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Funders are increasingly demanding that their funded projects report on outcomes or change rather
than the processes and activities put into place with the funding. The language may have changed,
but the expectations of funders have also increased. Whilst knowing about the numbers of people
helped is an important aspect of ensuring that value for money has been delivered, funders now
want to know ‘what difference has our funding made’.

Whilst funded projects want to know that too (and indeed to access further funding they need to
know it), the level of expertise in communicating this is inherently low. Also, the language keeps
changing as do toolkits leading to a spectrum of confusion within the voluntary sector as to how to
communicate that an outcome has been achieved.

As an Investment Funder, the Voluntary Action Fund (VAF) was keen to explore the barriers to
recording and reporting outcomes in voluntary organisations. From this, we also wished to explore
how best to support funded organisations on improving their ability to record and report on
outcomes.

VAF therefore designed an Outcome Monitoring Pilot project which would be dedicated to providing
bespoke training and support to a group of funded projects, testing how best to support them.
Through a programme of support and training to a dedicated group, we aimed to

< Build their skills and capacity around identifying the outcomes they wished to achieve
« Build skills and capacity to develop outcome indicators

« Build their skills and capacity around collecting information

< Build their skills and capacity to analyse and report on their outcomes

Since this was of interest to all funders, VAF was financially supported by the Big Lottery in
Scotland and the Equality Unit of the Scottish Executive in taking forward this work. VAF also
involved Evaluation Support Scotland (ESS) in delivering training to the organisations, ensuring that
language and approach was consistent with recommended practice.

Therefore, this project also addressed the following key areas of joint interest:

 What was the baseline understanding of outcome monitoring amongst projects?

« Did the support and training provided enhanced their skills, understanding & capability to
define, measure and monitor outcomes?

* What difficulties do organisations face in recording outcomes?

« What other difficulties do organisations face e.g. reporting back on outcomes?

e What is the impact of the training and support on service delivery — are projects better
managed and developed in response to outcome monitoring training & support?
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The dedicated intervention was offered to projects funded with the Race Equality Integration &
Community Support (REICS) Fund. These projects had been recently funded and an outcome
monitoring system had been already established for the programme of funding. All projects were going
to have to monitor and report on outcomes and as such bespoke training would be of key interest to
them.

36 projects were funded through the REICS Fund, working across a range of disciplines and being
delivered by a wide range of agencies, from small community run organisations through to large
national voluntary organisations. Many are minority ethnic led, a sector of the voluntary sector which
inherently struggles to raise funds and engage with statutory agencies due to poor networking,
language and cultural barriers.

Funded organisations were invited to take part in the ‘pilot. Of the 36 projects funded, 27 elected to
take part, with these projects staying committed through the year of involvement.

Since an outcome monitoring system was in place and with initial introductory workshops being
defined, the methodology centred around training and support through workshops (integrating peer
learning) and project visits as follows:

. - to capture change in ability, experience and confidence in recording
& reporting outcomes, as well as insight into barriers

. — to introduce the funded projects to the process, identify
current skills and capabilities (self evaluation), provide structured training on identifying outcomes,
structured training on building techniques and skills around information gathering.

. — One site visit per organisation was carried out in order to build skills and capacity in
situ around data gathering. Issues around their understanding of outcomes were explored on a
one to one basis, along with identification of issues around gathering information and reporting
back.

. — projects were encouraged to share how information has been gathered to
date across their project and what systems they had put in place. This session also focussed on
how to analyse information and report back to funders/stakeholders on the outcomes developing
within projects.
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Before starting the programme of training and support, the participants were asked to take complete a
small baseline survey designed to explore:

* How skilled/able are the participants in recording and reporting outcomes?

 How confident are participants in recording and reporting outcomes?

« Do organisations provide training for staff in evaluation or monitoring?

» Do organisations currently record outcomes or have evaluative structures in place?
* What difficulties do organisations face in recording and reporting outcomes?

The results of the baseline survey gave a good insight.

