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INTRODUCTION

This document displays several modifications to the logical framework matrix format which have
growyn out of the past two years of operational experience, These modifications do not elter the
basic logical framework concepts; they are intended only as convenient means to clarify or elzbo-
ratﬁ, one or another aspect of project design.

Uselof any or all of the modifications is not required. The modifications may be used informelly
as worksheets, singly or in combinatidns as appropriate. If the Mission finds that a modified
logical framework is more effective than the standard matrix format for commmnicating with AID/W s
this is acceptable.

USATDs are encouraged to give copies of this document to any cocperating group, (i.e., cantractors,
PASAs, host country officials, other donors) now using the logical framework. The modifications
have been given to participants in the AID Program Evaluation Seminar (FDM II) starting with the
March 1973 session. This docurent is an informal ajjunct to M.O. 1026.1, Supplement I, the
Program Evaluation Guidelines, Second Edition.

Re le:r:s are invited to contribute to the continuing development of the logical framework methodology.
c nts on these eight modifications and the related explanatory material are welcome. Suggestians
for|other modifications will be appreciated. These comments should be semt to your Regional Evalua-
tion Officer. If enough useful suggestions are received, a second, expanded edition of this

compendium will be prepared.
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PART T

DESCRIPTION OF THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK METHODOLOGY

anning and evaluation is the working out of a logicel framework which:

inputs, outputs, purpose, and higher sector/program goal in measurable or objectively verifiable terms;
le causetive (means-end) linkage between inputs, outputs, purpose, and goal;

assumptions (external influences and factors) which will affect the causative linkages;

indicators which will permit subsequent measurement or verification of achievement of the defined outputs,
al .

imgrily & project planning device. It also is used for re-examination of the original design of ongoing
1Jude to evaluation, i.e., it sets the standards against which the project will be evaluated. Evaluation
g and validating whether or not the project outputs are being produced, whether these outputs in fact are
ect purpose; and finally whether this achievement is making a significant contribution, as planned, to the

ogical framework has both a vertical and a horizontal logic. Its vertical logic defines the series of

ative linkages which ig intended to transform project inputs into development changes at the sector or program level and permits

planner/evaluator to jy
verify planning assumpi

acteristics and Limitaf

dge whether these linkages are viable. Its horizontal logic encourages the evaluator to measure progress
ions at each ievel (ogtput, urpose and goal) separately and independently from other levels.

ions of the Logicgf Framework

e A1l aspects of
defined by the
level of efforti

project planning (i.e., the formnlation of targets, causative linkages, indicators, and assumptions) are
project planner and the sector manager and are project-specific. Similarly, the degree of rigor and the
in collecting and analyzing data for both planning and evaluation are determined by management and are




project-sgpecific.

The logical framework is ethically neutral. It gives no guidance on questions of socio-economic equity or benefit incidence
such as equitable income distribution, emrloyment opportunities, access to resources, popular participation in decision-making
and in the fruits of development projects, unless such aspects have been explicitly included in the statements of goal or

purpose.

The logical framework is programmatically and technically neutral. It gives no guidance on proven strategies and techniques,
cogt and feasibility of replication, effects on ecology, concentration on key problem areas, reliance on the private sector,
etc. It does|not assure that the project is optimal, i.e., that the project directly addresses the most critical constraint
to goal achieyement or that it is the most effective means for overcoming that critical constraint unless the planners/
evaluators choose to explore alternative approaches.

The methodology permits, but does not require, co t/benefit and cost/effectiveness analysis.
A clear distinction should be made betwen the logical framework concept and the logical framework matrix format. The concept

is a unified ptructuring of a set of project design elements. It introduces order and discipline into the intellectusl pro-
cesses of the| planner.

The matrix format is merely a convenient planmer's tool which simulates and visually displays the project design elements so
that they can/be manipulated, assayed and communicated. :

The logical f:&-amework concept, as applied to any given project, is analagous to a game of chess, the matrix format is the
chesgsboard. 1

A digtinction should be made between the logical framework-mairix format and the Project Paper (PROP). The former contains
succinet s gstatements of targets, assumptions, etc. The latter should spell out these statements in a more specific
and comprehensive way.

i
The logical ramework is objective-oriented, it does not describe the actions, activities or processes which transform
means into ends. Other instruments £ill this need, i.e., Project Paper (PROP), Joinmt Project Implementation Plan (PIP),
network analyses such as PERT, CPM, etc.

