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1. Executive Summary 
1.1 Background to Amplify 

In recent years, there has been increasing recognition within the international 
development community of the need for fresh thinking and better approaches to tackle 
long-standing and complex development challenges.  

DFID’s Business Case for Amplify (2013) set out the four problems underpinning its 
design:  

• Traditional funding mechanisms through challenge funds tend to be inflexible and 
difficult for smaller players to access.  

• Designing, planning and procuring of programmes is generally focused on the 
achievement of outcomes in a given sector.  

• There are limited possibilities for DFID-funded organisations to truly integrate their 
target users into the design and implementation of solutions.  

• In the external environment, DFID recognised that there were weak systems for 
individual organisations and innovators to exchange ideas and to collaborate.  

The design of Amplify was also a response to opportunities to develop a new, more 
innovative approach to tackling these challenges. Amplify was set up to offer a flexible 
funding mechanism to enable adaptation and agility and to leverage a growing 
movement for open innovation and collaboration in addressing development challenges. 
The focus on innovation and human-centred design (HCD) that is at the heart of Amplify 
responds to the ‘doing development differently’ agenda in aiming to ensure that the 
programme is focused on local problems, working closely with local people in an 
ongoing process, and is flexible and adaptive in its processes.  

Amplify is a six-year, £10.1m Accountable Grant partnership between DFID and human-
centred design firm IDEO.org, that is responsible for managing the fund. Amplify’s goal is 
to put into effect a new model for solving poverty-related issues which makes small initial 
investments, provides design support to organisations to test and iterate new ideas, 
leverages collaboration and identifies effective solutions that respond directly to human 
needs.  

Amplify has run eight open and agile funding rounds (‘challenges’) that focus on sourcing 
early stage ideas to tackle a series of long-standing and pressing development challenges 
in DFID’s priority countries. The Business Case was approved in July 2013 and the first 
challenge was launched in late 2013. The eight challenges ran over five years; the final 
challenge was launched in September 2017 and the fund will close in 2019. 

Amplify aimed to establish ‘a new model for tackling pressing development challenges 
that leverages collaboration and human-centred design to find out and support 
implementation of high quality solutions rooted in human insights’ (outcome statement) 
– a new model with potential for adoption at scale by DFID and other donors. It will have 
contributed towards the intended impact of improvement in the lives of poor and 
marginalised people through replicable, scalable solutions tailored to their needs. To 
achieve these changes, the programme aimed to deliver outputs which focus on an open 
and flexible funding mechanism, engagement of small and diverse grassroots 
organisations, effective use of HCD and a rich marketplace for learning and networking. 
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1.2 The Evaluation  

The overall purpose of the evaluation, as stated in the terms of reference (ToR), was: ‘to 
understand which components of the Amplify programme have the potential to achieve 
better and more relevant solutions that deliver greater depth and breadth of impact for 
women, men, girls and boys living in poverty’.  

Evaluation questions  

The top line question the evaluation sought to answer was: Does the Amplify approach 
present a ‘new model for solving poverty-related issues that leverages collaboration, 
flexibility, and human-centred design to find and support implementation of high-quality 
solutions rooted in human insights’? The six overarching evaluation questions are: 

OEQ 1 - To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more 
relevant and effective solutions and how? 

 
OEQ 2 - What is the relative contribution of different components to enabling more 

effective and relevant solutions? 
 
OEQ 3 - What is the extent of the reach, sustainability and scalability of Amplify 

supported solutions? 
 
OEQ 4 - To what extent has capacity been built to sustain current solutions and develop 

relevant and more effective solutions in the future? How and why? 
 
OEQ 5 - To what extent has a rich market place for learning and networking across the 

development sector been established? How was this established (if it was)? 
 
OEQ 6 - Does Amplify provide a good value for money approach to DFID programme 

design and implementation? 

The evaluation also developed a prioritised list of main evaluation questions under each of 
the overarching evaluation questions.  

Methodology 

Data sources to answer these questions consisted of both existing secondary data (M&E 
reporting from projects, programme level data etc.) and primary data collected through 
key informant interviews, Bootcamp attendance, case studies and surveys. In all, we 
utilised nine main sources of data: Document review, Programme-Level Key Informant 
Interviews, in-country case studies, Key Intervention Discussions, Online surveys with 
grantees, Bootcamp attendance and observation, website statistics review, comparator 
data collection, and Value for Money data collection.  

Further, we employed 6 main analytical approaches: Theory of change analysis, 
Programme adaptation mapping, Contribution analysis, Comparator analysis, Scaling 
support analysis, and Synthesis and co-creation. This approach gave us significant 
triangulative power, in that we were able to triangulate: 1. Across methods (for example in 
the progress to date report we triangulated key informant interview data with document 
review data and bootcamp observation and participation data; in the synthesis workshop 
we triangulated all of the above sources of data prior to final report drafting), 2. Across 
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tools within methods (we utilised several different data collection tools during case 
studies and trinagulaged data gathered using these tools); and 3. Across persons (within 
one method, e.g. KIIs, we triangulated data from different informants). All of these are 
valid triangulative strategies. 

Limitations 

As envisaged in the inception report, there have been three main limitations to the 
evaluation; these are the broad scope and ambitious nature of the evaluation, the 
adaptive quality of the programme, and data limitations. The latter - absence of a grantee 
M&E framework from the outset of Amplify -  has proved the most challenging, and has 
limited the evaluation’s ability to assess outcomes and impacts, to robustly test the 
Theory of Change, and to therefore assess value for money. 

1.3 Conclusions  

Our conclusions section (Section 7) presents a full set of strategic and programmatic 
conclusions which draw fully on the findings in Section 6. Here we present just the 
strategic conclusions.   

The overarching question that this evaluation sought to answer was, “Does Amplify 
provide a new model for tackling pressing development challenges that leverages 
collaboration and HCD to find and support the implementation of high quality solutions 
rooted in human insights?” It is not possible to fully answer this question, as a robust test 
of this experimental theory has been undermined by weak monitoring and evaluation 
systems and data. However, our theory of change and theory of action analysis suggests 
that the answer to this overarching question is ‘no’. In particular, we can look to evidence 
against two other questions to support this conclusion: 

1. To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more 
relevant and effective solutions, and how? – OEQ 1 

2. To what extent does Amplify meet a DFID policy need not met (or potentially met) 
by other methods? - MEQ 6.3 

 
To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more relevant 
and effective solutions and how? 
 
We can conclude that challenge topics addressed critical but neglected areas within 
development and humanitarian work, and thus created momentum in areas where DFID 
wanted to see progress and source and test new approaches. Further, the selection of 
different challenge topics gave the fund flexibility and responsiveness.  

The identification of open and flexible challenge funding to generate increased interest 
and engagement from a wide group of development partners – including small, grass-
roots organisations – and supporting them with human centred design approaches was 
an experimental theory. Since the programme was experimental in nature, it relied on a 
wide range of assumptions both in terms of its ToC and in terms of programme 
implementation. In order to test these assumptions and to meaningfully adapt, a much 
stronger M&E framework should have been in place from the start (by IDEO.org and 
DFID). This effected the programme’s ability to evolve and adapt to provide both relevant 
and effective solutions. Amplify essentially concluded meaningful iteration after Challenge 
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4, with the exception of the addition of some additional M&E in Challenge 7. Neglect of 
critical iteration weakened the programme and its results, and ultimately reduced value 
for money.  

Critical assumptions underpinning the theory behind the model did not hold sufficiently, 
as noted in Section 6.1. In particular:  

• That grassroots organisations are better place to understand and validate users’ 
needs and design more relevant and effective solutions, and that they would be 
able to sufficiently absorb research and design support and implement them with 
real operational depth, within set timelines. 

• That the “right environment” is a hybrid combination of both open online 
collaboration tapping problem solvers from the global community and off-line 
convenings, which will establish and strengthen networks of implementers, 
innovators, funders, stakeholders in order to generate better more human centred 
ideas. 

• That the level of HCD design support and timing is optimal and the content is 
appropriate to grantee needs and capacity; that 3 months of independent 
prototyping was sufficient to identify end user needs and desirable solutions; and 
that - for the majority of Amplify participants -  remote, largely self-directed 
support is sufficient to enable feasible and viable solutions. 

• That open innovation enables greater collaboration between distant and disparate 
communities; that experts draw on professional expertise and knowledge to 
provide relevant and timely feedback; and that online collaboration improves the 
quality of ideas. 

Further, there was a general failure to consider, in both design and implementation, some 
key principles that have emerged through previous application of HCD and other 
innovative processes to design more impactful policies and programmes (see, for 
example, ITAD, 2018; Ramalingham, 2016; Lee, 2015; Seelos and Mair, 2016). Examples 
include: preparation and research, in order to know the problems that you are aiming to 
tackle; indicators and outputs to evaluate innovative approaches; and the importance of 
designers with multidisciplinary skills, to ensure that there is an awareness of 
organisational, political and social contexts alongside the required design skills. 

We can, therefore, only conclude that while Amplify’s main components - open 
innovation, HCD, and challenge fund mechanisms, both in themselves and working 
together  - show some promise based on participants’ feedback, these mechanisms were 
not executed with sufficient rigor to generate enough evidence to indicate a new or 
better model for development.  

This begs the question as to whether, should design and implementation weaknesses be 
addressed, and more attention be given to establishing a robust monitoring and 
evaluation framework from the start, an Amplify type model might not deliver on more 
relevant and effective solutions. Cost-effectiveness issues aside (addressing design and 
implementation weaknesses could well be costly) there are issues concerning the 
suitability of HCD for addressing complex or intractable development challenges, and 
DFID’s commitment to design thinking as a preferred innovation. We discuss these 
concerns below.  
 
To what extent does Amplify meet a DFID policy need not met (or potentially met) by 
other methods? 
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DFID’s policy needs are for a development model that can address persistent and pressing 
development challenges, and can be replicated or scaled and provides good value for 
money. The question is the extent to which Amplify might meet this need in a way that 
other (innovative) methods might not.  
 
We conclude that, though there is strong commitment to innovation as essential to DFID 
being able to tackle the complexity of problems in development which they believed 
would not be solved through ‘business as usual’, there is little evidence of sufficient 
commitment to HCD as the preferred mechanism, particularly in the absence of evidence 
of Amplify’s longer term impact. DFID respondents familiar with other innovation 
methods (such as Problem Driven Iterative Adaptation (PDIA) or LEAN1) did not feel on the 
basis of what they had seen of it that HCD – and by extension Amplify – offered a better 
approach. In fact, LEAN was favoured for its stronger focus on evidence.  

Further, there are a range institutional and organisational barriers to innovation (inflexible 
systems and processes, inherent risk aversion, lack of innovation understanding). 
Together with the tendency for enthusiasm for innovation to wax and wane, and get 
submerged by time pressures, it is evident that there are difficulties in communicating 
programmes such as Amplify or approaches such as HCD. While these challenges seem 
to be shared by all innovation-focussed programmes, in Amplify’s case this was 
exacerbated by what DFID respondents felt was the lack of a senior champion, something 
that the Hewlett Evaluation of IDEO.org’s partnership with MSI identifies as being critical 
to support innovation within an organisation (see ITAD, 2018).   

There is also the question of whether Amplify, and Amplify’s execution of HCD in 
particular, is the right approach for tackling complex and intractable development 
challenges—specifically within a challenge fund model. We conclude that there is no 
evidence that Amplify as a whole meets DFID’s need for an innovation mechanism. There 
was patchy evidence of HCD skill acquisition by grantees to improve solutions, weak 
support for solution sustainability and scaling within Amplify, no follow-on funding 
mechanism, and the grants were too short to result in significant impact.  

Further, we have some concerns about the suitability of HCD within a challenge 
fund/cohort model to address sticky development challenges at scale. We theorise why 
this might be.  

Tackling intractable development challenges requires depth of impact measures. 
Knowing whether a programme is achieving depth of impact for the poorest and most 
marginalised requires M&E that is well integrated into challenge fund programme 
timelines and programme teams—which is not an inherent part of HCD (but could be 
with the right team in place). It also requires a significant understanding of the enabling 
environment barriers to solution impact. Without a learning period for the team (which 
Amplify did not invest in), depth of impact was sacrificed for breadth of impact, a more 
‘natural’ measure for market-based solutions, and also more easily measurable. 

                                                
 
1 ‘A LEAN approach to work is about understanding what is really going on at … the place where value is 
created, improving the processes by which products are created and delivered and empowering people 
through problem solving and coaching. Lean thinking and practice helps organisations become both innovative 
and competitive, which in turn allows them to become more sustainable.’ Definition from The LEAN Enterprise 
Academy at http://www.leanuk.org/what-is-lean.aspx accessed 13/08/18 
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We can conclude that when programmes have limited resources allocated to M&E, do 
not utilise teams that have deep, local knowledge of the enabling environment, and are 
required to produce cohorts of solutions (rather than more individualised support), these 
programmes can lead organisations to develop 
desirable solutions for some target markets (breadth), 
but can fail to address the big, sticky social sector 
issues that they set out to (depth). This has the risk of 
missing poor and vulnerable populations, who suffer 
disproportionately from these issues. This is not only 
a challenge seen in Amplify, but is also apparent from 
reviewing comparators, in particular SPRING. 

1.4 Recommendations 

Although our overarching conclusion was that Amplify does not provide a new model for 
tackling pressing development challenges, there are some strategic lessons to be learned 
that can be taken forward into future programming.  These are captured in our strategic 
recommendations where we distinguish between recommendations to START   and 
recommendations to IMPROVE  .  A fuller discussion of all recommendations can be 
found in Section 8.  

Strategic Recommendation 1: Ensure that experimental programming is 
underpinned by M&E systems which will gather the evidence needed to 
determine what is working, why and why not against clear success criteria and 
lines of enquiry.   

Strategic Recommendation 2: In designing a fund to support innovation, ensure 
that this is not done in isolation and builds in support for taking successful ideas 

to the next stage.  

Strategic Recommendation 3: Multi-topic challenge rounds should be 
implemented with time/space for learning/redesign. 

Strategic Recommendation 4: Consider the interaction of different priorities 
when designing a programme, the potential tensions (e.g. small grass-roots 
organisations and HCD absorption capacity; early stage innovation and 

sustainability) and how these tensions can be managed, to avoid different types of 
organisations being better suited to different aspects of the programme rather than all of 

them. 

Strategic Recommendation 5: Future programming should build on the new 
model Amplify provides for applications whilst sourcing and engaging experts to 

contribute to solution development rather than relying on open self-selected input.    

 

Strategic Recommendation 6: If HCD is being used and tested as a method for 
programme implementation (e.g., if Amplify was using/testing HCD as a 
component of a new model for development), then ensure that HCD is being 

used not only for TA and solution development, but also for programme design and 
iteration.  

Strategic Recommendation 7: Build flexible funding into future models; improve 
forecasting and communications, and reduce restrictions on capital expenditure 
caps.  

COMPARATOR: SPRING addressed the 
risk of sacrificing depth for breadth by 
mapping participant’s potential depth and 
breadth of impact on a quadrant, during 
selection.  This enabled the team to select 
a balanced portfolio and track its progress 
against the desired impact through the 
cohort. 
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We present programmatic recommendations according to the three main components of 
the programme, against which we assessed relevance, effectiveness and value for money. 
This presentation is geared to enable easy uptake in future programming by again 

distinguishing between recommendations to START   and recommendations to 
IMPROVE  . 

Challenge fund recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Build in structured capacity assessment and support on the 
range of skills needed for successful project implementation.  

Recommendation 2: Use due diligence processes to improve quality and build 
capacity, not just to ensure compliance. 

Recommendation 3: Ensure clarity of selection criteria for applicants and 
rigorous and consistent selection against clear and publicised criteria including 
VFM.  Use applications to gather the level of detail needed to fully assess 

applicants and data to enable M&E of selection processes.  

Recommendation 4: Fund managers should put in place good M&E processes 
and guidance for grantees from the start, to ensure consistent and high quality 
evidence of achievements, to enable project learning and iteration and to 

support sustainability.  This needs to be built in from the outset of a grant, through clarity 
about expectations, guidance, templates and tools and capacity building.  

Recommendation 5: Hold structured reviews after each challenge fund phase 
to document learning, analyse and make adjustments for the next round.  It is 
not too late to do this for the remainder of the Amplify programme. 

HCD Recommendations  

Recommendation 6: Ensure the programme’s practice of HCD is addressing 
desirability, feasibility, and viability (all in tandem) from the start of solution 
development.  

Recommendation 7: Ensure target participant profiles match funding timelines 
and that TA timelines are long enough to move from idea to launch. 

Open Innovation Recommendations  

Recommendation 8: Utilise Open Innovation to convene, and focus the input 
of, far-reaching communities with directly-relevant experience to the issue at 
hand. 

 

Recommendation 9: Incentivise engaged community participation by building-
in desired benefits, and link incentives to desired programme behaviour. Test 
different models for this throughout programme implementation. 