The results of the baseline survey indicated that although in many of the organisations there was a
culture of recording information, there was virtually provided for project staff
and certainly clear time and staffing constraints in recording and reporting outcomes. A resounding
$%& reported that their organisation did not provide any training or support in monitoring or evaluation
which is indeed reflected in the skills and experience levels they recorded in the survey.

As can be seen below, the participants indicated that they had a level of experience in recording
and reporting outcomes and an even lower confidence level in this.

# 1 C

Skills and ability in
reporting on |
outcomes

Confidence in
recording & |
reporting outcomes

recording &

Experience of |
reporting outcomes

None Some A lot

Participants were however a little more confident in writing reports on outcomes, which is interesting
given their confessed lack of experience and confidence! An interpretation of this could be that they
were able to write reports which described some change happening and had a suitable level of
experience of doing this for funders etc. The report may not be based on robust information, but could
still be a reflection of change within the project.

$) & of participants recorded that their organisation had systems in place to record outcomes, and
when asked what these methods were there was an incredible variety of methods presented:

evaluation forms, focus groups, case notes, questionnaires,
contact forms, databases of enquiries/progress, case work monitoring phone calls,
interviews, video documentation, project plans etc.

This list is interesting and indicative of the confusion around monitoring activity vs. recording change,
as some of the items on the list does not present any insight into how change is potentially being
recorded e.g. database, project plans. However, the follow up phone calls, focus groups, video diaries
and interviews indicate strong methods of recording change being in place
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The language around outcomes and evaluation was highlighted as being a key barrier to
understanding. Resolving this was crucial to the development of understanding around outcomes and
much of the time spent at this day was spent developing a joint understanding of what an outcome is
amongst the participants. Each participant had their own interpretation of what outcome meant.

This is compounded by the use of language across different funding programmes and evaluative
methods. The participants cited that ‘jargon’ and confused messages from funders leads to confusion
in their minds as to what they should be recording and how they should report on it.

One participant mentioned the following:
“We may use the same vocabulary but we are all using a different dictionary!”

There was a clear willingness to have an accepted understanding of what an outcome is and what this
means then in relation to reporting on outcomes.

The first training day therefore focussed a lot on the basics and demystifying the language:

What is an outcome?
How is an outcome different from an aim?
Where do objectives come in?

Participants spent much time exploring their proposed project outcomes and redefining these. This
didn’t require that they redesigned their projects — merely that they clearly defined what they wished to
change in their project.

Demystifying the language and agreeing definitions did consume the first training day and also crept
into many of the site visits. The use of varied language amongst funders doesn’t help. We ask
organisations to define their vision and their progress around this in many different ways e.g.

Aims, objectivities, missions, achievements, outcomes, impacts, target etc.

There was a clear message from the participants that they would like funders to use one definition for
outcomes and have a clear definition of this we all work too.

Some of the organisations were also surprised that their funder would allow them to change the way
they phrased their outcomes after the funding had been granted. VAF had to send strong and positive
messages that so long as they didn’t redesign their projects it was appropriate to revise the outcomes
to get ensure they were realistic and appropriate. This was helped by the site visits where staff could
reinforce this positive message.

It was clear that a culture of trust between the funder and the fundee is essential to get outcomes

properly established for both parties. Hands off funders are less likely to get what they need and this
is a clear benefit of an investment based approach for all involved.
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There is no shortage of vision in the voluntary sector, and this affects how organisations set their
proposed outcomes. Many of the outcomes they chose were not ‘SMART’ but visionary and long term
e.g. eliminate racial discrimination in Govan. Whilst this is admirable, it is perhaps a wider vision for
the area or an overall charitable purpose of their organisation.

This sense of vision was undoubtedly led by the goals or outcomes of the REICS funding programme.
These were strategic, high level, outcomes which would be impossible to achieve at project level..

Some time therefore was required looking into the different levels of change they will be able to record
and how this relates to their overall vision for their project and then ultimately the goals of the funding
programme.

