of own their food requirements

· Ration will be adequate for the most food insecure and vulnerable IDPs

· INGO implementing partners can mobilise to take over distributions by [date]
· Aim for follow-up assessment by [date] 

· Meet with IPs and test feasibility of commencement by [date]

· Aim to conclude Letters of Agreement with IPs by [date]


Activities (or steps)



1.1.1
Transportation

Transport commodities to FDPs for distribution by IP in accordance with monthly distribution targets based on agreed beneficiary numbers, ration levels, food basket composition and distribution cycles
· Commercial contractors willing to take trucks to insecure districts

· RubHalls can be erected at EDPs by end of week
· Contact potential contractors by [date]

· Send logistics coordinator to oversee erection of RubHalls

1.1.2
Final Distribution 
Assist IPs to develop efficient, safe and equitable food distribution mechanisms 
· IP has adequately skilled staff to effect sound distribution

· That insecurity does not prevent delivery to IDP camps
· Hold half-day workshop with IPs and district counterparts on distribution techniques by [date]

· Ensure entitlements communicated and complaints procedure in place

· Emergency Coordinator to agree procedures with local commanders 

1.1.3
Post-distribution monitoring

WFP sub-office staff visit IDP camps within one or two days of distribution to conduct random HH visits to determine rations received and utilisation
· SO staff will be able to maintain the prioritisation of post-distribution monitoring in the face of desk-bound demands 

· Insecurity does not prevent monitoring visits
· Recommend to SO heads that monitoring staff allocate a minimum 3 days/week to post-distribution monitoring

· Include monitoring in discussions with local commanders

1.1.4
Verify IDP numbers

WFP and its IPs, in collaboration with district counterparts, conduct verifications of IDP numbers and establish a mechanism to update IDP numbers from month to month
· District counterparts support verification and utilisation of results


· Seek support of national counterpart and District Disaster Management Committee

1.1.5
Follow-up food needs assessment

WFP and IPs, in collaboration with district counterparts, conduct follow-up emergency food needs assessment (EFNA) to clarify food gaps of encamped IDPs (including the food gaps of the most food insecure and EVIs)
· That WFP staff, IPs and district counterparts can be trained in EFNA methodology by [data] 

· That it would be feasible to target the most food insecure (if recommended)
· Request VAM unit to propose training schedule and content

· Meet with IPs and counterparts to form working group

· Ensure EFNA addresses issue of targeting 

1.1.6
Nutrition survey
INGOs, in collaboration with district counterparts and WFP, conduct nutrition survey to establish baseline anthropometric data 
· That INGOs are indeed able to conduct a nutrition survey of camps by [date] as indicated in last emergency coordination meeting
· Need to convince INGOs and donors of importance of nutrition surveys and ongoing surveillance. Might have to contribute funds. Warn HQ.

1.1.7
Verify adequacy/appropriateness of rations

Revise ration levels and food basket composition if required based on re-assessed food gaps, micronutrient requirements, cultural preferences, and additional needs of more food insecure and vulnerable
· That pipeline will be adequate at least for marginal increases in standard commodities

· That non-standard commodities can be sourced (if recommended)
· Ensure have a buffer stock

· Regional nutritionist to determine what additional commodities might be recommended 

Notes: 

The outputs and activities included in this sample Logframe are intended to reflect the fact that in an emergency WFP usually has to get food out immediately based on an estimate of numbers and needs (i.e. start somewhere) and subsequently take steps to clarify numbers and needs. Thus the output in the worked example would be revised after more information is gathered. Activities would change quite frequently as tasks are completed and new ones are added. This represents a ‘rolling design’ approach with a quick turnaround. Each sub-office could run a workplan off it by adding a week-to-week implementation schedule to the first column (i.e. a GANTT chart).