1.5 Annex to the Executive Summary: Methodology 

Data sources consisted of both existing secondary data (M&E reporting from projects, 
programme level data etc.) and primary data collected through key informant interviews, 
key intervention discussions, Bootcamp attendance, case studies and surveys. In all, we 
utilised nine main sources of data: document review, programme-level key informant 
interviews, case studies, key intervention discussions, online survey with grantees, 
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bootcamp attendance and observation, website statistics review, comparator data 
collection, and value for money data collection. 

We employed 6 main analytical approaches: Theory of change analysis, programme 
adaptation mapping, contribution analysis, comparator analysis, scaling support analysis, 
and synthesis and co-creation. 

1. The ToC provided our primary frame of analysis, facilitating a comparison between 
how the programme was intended to work in theory and how it has worked in 
practice across the eight challenges.  

2. The Programme Adaptation Map was a key synthesis tool that organised and 
aggregated information. 

3. Contribution analysis was used to build a plausible contribution story and 
challenges to it. 

4. Comparator analysis was used for drawing out the value added of HCD design 
support in Amplify and comparing this with programmes that target similar 
outcomes and utilise some or all of the same mechanisms, but which do not use 
HCD. In addition to this, a comparator analysis with programmes using similar 
mechanisms (such as the challenge fund model, targeting of small organisations, 
use of innovation etc.) also allowed us to identify good practices (including around 
innovation) and efficiencies in other programmes, and provide a reference point 
for comparison with the approaches utilised by Amplify. 

5. To conduct a robust assessment of scale and scaling support received, we 
developed a specific scaling analytical framework. 

6. Our data collection strategy was designed to enable triangulation of data from 
multiple sources.The programme adaptation map was a key synthesis tool, but we 
also used standard data collection tools and reporting formats to facilitate 
comparison across data sources. 

The evaluation team held an internal data synthesis and analysis workshop in July 2018. It 
reflected the transparent approach to the evaluation which was taken throughout to 
ensure that DFID, IDEO.org and DFID’s external adviser had an opportunity to comment, 
and to challenge, on the methodology and findings.  The evaluation team was able to 
work freely and without interference and maintained its independence, for example by 
providing and discussing a written response to DFID comments on the inception report 
and other deliverables, including reasons for not accepting comments, where 
appropriate. 
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2. Introduction 
This final evaluation report records the findings, conclusions and recommendations for 
the Evaluation of the Amplify programme, managed by IDEO.org, contracted by DFID on 
21st September 2017 to IPE Triple Line. This first section provides the background and 
context of the programme, a description of the theory of change and a brief portfolio 
analysis of the fund. 

2.1 Wider context for Amplify 

In recent years, there has been increasing recognition within the international 
development community of the need for fresh thinking and better approaches to tackle 
long-standing and complex development challenges (Wild et al, 2017)2. Amplify was 
designed explicitly to address problems that were limiting DFID’s ability to address these 
challenges. It was also responding to a range of new and untapped opportunities for 
international development, including openness to new opportunities for more innovative, 
flexible and adaptive approaches within programme design and delivery. 

According to DFID’s Business Case for Amplify (2013), there were four main problems 
underpinning the design of Amplify (this is set out graphically in the Problem Analysis at 
Annex B):  

• Traditional funding mechanisms through challenge funds tend to be inflexible and 
difficult for smaller players to access. As a result, DFID was not well-positioned to 
respond nimbly to organisations that were seeking to address smaller or more 
localised challenges.  

• Designing, planning and procuring of programmes is generally focused on the 
achievement of outcomes in a given sector. This restricts the ability of DFID to adjust 
programming in response to new and pressing problems and deploy funds outside the 
scope of existing funds. It also discourages more innovative and systemic responses 
to ‘sticky’ and persistent problems.  

• There are limited possibilities for DFID-funded organisations to truly integrate their 
target users into the design and implementation of solutions. As a result, programmes 
designs have lacked sufficient relevance. Lack of integration of beneficiary views and 
experiences during implementation, coupled with programmatic inflexibility, have 
meant that programmes have failed to adapt to people’s needs as the programme 
progresses.  

• In the external environment, DFID recognized that there were weak systems for 
individual organisations and innovators to exchange ideas and to collaborate. This, as 
well as a general lack of support for innovators, has stifled local innovation 
(experimentation, learning and adaptation), as well as the spread of good ideas. 

 
There was thus clearly an opportunity for Amplify to respond to innovators addressing 
smaller or more localised challenges; provide support using human-centred design; and 
capitalise on the growing global movement of open innovation and online collaboration. 
There were a number of internal and external factors that enabled DFID to capitalise on 
this opportunity.  

                                                
 
2 See Annex A for all references.  
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A number of initiatives across Whitehall, in the UK and globally have been developed to 
achieve open policy making and open innovation. The calls for DFID (and other major 
donors) to become more responsive to changing socio-economic and political 
conditions and improve their flexibility has meant that the field of ‘innovation’ or ‘design’ 
for development is evolving rapidly and is becoming better established (Wild et al, 2017; 
Vowles, 2013).  

The increased call for the need to evolve intervention approaches has been summarised 
in the ‘doing development differently manifesto’ (ODI, 2016).  

This defined successful programmes as those which focus on solving local problems that 
are debated, defined and refined by local people in an ongoing process; that are 
legitimised at all levels; that work with local conveners; and blend design and 
implementation through rapid cycles of planning, action, reflection and revision to foster 
learning from success and failure. This growing emphasis on ‘problem-driven’ 
approaches’ which do not follow standard procedures for interventions, but focus instead 
on the unique constraints that need to be unlocked to allow for progress (Wild et al, 
2017), is reflected in the design of Amplify and its focus on finding new ways to support 
locally-led problem solving. Similarly, the focus on innovation and human-centred design 
(HCD) that is at the heart of Amplify responds to the ‘doing development differently’ 
agenda in aiming to ensure that the programme is focused on local problems (whilst in 
the longer term being scalable or replicable), working closely with local people in an 
ongoing process, and is flexible and adaptive in its processes.  

While the HCD process has been lauded for focusing on local people and locally 
generated solutions, and for allowing designers to learn and re-think operational 
challenges which initially may not have been understood (Pritchett et al, 2016; Seelos and 
Mair, 2016), there is  - to date - an extremely thin evidence base on what works. Building 
on the evidence base is critical to the success of future innovations, and the literature 
stresses the importance of considering evaluation at the outset of the innovation process 
(Obrecht and Warner, 2016). There are also a number of major evaluations and reviews, 
some of which are not yet in the public domain or are ongoing that will shed further light 
on the effectiveness and impact of innovation and design for development.3 One recently 
released evaluation,4 which was specifically designed to determine if HCD led to better 
programme outcomes than other approaches, found that 1. HCD-designed solutions in 
both countries increased uptake of targeted services by adolescents, and 2. pre- and 
post-HCD data suggests the HCD-designed solutions were more effective in reaching 
adolescents with services than previous interventions. The study could not conclude 
whether the solutions could be scaled and sustained, however.  

The application of HCD and other innovative processes to design more impactful policies 
and programmes led to a number of emerging principles that were important to consider 
in the Amplify evaluation, and were explored through the Evaluation Framework and 
accompanying Theory of Change (ToC). These include: 

• preparation and research, in order to know the problems that you are aiming to tackle 
• innovative thinking that straddles the public and private sector, using large networks 

of partners  
• leadership to advance the agenda 

                                                
 
3 These include, the evaluation of the A360 partnership between PSI, IDEO.org, CIFF and the Bill and Melinda 
Gates Foundation, and the evaluation of the DFID/USAID/DFAT/ Nike Foundation supported SPRING 
Accelerator programme.  
4 The Itad evaluation of the Hewlett Foundation’s support to IDEO.org and Marie Stopes International (MSI) in 
Zambia and Kenya was released in July 2018.  
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• indicators and outputs to evaluate innovative approaches 
• the importance of designers with multidisciplinary skills, to ensure that there is an 

awareness of organisational, political and social contexts alongside the required 
design skills (see, for example, Ramalingham, 2016; Lee, 2015) 

• dissemination of promising practices and knowledge sharing regarding successes and 
failures in innovation with the wider community of practitioners. 

A full literature review can be found at Annex C. 

2.2 Programme Description and Theory of Change 

2.2.1. Programme Description 

Amplify is a six-year, £10.1m Accountable Grant partnership between DFID and human-
centred design firm IDEO.org, that is responsible for managing the fund. Its goal is to put 
into effect a new model for solving poverty-related issues that makes small initial 
investments, provides design support to organisations to test and iterate new ideas, 
leverages collaboration, and identifies effective solutions that respond directly to human 
needs.  

Amplify has run eight open and agile funding rounds (‘challenges’) that focus on sourcing 
early stage ideas to tackle a series of long-standing and pressing development challenges 
in DFID’s priority countries. The Business Case was approved in July 2013 and the first 
challenge was launched in late 2013. The eight challenges ran over five years; the final 
challenge was launched in September 2017 and the fund will close in 2019. 

Amplify aimed to provide grants to organisations outside DFID’s typical funding pool, 
particularly small, community-based organisations, and applied HCD principles. 

Successful applicants were supported with grant funding and technical design support 
over a period of c. 18 months. The HCD approach was focused on a) understanding 
beneficiaries’ needs in their contexts, b) engaging users in the process of designing a 

The 8 Amplify Challenges: 

CH1: How might we make low-income urban areas safer and more empowering for 
women and girls? 

CH2: How might parents in low-income communities ensure children thrive in their first 
five years? 

CH3: How might we improve education and expand learning opportunities for refugees 
around the world? 

CH4: How might urban slum communities become more resilient to the effects of 
climate change? 

CH5: How might we improve the livelihoods of small-scale farmers by reducing food 
waste and spoilage? 

CH6: How might we expand economic opportunities for youth in East Africa? 

CH7: How might we reduce stigma and increase opportunities for people with 
disabilities? 

CH8: How might we provide comprehensive sexual and reproductive health services to 
girls and women affected by conflict or disaster? 
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solution, and c) rapid prototyping, piloting and iterating to design scalable products and 
services that generate relevant and effective solutions for target beneficiaries.  

The goal of each Amplify challenge was to tackle a persistent development challenge, via 
design-led solutions anchored in specific DFID countries, with the potential for scale. 
Early challenges began with an off-line research phase, with a range of users and 
contributors brought together to inform the focus of each challenge, encapsulated in the 
‘Challenge Brief’. (The ‘research’ phase, an open forum for any OpenIDEO.com member 
to post on, was eliminated in Challenge 3, having been found to add little demonstrable 
value: ‘chatter’ rather than constructive feedback). Funding calls were launched, and 
organisations invited to submit ideas through the OpenIDEO online platform where 
others could view and comment on them. Ideas were shortlisted and feedback from 
technical experts and users was incorporated. Once ideas were resubmitted, IDEO.org 
and DFID selected and funded winners: a set of five to eight solutions with potential for 
achieving impact through the HCD process. Grantees were introduced to HCD through 
four-day design Bootcamps, collaborative design projects and ongoing HCD coaching 
and mentoring. Solutions were tested, iterated and refined with the participation of 
intended end-users through an initial three-month prototyping phase followed by a c.12-
month pilot phase, at the end of which grantees graduated from Amplify.  

By the end of the programme, Amplify aimed to have established ‘a new model for 
tackling pressing development challenges that leverages collaboration and human-
centred design to find out and support implementation of high quality solutions rooted in 
human insights’ (outcome statement) – a new model with potential for adoption at scale 
by DFID and other donors. It will have contributed towards the intended impact of 
improvement in the lives of poor and marginalised people through replicable, scalable 
solutions tailored to their needs. To achieve these changes, the programme aimed to 
deliver outputs which focus on an open and flexible funding mechanism, engagement of 
small and diverse grassroots organisations, effective use of HCD and a rich marketplace 
for learning and networking.  

2.2.2 Amplify adaptations 

Amplify was set up to offer a flexible funding mechanism to enable adaptation and agility 
and to leverage a growing movement for open innovation and collaboration in addressing 
development challenges.  

The model itself was intended to follow these principles and, as a result, Amplify has 
iterated and evolved based on learning since its inception.  

The evolution of the programme identified and documented in the narrative of this report 
is presented visually in a Programme Adaptation Map (Annex D). The map shows major 
shifts in the programme, including additions or subtractions of components; primarily, 
these included “test runs” of ideas such as the use of radio advertising in Challenge 1 to 
crowdsource community/user needs, bringing on potential follow-on funders in 
Challenge 3, and major iterations in Challenge 4—including the introduction of an HCD 
Bootcamp for all (rather than some) participants, a focus on admitting established 
organisations with some operational capacity rather than individuals with an idea, and an 
application process with more specific expert input and phases geared toward ensuring 
end user input. 

The Programme Adaptation Map was updated during inception and early implementation 
phase following KIIs and feedback with DFID and IDEO.org, and included in the 
Evaluation’s Progress to Date Report (final version submitted in March 2018), which 
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outlines the programme elements in their entirety and, as far as possible, why iterations 
were made. The final Progress to Date report is included as Annex E. 

2.2.3. Theory of Change 

During inception phase, together with key DFID and IDEO.org key informants, we worked 
to develop a problem analysis and theory of change (ToC) for the Amplify programme, 
building on the ToC update following the 2016 Annual Review.  

As part of our high-level contextual analysis, we constructed a problem analysis as a 
critical first step to understanding why the Amplify programme was felt to be necessary 
and was designed the way it was – identifying the main challenges and the opportunities 
in the wider context that stimulated DFID to develop a different approach. Challenges 
included a limited pool of development partners, insufficient involvement of end users in 
programme design, inflexibility of funding and limited innovation (see Section 2.1 and 
Annex B). The problem analysis provided the foundation for the articulation of a fuller 
Amplify ToC, and the assumptions underpinning it. See Annex F for the original 
Programme ToC developed. 

We have used the ToC and evaluation questions to test and build a working model to 
demonstrate the circumstances in which Amplify’s approach to innovation, in particular 
HCD, can add value to international development by addressing problems identified with 
previous approaches. Through our evaluation questions, we have interrogated the explicit 
and implicit assumptions underpinning the ToC, and adjusted these to reflect findings. We 
also sought to identify key enablers and constraints in the internal and external 
environment that have influenced the programme’s ability, in practice, to implement in 
line with the ToC in a flexible and adaptive manner. Sitting underneath the ToC are two 
separate Theories of Action (ToA) for the three core components of the Amplify model: 
combining the Challenge Fund model and the Open Innovation Platform in one ToA, and 
HCD support in the other. The Amplify ToC and ToAs are presented in Section 6 of this 
report, where we explore the extent to which, and how, these theories – and key 
assumptions underpinning them – played out in practice. 

2.3 Portfolio Analysis5  

As at April 2018, Amplify had awarded 48 grants to the value of $4.286m6 across 8 
challenges. The final portfolio of grants represented a balance of geographies, although 
there was a high concentration of projects being implemented in sub-Saharan Africa and 
by not-for profits (see Figure 1 and Figure 2).  

                                                
 
5 Information in this section and the portfolio breakdown in Annex G draws on information provided by 
IDEO.org. 
6 This includes eleven grants for $10k for prototyping phase only, two of which (from challenge 3) did not 
progress and eight of which (from challenge 8) and one from challenge 7 will be awarded further funds for 
piloting as prototyping progresses. This figure is funds committed, not disbursed. 
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Sixty-nine percent of the 48 Amplify projects were based in sub-Saharan Africa, 19% in 
South Asia, 8% in Middle East and 4% in South East Asia. Twenty-one percent of grants 
went to for-profit organisations, 69% to non-profit organisations, 6% to non-
profit/academic organisations, 2% to academic organisations, and 2% which are stated as 
“both entities”.7 The maximum grant awarded was $255,000, the minimum was $32,247, 
and the average (mean) grant size for the 37 which had been awarded in full (i.e. beyond 
the initial $10,000 prototyping grant) as of July 2018 was $107,068. 

 

Table 1 provides the grant breakdown by challenge as at July 2018. The average full grant 
awarded (i.e. excluding those only awarded $10,000 for protoryping) is $107,068.  At this 
point Challenge 8 grantees and one Challenge 7 grantee were undergoing the initial 
prototyping phase and therefore had not been awarded a grant beyond the $10,000 for 
this phase.  There will therefore be an increase of funds committed and disbursed overall.  
Notwithstanding this, the Challenge 4 total of $1,106,044 is significantly higher than for 
other challenge rounds.  This is explained by the number of grants (8 compared to 
average of 6) and the size of average award ($138,255).  However, $520,209 of the costs 
of grants committed to were met by Rockefeller Foundation and not all the funds 
committed were disbursed in the end; the average grant actually disbursed was $121,802. 
A detailed breakdown of the Amplify portfolio as at July 2018 is provided in Annex G. 