Programme level outcome — what the Race Equality Fund is aiming to change
Project level outcome — what the project aims to change
Project specific outcomes — specific changes across different areas of the project

The use of Weavers Triangle was very helpful in brokering understanding of this. At the site visits,
many of the participants had made their own Weavers Triangle to help them structure their outcome
monitoring.

Some projects had missed potential outcomes of their project — for example potential outcomes for
volunteers as well as project beneficiaries. The site visits helped some projects see they were doing
more and achieving more than they initially realised and encouraged them to think about ways to
capture that appropriately.

0->* 1

The baseline survey highlighted that organisations often have robust methods in place to capture hard
information which can form the basis for recording change. The numbers attending, hours worked,
numbers of people from different ethnic groupings are being gathered and participants find them easy
to work with.

However, the ‘soft outcomes’ which show real change are more difficult to measure and inherently
more time consuming to set up and collect. The participants spent much time exploring the capturing
of soft outcomes — both in formal training and in informal peer sharing sessions. The site visits also
explored this and looked at some of the methods.

What was clear that the participants knew that they needed to gather this kind of information and had
some good ideas on how they could do it (or should do it), but the reality was that many did not have
systems well established for this and required further support with it. Spending time within the training
on tools and techniques was well received and provided much food for thought.

The peer learning aspect of this end of the support was quite important. Sharing methods of recording
soft outcomes helped others consider their practices, and peer led discussion helped many of the
participants structure better their information gathering.

The ethical considerations and sensitivities around working with some of the client groups add to the
complexity of gathering of information around how they have been helped by the funded project and
what changes this has led too. The projects spent time exploring this as it did affect the methods they
put in place.

Many projects were single worker projects and needed to have really simple methods built into their

day to day work. In some cases using volunteers or service users to help them identify outcome
indicators or get involved in feedback was a time effective way of building evaluation systems.
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Some projects had too much recording going on that wasn't necessary. For example some had
detailed case notes and separate evaluation forms. This could be replaced by an outcome focussed
template that would then double as a case note AND record of baseline and progress.

Even though the projects were better at capturing hard information — many had forgotten about the
need for a baseline. This is important in capturing soft outcomes too. For example getting simple
things like levels of awareness of race equality issues BEFORE a training course so they could map
change afterwards had not been established. This was something projects were able to put in place to
ensure that Year 2 had even better information.

)- 2 2

At the training day they brought a wide variety of evidence to support how they captured individual
change and quite constructive discussions were held around this. Evidence included some quite
sophisticated questionnaires recording growth and change, circles of support information, comments
wall etc.

Verbal capture was also important for the clients groups as many had limited language skills and
writing about their growth was a challenge for the client. So methods such as structure interviews
using Dictaphones and digital methods was important. These could be played back to the client
allowing them to follow their progress and understand that change is happening for them.

Some were using video recording but found audio recording generally easier and cheaper to put in
place.

Where language skills are limited, the use of images was also presented — allowing people to express
their thoughts around confidence, self esteem and their situations with images. These images could
also be used to structure on going discussion.

Despite there being a plethora of methods presented, there was a general perception that this was a
challenging area due to the sensitivities involved, the difficulties in communicating with people with
additional needs, the difficulties in getting people to comply and be share information and also the
time involved was identified here as a particular barrier.

They organisations were convinced that this was one of the most important aspects of information
capture, but analysing this and telling the whole story to funders was a significant issue. It's easy to
observe and capture an individuals progress, but translating this along with 50 other individuals into a
story around race equality, integration or community development was seen as an impossible task by
many.

3-4 2 2 51 2

Most of the participants had recorded issues around # ! and capturing
the outcomes within these. At a basic level, working with mainstream agencies is one of the key
challenges faced by many of the projects. The staff involved within the mainstream agencies are
often not assisting the funded projects in capturing change within the client groups especially where
there is a cross referral of clients happening. There is also often a lack of interest and capacity in
taking part in basic monitoring within mainstream agencies, especially local authority. In addition,
there is a systemic lack of monitoring and evaluation within mainstream agencies — particularly in
relation to race equality and integration.

Given this it is perhaps no surprise that capturing change within external agencies in relation to
attitude, approach and practice in relation to race equality is challenging.