: logical framework shown on the following page is the standard format used by A.I.D. for planning =nd evaluating all noncapital

djects.
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PROJ ECT DESIGN SUMMARY :::‘;:“’l"" -FY
F
f
LOG!CAL FRAMEWORX o Torol U. 5. Fund
Dote Prepored:
Project Titje & Numb
- NATRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
Program or Sectof Toal: The brooder objsctive to M of Goal Achi Assumpticns for achieving geal targers:
which this project contributes:
Project Purpose:] Conditions thet will mndicote purpose has been A i for ochieving
achisved: End of project status.

Outputs: Magnitude of Qutputs:

inputs:

implementation Targe? (Type and Quantity) Assumptions for providing inpots:
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PART II

MODIFICATIONS TO THE LNGICAL FRAMEWORK

-

he following pages display & number of modifications of the basic logical framework matrix
hich have grown out of two years of experience in the field and AID/‘W . Project planners

qnd evaluators are not required to use these modifications; nor are the modifications intended

o replace the standard matrix format (p. 3). They are displayed here for two reasons:

e they may have learning value for program and project staff
by clarifying one or another aspect of the logical framework
concept.

9 they may be useful to planners and/or evaluators as informal
worksheets to be used in analyzing project design.

he modifications mey be used sinZly or in combination; for instance, if the project plamner/
valuator is concerned with the assum.tions (external factors) affecting his project, he may
ant to cambine modification #1 and modification #h.
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(a)
()
(c)
(a)

(e)

Modification #1 -~ Verification of Assumptions

Modification # 1 of the logicel framewo-k, shown on the following page, provides an added column
for clarifying and elaborating the assumptions (external factors and circumstances) which affect
the causative linkages. Entries in this column can be used to:

verify the validity of the assumption,
weigh the importance or criticality of the assumption,
assess changes in the status of the assumption,

suggest actions which could increese the probability tha®t the assumpticn
would be realized, and/or

specify the need for further study of the assumption.

Agsumptions should be made as explicit as possible and should be stated in operational terms. This
may permit the planner to take steps calculated to reduce uncertainty, increase control and, where
possible, move the assumption within the scope of the project design.

Modification # 1 may be usefully be combined with Modification # k.
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PROJECT DESIGN SUMMARY Lifs of Project:
From FY o FY
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK Total U S Funding
Date Prepored: _-
Project Title & Numb
NARRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION 1MPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
Progrom or Sector Goal. The brooder obj to " of Goa! Achi:

MEANS OF YERIFYING ASSUMPTIONS

which this project contributes:

Project Purpess:

Conditions that will indicate purpose hos been

Assumptions for ach.eving goal torgets:

Cutputs:

achieved: End of project stonss.

Magnitode of OQutpurs:

implementation Target (Type ond Quantity)

Assumptions for providing inputs:
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Modification #2 - Insertion of an Additional Row(s) in the Vertical Hierarachy of Objectives

Modification # 2, on the following page, is intended to accommodate one or more intermediate
levels in the vertical hierarchy of objectives. Such an intermediate or sub-level might be:

o intermediate output between input and final output levels,
e subsector goal between project purpose and sector goel (see example).

Note that the setting of goals (subsector, sector, program) is not normally the responsibility

of project management, but rather of those to whom the project personnel report (this applies
to both the host country and the donor agency).




Medificatiar Ne. 2

PROJ ECT DESIGN SUAMARY Lile of Preject:
LOGICAL FRANEWORK Frem FY YL
© Yol U S. Funding
D Prepared:
Prgiect Title & Number:
VARRATIVE SOMMARY CRIECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEARS OF VERIFICATION EPCETANT ASSAPTIONS

Progrem o Sector Gosl: The brooder obi
which this preject contributes:

™ of Goal Ack;

Assomptums for achiavieg goal tergers:

Subsectyr Gool:

Measures of Goal Achievemant:

Preject furposa:

Conditioas thet will mdicare purpose has been Assumpraons fur schieveny purpeus:
cchisved End of project srons.
Outputs: Mognitde of Qutputs: Assumgrions For scheeving owtputs:
Inputs: ‘. emantation Terger (Type end Quantity} Assumptions for previding mputs:




Modification #3 - Insertion of an Additionsl Column for Specific Tergets

jodification #3, shown on page 13, spells out in explicit detail, (new colum 3) the actusal
argets measured by each objectively verifiable indicator. It thus simultaneously elebarates
he nerrative statement of target contained in cclumn 1 and states the final result as re-
lected by each indicator.

bbb ot =

t is important to understand and preserve the distinction between a scheduling device and a
isting of interim planned targets. Scheduling of project inputs, actions, events and cuiruts
s accomplished in the Project Implementation Plans (PIP) and in network devices such as FERT.
Nodification #3 permits a statement of interim planned targets and their estimsted dates of
completion. Modification #3 should tie in with any scheduling device used by the project
nanagement team,

Sodt_buud bucd

dolurm 3. An example of this usage is shown on the follcring page.