 
Table 1: Finds committed and disbursed by challenge (July 2018) 

Challenge # of 
grants  

DFID committed 
(USD) 

Percentage 
Committed 

DFID disbursed 
(USD) 

Rockefeller 
Disbursed (USD) 

CH1 3  259,325 6.1% 259,325  

CH2 5 584,440 13.6% 584,440  

CH3 7  676,199 15.8% 676,199  

CH4 8  1,106,044 25.8% 454,208 520,209 

CH5 5  489,845 11.4% 460,285  

CH6 6  536,327 12.5% 411,639  

                                                
 
7 Both non-profit and for-profit (e.g. a for-profit organisation with a non-profit arm). 

Figure 2: Amplify grants by organisation 
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CH7 6  553,463 12.9% 257,437  

CH8 8 80,000 1.9% 80,000  

TOTAL  4,285,643  3,183,533 520,209 
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3. Objective, scope, and 
approach 
3.1 Evaluation objective and use 

The overall purpose of the evaluation, as stated in the terms of reference (ToR) was: ‘to 
understand which components of the Amplify programme have the potential to achieve 
better and more relevant solutions that deliver greater depth and breadth of impact for 
women, men, girls and boys living in poverty’.  

We have assessed the extent to which, how and why Amplify has achieved improved 
outcomes for end-users, and provided an assessment of whether this will provide good 
value for money in the long-run for DFID when compared to similar approaches.  

The evaluation had as its objectives performance assessment, learning and evidence. 
Given the absence of baseline and control group data, an impact evaluation was not 
feasible; instead, this was a performance evaluation which looked at the contribution of 
Amplify and its design to identifying and supporting more relevant and effective solutions 
to development challenges.  

The evaluation aims to generate learning about the utility and feasibility of using HCD in 
development interventions, and the benefits of using a more open, flexible funding 
mechanism to identify and support a cohort of small, agile actors and early stage ideas on 
a given priority topic. It also aims to develop and communicate evidence to enable DFID 
and wider development partners to better understand to what extent and under what 
conditions Amplify (or elements of it) offers a replicable and scalable model.  

3.2 Evaluation Framework & Questions 

The top line question the evaluation sought to answer was: Does the Amplify approach 
present a ‘new model for solving poverty-related issues that leverages collaboration, 
flexibility, and human-centred design to find and support implementation of high-quality 
solutions rooted in human insights’? The ToR identified a number of indicative evaluation 
questions to frame the scope of the evaluation. In discussion with DFID and IDEO.org, the 
evaluation team refined these to generate an agreed list of six ‘overarching evaluation 
questions’ (OEQs), which are each supported by a number of ‘main evaluation questions’ 
(MEQs).  

The six OEQs are: 

1. To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more relevant 
and effective solutions and how? 

2. What is the relative contribution of different components to enabling more effective 
and relevant solutions? 

3. What is the extent of the reach, sustainability and scalability of Amplify supported 
solutions? 

4. To what extent has capacity been built to sustain current solutions and develop 
relevant and more effective solutions in the future? How and why? 
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5. To what extent has a rich market place for learning and networking across the 
development sector been established? How was this established (if it was)? 

6. Does Amplify provide a good value for money approach to DFID programme design 
and implementation? 

Table 2 sets out the ‘Main Evaluation Questions’ (MEQs) that have been answered to 
respond to each of these OEQs.  

These questions were refined, discussed and agreed with DFID during inception and were 
also been prioritised in recognition of the ambitious scope of the evaluation. While all 
questions have been explored in the evaluation, those MEQs appearing in bold in Table 2 
were the evaluation priorities as agreed with DFID. Not only did we place more emphasis 
on answering these questions during data collection and analaysis, but we also focused 
on these during the co-creation workshop at the end of the evaluation. In our discussion 
of findings, conclusions, and recommendations, we also prioritise these MEQs. The full 
evaluation framework – including a mapping of evaluation questions agains the OECD 
DAC criteria – all of which are relevant for this evaluation – is provided in Annex H. 

Table 2: Overarching and Main Evaluation Questions 

1. To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more relevant 
and effective solutions, and how? 

1.1 To what extent did Amplify identify the most relevant development challenge topics? 

1.2 How did the Amplify programme components* plan on supporting the development 
of more effective solutions (the theory)?  

* Amplify programme components = Broad package of interventions offered by Amplify 
programme, with a focus on the two foundational components: Challenge fund modality 
including the open innovation platform, and use of HCD.  

1.3 To what extent did the Amplify programme components working together 
support the development of more effective solutions (the practice)? How, why and 
with what consequences? 

2. What is the relative contribution of different components to enabling more effective 
and relevant solutions? 

2.1 How did HCD plan on supporting the development of more effective solutions (the 
theory)? 

2.2 To what extent did HCD support the development of more effective solutions (the 
practice)? How and why? 

2.3 Which components of HCD support* were most effective? How and why? 

* HCD design support = design research, prototyping (including Bootcamp and in depth design support vs 
remote coaching), and piloting and scaling.  

2.4 To what extent did the challenge fund mechanism plan on supporting the 
development of more effective solutions (the theory)? 

2.5 To what extent did the challenge fund mechanism support the development of 
more effective solutions (the practice)? How and why? 

2.6 How did the open innovation process and platform* plan on supporting the 
development of more effective solutions (in theory)? 

* Open innovation component = use of an online challenge platform to generate ideas to inform the 
challenge brief, draw in new actors and provide feedback including from users to enable ideas to be 
developed further. 
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2.7 To what extent has the open innovation process and platform contributed to the 
development of more effective solutions (the practice)? How and why? 

2.8 To what extent did the platform generate contributions from small, grassroots 
organisations who had not previously accessed DFID funding or funding from other 
large donors? 

3. What is the extent of the reach, sustainability and scalability of Amplify supported 
solutions? 

3.1 Which groups of users (population segments) have Amplify-supported solutions 
benefitted, how and with what evidence? 

3.2 In what ways and to what extent has scale been achieved, including 
geographically and in terms of segments? 

3.3 To what extent / what proportion of grantees at the end of their grant can 
demonstrate solution sustainability?* 

* Solution sustainability = by end of grant evidence of organisations meeting some or all of the following 
criteria: ongoing demand, credible business model and plan, secured commitment of stakeholders or 
investors for the service/product (definition to be further refined during evaluation.) 

4. To what extent has capacity been built to sustain current solutions and develop 
relevant and more effective solutions in the future? How and why? 

4.1 What organisational and individual capacities and competencies are essential to 
successfully develop and scale better solutions for end users in the short and longer 
term?  

4.2 How was organisational and individual capacity assessed during different stages of 
Amplify implementation?  

4.3 What have been the tangible results of capacity building efforts on the wider 
organisation's ability to develop, test, and scale more effective solutions? 

5. To what extent has a rich market place for learning and networking across the 
development sector been established? How was this established (if it was)? 

5.1 How did the programme facilitate sharing of information and collaboration and to 
what effect? 

5.2 To what extent have new partners* engaged in the challenges, and to what effect? 

* New partners = Broader ecosystem of partners, including other parts of DFID and other agencies 

6. Does Amplify provide a good value for money approach to DFID programme design 
and implementation? 

6.1 Which components of Amplify provide the best VfM and why (under what 
conditions)? 

6.2 What implications does this have for learning from Amplify and replicating 
successful elements of Amplify in other DFID programmes? 

6.3 To what extent does Amplify meet a DFID policy need not met (or potentially 
met) by other methods? 
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3.3 Approach 

3.3.1. Evaluation approach: overview and scope 

The guiding principle for this evaluation was to provide credible and actionable evidence 
with clear findings, results and appropriate recommendations.  

As a utilisation-focused evaluation, it was designed to serve the practical information 
needs of DFID and its implementing partners, through sound data collection 
methodologies and analytical frameworks that deliver useful insights and evidence to 
inform both strategic and management decisions.  

During the inception phase, we sought to better understand the desired focus of the 
evaluation, who would be the primary users of the evaluation, and how they would use it, 
in order to design a methodology which involved the appropriate key stakeholders and 
generated evidence of appropriate quality and rigour to support effective utilisation. We 
have presented and discussed findings on effectiveness of the Amplify programme and 
conclusions about how these might be applied to future programming decisions, 
particularly around Amplify’s hallmark features (i.e. HCD, platform, involvement of small 
and diverse organisations and flexible funding).  

Our approach was to work closely with DFID and IDEO.org in an open, participatory and 
collaborative manner to further ensure the evaluation’s utility. This has been 
demonstrated through regular discussions with DFID and IDEO.org (both formal and 
more informal), detailed feedback and subsequent amendments to evaluation products, 
e.g. progress to date report, case study reports, and through a full day workshop with 
DFID and IDEO.org to discuss and validate the evaluation’s emerging findings. 

The evaluation approach is also theory-based in that it took as its starting point the 
programme’s ToC, logframe and underpinning assumptions, ensuring that the evaluation 
has tested each component part of the model. The Theory of Change has been used to 
explore changes brought about by the programme and has been used as a framework for 
setting the evaluation questions and the resulting analysis and reporting.  

The evaluation was designed to respond to the objectives, scope and parameters as set 
out in the ToR, attached as Annex I. The evaluation covers the period from the start of the 
Amplify programme (2013) to date. Our only departures from the TORs relate to the 
following:  

• The timing of the evaluation, towards the end of the fund, meant that there was little 
scope to influence the quality of M&E data collected by grantees. Our ability to 
disaggregate data has been limited by the data already held by Amplify grantees, 
whether already available through project documentation, or sought through the 
evaluation (online survey).  

• Meetings with DFID rather than workshops were held during the inception phase to 
scope out the evaluation for reasons of practicality. However, workshops were held 
with both DFID and IDEO.org to present and validate emerging findings and to co-
create recommendations. 

• Discussions about the scope of the evaluation and the evaluation questions covered 
the difficulty of assessing impact of individual solutions and focused on the need to 
assess the effectiveness of the model offered by Amplify. 
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Our only notable deviations from the Inception Report were a survey with unsuccessful 
applicants in addition to the survey with grantees, and a lighter touch forcefield analysis in 
concenrt with the programme adapation mapping. 

3.3.2 Stakeholder mapping 

To select a subset of stakeholders while ensuring a full spectrum of perspectives, during 
the inception phase we categorised stakeholders according to how they engaged with 
the programme. This categorisation is presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Stakeholder categorisation 

INTERNAL: Directly involved in programme design and management 

Programme Leadership 
 
DFID Amplify team 
IDEO.org Amplify team 

 

Programme Implementers 
 
IDEO.org 
IDEO (in the case of extended team members) 
OpenIDEO 

CONNECTED: Directly involved in core programme activities 

Partners 
 
UNHCR 
UNICEF 
Rockefeller 
Foundation 

 

Amplify Participants 
 
Applicants (“participants”) to 
Amplify 
Grantees 
Highly-involved Grantees 
(organisations that received 
design support after Bootcamp 
that goes above and beyond 
monthly check-ins) 

External Technical 
 
Advisors 
Mentors 
Subject matter expert 
OpenIDEO Amplify 
commenters 

 

End Users 
 
Individuals who use the 
products/services 
developed by Amplify 
grantees 
Involved in solution 
iteration during 
prototyping / piloting 
phases 

EXTERNAL: Indirectly involved in Amplify programme activities, or interested in the 
outcomes of the programme or the new solutions that emerge as a result 

Interested Innovators 
Organisations and individuals who are interested in 
developing new models of engagement for 
product/service development 
 

Interested Impact Players 
Organisations and individuals who are interested in 
developing new models to address poverty-related 
issues, including those who manage and oversee 
programmes within DFID (and can make use of 
Amplify evaluation learnings for future DFID 
programming) 
Organisations and individuals who are interested in 
particular challenge areas, participating 
organisations, and the solutions that emerge 

 

A detailed list of stakeholders consulted during the evaluation can be found at Annex J. In 
this, we categorise individual stakeholders according to whether they are internal, 
connected or external. We also outline how we have consulted each group of 
stakeholders.  

3.3.3 Evaluation principles and ethics 

The evaluation has adhered to DFID’s Ethics Principles and Guidance for Evaluation and 
Research as well as IPE Triple Line’s code of conduct on environmental and social 
responsibility, anti-fraud, anti-corruption, conflict of interest and human rights, including 
equality and diversity. Our Team Leader was primarily responsible for ethical oversight. 
We have also upheld the Paris Declaration Principles in that the evaluation has had a 
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strong focus on learning for strengthening programming by DFID and other donors who 
have an interest in innovation. 

We have worked to the following principles: 

Participatory and utilisation focused, building trust and respect:  

By working with and through the implementation team and grantees we aimed to ensure 
that principles of respect and recognition were followed. The participatory nature of the 
evaluation aimed to generate high levels of credibility, thereby enhancing use and 
relevance of results. The evaluation approach has a strong emphasis on learning and the 
team has used this to support self-reflection and learning during the evaluation process 
(e.g. amendments to case study methodologies).  

Principles of human rights were applied during data collection to ensure no harm was 
done to any participant engaged through the evaluation. We also aimed to ensure that all 
aspects of our methodology (for example, consultation with end users during case 
studies) considered inclusivity across a range of dimensions, including social, economic, 
power etc.  

Voluntary participation, consent and transparency:  

All interviewees and focus group participants took part in the evaluation on a voluntary 
basis. All evaluation participants provided their consent (verbal or written) to participate. 
Photographs or videos were only taken with signed consent and full awareness by the 
subjects. Full transparency of information about the evaluation and its uses was afforded 
to all participants. 

Confidentiality:  

We aimed to ensure rights to confidentiality were respected with all primary data 
collection. When findings are presented, all evaluation participants have been 
anonymised, so that as much as is possible, specific findings and comments cannot be 
traced back to individuals. Data has been stored systematically and securely on a secure 
Dropbox folder, so that it is available and clearly accessible to the evaluation team and, 
with appropriate anonymisation, to DFID as required. Essential data and analysis for any 
follow up queries and a record of interactions with DFID including reports will be 
migrated to Triple Line’s secure internal server within two months of evaluation sign-off 
but other non-publicly available information (e.g. key documents from IDEO.org) and the 
dropbox folder will be deleted. 

Principles of inclusion:  

All evaluation questions were informed by a gender and social inclusion lens and 
disaggregated data as sought and collected as far as is possible; however, as set out in 
Section 5, the quality of data, including tis disaggregation, was a limitation.  

Independence:  

All team members were independent of the Amplify programme, DFID and partner 
organisations, with no vested interest in the programme or evaluation findings.  
Independence was not compromised by our collaborative approach with DFID and 
IDEO.org as evidenced by our written response to their comments on our reports, for 
example. 
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3.4 Evaluation phases and deliverables 

The evaluation was conducted in four phases: Inception phase, Progress to Date, 
Programme and Case Study Research and Analysis, and Final evaluation report (the latter 
three parts comprising the overarching ‘implementation phase’). The Evaluation took 
place towards the end of the Amplify programme, as the final challenge commenced. 
There was therefore some scope for learning to be applied within the programme, as well 
as to inform future programming. 

The inception period consisted of the following key activities: 

• Development of problem analysis (Annex B), refinement of ToC (Section 2.2), 
finalisation of evaluation questions (Section 3.2) and evaluation framework (Annex H) 

• Evidence scan of key documentation from IDEO.org and DFID, as well as external 
documentation relating to the evaluation  

• Literature review of open innovation, HCD and other approaches to ‘doing 
development differently’ to inform our context analysis 

• Development of our approach to stakeholder mapping, engagement and uptake  
• Attendance at Challenge 7 Bootcamp; initial key informant discussions  
• Development of our approach to comparative analysis and measuring value for 

money 
• Development of case study selection strategy; four case studies proposed for in depth 

review  
• Evaluability assessment to summarise existing data against the evaluation questions 

and assessment of implications for our methodology and data collection 
• Regular meetings, skype conversations and one-to-one discussions with members of 

the DFID and IDEO.org teams, including a formal inception meeting 
• Submission of inception report, and finalisation following discussion and comments 

from DFID and IDEO.org. 

Implementation began with the ‘progress to date’ phase, which aimed to generate initial 
findings to inform programme decision making ahead of the Challenge 8 Bootcamp, and 
to shape the remainder of the programme. Key activities included review of programme 
level documentation and data from IDEO.org and DFID, key informant interviews and 
review of evidence generated through observation during Bootcamp 7. Analysis of 
evidence enabled us to draw out key programme adaptations and generate early insights 
in the form of the ‘progress to date’ report.  

Activities conducted during the remainder of the implementation phase (case study 
research and analysis and final evaluation report phases) included further document 
review and analysis, four in-depth case studies, eleven Key Intervention Discussions, Key 
Informant Interviews with eleven stakeholders, observation at one further Bootcamp, 
review of OpenIDEO website statistics and two online surveys. The evaluation’s 
methodology – data collection and data analysis processes - are outlined in Section 4.  

The implementation phase has continued to be managed through a transparent and 
interactive process. This has included meetings or correspondence with DFID to discuss 
any challenges and data collection and timing issues. This collaborative process has been 
demonstrated through regular discussions with DFID and IDEO.org (both formal and 
informal), detailed feedback and subsequent amendments to evaluation products, and 
through a full day workshop with DFID and IDEO.org to discuss and validate emerging 
findings. Figure 3 below outlines the milestone deliverables across the evaluation period. 
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Figure 3: Evaluation timeline and deliverables 
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4. Methodology: data collection 
and analysis 
This section provides a summary overview of the evaluation methodology. A full 
presentation can be found at Annex K. Methodological components are mapped against 
evaluation questions in the evaluation framework (Annex H), which also identifies relevant 
OECD-DAC criteria for each OEQ.  All criteria – relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
impact and sustainability – apply. 