This challenge also extends to capturing within communities in relation to
race equality and integration.
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Some of the projects who were working on a consistent basis with a team of staff had been able to put
in processes of capturing change, but this was aligned to structured intervention such as training
sessions.

Methods involved in capturing this change included structured interviews and questionnaires with staff
within agencies. It was recognised that paid staff within statutory authorities often coped well with
structured written information with a higher degree of complexity than that given to clients. Again, this
worked well when aligned to a structured intervention.

Capturing wider change within agencies was compounded by a lack of a baseline within the agencies
so the projects often had to establish their own baseline and then work quite intelligently to capture
progress against this.

6-7

In the baseline survey, all of the patrticipants recording that finding time for monitoring and evaluation
was difficult. They are all highly pressed in delivering the outcomes in a short timescale so finding
thinking, planning and doing time for recording and reporting of outcomes almost appeared to be a
luxury.

As well as none of the participants being offered training or support with monitoring or evaluation,
none of them had a budget for this nor time allocated within their role to work on it. They were
implicitly expected to capture and report on change, yet were given very little to do it with.

At the end of the project, whilst skills and capability had increased, the time issue was still a barrier.
VAF would view time and resourcing as being the main barrier hampering outcome monitoring. The
concept of outcome monitoring is straightforward and our participants proved that they were able to
grasp the theory and translate it into workable practice within their setting. But, they needed that initial
investment and still continue to struggle to find the time to make it work.

Also, like many funds, the REICS fund is running for only two years. Some outcomes are immediate
but outcomes in relation to changes of attitude and behaviour are longer term. Also working with
individuals to change lifestyles, improve health, improve educational attainment etc. can all take a long
time and will often transcend the funding. A few of the participants quite rightly pointed out that change
can take a very long time. As well as projects being realistic about outcomes, there was a request for
funders to also be realistic about this. Accordingly, we did spend some time in the training looking at
short term outcomes as a means to achieving longer term ones. Funders perhaps need to ensure that
short term outcomes which are achievable are in place.

$- 8 8

My time is so limited and | also have to manage several different projects all recording different
outcomes for different funders.

Participants in receipt of multiple sources of funding expressed that this could be a burden. They are
capturing different outcomes, with different client groups (or sometimes the same ones) and expected
to record and report in different ways. This can lead to confusion within the minds of the organisation
and duplication of effort.

This issue is the feature of another pilot being hosted by New Philanthropy Capital and the Big Lottery.
There is clearly scope to develop a standardised system within each organisation, using a standard
definition of outcome. This would be of obvious benefit to fundees and funders alike.

The insight from this research would be that basic training and support would be needed across the
sector before voluntary organisations in Scotland would be able to record and report on standard
outcomes. The staff we were involved with were clearly inexperienced and untrained in recording and
reporting on their work. Being front line staff they were skilled to do their job, but their organisations
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had not sought to invest in making this happen. Across the 36 funded projects there was a range of
size of organisation — from small volunteer run groups through to large Regeneration Agencies.
Funders cannot assume that the larger, more developed organisations have a learning and
development culture within them as our experience in this research and other areas of our work bears
this out.

9-:

Some support around analysing information was provided both at this training day and also within the
individual site visits. However, an important aspect of the training day was highlighting how to report
effectively on outcomes. The participants at the time of the training were all writing their annual
progress reports for their funding so the support in this area was particularly welcomed.

It was recognised that the participants had a range of experience in writing reports. Most had had to
do this before with only a few having no experience. Some had much experience. However, all had
limited experience of taking an outcomes approach when reporting. They were skilled and able in
reporting on activity and output, but lacked the experience or insight into transferring this into ‘what’s
changed or what difference’ has this funded project made.

We presented and discussed ways of doing this, encouraging them to be “smart” in how they use the
basic information they have alongside being “robust” i.e. have the evidence to support the information.
In discussing this, we also looked at using quantitative information combined with qualitative as a
means of being smart and robust at the same time as telling a story. The qualitative information is
importance in its ability to validate, illustrate and convince the reader. Projects were encouraged to
use quotes, case studies, stories and pictures to back up the hard information they had to hand.