The grid shown in Modification #5 on pages 16 and 17, can be usefully applied in Modification #3,



Ex

le:

L. Narrative Statement

Improve the food congumption habits and nutri-

tional intake of low

-income population.

2. Objectively Verifiable Indicators;

a.

Mothers enrolled in MCH program con-
form to nutritional requirements.

Percentage of children receiving
food.

Percentage of MCH foods produced
locally.

Number of farmers using produztion
packages (in 000s)

(1) cwy
(2) Quinoa

(3) Legumes

3. Specific Targets

FY73 FYT7h FYTS FY T6

&. A3l wamen receiving food are either

pregnant or lactating mothers with
demonstrable nutritional need.

b. 25 50 5 100

c. O 0 15 25
(to reach 60% by 1980)

d.

(1) o 1 5 10

(2) 0 8] 2 7

(3)o0 C I >



Mificetion No_ 3

Project Title & Numb

/5 -

PROJECT DESIGN SUMMARY
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Life of Projec:
Fram FY o FY

Tosal U. S. Fundiry
Dote Prepared:.

NARRATIVE SUMMARY QBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS SPECIFIC TARGETS MEANS OF VERIFICATION WPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
Program or Sector Goal:  The brooder obj M of Goal Achi -Goaal Torgers: Assumptions for achieviag gool megers
which this project contributes:

Project Purpase: Conditions that will indicote purposa has been Performence Torgets: A s ochieving
achieved: End of projact status.

h
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1
Qutputs: Magnitude of Qutputs: Ovutput Torgers: A for ochoeving 3
nputs: Implementation Target (Type and Quentity) Budget and Implementation Schedule: Assomgtions for provideg iaputs:
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Modification #4 - Relation of Assurptions to Causetive Linkages

Modification # L4, on the following page, recognizes that planning assurptions directly influence
the viability of a causative linkage rather than the target itself. The split-level arrangemernt
of columrs 3 and 4 accormodates this relationship.

Modification # 4 may be usefully combined with Modification # 1.
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Uadification Ne. 4 PRQJ ECT DESIGN SUMMARY Life of Propect:
LOGICAL FRAME¥ORK From FY = FL
Tatal U 3 Fending
Drae Prepared-
Project Title {. Numb
- NﬂRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION NPORTANT ASSUMP TIONS
Progrom or Sector 1: The brooder cbiective ta M of Geal Achi. Aswamptions About Lic- age Between Proiece
which this project :-fnnihm: Purpose and Progras-Sector Gool -
]
Project Purpesa: Conditions that will indicote purposa kas been

ochieved: End of project srotus.

Assamptions Abost Linkoge Betwren Qutpars

\ and Prsject Purpose

Outputs: Mognitude of Qutpute

Assungtioas About Lickane Betweae Ingues
and Dutpats

Inputs: Implementotion Torget (Type and Quantity)

P LI - T ———— | | L RN ] [ . - g e n~ | - N F
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Modification #5 -- Imput-Output or Cost-Benefit Comparisions

Modification #5 fapilitates the comparison
of inputs/costs duping any period with
corresponding indifators of outputs/
benefits. It alsp permits comparison
upwards to the purpose level if such &
comparison is considered meaningful and
desirable. “This grid can also be used
in Modification #3|
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Medificatih Na. 5 PROJ ECT DESIGN SUMMARY Life af Project:
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK From FY = FL
. - Tosel US Funding
Date Prapered:
Prdiect Title & Numb
NARRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF YERIFICATION WPORTANT ASSUMP TIONS

Program
which th

s project contributes:

e Sector Gool: The broader obj;

L of Goal Achi

Assumgtions for achieving gol sargers:

Project Purpese: Conditions thet will indicate purpose hes been A for achieving
achieved: End of project swmtus.
72 73 174 75
Qmp-nq . Magnitude of Outputs: As somp for achie—ing outo
lnputs: Implementation Torger (Type and Quantity} Assunpticns ks providing inputs:
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Modifications #6 and #7 - Evalustion of Bernefit Incidence

Modifications #6 and 7, on the following pages, are designed to distinguish between the

nature of the benefits created by the project (i.e., increased output of goods and services
and the benefit incidence (i.e., those pecple who participate in the production and/or con-
sumption of those benefits). The groups to whom the benefits are intended to accrue

(target groups) should be identified by income, geographic, or other relevant socio-economic
descriptors. Two classes of benefits and beneficiencies should be considered: (1) venefits
generated by the construction/meintenance/operation of a facility or service, usually accuring
to people employed for these purposes; and (2) benefits accruing to those who obtain access to
the facility or services created (school children, clinic patients, owners of lend brought
under irrigation or connected to market by a feeder road).

Examples: Indicators of Progress/Performance Indicators of Benefit Incidence

(Benefit) (Beneficiaries)
Increase in wheat production of 4, of lower income persons (under
metric tons/yea.r since 1970. pesos?yea.r) gble to purchase kilo of

wheat products (breed, flour, etc.) per week
as compared to % in 1970.

Annusl increase in hospital beds Annual increasse of hospital admissions of

of since 1970. target low income persons of since 1970.
Increased revenues in agricultural 4, of low income farm families in north-
production sector of pesos/ west province receive no iess than

year from 1970 to 1975. annual increase in real income from cash crops

from 1970 to 1975. .



' [ ]
i . K
Uadfication No. &
i - Life of Projec:
PROJ ECT DESIGN SUMNARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS i 2: :Ys. o FL
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK "o Indicatars of Progress Taword b. Indicators of Benefit Incidence - Torget Dete Fropored
- Plonned Toogets - Benefits Groups Which Porticipate in the Production Projext Title & Nusb
NARRATIVE SUMMARY or Consumption of Benefits, MEANS OF VERIFICATION IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
Progrem or Secie Gool: The brosder 1] of Gool Achi M of Benefit Incid o Goal Level Assamptioas for achieving goc] sargers:
which this project contributes:
Project Purpose: Cenditions Expacted ot End of Project Indi of Benefit Incid Expected ot Assumptions for echieving purpese:
End of Project
Outputs: Magnitude of Qutputs: Indi of Benefit Incid Expected ot A P for achieving
Output Level
Inpusts: implementation Terget (Type and Quontiyy) Aszumptions ko providing inputs:




Medification Ne. 7

Project Titlp & Numb

PROJ ECT DESIGN SUMMARY
LOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Life of Project:
From FY z ta FY
Toral U. S. Funding
Dote Pi d

NARRATIVE SUMMARY

OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION

IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS

Program or Sector|Goal: The brooder obj

which this projecy contributes:

M of Goal Achie

a. Progress/Benefit

b. Benefit incidence/Beneficiary

Assumptions for achieving goal torgers:

Project Purpose:

Conditions Expected ot End of Project

6. Progress Benafit

b. Benefit Incidence/Beneficiary

Outputs:

Mognitudes of Outputs

a. Progress Benefit

b. Benefit Incidence/Beneficiary

tnputs:

{mplementarion Terget (Type ond Quantity)

Assumption=~ for providing inputs:
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Modification #8 - Logical Fremework Showing both Project Design (Original Plan)
and Evaluation (Current Status)

Modification #8, on the following page, represents more than a minor modification of the basic
format. It differs basically in that it permits the evalustor to display and measure change by
recording the original objectives, indicators and planning assumptions and comparing these
against the assumptions and actual status existing at the time of the evaluation.

This modification was developed for use in evaluating capital projects either during their imple-
mentation stage or after completion. It can also be used on noncapital projects.

Note that this matrix also embodies modification # and #6.