4.1 Data collection 

Data sources consisted of both existing secondary data (M&E reporting from projects, 
programme level data etc.) and primary data collected through key informant interviews, 
key intervention discussions, Bootcamp attendance, case studies and surveys. In all, we 
utilised nine main sources of data.  

Document review: 

Document review included internal programme documentation, project level 
documentation, DFID documentation, and comparator documentation. A full list of 
documents reviewed is at Annex A. 

Programme-Level Key Informant Interviews:  

Key informants were selected by the evaluation team, based on our stakeholder mapping 
exercise (see Section 3.3.2). This approach ensured we spoke to at least one person from 
each group of internal, connected and external stakeholders, with particular emphasis on 
programme leadership (DFID and IDEO.org), OpenIDEO challenge managers and country 
manager, partners and external players (within DFID and outside). Nineteen semi-
structured Key Informant Interviews were held during implementation and data from nine 
interviews held during inception was also used. Interviews were based on a generic 
interview guide which was then tailored according to the evaluation questions of 
relevance to the stakeholder in question. A full list of interviewees is at Annex J.  This 
includes those interviewed during the case studies, through key intervention discussions 
and at Bootcamp. 

Case studies:  

Case study selection was made by the evaluation team, in concert with DFID and with 
input from IDEO.org, in order to ensure inclusion of a good cross-section of the 
programme. Guiding criteria to select case study organisations included geography, 
challenge number, size of organisation, leadership, type of design assistance received and 
business model. Further information around case study selection criteria, and case study 
methodologies and tools are included in the the Methodology Annex K and in the 
Consolidated Case Study Report at Annex L. 

In total, four in-country case studies were conducted - in-depth analyses of select 
organisations’ experience with Amplify and successes and failures within the programme. 
The purpose was not to evaluate the organisations, but to understand to what extent the 
programme addressed their needs toward developing better solutions for people in 
poverty. The case study organisations selected for case studies were Humanity and 
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Inclusion (HI), Socialight, YARID and Village Hopecore. The first case study selected, HI, 
served as a “pilot”, and small adaptations were made for the remaining 3 case studies.  

Key Intervention Discussions:  

To supplement our case studies, better understand the experience of Amplify participants, 
and identify the key interventions that made the largest impact from the perspective of 
participants, we held 11 individual conversations (via skype) with a select group of 
participants, 7 who had had designed projects (“highliy involved”), and 4 who had not 
(“less involved”). (The sampling criteria is at Annex M). The discussions resulted in a set of 
insights regarding the specific Amplify interventions that were more or less helpful from 
the participants’ perspective. 

Online survey with grantees:     

Two online surveys, both of which were pre-tested, were conducted: one with all Amplify 
grantees, and one with all Amplify participants who were not awarded a grant (i.e. 
unsuccessful applicants). This elicited participant and grantee perceptions around the 
application and selection process, grant management procedures, achievements 
(including information about end users reached and M&E methods used for data 
collection), capacity support received and challenges. The survey questions are at Annex 
N. 

Bootcamp attendance and observation:  

Bootcamp attendance and observation took place for Challenges 7 and 8. The evaluation 
team collected information on the HCD curriculum practiced, the extent to which 
participants expectations were set for programme milestones, M&E and grant/ TA 
support, the extent to which participants were offered external network support, and the 
usefulness of the cohort in-person approach versus the remote approach. The 
curriculum was observed in practice (and reviewed in document form), and the evaluation 
team held informal interviews with participants about their Amplify experience. In 
addition, short written surveys were conducted to assess the most and least valuable 
components of the Bootcamp from participants’ perspectives. 

Website statistics review:  

Our analysis of the OpenIDEO.com/Amplify website helped us to assess the extent to 
which the OpenIDEO.com platform enabled richer, more meaningful collaboration 
between platform members, and how, and in what ways, this shifted over time. We 
considered data on the OpenIDEO.com/Amplify website (i.e., all challenges’ current 
content, visible on openideo.com), and OpenIDEO-produced website traffic reports, 
including Challenge User Reports, Challenge Activity Reports, and Challenge Participation 
Reports. 

Comparator data collection:  

Comparator programme data collection and analysis was centred around three main 
comparator programmes: SPRING Accelerator, Humanitarian Innovation Fund and the 
Global Poverty Action Fund.  

Value for Money data collection:  

Our value for money analysis used existing programme data, including programme 
financial cost data from DFID and IDEO.org, and end user reach data from grantee 
reports. We also requested additional financial and reach data from all participants via the 
online survey. This was supplemented with KIIs with ideo.org staff and grantees, as well as 
data collected during the case studies. At the project level, our value for money analysis 
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centred on a Social Return On Investment (SROI) model for two of the case study 
grantees.  This is explained in more detail at Annex O. 

4.2 Data synthesis and analysis 

We employed 6 main analytical approaches, as follows.  

Theory of change analysis:  

The ToC provided our primary frame of analysis, facilitating a comparison between how 
the programme was intended to work in theory and how it has worked in practice across 
the eight challenges.  

Programme adaptation mapping:  

The Programme Adaptation Map was a key synthesis tool that organised and aggregated 
information. It visualises the Amplify programme and how programme design and 
programme implementation evolved over time, including key elements of the programme 
(target participant, selection, grant design, capacity building support etc.), and major 
adaptation to programme design and how they shifted from challenge to challenge.  

Contribution analysis:   

Contribution analysis was used to build a plausible contribution story and challenges to it. 
This analysis has been central to answering questions concerning the relative value of 
individual components of the Amplify programme, as well as highlighting the conditions 
necessary for success and the potential risks to success. It relied primarily on evidence 
that was generated through the ToC analysis, examining data, supporting and refuting 
assumptions and exploring the contribution of significant contextual forces to Amplify 
achievement.  

Comparator analysis:  

The evaluation’s approach to assessing the counterfactual was to consider (primarily) the 
value added of HCD design support. Comparator analysis was used for drawing out the 
value added of HCD design support in Amplify and comparing this with programmes that 
target similar outcomes and utilise some or all of the same mechanisms, but which do 
not use HCD. We also drew comparison with a programme which does use HCD, in order 
to compare and assess the rigour of HCD methods used in Amplify. 

In addition to this, a comparator analysis with programmes using similar mechanisms 
(such as the challenge fund model, targeting of small organisations, use of innovation 
etc.) also allowed us to identify good practices (including around innovation) and 
efficiencies in other programmes, and provide a reference point for comparison with the 
approaches utilised by Amplify. As part of the evaluation’s value for money assessment, 
our comparator analysis aimed to benchmark Amplify’s fund management and project 
support costs against similar programmes, in order to assess economy and efficiency. 
Due to limited data availability around programme costs, particularly on the 
disaggregation of data by key activities (see Section 5), we were significantly limited in 
what value for money comparisons we are able to make.  

Scaling support analysis:  

To conduct a robust assessment of scale and scaling support received, we developed a 
specific scaling analytical framework. This enabled us to consider the following questions: 
what kind of scale or growth has been achieved due to participation in Amplify? If not 
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significant, what evidence for a pathway or plan to scale is there? What support for 
scaling was provided by ideo.org and when? What was the quality of this support? 

Synthesis and co-creation:  

Our data collection strategy was designed to enable triangulation of data from multiple 
sources. This enabled us to examine the strength of data as well as to cross-validate 
findings and avoid bias. We triangulated: 1. Across methods (for example in the progress 
to date report we triangulated key informant interview data with document review data 
and bootcamp observation and participation data; in the synthesis workshop we 
triangulated all of the above sources of data prior to final report drafting), 2. Across tools 
within methods (we utilised several different data collection tools during case studies and 
trinagulaged data gathered using these tools); and 3. Across persons (within one method, 
e.g. KIIs, we triangulated data from different informants).  

The programme adaptation map was a key synthesis tool, but we also used standard data 
collection tools and reporting formats to facilitate comparison across data sources. The 
evaluation team held an internal data synthesis and analysis workshop in July 2018. At the 
workshop, team members discussed emerging findings for each EQ based on the 
evidence to date, airing differences of opinion or perspective within the team and from 
stakeholders consulted, to arrive at an agreed, collective and well-grounded position. 
Following the internal data synthesis workshop, a workshop to present and discuss 
emerging findings was held with DFID and IDEO.org programme staff. This was an 
invaluable opportunity to  validate emerging findings from the data analysis, identify any 
remaining data gaps and to start to identify recommendations together.   

It reflected the transparent approach to the evaluation which was taken throughout to 
ensure that DFID, IDEO.org and DFID’s external adviser had an opportunity to comment, 
and to challenge, on the methodology and findings.  The evaluation team was able to 
work freely and without interference and maintained its independence, for example by 
providing and discussing a written response to DFID comments on the inception report 
and other deliverables, including reasons for not accepting comments, where 
appropriate. 
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5. Limitations 
As envisaged in the inception report, there have been three main challenges to the 
evaluation; these are the broad scope and ambitious nature of the evaluation, the 
adaptive quality of the programme, and data limitations.  

Discussions with DFID during inception identified that the scope of the evaluation, 
captured in six overarching evaluation questions and 23 main evaluation questions, is 
both broad and ambitious. As noted above and in Table 2, we jointly prioritised the main 
evaluation questions, and have directed our efforts accordingly.  

In relation to adaptability, Amplify is set within a paradigm of innovation and learning, 
which has meant that the programme logframe has been adapted a number of times to 
take into account iterations around approach within the OpenIDEO challenge fund 
mechanism and in relation to HCD support and funding (including as a result of inception 
report recommendations). While this is both necessary and expected in a programme of 
this nature, this fact and the disparate nature of relatively small challenge rounds has 
made benchmarking and comparisons challenging.  

The absence of a grantee M&E framework from the outset of Amplify has resulted in 
limited coverage and quality of information, This has been a major challenge to the 
evaluation’s ability to assess outcomes and impacts, to robustly test the Theory of 
Change, and to therefore assess value for money. Amplify grantees collect and report 
data which is often not comparable or disaggregated and is of varying quality (see MEQ 
3.1); this limits the usefulness of any aggregation or comparison, and the extent to which 
the impact on the programme on women, girls and other vulnerable groups can be 
assessed.  

Value for money analysis too has been limited by the lack of comprehensive impact data 
across all Amplify participants, hence the decision to focus on assessing the value for 
money of outputs and outcomes at the programme level and to use project case studies 
to quantitatively assess the impact on end beneficiaries of two Amplify supported projects 
(those from earlier challenges). Limited reach data was collected via survey from 11 
grantees. However, it was not clear how grantees had defined their beneficiary indicators, 
and there was limited scope to verify or validate the reported figures. Furthermore, given 
the diversity of projects funded under Amplify and the different way that they interact with 
beneficiaries, reach data in itself only has a limited relationship with impact and therefore 
is weak evidence for cost-effectiveness. 

VFM analysis was also hampered by the quality and availability of financial and reach data 
requested from all participants via the online survey. Fourteen grantees initially offered 
such information, but only 11 made it available and it was not easily verifiable nor clear the 
extent to which grantees were reporting the number of beneficiaries reached through the 
Amplify project as compared to their wider organisation. VFM analysis of different 
components of Amplify has also been limited by the way in which financial data has been 
collected and disaggregated by IDEO.org and by the fund managers of comparator 
programmes, limiting the extent to which costs can be accurately attributed to outputs 
and outcomes, and the ability to make comparisons by component or part of the project 
cycle. 

In considering methodological limitations, we note that nineteen KIIs were conducted 
across a purposive sample of stakeholders, as described above.  With more time and 
resources we would have conducted more, but we are confident that our sampling 
strategy reduced the impact of this limitation. All grantees and unsuccessful applicants 
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were contacted, rather than a sample, to maximise the number of responses. For the 
same reason all available grantee email addresses - typically 2 per organisation – were 
used, so more than one response could have been received per grantee organisation. 
This could introduce bias but we limited this by taking care to describe data from the 
grantee survey in terms of number of respondents rather than number of grantees and 
ensuring that survey data was triangulated and not relied on as a sole source of 
information. 

All Amplify EQs have been evaluable through this evaluation; however, we do note several 
limitations, some, related specifically evaluating innovative approaches, identified through 
our literature review (Annex C).  

• Information about end-users and solution uptake: In the absence of a grantee M&E 
framework and therefore limited and poor data quality, we supplemented data 
through online survey groups and FGDs with end-users during field visits. While these 
proved very useful, this has limited the robustness of our analysis. The survey provided 
useful quantitative and qualitative information but it is important to note that the 
decision to maximise response rates to the grantee survey by sending it to all available 
contacts, rather than to one per grantee, means whilst we had an acceptable 
response rate overall, it is possible that some projects had more than one respondent. 
Care has therefore been taken to ascribe survey outcomes to respondents rather than 
to grantees / projects.  

• Timeframe over which change can be expected to occur: Lasting value of capacity 
building and solutions developed through involvement in Amplify, particularly as it is 
an innovative programme, will only be evaluable across grantees further down the 
line. However, proxy evidence (for example looking at the robustness of business 
planning and extent of scaling to date) has provided a good indication of the extent of 
influence the Amplify programme has had on future direction. Additionally we 
selected two case studies and reviewed documentation from earlier challenges. 

• Counterfactual assessment: Counterfactual assessment has been through analysis of 
comparator programmes rather than a control group, and has been largely qualitative, 
though informed by some quantitative data (see Annex P). 

• There is a tension between evaluating the overall ‘innovative approach’ rather than the 
impact of the intervention. The evaluation questions focus on assessing the Amplify 
model, though we also conducted a more limited assessment of intervention 
effectiveness through document review, key informant interviews, case studies and 
our overall value for money (VFM) assessment). 

• Design methods have been criticised for their uneven successes: they might work well 
in some stages of the innovation process, but less so in others. As a result we selected 
a diverse range of organisations for in-depth case study research to understand to 
what extent, and in what circumstances, the model has succeeded; the online surveys 
and review of financial models with a sample of participants, as well as KIIs with select 
grantees gave insights on when, how and why elements of the model succeeded. 
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6. Findings 
This is the core section of the evaluation report. It starts with a presentation of our overall 
assessment of the Theory of Change (ToC) and Theories of Action (ToA), focusing on the 
extent to which ToC and ToA assumptions held and thus directly addressing a number of 
the MEQs. The remainder of the section presents the evaluation findings against the main 
evaluation questions (MEQs) under each of the 6 overarching evaluation questions 
(OEQs). Section 3.2 explained the prioritisation of MEQs. The higher priority MEQ findings 
are followed by an exploration and discussion of the supporting evidence. Discussion of 
the lower priority MEQs can be found in Annex Q. 

6.1 Overall assessment of the theory of change and theories of 
action 

This evaluation sought to understand how Open Innovation, the Challenge Fund 
mechanism, and HCD were envisaged working separately and together to find and 
support the implementation of high-quality solutions, thus providing a new model for 
tackling pressing development challenges. We explored this through the following 
questions: 

How did the Amplify programme components plan on supporting the development 
of more effective solutions (the theory)? – MEQ 1.2  

How did HCD plan on supporting the development of more effective solutions (the 
theory)? – MEQ 2.1  

To what extent did the challenge fund mechanism plan on supporting the 
development of more effective solutions (the theory)? – MEQ 2.4 

How did the open innovation process and platform plan on supporting the 
development of more effective solutions (in theory)? – MEQ 2.6 

The main sources of information for this answering this question were key informant 
interviews and discussions with DFID and IDEO.org staff and a review of Amplify 
documentation. We then synthesised this data and conducted an analysis against the 
Theory of Change and Theories of Action. 

Findings  

OVERARCHING FINDING: The identification of open and flexible challenge funding 
to generate increased interest and engagement from a wide group of development 
partners – including small, grass-roots organisations – and supporting them with 
human centred design approaches was a reasonable theory, and had a ‘high degree 
of internal traction’. However, the programme was high risk, and experimental, 
warranting a more robust M&E Framework from the beginning to fully test Amplify’s 
experimental theory and the assumptions underpinning it, and to monitor and 
course correct where design and implementation weaknesses threatened 
achievement. 
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FINDING 1: While rapid business case approval suggests that the programme responded 
to problems and opportunities and had a ‘high degree of internal traction’, the 
programme was high risk and experimental, thus warranting a robust M&E Framework 
from the beginning. 
FINDING 2: The Amplify programme anticipated that the HCD process articulated at a 
high level in the Theory of Action (ToA), and at a more detailed level through the 5 steps 
of HCD, was both necessary and sufficient to support target grantees to develop 
desirable, feasible, viable solutions to stated challenges. While it may have been 
necessary and sufficient for some grantees, it was not for others. 
FINDING 3: The challenge fund mechanism was intended to support Amplify’s aims by 
developing a high quality challenge brief, attracting and developing applications from 
small, grass-roots, ‘new-to-DFID’ organisations, a competitive selection process and 
flexible grant funding. This theory, and the assumptions underpinning it, held to some 
extent. 
FINDING 4: The open innovation process and platform was intended to support 
Amplify’s aims by providing an accessible, efficient and effective mechanism for 
attracting and supporting smaller, grassroots actors to collaborate, and thus improve 
the quality of solutions. This theory, and the assumptions underpinning it, held to a very 
limited extent. 

