
December 19, 2012 

Comments from the United Kingdom on Decision by Mail: Revised PPCR Results 

Framework  

Dear CIF AU 

I’m writing to confirm the UK approval of the revised PPCR Results Framework, whilst 

recognising that further work is needed to develop the indicators, methodologies and 

guidelines to make it operational.  We welcome the progress made in revising this 

framework and would like to thank the CIF AU for the considerable work and 

consultation that has gone into making these changes. 

We have some further detailed suggestions and comments on the RF which will follow, 

including possible areas of technical engagement we would be happy to help with going 

forwards.  

Many thanks 

Juliet 



Dear all 

To follow on from our approval of the PPCR RF, please see below some detailed 

comments on the framework and suggested areas for collaboration as it is further 

developed 

Many thanks 

Juliet 



 Process for establishing methodologies – what will this be and in what time 

frame? Will there be a technical review group? There is a lot more guidance 

needed to explain the core indicators and how to implement them. The RF 

doesn’t explain how this will happen currently. For the country pilots to describe 

their capacity needs by March they first need to know what exactly they need to 

do. We would be interested in participating in such a technical group if there is 

one? 

 Attribution to PPCR – the guidance says that the ‘transformational’ indicators 

won’t be attributable to PPCR. At a minimum the core ‘number of people 

supported by the PPCR to cope’ indicator should be attributable (see below on 

this indicator), possibly also one of the other optional ones on %hhs with 

livelihoods improved, access to water etc if they can be designed to be 

attributable. Otherwise the only core indicators that are attributable (under 

‘programme outcomes’) relate to process, and it isn’t possible to say anything at 

portfolio level on PPCR’s impact on people.  

 Number of people supported to cope – we have done some further thinking on 

this indicator (for our own bilateral monitoring purposes) which we’d be happy to 

share. We think a robust definition of ‘people supported’ is needed, and its 

important to distinguish where this is direct and intensive (e.g. houses raised on 

plinths, provision of social protection) or indirect and less intensive (e.g. coverage 

by an early warning system), also that populations within administrative areas of 

institutional support programmes shouldn’t be included. If this is distinction is 

made then it should be possible to attribute this indicator.   

 Scorecard indicators – referred to in several places. It will be really important 

for implementation of the scorecard indicators to provide accompanying robust 

evidence alongside the scores, and to apply a systematic method to calculating 

them, otherwise they risk being too subjective and incomparable, especially 

when aggregated across many programmes and countries. We would be happy 

to share our evolving thinking/learning on doing this if helpful. 

 Degree of integration into planning – are core indicators b) and d) trying to 

capture this at different levels? This would be a good way of doing this. We think 

it’s important to capture integration at both the national level (e.g. indic b) where 

PPCR at a portfolio level should be having an impact due to its programmatic 

approach, not necessarily captured in the SPCR Results Frameworks, as well as 

at the programme level (e.g. indic d)– where many projects are trying to 

integrate climate change adaptation into planning at all levels, including local. It 

would be good to make it clear how these indicators relate to each other, and to 

explain the rationale for focussing on the integration aspect of planning. Whilst 



there are many other important features to planning e.g. stakeholder 

participation, awareness, use of knowledge, if only one is chosen it makes sense 

that it should be integration as it could be considered that these other aspects 

are all necessary pre-conditions to proper integration.  

 Core indicators c) and e) – could these be explained further? Not clear the 

rationale for them at the moment, a bit hard to understand 

 Optional indicators – is it realistic to expect countries to report on these at all? If 

they haven’t up to now when the requirement has been compulsory. 

 Existing results in the SPCRs – really good that the CIF AU have started work 

on this stocktake of existing results that relate to the new core indicators. Would 

be really useful to do more work on this to separate out baselines, targets, 

milestones and to try to aggregate – can we have some interim partial expected 

portfolio results yet? This work should inform the design of the methodologies for 

the core indicators, as is important to build on work already done 