=T ?,'*

Previous Page Rlak
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Ne.B
EVALUATION SUMMARY - CAPITAL PROJECTS
ORIGINAL PLAN CURRENT STATUS
. 2. Objectively Verifiable Indicators 5. Actwal Progress in Tarms of Ovi ly Varibeble lnd
Svamary of Oviginal o Indicaters of Prgress Toword b. Indicators of Benefit Incidence - 3. Plannin, Assumptions 4. Chonges in Assumptions ond «. Indicotors of Progrezs Towend b Iadicoters of Sanebit bucidencs - )
Bjectives Pionned Torgetp Employment, Income Distribution, Circomstonces Plonaed Targets Employmant, Iacame Disnid
. Social Equity, etc. Socsal Equaty, stc.
Prograes Goal Measures of Gael fchievement Measures of Benefit Incidence ot Goal Lavel | Original Assumptions Affecting Linkoge Changes Affecting the Linkage betwean Coreribution of Project 1 Secter-Progrom Geol | Beseiit Incidance @ Geel Lavel
: betwesn Project Purpose and Sector-Progrom Project Purpose and Sector-Progrom.
Goal Geal
ase Conditions Expectpd ot End of Project Indi s of Benafit Incid Expocted ot (l Progress Toward Project Perpase Banehs Incidencs o Froject Pegose Lewed
End of Project 3
Original Assumptions AHecting Linkoge Chonges Affecting the Linkage between
between Project Outputs ond Project Purposse Project Outputs ond Project Perposse
ats Mognitudes of Outyuts Indicators of Benefit Incidence Expected of Prograss Toward Octput Torgers Bansks tacidunce v Ovtput Laval
Output Level

|
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/ECT OUTPUTS:

Sf\e specifically intends
rovided. :

xample: Manpower, tra]
: operational s]
JECT PURPOSE:

The primary reason for
;he project is complete

ixample: An irrigation
yield (projec

L, SECTOR/PROGRAM GOAL:
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

bd kind of results (as opposed to their magnitude) that can be expected from good management of the inputs

ining, machinery and building materisls (inputs) can be managed to produce an irrigation network, trained

baff, a water utilization schedule and & user rate scale (outputs).

the project, i.e., the development which is expected to be achieved or the protlem vhichk is to be solved if

i successfully and on time.

network and associated facilities and services (outputs) are intended to produce increased per hectare

L purpose).

[he programming level beyond the project purpose, i.e., the next higher objective to which the project is intended to coxtribute.

Example: Increased per|
UMPTION:

A gituation or a condif
team may have little onf

Example: Increased crd
and market cg

hectare yield (project purpose) is intended to result in expanded exports of agricultural crops (sector goal).

ion which must be assumed to exist if and when the project is to succeed, but over which the project ranegement

no control.

p yield (project purpose) will contribute to expended export of agricultural crops (sector goal) only if price
nditions are favorable (assumption).

Previcus Page Bl




K ) o . ~ "
TRt Y PR L LY T T 1 DAY I R el B kel

26

OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS:

Pre-egtablished criteria or measures of an explicit and specific natuxe designed to provide objective assessment of project progress.
Progress indicators should be cbjectively stated so that voth & proponert of a project and an informed skeptic would agree txst pro-
gress has or has not been as planned. Pre-establishing objectively varifiable indicators and targets helps focus discussior on evi-
dence rather than opinions.

TARGETS:

An explicit and objectively verifiable gtatement of the kind and megnitude of final result o be realized at a specified date. Te term
target is used|at the output, purpose and goel levels.

PROJECT LINKAGES:

a. There is a|causative linkage between project outputs (irrigation network) and the ultimate project purpose {3mmroved crop yields).
The outputf must exist before the purpose can be achieved. The existence of the ocutputs does not however guaraciee trat the Tov-
pose will bpe achieved. Factors outside the project Jesign (farmer attitudes and access to credit) may prevent achievement of pro-
ject purpope. Thus the causative relationship between project ocutputs and purpose rust be explicitly steted as & hypothesis, tle
external fhctors (assumptions) identified; and evaluation must then verify whether or rot the hypothesis was realized.

b. Similarly,|there is a causative linkage betwesn project purpose (improved crop yields) and progress toward a higher sectorsl or
program gopl (expanded export of agricultural crops). The achievement of project purpcse does not guarantee that the goel will
be reached, Factors outside the project design {price and market conditions, spoilage and other losses) may prevent planmed
progress tpward the higher goal. Thus the causative relationship between project purpose and higher goal must be ststed as &
hypothesis|, the external factors (essumptions) identified, and the hypothesis validsated.

¢c. These linkhges should also be propoartional as well as causative. Thus, the improved crop yields will mean 1ittle for export

earnings they occur in a relatively small area. Analyzing a project in terms of reans-ends linksges may highiight a lack of
realism in the original plans, i.e., & disbalance between modest means and grandiose targets. It is importenti to determine 3F

the means e sufficient in quality and quantity to produce the desired end product.