Discussion  

FINDING 1 While rapid business case approval suggests that the programme responded 
to problems and opportunities and had a ‘high degree of internal traction’, the 
programme was  high risk, and experimental , thus warranting a robust M&E 
Framework from the beginning to fully test Amplify’s experimental theory.  

Amongst key stakeholders there was a good recognition that Amplify was ‘not something 
the civil service would normally do’ but rather a response to the need for fresh thinking 
and better approaches to tackle long-standing and complex development challenges. 
Amplify was designed explicitly to address problems that were limiting DFID’s ability to 
address development challenges (see Section 2). It was also responding to a range of new 
and untapped opportunities in the environment, including new opportunities for more 
innovative, flexible and adaptive approaches within programme design and delivery.  

Amplify’s Theory of Change (presented in Figure 4 below) is a logical theory concerning 
how the three main components of the programme could work together to achieve 
programme outcomes and - for the most part - it is reasonable to assume that the logic 
would hold.  
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Figure 4: Programme Theory of Change 
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We have identified a number of assumptions in the ToC above that were necessary for 
the theory to hold in prctice. We judge that many of these only partially held or did not 
hold due to design/implementation weaknesses however, and that this undermined full 
achievement of the ToC. An overall assessment of ToC assumptions is presented below in 
Table 4. In this table we have made an overall judgement concerning the extent to which 
the assumption held against the following rubric: held, held to some extent, held to a very 
limited extent, did not hold (due to design or implementation weaknesses that we pick up 
in the conclusions and recommendations). 

Table 4: Theory of Change assumptions 

Assumption Section where 
discussed 

Extent to 
which 
assumption 
held  

• Model (and model components working 
together) demonstrate good value for money.   

Section 6.7 & 
conclusion 
(MEQs 6.1 – 
6.3)  

Did not hold 

• Teams and country offices within DFID benefit 
from a single mechanism that is used to address 
any number of development challenges from any 
country or sector.  

Section 6.2 
(MEQ 1.1) 

Held to some 
extent 

• Programme communications reach the right 
development actors with the right information in 
order to generate interest in Amplify.  

Sections 6.1, 
6.3, and 6.6 
(MEQs 2.5, 2.6 
and 5.1) 

Held to some 
extent 

• Non-traditional and grassroots actors are better 
placed to understand and validate users’ needs 
and design more relevant and effective solutions 
when they are supported to apply HCD 
approaches 

Section 6.5 
(MEQ 4.3) 

Did not hold  

• High quality research and evidence is used to 
inform the identification of the most relevant 
development challenges and to develop the right 
pre-challenge network  

Section 6.2 
(MEQ 1.1) 

Held to some 
extent 

• Better, more human-centred ideas come from 
bringing together different skill sets and 
experiences from diverse actors and creating the 
right environment for these problem solvers to 
collaborate on identifying solutions for big, sticky 
problems.   

Sections 6.3 
and 6.6 (MEQs 
2.7 and 5.1) 

Held to a very 
limited extent 

• The “right environment” is a hybrid combination 
of both open online collaboration tapping 
problem solvers from the global community and 
off-line convenings, which will establish and 
strengthen networks of implementers, innovators, 
funders, stakeholders in order to generate better 
more human centred idea.  

Sections 6.1, 
6.3, and 6.6 
(MEQs 2.6, 2.7 
and 5.2) 

Did not hold  
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FINDING 2 The Amplify programme anticipated that the HCD process articulated at a 
high level in the Theory of Action (ToA), and at a more detailed level through 
the 5 steps of HCD8, was both necessary and sufficient to support target 
grantees to develop desirable, feasible, viable solutions to stated challenges. 
While it may have been necessary and sufficient for some grantees, it was not 
for others.  

 
 

The evaluation sought to 
understand how the HCD 
process, as designed by 
IDEO.org, planned to support 
grantees to develop more 
desirable, viable and feasible 
solutions. We developed the 
HCD Theory of Action 
(presented in Figure 5) in 
concert with IDEO.org and 
DFID through interviews, 
discussions, and a review of 
internal project literature.  

HCD, as diagrammed by 
IDEO.org, considers three 
main components when 

developing a solution: desirability, feasibility, and viability. This framework was established 
when considering, primarily, product design. In those instances, desirability = designing 
something people want and need, feasibility = designing something that is technically 
feasible and functional (i.e., the hardware or software components exist, or can be 
created or altered in a way that is possible and functional), and viability = designing 
something that can be launched in market and can sustain itself through a working 
business model. However, HCD (and ultimately this framework) are applicable and useful 
in many other “less tangible” design endeavours, including service design, organisational 
design, and programme design within the development space. 

For the purposes of this evaluation (considering many solutions are 
programmes/services), we consider: 

• Desirability = designing something people want and need  
• Feasibility = designing something that is operationally feasible (leverages a reasonable 

skillset of existing staff and establishes a roadmap to gain additional skills) 
• Viability = designing something that can be launched and sustain itself through a 

working business model (whether that be by generating revenue or with a reasonable 
plan for securing future funding) 

• The HCD Theory of Action (Figure 6) articulates a 5 step process by which Amplify 
planned to enable more desirable, feasible and viable solutions to emerge. 

 
 

                                                
 
8 The five steps of HCD are: 1. Researching with all type of relevant users; 2. Storytelling and Synthesis; 3. 
Identifying insights; 4. Brainstorming solutions; 5. Prototyping. These are explained in Annex Q under MEQ 2.2, 
Finding 14. 

Figure 5: HCD – The "Sweet Spot" in Innovation 
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Figure 6: HCD Theory of Action 

 

There are a number of assumptions within the ToA that are critical to the 5-step HCD 
process delivering more desirable, viable feasible solutions. We present a high level 
assessment of the extent to which these assumptions – and where we discuss this further 
in the report – in Table 5. 

Table 5: HCD Theory of Action assumptions 

Assumption Section where 
discussed 

Extent to which 
assumption held  

• Level of design support and timing is 
optimal. Content is appropriate to 
grantee needs and capacity.  

Sections 6.3 and 
6.5 (MEQs 2.2, 2.3, 
4.1, and 4.2) 

Held to a very limited 
extent 

• 3 months of independent prototyping 
was sufficient to identify end user 
needs and desirable solutions 

Sections 6.3 and 
6.5 (MEQs 2.2, 2.3, 
4.1, and 4.2) 

Held to a very limited 
extent 

• For the majority of Amplify 
participants, remote, largely self-
directed support is sufficient to enable 
feasible and viable solutions 

Sections 6.3 and 
6.5 (MEQs 2.2, 2.3, 
4.1, and 4.2) 

Held to a very limited 
extent 

• More flexible funding gives space to 
learn and experiment. 

Section 6.3 (MEQ 
2.5) 

Held 

• HCD process enables organisations to 
develop, refine, sustain and scale 
solutions for end users.  

Sections 6.3 and 
6.5 (MEQs 2.2, 2.3, 
4.1, and 4.2) 

Held to some extent 
(too early to tell with 
many grantees) 

• Solutions benefit the poorest and 
most marginalised. 

Sections 6.1, 6.3, 
and 6.4 (MEQs 2.5, 
2.6, 2.7 and 3.1) 

Held to some extent 

FINDING 3 The challenge fund mechanism was intended to support Amplify’s aims by 
developing a high quality challenge brief, attracting and developing 
applications from small, grass-roots, ‘new-to-DFID’ organisations, a 
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competitive selection process and flexible grant funding. This theory, and the 
assumptions underpinning it, held to some extent. 

 
FINDING 4 The open innovation process and platform was intended to support Amplify’s 

aims by providing an accessible, efficient and effective mechanism for 
attracting and supporting smaller, grassroots actors to collaborate, and thus 
improve the quality of solutions. This theory, and the assumptions 
underpinning it, held to a very limited extent.    

Amplify had a strong hypothesis at its outset that had not been tested in development 
before: that communities all over the world were working independently to tackle shared 
challenges and could benefit through remote collaboration models. An Amplify Challenge 
Manager noted that, “At Amplify’s inception, open innovation was about collaboration and 
inception of ideas. We were looking for that, but also organisations who had experience 
on the ground. Figuring out what transparency looks like and how that’s good or bad.” 
Plans for Open innovation encouraged broad collaboration, skewed more toward 
implementing and testing open innovation as it related to applicant profiles and the 
application process, rather than testing open collaboration throughout an entire 
challenge. Testing open innovation models beyond an application phase is something 
that remains unknown9 and could be explored.  

The challenge fund was intended to attract and fund actors and solutions outside DFID’s 
traditional funding pool including small, grassroots organisations. The hypothesis was that 
the provision of open and flexible mechanisms, for example in the application process 
and funding model, would better support more effective solutions than a more traditional 
approach. 

The challenge fund and open innovation process and platform Theory of Action (Figure 7) 
articulates a 5 step process by which Amplify planned to select applicants who could be 
supported to develop, implement and scale more desirable, feasible and viable solutions. 

Figure 7: Challenge Fund and Open Innovation process and platform Theory of Action 

 

                                                
 
9 While partnerships with UNHCR, UNICEF, or Rockefeller Foundation may first appear to be experiments with 
open innovation, they are not. This is because these relationships (as reported by UNHCR and UNICEF) focused 
collaboration either on selecting the right applicants for the programme OR on funding them after a challenge 
concluded; there was not a focus on collaboration between partners and participants to develop more 
effective solutions. For discussion on the efficacy of these partnerships, see MEQ 5.2. 
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The ToA is underpinned by a set of assumptions, which we have assessed in Table 6 as 
follows:   

Table 6: Challenge Fund and Open Innovation Theory of Action assumptions 

Assumption Section 
where 
discussed 

Extent to which 
assumption held  

• The OpenIDEO platform is an accessible, 
efficient and effective mechanism for 
attracting and supporting the smaller and 
grassroots actors outside regular DFID funding 
pool.  

Section 6.3 
(MEQs 2.5 
and 2.8) 

Held to some 
extent 

• Open innovation enables greater collaboration 
between distant and disparate communities. 

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.7) 

Held to a very 
limited extent 
(weak evidence) 

• Experts draw on professional expertise and 
knowledge to provide relevant and timely 
feedback.  

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.7) 

Did not hold  

• Selection process has right people, right 
criteria, and right process for selection of 
high-impact potential solutions for target 
beneficiary. 

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.5) 

Held to some 
extent 

• Online collaboration improves the quality of 
ideas. 

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.7) 

Held to a very 
limited extent  

• Applicants were supported to gather high 
quality feedback from potential users and 
specific advice on whom to target.  

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.5) 

Held to a very 
limited extent 

• M&E systems provide sufficient evidence of 
effectiveness. 

Section 6.3 
(MEQ 2.5) 

Did not hold  

 

We now present findings against “the practice” which help to explain why both the Theory 
of Change and the Theories of Action only partially held, and support our conclusion and 
recommendations in Section 7.   

6.2 OEQ 1: To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the 
development of more relevant and effective solutions and how? 

MEQ 1.1 To what extent did Amplify identify the most relevant development 
challenge topics?  

The relevance of Amplify solutions is highly dependent upon the urgency and relevance 
of the challenges they sought to address.  This MEQ therefore sought to test the choice 
of challenges, and how relevance was ensured. The main sources of evidence were the 
key informant interviews, document review and comparator analysis. 



30 

MEQ 1.1 Findings 

MEQ 1.1 OVERARCHING FINDING: Challenge topics addressed critical but neglected 
areas within development / humanitarian work. They were used to create 
momentum in areas where DFID wanted to see progress and source and test new 
approaches. 

FINDING 5 The eight Amplify challenges are wide-ranging and diverse, tackling issues 
such as safety and climate change resilience in urban slums to farmer livelihoods. The 
common thread is that all tackle complex problems where it is generally felt (by 
stakeholders) that there has been insufficient progress, and that implementation 
challenges needs to be better understood. 
FINDING 6 Amplify’s unusual model of addressing different challenges meant it could to 
respond to emerging contextual drivers. 
FINDING 7 Challenge rounds 3 and 4 were used to bring in external stakeholders to gain 
traction on the issue or to bring additional funding, with some success. 
FINDING 8 Challenge 5 onwards intentionally drew in more technical expertise from 
DFID policy teams and in-country knowledge through country offices in order to 
strengthen the challenge brief & engage a wider DFID constituency in the challenge. 

MEQ 1.1 Discussion – see Annex Q 

MEQ 1.3 To what extent did the Amplify programme components working together 
support the development of more effective solutions (the practice)? How, why and 
with what consequences? 

Under this MEQ, we sought to understand if and how the Amplify programme 
components—open innovation, the challenge fund mechanism, and HCD (inclusive of all 
Amplify-participant interventions)—worked together to help develop, test, and implement 
solutions that would better suit the needs of beneficiaries and/or end users. Main sources 
of information included case study research (Solution Iteration Workshop, Organisational 
Change Workshop and end user research), Bootcamp curriculum review, Key Intervention 
Discussions, and KIIs with the Amplify team and external stakeholders. 

Findings include information on the combination of all three main programme 
components (Challenge Fund Mechanisms, Open Innovation, and HCD), and examine the 
efficacy of sub-components based on qualitative data. For quantitative data that speaks 
more specifically to the efficacy of solutions (rather than the impact of the programme on 
supporting the development of solutions), please see MEQ 2.5. 

MEQ 1.3 Findings 

MEQ 1.3 OVERARCHING FINDING: The methods of Amplify (open innovation, HCD, 
and challenge fund mechanisms) show promise based on participants’ feedback; 
however, these mechanisms were not executed with sufficient rigour to generate 
enough evidence to indicate a new/better model for development.  
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FINDING 9 Challenge fund mechanism, Open Innovation, and HCD working together: 
Funding and design support enabled experimental design in response to established 
needs, with open innovation generally having little impact on solutions.   
FINDING 10 Challenge fund mechanism, Open Innovation, and HCD working together: 
Ultimiately thre is weak evidence that enabling experimental design within organisations 
led to better solutions for Amplify. However, this lack of evidence is due to a lack of 
data-- not due to inconclusive or contradictory data. 
FINDING 11 Challenge fund mechanism and HCD working together: Outreach and 
application deftly started capacity building from Day 1. 

MEQ 1.3 Discussion 

FINDING 9 Challenge Fund mechanism, Open Innovation, and HCD working together: 
Funding and design support enabled experimental design in response to 
established needs, with open innovation generally having little impact on 
solutions.  

Funding created either a safety net or springboard for organisations to pursue ideas they 
had already formulated--but had not yet developed or implemented. This was most 
clearly evidenced by case study organisations, where Organisational Change Workshops 
provided insight to how the organisation had shifted its theory and practice as a result of 
Amplify.  

Village Hopecore was looking for funding to take an established idea forward, and Amplify 
gave them permission (from VHC management) and space to do this: “We wanted to start 
small, and we wanted to experiment, and fail safely. We knew that with something this 
innovative we needed the ability to fail—multiple times!”  

YARID knew they wanted to develop a programme for students to enrol in Ugandan 
schools because there were many children attending adult classes to gain language skills 
(to help them prepare for school), so YARID were looking for a way to formalize support 
to children.  

Socialight wanted to move beyond consulting and create products direct-to-consumer, 
and funding gave them a safety net and relevant human resources to develop the product 
without risking their own capital. One key informant remarked that the seed funding for 
proof of concept ‘changes the game’ for smaller organisations. 

Prior to Amplify, Humanity & Inclusion was seeking organisation-wide tools to improve 
their efficiency in providing support to other organisations that were looking to build 
more inclusive and accessible workplaces. However, HI did not have an internal process 
established to address this organisational need. When members of HI learned about 
Amplify, they decided to apply with an idea that was conceived to improve efficiency for 
HI, but that additionally, potentially, could improve the efficacy of HI support to other 
organisations (a global toolkit of case studies showing real-life examples of workplace 
adaptations created for inclusivity and accessibility-- a solution that could reach 
organisations without HI being physically present).  

The application process gave space and “permission” for some organisations to 
interrogate their data, intentionally learn from previous experience, and think critically to 
develop their proposal. HI were already providing one-to-one support, advice and 
mentoring about employing people with disabilities to partner organisations that had 
proved to be very resource "heavy" and not scalable, so were searching for a solution that 
could reach more organisations, support them without HI being physically present, and 
be more cost-effective. Management at HI had not provided time and resources for the 
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development of efficiency tool development, but Amplify provided funding coverage for 
this. 

Open Innovation was implemented to improve solution effectiveness and relevance. 
However, though the platform made diverse input possible, this input was not particularly 
helpful. Nearly every participant interviewed shared that comments from the network 
were extraneous. 

FINDING 10 Challenge Fund mechanism, Open Innovation, and HCD working together: 
Ultimately, there is weak evidence that enabling experimental design within 
organisations led to better solutions for Amplify. However, this lack of evidence 
is due to a lack of data-- not due to inconclusive or contradictory data.  