MONITORING MATRIX FOR AN EMERGENCY OPERATION (IDP EXAMPLE, FIRST WEEKS) 

Code
Strategy (results hierarchy)
Performance indicators
Progress (expressed as a % of target where quantitative)
Action taken/required


Goal: To provide essential food relief to the crisis-affected people of (country or region)




1
Purpose: To maintain the minimum acceptable nutritional and dietary standards of encamped IDPs





Output




1.1
Immediate relief

A 50% reference ration provided to 150,000 IDPs for an initial 3 months (13,500 tons) through implementing partners (IPs) 





Activities (or steps)




1.1.1
Transportation

Transport commodities to FDPs for distribution by IP etc.




1.1.2
Final Distribution 
Etc 




Notes: Indicators should not necessarily be fixed at the outset – there needs to be room to improve indicators. This can be achieved by leaving room SOs and COs to report against agreed indicators and to add new indicators from time to time – it is up to the recipients of the reports (CO or HQ) to judge if the new indicators are valid.

MONITORING MATRIX FOR AN EMERGENCY OPERATION (IDP EXAMPLE, FIRST WEEKS) OPTION # 2

Code
Strategy (results hierarchy)
Progress against quantitative targets (expressed as a %)
Progress against qualitative targets/compliance with standards
Action taken/required


Goal: To provide essential food relief to the crisis-affected people of (country or region)




1
Purpose: To maintain the minimum acceptable nutritional and dietary standards of encamped IDPs





Output




1.1
Immediate relief

A 50% reference ration provided to 150,000 IDPs for an initial 3 months (13,500 tons) through implementing partners (IPs) 





Activities (or steps)




1.1.1
Transportation

Transport commodities to FDPs for distribution by IP etc.




1.1.2
Final Distribution 
Etc 




IMPLEMENTATION AND RESOURCE MATRIX FOR AN EMERGENCY OPERATION

Code
Strategy
1st week
2nd week
3rd week
4th week
5th week
6th week
7th week
8th week
3rd month
4th month
5th month
6th month

1.1
Output: Immediate relief

A 50% reference ration provided to 150,000 IDPs for an initial 3 months (13,500 tons) through IPs 
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
844 tons
3376 tons





Activities













1.1.1
Transportation

Transport commodities to FDPs for distribution by IP etc
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX




1.1.2
Final Distribution 
Etc
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX




1.1.3
Post-distribution monitoring


XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX




1.1.4
Verify IDP numbers



XXX
XXX








1.1.5
Follow-up food needs assessment





XXX
XXX







Resources (or inputs)














Category A














Category B














Category C













SUB-OFFICE SHORT-TERM WORKPLAN FOR AN EMERGENCY OPERATION (AND WALL CHART)

Code
Strategy
Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4
Week 5
Week 6

1
Component 







1.1
Output







1.1.1
Activity







1.1.2
Activity







1.1.3
Activity







2
Component 







2.1
Output







2.1.1
Activity







2.1.2
Activity







2.1.3
Activity







Notes: The fields would specify responsibilities and issues to be addressed.
















Planning and management framework


(Logframe)





Workplans; monitoring & reporting formats





Humanitarian needs assessment and analysis





Strategy selection and description








� This is not the first time someone has been critical of the Logframe or proposed modifying it in some way. Des Gasper has written several papers on the issue. Putting the assumptions column in the center is as far as I know a novel idea but it is a natural enough thing to do considering that when designing a standard Logframe you normally complete the assumptions column after the logical hierarchy and before turning to the 2nd and 3rd columns (the monitoring system). I have just relegated the indicators column to a separate matrix to keep it out of the way.


� Alternatively this column could be more broadly headed ‘Information gaps/Critical assumptions’ (in which case the third column could be headed simply ‘Action urgently required’).


� E.g. ECHO’s sample Logframe includes ‘Food for 8.130 families is secure for a period of 4 months’ as a ‘result’ in the first column and the indicator provided is ‘Each person receives a weekly ration equivalent of 2.150 k/cal per day within the period x – y.’ The ration could have been incorporated in the ‘results’ statement.
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