Having received their end of year reports and reviewed these before writing this report, VAF are able
to conclude that the training did assist them in producing these. There was evidence of consistency of
language, an insight into the difference between activity and outcome and clear efforts made to
illustrate their report with examples and evidence.

However, the improvement was noted but it was not substantial. The reports still lacked an ability to
intelligently analyse their information and understand what this meant in relation to race equality and
integration. Whilst they were able to talk about the changes made within groups of individuals, the
impact of this on delivering their outcomes and the goals of the fund (the wider outcomes) was not
present.

There was also a lack of flair in reporting. The reports still lack impact. The participants struggle still
with ‘telling the story’. They can verbalise the difference they make well and orally tell this story — but
the challenge of committing this to paper is still evident. Whilst this is perhaps an on going issue
across the voluntary sector it is an important one. Obtaining funding is an increasingly competitive
market, and ‘telling the story’ is crucial to securing and maintaining funding.

Some projects are obsessed with “filling in the form correctly” rather than telling their story. Providing a
framework can assist organisations in giving the right information back, but it can also limit their ability
to creatively present their learning — or indeed preclude them sending other relevant information which
would be of interest. Very few organisations took the initiative when submitting their end of year
reports to provide illustrative information to support their report. As we have highlighted the project
workers lack training and support in this area, as well as experience and confidence. We cannot rely
on them to take the initiative.
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The insights presented above would perhaps indicate that the training did help the participants
understand outcomes better and be better able to take an outcomes approach. Their enthusiasm
during the pilot would also be a good indicator for VAF.

However, we did conclude our work with a final brief questionnaire looking at the impact of the journey
travelled on them.

As we can see in this figure — we have made clear difference to confidence and skill in recording and
reporting outcomes.

5!

of/ We have had the greatest
impact on the confidence level.
Given the short timescale and
limited levels of intervention this
is to be expected.

We have still had a positive
impact on ability and experience
which is also important.

O Before

In terms of experience and ability, we were curious to know what had changed as a result of the pilot.
So we asked the participants what they had put in place following the pilot.

O Before

The results speak for themselves:

Put in place guestionnaires, surveys, exit interviews 47%
Capturing"soft" information now happening 44%
We think more about what we are doing/seeing 9%

The participants still struggle with the analysis and taking time to think about what they are doing — as
is also evidenced in their end of year reports. But they are importantly doing more to capture change.

In exploring further what they valued about what they learnt the results were also able to show that the
sector do struggle to identify the difference between and outcome and an output. As already
highlighted we did spend a considerable amount of time on this at the training day and this has had an
impact on what they learnt.

They have also taken away insight into different tools, how to think about outcomes and to only a
small extent how to write reports.

<

Difference between an output and outcome 40%
We have allocated time to outcome measurement 15%
Different tools for monitoring & evaluation 20%
How to analyse & think about outcomes 10%
How to structure a report 5%

10
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Interestingly they have realised to some extent that they need to make to make this happen.

E

Lack of time & staffing to do it 33%
Not being in control of outcome due to other factors 17%
Analysing the information & understanding it 17%
Getting partner agencies to focus on outcomes 11%
Funding runs out before outcome achieved 11%
Capturing changes in attitude & behaviour 11%

However, when asked what they still find difficult about outcome measurement, time is still by far the
main issue for the participants.
A third of the participants still struggled to fit this in, or around, their daily job.

This is compounded by the lack of support within their organisation and also across the other
agencies they are working on. Whilst the participants were keen to record change in their client group,
they did face difficulties when they weren’t in control of the outcome. This tended to happen where
there were partnership working arrangements.

The partner agencies tended to lack interest, or capacity to record and report on outcomes and this is
also recorded here.

It could be assumed that the two difficult factors — not being in control and getting partner agencies to
focus — are closely linked. The insights gathered in the site visits would validate this.