Based on reach data provided by some grantees, and information obtained through case 
studies and KIDs, organisations seemed to reach slightly lower goals or targets than either 
they expected, or than were expected by Amplify. We compared reach/impact goals set 
in the application phase, actual reach numbers, and self-reported impact of Amplify on 
the solution (i.e., whether the participant felt that Amplify had meaningfully impacted the 
solution in a positive way).  

Through this analysis, limited by incomplete data, there is a slight indication that more 
organisations failed to meet either their own goals or the programmes’ goals. The 
competitive nature of a challenge fund is designed to select stronger applicants (and in 
this fund, ideas), and there was some evidence that this was the case for Amplify. The 
flexible funding offered by Amplify also had some positive effects. On the other hand, 
M&E weaknesses meant that solution effectiveness is not clearly demonstrated. These 
points are addressed by the findings under MEQ 2.5.  

FINDING 11 Challenge Fund mechanism and HCD working together: Outreach and 
Application deftly started capacity-building from Day 1.  

The Outreach and Application processes were a great way to commence people’s 
practice of HCD. They offered low-risk, simple ways to kickstart critical thinking and 
engagement with end users and other ecosystem stakeholders.  

Outreach included useful training to set the context for HCD and commence 
collaboration between applicants and Amplify. In Challenge 3, a pre-selection 
mobilization event was held in Uganda (as well as a post-selection Bootcamp). This first 
event helped participants gain an early understanding of HCD and meet with UNHCR and 
UNICEF partners face-to-face.The early understanding of HCD enabled YARID to 
consider the type of research they would conduct during the application process, 
including the types of people they would talk with. The face-to-face exposure with 
partners set expectations for collaboration and follow-on funding as well as establishing 
an initial meeting to kickstart collaboration and partnership. Both participants and 
partners reported a positive experience during evaluation research. 

The application provided tangible HCD tools and helpful probing questions (challenge 
fund mechanism) to focus and refine ideas while also informing applicant-Amplify fit. 
Most organisations conducted research with end users, which helped validate whether a 
general need existed. As a result, some organisations made refinements or iterations to 
their idea, and these were often positive changes that more closely met the needs of end 
users (evidenced through HI and YARID specifically).  

The HCD tools provided (a user experience worksheet) were right-size for organisations 
that had not conducted user research before. This worksheet and related instructions/ 
prompts were a simple tool to introduce the concept of a user segment and user journey, 
though it was not generative or revisited during Bootcamp—which was a missed 
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opportunity to refer back to the tools introduced and show how they can increase in 
fidelity as the HCD process is repeated to answer increasingly specific questions. For 
participants that had conducted user research before Amplify, the HCD tools provided 
during the application phase were somewhat elementary and rote. For instance, one 
design project grantee shared, “In terms of the way we were directed to share sketch 
prototypes--a cartoon was suggested–it is more constructive to have a more thought-
through template--the Amplify approach is too wide open.” Another grantee shared, 
“Doing the application itself took less than a day…but it didn’t really change what we were 
doing.” 

6.3 OEQ 2: What is the relative contribution of different 
components to enabling more effective and relevant solutions? 

MEQ 2.2 To what extent did HCD support the development of more effective 
solutions (the practice)? How and why?  

In this MEQ, we sought to understand the ways in which HCD supported the 
development more effective solutions across all phases of Amplify and all participants. 
Our findings on the efficacy of HCD use during the application phase appears in MEQ 1.3 
(components working together). The findings for MEQ 2.2 rely heavily on case study 
participant data, as case study research was the sole method to assess and contextualise 
self-reported data. Where appropriate, we have included self-reported information and 
other data collected during the evaluation as a way to support or further contextualise 
findings that were independently established through case study research. 

Findings within this MEQ include an assessment of: whether/how participants (end users 
of the programme) found the process beneficial, and whether/how participants’ solutions 
better than other local options and/or the organisation’s previous option as a result of 
HCD. 

MEQ 2.2 Findings 

MEQ 2.2: OVERARCHING FINDING: Participants self-report that HCD was useful in 
developing more effective solutions. The extent of this success was independently 
assessed in the evaluation through case study research. In that research, developing 
“more effective” solutions through HCD appears to depend on participants’ solution 
sectors and pre-existing skills coming into Amplify. Therefore, Amplify performed 
best with well-suited participants (see MEQ 2.5).   

FINDING 12 Amplify grantees self-reported that HCD support was relevant and useful, but 
didn’t go far enough. 
FINDING 13 Amplify’s application of HCD is weaker on feasibility and viability than 
desirability. This weakens organisations’ ability to prioritise concepts and sustain new 
offerings.  
FINDING 14 Within Amplify, participants that had previously practiced elements of Design 
Thinking10 were more likely develop more effective solutions through the application of 

                                                
 
10 HCD is a practice (with multiple steps). Design Thinking (related to HCD) is a mindset and series of tools and 
practices that can be used in any order (one of the most important being making invisible ideas visual through 
sketching and prototyping). 
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HCD. Organisations with no prior Design Thinking or related experience were less likely to 
develop more effective solutions through the practice of HCD. This correlates relatively well 
with the categories of “novice” and “advanced” HCD practitioners. Our assessment of 
grantees in this regard is not absolutely conclusive, however, due to our small sample and 
limitations preventing us from conducting a full capacity assessment. 

MEQ 2.2 Discussion – see Annex Q 

MEQ 2.3 Which components of HCD support were most effective? How and why? 

Amplify built HCD support in several phases of the programme post-award: Bootcamp, 
Remote Design Support and, for some grantees, the Design Project.  We assessed how 
participating organisations learned about and have practiced HCD at each phase.  Data 
for this MEQ primarily relies on case study research and Key Intervention Discussions, as 
these are the only contextualised data sources that indicate not only whether an 
organisation found a component helpful or rated it well in a survey, but the extent to 
which participants could demonstrate solution effectiveness (either through discussions 
with end users, observed by the evaluation team, or through discussion of the 
programme with the evaluation team during Key Intervention Discussions).11  The HCD 
tools used in the application process are covered in MEQ 1.3. 

MEQ 2.3 Findings 

MEQ 2.3 OVERARCHING FINDING: Design Projects were (by far) the most effective 
HCD support provided. Bootcamp and Remote Design Support were a distant 
second and third. 

Generally, the assumptions held in the ToA around the depth of support provided through 
Amplify being sufficient to generate more effective solutions held only to a very limited 
extent. 

FINDING 15 Design Projects were the most effective HCD intervention, but with 
significant cost.  
FINDING 16 Despite Design Projects being the most effective HCD intervention, 
grantees sometimes stumbled in defining features that were good product-organisation 
(feasibility) or product-market (viability) fits. 
FINDING 17 Bootcamp was the second-most effective programme component of HCD 
support; however, we assess this as being only “moderately effective” since it did not 
adequately set up organisations to practice HCD independently (Step 5 of the 
“Practitioner Rounds of HCD,” Figure 2 in Annex Q), and because Remote Design 
Support did not guide participants through practitioner rounds 2-5. 
FINDING 18 Remote design support is not a comparable alternative to Design Projects. 

                                                
 
11 Of the case study organisations, YARID and Village Hopecore informed our findings for this MEQ since 
solutions were piloted, and VHC’s is still running. As HI and Socialight have not yet launched their solutions, it is 
too early to comment extensively on solution effectiveness; however, we do have some observations on the 
potential relevance of the solutions, as well as the contribution that HCD has made so far to the process of 
solution development. 
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MEQ 2.3 Discussion – see Annex Q 

Other programme components are covered under other MEQs, including application 
(MEQ 1.3 and 2.5), grant (MEQ 2.5), scaling support (MEQ 3.2), and capacity building (MEQ 
4.3). 

MEQ 2.5 To what extent did the challenge fund mechanism support the 
development of more effective solutions (the practice)? How and why?  

The challenge fund mechanism has many component parts, each of which are taken in 
turn below in order to assess how well the fund was managed in support of the aims of 
Amplify. Comparisons are made to approaches taken by other funds to supplement this. 
Evidence for this MEQ was taken from document review, the Progress to Date Report, 
KIIs, online surveys and case studies. 
Several ToC and ToA assumptions relate to elements of the challenge fund mechanism – 
outreach, application, selection, flexible funding and M&E – and are covered in this MEQ. 
As set out in Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6, these assumptions held to widely varying 
degrees. 

MEQ 2.5 Findings 

MEQ 2.5 OVERARCHING FINDING: While the Challenge Fund model was well-suited 
to a programme like Amplify, design and implementation revealed a mixture of 
stronger and weaker components.    

FINDING 19 The challenge fund model was a suitable one for Amplify but was new to 
IDEO.org. Work on its initial design did not therefore draw on existing in-house 
expertise and, further, was not systematic.  Capacity was strengthened and 
improvements made but several features of identified good practice were not followed.  
FINDING 20 The unusual target audience required a wide-ranging approach to 
marketing, and outreach efforts found a ready audience. Challenges were relevant to 
the previously identified priorities and end user needs of some organisations. 
FINDING 21 The application process was generally positive for applicants, whether 
successful or not, but the selection process was not transparent.  
FINDING 22 Though Amplify aimed to work with grassroots organisations and foster 
solution sustainability through those organisations, most selected participants did not fit 
this description. Amplify was ill-prepared to meet the needs of grassroots organisations 
and there was insignificant adaptation of the programme to meet the needs of target 
participants.  
FINDING 23 The flexible funding model was valued and effective in supporting solution 
iteration although it did present some management challenges. 
FINDING 24 Overall, M&E was weak. Lack of M&E tools and support fractured the idea 
and solution development process. M&E weaknesses also mean that solution 
effectiveness is not clearly demonstrated. 

MEQ 2.5 Discussion 

FINDING 19 The challenge fund model was a suitable one for Amplify but was new to 
IDEO.org. Work on its initial design did not therefore draw on existing in-house 
expertise and, further, was not systematic. Capacity was strengthened and 
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improvements made but several features of identified good practice were not 
followed.  

The challenge fund model was suitable for Amplify: challenge funds are a common 
funding instrument in international development and ‘most appropriate for donors 
seeking solutions, sometimes innovative, to resolve 
complex development issues through engagement with 
organisations that have local knowledge, insight, expertise 
and partnerships’.12 This, plus its features of grants, public 
purposes, competitive and transparent selection and 
grantee-led project execution13 made it a highly suitable 
funding mechanism for Amplify. 

The model was new to IDEO.org and its team. Initial research was conducted on how the 
programme should best be designed, although this was not really shared with DFID or 
systematically documented.  IDEO.org made several iterations to fund design and 
management, which are captured through the Programme Adaptation Map, 
improvements were made and some additional expertise (e.g. on M&E) was brought into 
the team to address weaknesses.  However, there are many aspects of good practice in 
designing and implementing a challenge fund14 which draw on a range of skills and 
experience, including programming for international development where issues of equity 
and inclusion and contextual understanding are particularly important. Many aspects of 
good practice were not well addressed either at the outset or subsequently. 

FINDING 20 The unusual target audience required a wide-ranging approach to 
marketing, and outreach efforts found a ready audience. Challenges were 
relevant to the previously identified priorities and end user needs of some 
organisations. 

Amplify’s theory of change envisaged the engagement of non-traditional partners 
including small, grass-roots organisations. These were organisations which are not typical 
recipients of bilateral donor funding, on the assumption that such organisations are better 
placed to understand and validate user needs and 
design more effective and relevant ideas. Reaching this 
particular audience therefore required specific 
marketing strategies. IDEO.org employed a variety of 
such methods although personal connections appear 
to have been the most effective, accounting for the 
highest single source of information about Amplify 
(41% successful applicants).  Proactive or targeted 
communication from Open IDEO accounting for 
20%.15 Unsuccessful applicants had largely heard about Amplify through targeted 
communication from OpenIDEO or contacts with IDEO.org (52%).16 From this, it appears 
that personal connections were the most likely to result in successful applications, and 
that the OpenIDEO platform was less effective. 

Outreach through country managers was only partially successful. Country managers 
were employed by IDEO.org in early challenge rounds to create a community 
around innovation and design thinking in-country, to encourage applications to the 

                                                
 
12 See Triple Line Consulting (2014) Designing Challenge Funds: important considerations 
13 See Triple Line Consulting (2014) What is a Challenge Fund and when should it be used? 
14 See Triple Line Consulting (2014) Designing Challenge Funds: important considerations 
15 There were 46 respondents to this question in our online survey sent to successful applicants. 
16 62 respondents to this question: online survey sent to unsuccessful applicants 

COMPARATOR: In SPRING, the country 
managers’ role has iterated over time: 
From initial networking prior to 
selection, to building an ongoing 
pipeline through selection process, 
supporting businesses during prototype 
stage, ongoing support and liaison 
between businesses and programme. 
i.e. an increasingly central role.  

 

COMPARATOR: a key learning about 
fund management from the GPAF was 
the need for clarity on the programme 
ToC and clear, thought-through design 
of the fund and its management in 
direct response to this at the outset.  
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fund; and to support idea refinement based on feedback from users. IDEO.org felt 
that some country managers were more successful than others and the model was 
dropped when budget was reallocated away from the pre-selection phase to grantee 
support after challenge 3. It was suggested that greater clarity about the 
expectations of the job and the skills required could have helped. Comparator 
analysis suggests that the country manager approach can be successful approach 
but requires more time and energy than was committed in Amplify. 

For some applicants, Amplify met previously identified organisational priorities: they had ‘a 
solution that was effective but not effective enough’. Amplify was a good fit, as 
demonstrated by exploring with case study grantees the opportunity which Amplify 
provided.17 For others, Amplify met previously identified end user needs: 'There’s no 
alternative but we know the need exists‘.  Socialight was aware of lack of youth 
applying for Government tenders despite Kenyan legislation setting quotas for the 
award of Government contracts to youth-led suppliers, and other disadvantaged 
groups). Amplify supported them to find a solution that would address the end user 
need and market gap. YARID knew there was a need for their solution (children were 
attending their parents’ English classes; parents couldn’t pay school fees; children 
faced a language barrier) so they therefore submitted an idea to solve these. 

FINDING 21 The application process was generally positive for applicants, whether 
successful or not, but the selection process was not transparent.  

Grantees as well as unsuccessful applicants found the website clear and had no 
challenges submitting their applications. This was important because one could anticipate 
that small, grassroots organisations might face particular barriers to participation due to, 
for example, poor connectivity, IT literacy and language skills. One cannot know who was 
unable to apply for these reasons but survey respondents were very positive about the 
Amplify application process, grantees18 particularly so: 89% found the information on the 
OpenIDEO website clear; 87% found the application forms self-explanatory, with clear 
guidance; 91% had no problems submitting their application online (out of a total of 46 
respondents).  

The staged process outlined above introduced HCD principles and enabled idea iteration 
and collaboration within applicants’ organisations, which was on the whole viewed 
positively. The idea refinement phases were clarified and restructured to extend the 
benefits of HCD practices and introduce further iteration of ideas: from Challenge 4 
onwards, short-listed applicants gathered beneficiary feedback, received expert feedback 
and refined their ideas, and there is evidence that this was viewed positively from case 
study organisations who commented on the value of on-going ‘conversation’ and idea 
development over several phases; and the survey (72% (of 46) respondents 
agreed/strongly agreed that obtaining user feedback helped to iterate and strengthen 
their idea; and grantees said that they found the application “time intensive but 
thoroughly enriching & productive”. 

However, the process was too long and opaque, and it was unclear how the challenge 
would be judged. VHC commented “We felt stressed trying to keep up with all of [the 
responses]” and YARID observed that “The application process was too long. So many 
                                                
 
17 HI was already providing one-to-one support, advice and mentoring about employing people with disabilities 
to partner organisations that had proved to be very resource "heavy" and not scalable, so were searching for a 
solution that could reach more organisations, support them without HI being physically present, and be more 
cost-effective. VHC knew they wanted to do a MCH programme because they had mobile clinics that were 
reaching youth, but no offer for mothers or younger children. 
18 Sample size does not permit sufficiently robust disaggregation of response by challenge round. 
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phases. We spent too much time [on it .. each phase] triggered more research. We never 
knew what was going to happen next.”  Survey respondents commented that “the funding 
potential and process was unclear”; “…it was hard to figure out the criteria of success”. 

FINDING 22 Though Amplify aimed to work with grassroots organisations and foster 
solution sustainability through those organisations, most selected participants 
did not fit this description. Amplify was ill-prepared to meet the needs of 
grassroots organisations and there was insignificant adaptation of the 
programme to meet the needs of target participants.  

The below matrix, which plots grantee organisations by size/geography and leadership of 
their operations (with local leadership taken as a proxy for ‘grassroots’), shows the wide 
variety of organisations selected but also their distribution. The upper right hand quadrant 
most closely represents small grass-roots organisations which match the theory of 
change – 25% of organisations. By contrast, over half were large, multi-national 
organisations, and two thirds had foreign leadership.  

Figure 8: Amplify grantee organisation by size, geography, and leadership19 

 
The mismatch with the original theory of change appears to have come about because of 
the final selection criteria and the reality of what the programme demanded. As well as 
depth of understanding of the problem being tackled and needing to meet a (broad) 
                                                
 
19 Local leaders are defined both for “local” and for “leaders.” The key leadership team (CEO, COO) are 
considered to be an organisation’s leader. “Local” is defined as an individual who has lived in the country of 
operations for the past ten years (at time of research) and was determined by reading LinkedIn profiles, online 
biographies, and organisation’s websites, along with advice from IDEO.org. 
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definition of ‘community based’, the criteria came to include capacity to deliver, 
some prior evidence of innovation, and capacity to take on and apply HCD as these 
were felt essential to successful participation in the programme. Arguably, these 
criteria are less likely to be met by small, grassroots organisations20, for whom 
Amplify did not effectively tailor its approach. The selection of many larger, foreign-
led organisations also undermines the assumption that greater innovation is to be 
found in small and grassroots ones. 

The application process was generally felt by all stakeholders to have to identified the 
‘right’ set of grantees despite this mismatch and some misgivings about the process. 
IDEO.org applied a scoring rubric and two people reviewed and short-listed 
applications, whilst DFID played an advisory role until the very final decision-making 
stage. There was some difference of opinion about rigour and some concern about 
clarity of definitions for assessment and depth of information provided. Informants 
also felt that they were somewhat unsighted on the process and its transparency. 
The process had however improved over time – for example in early challenge 
rounds, DFID and partners felt there was insufficient time to engage earlier in the 
process and this was addressed. 

Varying degrees of innovation were funded: some projects were developing solutions 
where there was not already one available in situ, and which were not on the face of it 
particularly innovative (although definitely meeting a local need – for examples projects 
to mainstream refugee children into schools or to feed children in urban slums). 
These projects would have greater impact – and therefore stronger justification for 
funding - with strategies for scaling and sustainability, but this was a weakness of 
Amplify (MEQ 3).  

However, looking at the longer term, assessing the size 
of market/size of need is not part of Amplify’s 
application process, so there is no systematic way to 
know whether organisations’ ideas are a good fit for 
Amplify’s impact goals. It is notable that an 
organisation ‘having an innovative mindset’ was 
given more weight than the solution’s potential for 
sustainability and feasibility of scaling. Further, 
although evidence of understanding the problem 

being tackled and documented user needs were part of the selection process, these 
were generally not articulated in depth and were not required to be quantified or 
approached in a particular way. 

                                                
 
20 The grantee survey provided further information: nearly half (46%) of grantee survey respondents were from 
grantee organisations with relatively small operating budgets (< $500k); 21% had operating budgets of more 
than $5m. 36% had head offices based in Africa. More had head offices in developing countries: 28% based in 
USA; 13% in UK. By comparison, 73% of unsuccessful applicants had small operating budgets (< $500k); 12% 
had budgets of more than $5m and 60% of unsuccessful applicant survey respondents had head offices based 
in Africa; 19% in USA. This further suggests that the application and selection process favoured larger, western 
based organisations. 

COMPARATOR: SPRING selection 
criteria, which were scored, included 
potential girl impact, alignment to 
SPRING objectives and requirement for 
a commercially viable business case for 
the prorotype.  Scoring was weighted 
towards scale and impact potential.  
Desitability, viability and feasibility as 
well as leadership potential were all 
assessed. 
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FINDING 23 The flexible funding model was valued 
and effective in supporting solution 
iteration although it did present some 
management challenges. 

There was a high rate of project iteration and 
flexibility within Amplify funded grants. Flexible 
support from IDEO.org staff was welcomed. A typical 
challenge fund model requires applicants to submit a 
budget which is assessed prior to selection, discussed 
and agreed before signing the grant agreement and project start, and changed only with 
separate discussion and approval. This model applies even where multi-year projects are 
funded.  

Amplify is a positive contrast to this: 74% (23 out of 31) grantee survey respondents had 
budget or workplan changes during their grant. All 23 respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that the flexibility was useful and added value to their project and organisation.  
Qualitative survey responses indicate that IDEO.org staff play a supportive and flexible 
role with grantees: “I have never encountered such a flexible and supportive funder 
before”; and “Amplify staff listened to our concern and where our project was at and 
helped us come up with reasonable timelines to meet our goals even if that meant 
extending the grant period”. 

As well as being appreciated, because the grant was focused on new solution 
development, allocation revisions were essential. An initial $10,000 for the prototyping 
period after bootcamp was followed by tailored allocations against a budget based, for 
example, on user feedback and workplans developed in response to prototyping. Further, 
changes in the local landscape (political, market, etc.) required organisations to revise 
their timetables and implementation plans during delivery. Funding allocations responded 
accordingly - one grantee citing this as one of the best components of Amplify.  YARID 
gave an example of where the flexibility of the grant enabled them to better meet user 
needs as they emerged.  

Some flexibility in payment tranches and grant length was positive but overall length was 
constraining and flexibility did present some management problems. Grant lengths were 
flexible (around 18 months), but this meant that DFID were not always clear when 
grants had ended. Flexibility also made forecasting spend problematic: DFID 
observed that forecasts were not strong and that they faced financial challenges in 
managing the Amplify programme. One case study NGO did not have the absorptive 
capacity to spend their allocation within the 18 month timeframe and would have 
preferred the same amount of money in more frequent tranches over a longer 
period of time.This seems likely to be true for other small NGOs.  

The due diligence (DD) process was light touch and it was not used to reduce financial 
risk of live grants. DFID signed off the DD process (at a senior level) as meeting minimum 
requirements. It involved document review and a short interview and was felt to be 
proportionate, recognising the small size of the grant, risk appetite and 
experimentation. DD was carried out prior to grant award to test suitability and not 
used to manage risk going forward, e.g. by making recommendations to strengthen 
financial management or make conditions for 
grant award. Grantees had mixed views on its 
usefulness. On-going assurance about financial 
risk depended on upward reporting from 
grantees, and on the strength of their 
relationship with IDEO.org. 

COMPARATOR: GPAF grants were 
made for 3 years. Funding could only be 
carried from one financial year to the 
next in extremely limited 
circumstances; payment was almost 
always quarterly in arrears; until near 
the end of GPAF, even budget changes 
between line items (i.e. not only 
between categories) had to be 
approved by the Fund Manager; and 
grants could never be increased. 

COMPARATOR: In SPRING and GPAF DD 
was conducted by finance professionals and 
used to shape technical assistance (e.g. on 
risk reduction) as well as to provide 
assurance. 
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FINDING 24 Overall, M&E was weak. Lack of M&E tools and support fractured the idea 
and solution development process. M&E weaknesses also mean that solution 
effectiveness is not clearly demonstrated. 

Fit-for-purpose M&E is a valuable tool to keep impact-level change as the primary focus 
of design efforts and project implementation. Additionally, cost-effectiveness tools are an 
efficient way to provide feedback on and analysis of prototypes and research learning. 
These were not implemented within Amplify.  

Case studies found that lack of M&E tools and support led to an inability to prioritise the 
most promising prototypes and/or features/benefits to pursue. For example, without 
clarity on who HI wanted to reach and an understanding of the size and scope of their 
“clients,” they had limited ability to understand the potential impact of their Amplify 
solution and therefore to set meaningful, realistic targets. Amplify did not provide support 
for cost effectiveness assessment. Without knowing what they were aiming for in this 
regard, VHC could not effectively prioritise efforts to increase the fidelity of the live 
prototype and therefore its sustainability. This raises questions about its value for money.  
Socialight, currently does not have a way to evaluate whether its target users match 
Amplify target beneficiaries.  

Grantees used a large range of monitoring methods but there was insufficient guidance 
and support - particularly earlier in Amplify - on M&E systems and the quality of evidence 
reported was not strong. Monitoring methods included baseline / endline surveys (46% of 
the 37 grantee survey respondents); and 22% were using modelling / quantification of 
benefits. 57% used qualitative assessments. Whilst the survey provided an example of a 
grantee who was undertaking quite large-scale data collection, tracking of beneficiary 
data and plans for beneficiaries to provide data on impact, a grantee from an earlier 
challenge (C5) said that they ‘would need more technical support to properly collect 
valuable data’.  

The methodology for collection and reporting of beneficiary data within the programme 
did not seem to have been applied consistently across all grants, or to have been used for 
solution development.  Of the sample of fifteen project reports analysed21, only two 
provided demonstrably good evidence and external/independent survey data. The 
reliance on internal project feedback and reporting renders the quality of evidence in the 
other reports either low to medium or, in four cases unknown because of the extremely 
limited information provided or because of the early prototyping stage of the project. 

Without clarity about target impact, focused indicators and corresponding data 
collection, it is difficult to know whether solutions are more effective, better at reaching 
end users or better-equipped to solve organisations’ challenges. Amplify did not identify 
what success looked like with grantees, how to track progress, nor how to measure it.  
Case studies demonstrated that without specific targets, it is not certain whether 
achievement is more, less, or the same as what was anticipated. Without indicators, 
numbers are being counted in reporting that cannot be attributed to the Amplify solution; 
conversely true successes that can be attributed are not being counted.  Further, lack of 
monitoring means that solution effectiveness is unclear. For one grantee lack of M&E data 
meant that potential follow-on funding was not forthcoming.  Additionally, there is a 
huge disparity between reported breadth and depth numbers. This raises questions of 
scalability and depth of impact.  Socialight has a strong business case, however their 

                                                
 
21 Project reports (‘surveys’) were reviewed and analysed for 15 projects: the four case study organisations and 
the eleven selected for Key Intervention Discussions. 
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impact is questionable since their target market is much larger than the relevant Amplify 
target of youth/marginalised.22  

Concerns about the quality, level and consistency of M&E data led to discussion between 
DFID and IDEO.org in mid-2017 when it was agreed that, due to lateness in the 
programme and limited resources, M&E improvements would be restricted to ensuring 
that grantees had top-level monitoring indicators to feed into the logframe and light 
touch capacity building.  This was too late for many grants and weaknesses remained (e.g. 
in relation to beneficiary definition and disaggregation, in-depth capacity building). Even 
at the final bootcamp, the session on ‘measuring impact’ was short and light touch and a 
missed opportunity to explain the importance and value of establishing good M&E 
systems (capturing a range of evidence, not only from users) and how to do this. There 
also seemed to be discrepancies (both inflation and under-reporting) between figures 
reported by the sampled grantees and aggregated data reported on to DFID by IDEO.org.  

DFID felt that M&E had not been given sufficient priority and 
that there was not a good understanding of what was 
needed – perhaps because of inexperience and a sense that 
M&E is incompatible with experimentation and flexibility. 
There was a sense that designers struggled to capture and 
articulate evidence needed to demonstrate how and why 
HCD adds value. In development projects, this needs to 
include equity and reach to certain segments, but this was 
felt to be a weakness. The underpinning assumption that 
M&E systems provide robust evaluation of effectiveness – 
the responsibility of both IDEO.org and of DFID – was not upheld. 

MEQ 2.7 To what extent has the open innovation process and platform contributed 
to the development of more effective solutions (the practice)? How and why? 

Open Innovation is defined as “a paradigm that assumes that firms can and should use 
external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths to market, as the 
firms look to advance their technology.” For the purposes of this evaluation, we consider 
Open Innovation to be input, collaboration, and relationships facilitated by the Amplify 
programme that ultimately contributed to a more effective solution.  

For this MEQ, we reviewed application and commenting data from openideo.com (all 
Amplify challenges), amplify.org descriptions of the challenges, and web analytics 
provided by openideo.com.23 

Findings include a look at how (and to what extent) Amplify used open innovation, as well 
as the specific open innovation mechanisms deployed (e.g., the application platform). 

                                                
 
22 Socialight target market includes all tenderers in Kenya, which may amount to between 584-888 scale users 
in the first year; of which an unknown percent would be youth [15-35 as per Kenyan definitions], and a smaller 
percent would be youth by DFID’s definition [age 15-24]. 
23 Why Amplify deployed this model: Most Challenge Funds do not have transparent digital platforms that are 
still in use and being actively managed after the CF has closed. This makes Amplify unique, and means that a 
significant amount of data about online user engagement has been documented and shared that informs this 
evaluation. It’s also important to note that OpenIDEO enabled Amplify to test the hypothesis of open innovation 
through a digital platform. Though the evaluation finds that the open application process implemented was not 
effective in generating more effective solutions, this important finding would not have been credible without 
the data gathered and shared by OpenIDEO. This also means that other programmes that do not use digital 
platforms, and therefore cannot track user engagement or types of behaviour throughout a challenge fund, are 
reliant on (less-reliable) self-reported data rather than documented actual behaviour.  

COMPARATORS: SPRING and HIF have 
faced common challenges around lack 
of robust project M&E systems 
especially around counting beneficiaries 
and measuring impact, although 
SPRING developed ToCs and logframes 
with projects which HIF did not.  GPAF 
grantees agreed logframes before 
projects started and received tailored 
M&E capacity building support 
throughout.   
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MEQ 2.7 Findings 

MEQ 2.7 OVERARCHING FINDING: The open innovation process and platform 
(openideo.com) implemented by Amplify did not contribute significantly to the 
development of more effective solutions. However, it did generate data that could 
have been valuable to Amplify (but was not adequately mined), and that could be 
valuable to future programmes.  

Generally, the assumptions held within the ToA regarding open innovation held only to a 
very limited extent. Assumptions over-estimated the value of disparate communities and 
“average” users, and under-estimated the value of technical expertise. Additionally, the 
assumption that online collaboration can improve the quality of ideas was not adequately 
prototyped and tested. 

FINDING 25 The OpenIDEO.com approach to data analysis within a challenge fund is 
traditional and logical—but overlooks the user-level data created by the platform and 
the opportunity to mine that data to understand the mechanisms of collaboration and 
the drivers of open innovation more specifically. As a result, Amplify did not examine 
new user data that could most specifically answer how users collaborate, and how 
OpenIDEO.com could better support that process. 
FINDING 26 Amplify prototyped and tested a single concept for open innovation: an 
open outreach and application process. Amplify did not prototype ways to enable 
collaboration between disparate or distant communities beyond outreach/application. 
FINDING 27 The open innovation application process didn’t strengthen solutions. 
Participants got little value from the OpenIDEO community overall. The open innovation 
process utilized via OpenIDEO.com has not produced a network effect or “amplifier” for 
most participants. 
FINDING 28 Beyond the application, Amplify tried consistently to connect participants in 
the programme with additional funding and capacity-building opportunities, which led 
to many leads, though few of these produced ‘wins’. 

MEQ 2.7 Discussion 

FINDING 25 The OpenIDEO.com approach to data analysis within a challenge fund is 
traditional and logical—but it overlooks the user-level data created by the 
platform and the opportunity to mine that data to understand the mechanisms 
of collaboration and the drivers of open innovation more specifically. As a 
result, Amplify did not examine new user data that could most specifically 
answer how users collaborate, and how OpenIDEO.com could better support 
that process. 

Our analysis of the openideo.com/amplify website had one main area of focus: to 
understand the extent to which, and how, the OpenIDEO.com platform enabled richer, 
more meaningful collaboration24 between platform members. To examine this issue, we 
looked at the following data points (provided by OpenIDEO.com), and contextualised this 
through discussions with Community Managers: 

                                                
 
24 We define meaningful collaboration between platform members as activities that have the potential to 
contribute directly to the development of more effective solutions. 
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• What types of actions were available to platform members who engaged in the 
Amplify challenge? Of these, which actions provided the greatest opportunity for 
meaningful collaboration? 

• How did platform members utilise these “most meaningful” available actions? How did 
this engagement vary by challenge? How did this engagement vary by the 
contributor’s entry point to the challenge? 

• How was meaningful collaboration measured and evaluated by Amplify? How did 
Amplify iterate on the platform’s capabilities and available actions to influence and 
grow deeper, more meaningful collaboration? 

To set the context for further analysis, we first looked at the number of applications 
across challenges (see Figure 1 in Annex R). 

The actions available to platform members are below:  

• Idea submission: enables anyone who is signed into openideo.com to submit an idea 
during the first round of the selection process to the Amplify programme 

• Comments: enables anyone who is signed into openideo.com to comment on an idea 
during all rounds of the selection process to the Amplify programme 

• Applauds: enables anyone who is signed into openideo.com to “heart” an idea during 
all rounds of the selection process to the Amplify programme 

• Follows: enables anyone who is signed into openideo.com to follow another 
openideo.com member, and receive notifications when that member conducts 
activity on the platform 

From this set of actions, the deepest, most meaningful type of activity that could be 
directly related to the development of more effective solutions is Comments. Though 
other actions could enrich the network (such as Follows), we know through evaluation 
research that applicants rarely connected with one another meaningfully through the 
platform (as self-reported), and that actions such as applauds were perceived as being 
“point-earners” for the application (rather than as sources of meaningful feedback or 
suggestions to improve an idea). Comments are an action available not only to applicants, 
but to anyone signed into the openideo.com platform and thus can enable a rich 
marketplace and meaningful collaboration across disparate and distant communities. 