Capturing changes in attitude and behaviour is also a difficult area. It's often less tangible and always
requires a depth of consideration as to the most appropriate method of capture. It is also longer term
and as is highlighted here, the funding may have expired before this change can be truly captured. In
terms of funding race equality and work to challenge racism this is an obvious concern.

11
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- Voluntary organisations are capable of taking an outcome focussed approach — regardless of size
of organisation or experience of staff members

- In two cases it was slightly more difficult to see how the project activities would actually deliver
the outcomes (project or programme). In retrospect further discussion at award stage might have
been helpful to ensure the logic of how the activities would in fact deliver race equality and why.
Once again, in taking an investment approach we were able to pick up on this and work with the
organisations on revising their outcomes and activities.

- On the positive side the vast majority of projects did have clear and realistic plans for delivering
their outcomes through their activities. Both Evaluation Support Scotland and VAF would support
the view that BME projects don't find this any harder than the mainstream voluntary sector — and
indeed some of are better at it.

- Voluntary organisations expect staff to be able to monitor and evaluation but do not provide any
training, support, resources for them. This experience is borne across all of VAF funding
programmes and applies to large, well organised organisations as well as those at community
level

- The time involved is one of the main barriers to taking this forward. This is not taken into
consideration when drawing up job profiles

- Communicating the outcome in writing is a harder area to create improvements. Staffs are able to
implement methods of data capture and have a good insight into appropriate methods for their
particular client groups. Analysing this information and telling the story continues to be an issue.

- If funders are to expect voluntary organisations to be able to record and report on outcomes, we
need to enable this to happen. We need to expect to resource this.

- A small amount of training and support can go a long way to improve skill and confidence. This
pilot cost under £ 9,000 to implement and could be delivered even more cost effectively with
larger groups of organisations, or across programmes/funders. It could cost as little as £ 100 per
organisation to deliver but can have long reaching consequences for the organisations involved
and the wider voluntary sector.

- Peer learning and the sharing of experience and ideas was highly beneficial. Funders would
benefit from providing this opportunity for funded projects.

- Establishing outcomes was easier where VAF was the only funder, or where the funded work i.e.
the project, had begun when the REICS funding was awarded. Work which was established could
be harder to frame into outcomes.

- ‘Core work’ versus project based work was also more difficult to define in relation to SMART
outcomes. Funders perhaps need to expect this to be the case. Funding core work is often
essential in achieving a strategic outcomes, but breaking it down into easily measurable
outcomes may be more difficult and artificial

- Funders need to establish realistic programme level outcomes — which can easily translate into

project level outcomes for funded projects. This would also assist programme level evaluation of
the funded programme
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VAF is an Investment Funder and is already providing support for monitoring and evaluation as part of
this commitment. We have developed a high level of trust with funded organisations, making the
developing of critically constructive relationships more straightforward than other funders.

However, this pilot project has influenced our practice and will lead to new developments in our
support package — across our funded programmes. We will in particular be:

« Providing further training in analysing reporting —telling the story

- Building on this training — training on meeting the programme goals and linking into wider
outcomes

- In one funding programme we shall be piloting the role of peer evaluators in supporting outcome
recording, analysis and reporting across the funded projects

« When assessing grants, continue to make sure that the proposed activities logically link into the
proposed outcomes.

- At assessment, make sure that time and resources for outcome monitoring are built into project
budgets

- Work with other funders and ESS on consistency of language

» Drive forward this learning through the Funders Forum and Scottish Grant Making Trust Group

#

This project would not have happened without financial support from the Big Lottery Fund in Scotland
and the Scottish Executive Equality Unit. We thank their commitment and insight.

We are indebted to Evaluation Support Scotland who delivered the training in partnership with VAF
and contributed their expertise and insight. They brought consistency and rigour to the training,
assisting us all with driving forward clear language and learning.

Finally, we could not have achieved this without the commitment of the funded projects. Even VAF
were surprised with their enthusiasm for the training and support offered. There was a willingness to
learn and develop and a clear need to provide this kind of support.

As funders, we are pushing at an open door... lets open it wider....
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