Generally, applicants received fewer than 10 meaningul comments per application. 

Figure 2 in Annex R presents a look at the average number of comments per application–
relative to the number of comments overall and the number of applications overall. This 
shows how the change in volume of applications influenced a relative change in volume 
of comments.  The number of meaningful comments generally declined over time 
(although they might have increased in overall quality e.g. focus or length). Generally, this 
indicates that as challenges went on, there was less and less engagement through the 
platform; however, we also know that a great deal of comments were chatter/noise—i.e., 
they were often simple notes of “Great idea!” or spam. 

Therefore, looking at the total volume and average number of comments per application 
does not answer whether the depth/meaning/value of that engagement was increasing. 
For example, the outreach focus could have been narrowing to a more relevant target 
community, and the depth of engagement for each application could have grown 
narrower and deeper—which would be a desired outcome if VfM and resources overall 
needed to be focused (as we know was true following Challenge 3).  

To look at the types of comments received, we considered the volume of meaningful 
comments received from outside IDEO.org/curated experts for the 4 case study 
participants, 7 highly-involved and 3 less-involved participants, and Challenge 8 winners 
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(to show the most recent challenge, despite the fact that we did not discuss the 
OpenIDEO platform with these participants).  

This analysis is presented in Table 7: 

Table 7: Number of meaningful comments for select participants 

Challenge 
No. 

Participant Total 
comments 

Comments with 
idea suggestions 
or relevant data/ 
insights from 
outside IDEO.org/ 
curated experts 

Comments to 
other resources 
or orgs that could 
potentially inform 
idea development 

Total 
meaningful 
comments 

2 Village HopeCore 68 6 1 7 

3 YARID 92 6 1 7 

3 i-ACT 60 2 1 3 

3 RefuSHE 168 2 4 6 

3 Taghyeer 62 9 2 11 

4 Atma Connect 15 0 2 2 

4 Kounkuey 3 0 0 0 

4 Slum Dwellers Internat'l with SFI 17 0 1 1 

4 Food 4 Education 28 1 1 2 

4 The Recycler 26 0 0 0 

5 We.Farm 11 1 0 1 

5 Farm.ink 48 2 2 4 

5 SimGas 112 1 0 1 

6 Socialight 100 0 0 0 

7 Humanity & Inclusion 25 0 2 2 

8 
Ask Without Shame + Social 
Innovation Academy + 
OPPORTUNIGEE 

10 0 0 0 

8 Ipas + Hesperian Health Guides 5 0 0 0 

8 
Marie Stopes Nepal/Sunaulo Parivar + 
Viamo 

4 0 0 0 

8 Mercy Corps 6 0 0 0 

8 Sehat Kahani 8 1 0 1 

8 
Somali Family Health Services 
Organization 

18 1 0 1 

8 Why Comics?  8 1 0 1 

8 Women and Health Alliance 
International 

6 0 0 0 

SOURCE: openideo.com Amplify applications (manual analysis) 
 

In addition to the analysis above, we also looked at whether case study organisations 
followed-up on these leads; overall, they did not (YARID was the only case study 
organisation that developed an informative connection spurred by online connection). 

We also looked at cross-pollination within challenges and within the greater OpenIDEO 
community (see Figure 4 in Annex R). Since the hypothesis of Amplify was, in part, that 
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open innovation could lead to more effective solutions (and that by leveraging 
OpenIDEO’s pre-existing community, more meaningful collaboration could be enabled), 
we looked at the volume of commenting conducted by non-applicants on application 
pages (indicating cross-pollination of applicants with non-applicants). This analysis is 
below and shows that two of the average challenges (by number of applications) 
generated the largest collaboration.  

As one Amplify Challenge Manager shared, a Nepalese applicant to Challenge 5 
remarked: 

“Sometimes it's easy to feel like an army of one. This is a community of a lot of lonely 
people who want to do something or change the world. It’s amazing to see other people 
were interested to hear what I had to say and wanted to collaborate. (After not being 
selected to participate in the last challenge) I chose to volunteer instead of submit an idea 
this time around because I gain so much value from helping others. It’s helped me see 
problems from many different angles.” 

…indicating that challenges that targeted niche or very focused issues may have 
benefitted more from open innovation than others—i.e., these participants may have 
needed information from far-reaching experts and practitioners more than those tackling 
more general issues.  

We also explored whether those who contributed to openideo.com/amplify challenges 
were primarily programme applicants, or whether there was a cross-pollination of 
communities, leveraging the value of the OpenIDEO platform to bring new voices to the 
challenges at hand. If they were applicants, they must have been involved by the “Ideas” 
phase. If they were commenters but not applicants, they could comment at any point, but 
could not have submitted an Idea.  

Figure 5 in Annex R shows the relative number of contributors per challenge, and includes 
people who took any action within a challenge who were not OpenIDEO platform 
administrators. This includes contributors who were also applicants, as well as 
contributors who were not applicants; therefore, this table indicates how the Amplify 
challenge communities shifted from challenge to challenge. 

Meaningful collaboration was not measured and evaluated deeply by Amplify partly 
because user data was not differentiated or analysed. Primarily, the programme looked at 
data from the application phase rather than the full Amplify journey, and at the application 
rather than the user and thereby overlooked a great deal of data available for analysis.  For 
example, it was not possible to get information on when members of the OpenIDEO 
community (who were not applicants themselves) became commentators on an 
application within a challenge, and when they stopped.  Similarly, data on when and how 
applicants commented on other applicant’s ideas was not reviewed, so while members 
might have received an ‘engagement’ score through the platform, this did not give an 
indication of the degree of collaboration. An Amplify Challenge Manager shared this 
helpful overview of data analysis within Amplify: 

“The way we treated data for challenges was challenge-focused, not community-
focused. Data was pulled from idea pages rather than profile pages. We were interested in 
ideas coming in and who was attached to that. During the application time period we 
looked at types of organisations, where they were located. At the shortlist phase, we 
would dig into the data of who applied and who we see as the most ideal participants; 
then, there’s a big dive back into the data as we are doing the final selection of winners to 
understand who’s there; then, we do a challenge report and reflect back on the challenge 
and what we felt worked well. With each challenge we looked at our experiments and 
what worked and didn’t. We would look at geography, size, and types of ideas. We’d do 
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two months of prep time between the end of a challenge and the launch of the next… so 
we could iterate a bit.” 

FINDING 26 Amplify prototyped and tested a single concept for open innovation: an 
open outreach and application process. Amplify did not prototype ways to 
enable collaboration between disparate or distant communities beyond 
outreach/application. 

The hypothesis that open innovation could lead to more effective solutions had one 
prototyped concept within the programme design: an application process that would be 
transparent and visible to the public, with personnel dedicated to supporting online 
application activity. This application process enabled open innovation through three main 
mechanisms:  

• Encouraging more thoughtful applications due to the open/transparent nature of the 
platform 

• Connecting communities not previously connected due to the open/transparent 
nature of the platform and the ability to communicate with and “follow” other users 

• Deepening the expertise available for each application due to the open/transparent 
nature of the platform, the outreach that notified networked communities of the 
platform/challenge, and the ability to comment on applications 

Challenges 1-3 tested open innovation through an application on OpenIDEO.com, 
Country Managers in participating countries, Community Managers (SF-based), and 
Challenge Managers (SF-based), as well as two experimental methods of outreach. The 
Country Manager programme was deemed to have limited impact given its cost, and 
funds were allocated away from open innovation interventions and toward HCD 
Bootcamp. This decision was made because the Country Manager programme required 
significant investment, and the impact of Bootcamp seemed to be higher (a finding that is 
reinforced by this evaluation). The two experimental methods of outreach were 
conducted to attract new communities to the platform—but these were outreach 
methods (Interactive Voice Recordings and radio ads) were deemed expensive and lacked 
meaningful depth of input from communities, and were not continued. 

After Challenge 3, there were refinements made to the application questions, but these 
were not refinements related to open innovation. Refinements were primarily adjustments 
to application questions that would be typical of any challenge fund application iteration; 
they were not focused on increasing or refining collaboration with new players.  

No other prototypes (beyond outreach/application) were developed to test if, how, and to 
what extent open innovation could enable the development of more effective solutions. 
No new prototypes (neither application-components nor other programme components) 
were developed to further test the original hypothesis or to respond to newly-identified 
needs or information gathered through course of Amplify. Ultimately, this means that 
there is not enough evidence to conclude whether open innovation is a helpful 
mechanism to utilise within a new model for development, or not. 

We note that potential prototypes to test the hypothesis of open innovation could have 
included ideas such as: publishing progress reports/updates on the platform and enabling 
collaboration beyond the application phase, requesting expert feedback for specific 
components/questions of solutions during the challenge, and nurturing greater 
collaboration between Amplify challenges and other OpenIDEO challenges. 

The findings below speak to how, and to what extent, the open application components 
rendered more effective solutions, since there are no additional open innovation 
programme components to consider. 
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FINDING 27 The open innovation application process didn’t strengthen solutions. 
Participants got little value from the OpenIDEO community overall. The open 
innovation process utilised via OpenIDEO.com has not produced a network 
effect or “amplifier” for most participants. 

The open innovation components of the application process for Amplify include: 

• Sharing applications openly for public comments and input 
• Facilitated expert input sourced by Amplify and shared through email and 

openideo.com  
• Notifying the OpenIDEO network of the challenge, and inviting input and 

collaboration from the network 
• In early challenges, opening the application for ideas and enabling participants to 

partner directly (with the introduction being facilitated by openideo.com) 

IDEO.org (including expert input) was the biggest driver of internal organisational 
collaboration—not the open innovation community at-large. Often, the most meaningful 
contributions through the platform were either general brainstorm/what-if type 
questions, or were questions encouraging organisations to conduct additional research or 
to refine their ideas to a greater extent. The expert inputs gathered and filtered by Amplify 
were not relevant, specific, or deep enough to have any meaningful impact. Amplify case 
study and Key Intervention Discussion organisations rarely remembered the difference 
between Amplify feedback (including experts) and comments from the general 
openideo.com community; however, all case study and KID organisations noted that they 
didn’t get any valuable feedback during the application phase, except from end users.25 

As part of the scaling support landscape conducted by this evaluation, other solution-
development programme participants (non-Amplify) cited that informed input—i.e., input 
by people who deeply understand the solution category—i.e., mobile communication in 
Indonesia or the government tender process in Kenya—are critical to improving ideas. 
This level of expertise was not provided through Amplify—neither during the application, 
nor later in the challenge journey. 

Survey respondents rated comments received through openideo.com to be the least 
effective tool for improving solutions idea prior to submission. Only half found these 
comments useful. 

During the application phase, most Amplify case study and Key Intervention Discussion 
applicants experienced a barrage of congratulatory remarks and questions, but very few 
substantive comments that provided new ideas or evidenced advice for improved 
solution effectiveness.  

This input did not build effectively on collective knowledge or evidence and was often too 
removed to be meaningful. This lack of substantive input resulted in applicants rarely 
adjusting their concepts based on the network’s input. Two Key Intervention Discussion 
organisations shared: “We got some comments from strangers on the platform which 
were not very relevant. No new contacts came out of the application process” (non-
design project grantee), and “Community feedback was a nice idea, but it was counter-
productive… perverse incentives… sharing anything other than ‘cool!’ was not really 
helpful nor was it productive to us” (design project grantee). 

• Online grantee survey responses to statements around obtaining feedback from the 
platform were the most negative (when compared to other statements relating to the 

                                                
 
25 An aggregate of the expert feedback provided to the 4 case study organisations and 11 Key Informant 
Discussion organisations interviewed through this evaluation is available on request. 



49 

process of developing ideas, which were generally positive): 25% (of 45 total) 
disagreed or strongly disagreed that the online community feedback was useful.  

Additionally, case study organisations cited application comments as time- and labour-
intensive elements of the application that they felt compelled to respond to.  

There was a sense that applicants gained “points” by being more active on openideo.com, 
which included responding to comments, regardless of their value. This resulted in some 
applicants “gaming” the system to increase their engagement scores on the platform: “We 
felt that the more we changed the application and put new research in and things like 
that the better we would move up the leader board (based on people's ‘likes.’)." Users 
would ask one another to comment on their applications so they could reply, and both 
could gain points on their applications. Ultimately, this supported the sort of development 
echo chamber/closed-loop system that the open process was explicitly trying to counter. 

The platform spawned conversations that strengthened applications—but these were 
primarily within existing, offline, relationships. The success of the transparent application 
is therefore important for the Challenge Fund mechanism (i.e., a better-designed, more 
transparent application), but not for open innovation (i.e., the collaboration between 
disparate communities or remote individuals). Examples of the online platform driving 
offline collaboration with known connections include: 

• “I called a bunch of friends – I didn’t know what the climate change strategy was so I 
got help on that. That would not have come from myself.”— Non-Design Project 
grantee,  Challenge 4 participant 

• Both a design project and a case study grantee worked with their internal employees 
in other offices to conduct field research and mobilize the range of actors who would 
participate in or be influenced by Amplify work 

FINDING 28 Beyond the application, Amplify tried consistently to connect participants 
in the programme with additional funding and capacity-building opportunities, 
which led to many leads, though few of these produced ‘wins’. 

The open innovation components of Amplify beyond the application include: 

• “Emails/listserv from [IDEO.org representative]” with opportunities with other 
programmes, funders, and capacity building 

• “Suggestions from [IDEO.org representative]” on potential programmes to address 
needs that Amplify was not addressing 

• Ad hoc introductions between specific participants and external individuals 

When participants were connected with leads for funding, these connections rarely 
impacted the solution—sometimes because the leads were not facilitated conversations 
and/or participants were not prepared to navigate the conversations. YARID noted: “They 
gave us lots of connections, but did not really actively make these--just gave us a name 
and an email and not introduction.” When participants were connected with more 
structured resources (rather than individual subject matter experts), these sometimes 
proved fruitful: connections to Santa Clara University’s Global Social Business Incubator 
(GSBI) programme in Nairobi and online enabled VHC and Food 4 Education to apply and 
complete; and, while this has not resulted in additional funding leads, it presumably has 
improved the quality of organisation’s proposals for funding and fiscal planning (based on 
the focuse of GSBI’s curriculum).  

MEQ 2.8 To what extent did the platform generate contributions from small, 
grassroots organisations who had not previously accessed DFID funding or 
funding from other large donors?  
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We have already seen (MEQ 2.5) that only a quarter of Amplify grantees were small and 
grassroots organisations.  The non-traditional partners that Amplify wanted to reach also 
encompassed those who had not previously accessed donor funding so this question 
sought to understand whether and how the online platform and application system 
enabled this.    The theory of change held that such organisations had innovative 
solutions due to their closeness to their communities, but that they needed support to 
develop them.  The online platform was a key element of the theory of action (i.e. how 
they would be reached).  Data sources were the on-line survey and KIIs.  

MEQ 2.8 Findings 

MEQ 2.8 OVERARCHING FINDING:  A large percentage of applying organisations had 
not previously accessed DFID funding and many of these were also small and 
grassroots.  On the whole the platform was successful in facilitating this but 
processes were not.  

FINDING 29 Most Amplify participants and grantees are new to DFID funding, in 
particular those which are non-profit national / community-based NGOs and social 
enterprises 
FINDING 30 IDEO.org recognised that there were inherent difficulties in reaching 
grassroots organisations and addressed these to some extent. 
FINDING 31 The online platform, whilst extending reach globally, had some downsides.  
Further, those who had not previously accessed donor funding were not specifically 
enabled to do so by Amplify (e.g. through guidance and processes).   

MEQ 2.8 Discussion 

FINDING 29 Most Amplify participants and grantees are new to DFID funding, in 
particular those which are non-profit national / community-based NGOs and 
social enterprises. 

Sixty five per cent of 46 grantee survey respondents to this question in the survey26 were 
new to DFID funding. These grantees were from a mix of organisations. 8 of 9 
respondents from non-profit national/community-based NGOs (89% of them) were new 
to DFID funding as were all six non-profit social enterprise respondents. By contrast, six of 
the 15 international NGO respondents were new to DFID funding (three did not know) as 
were seven of the 12 for profit organisations. This suggests Amplify was quite successful 
at reaching smaller, community-based NGOs, as well as non-profit social enterprises. The 
survey data also suggests that those new to DFID funding were (relatively) smaller 
organisations: 16 of the 20 survey respondents with income of under $500k were new to 
DFID funding.  

By comparison, the large majority (92%) of unsuccessful applicant survey respondents 
had not received DFID funding before. This observation might suggest that having 
previously received funding made success in being selected for Amplify more likely, 

                                                
 
26 The survey was used as a data source for this MEQ but was not completed by all, and included some 
duplicate responses (i.e. two responses from one organisation). Some challenge funds (e.g. GPAF, which 
similarly sought to fund new partners) capture this information from applicants at the outset, providing more 
accurate data than a survey. This illustrates the value of applicant and grantee data capture, aggregation and 
analysis. 
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although we do not have evidence to state why this might be the case. (Possible 
hypotheses are more familiarity with what donors expect to see in an application form, 
more experience with due diligence processes etc.). Just 16% of unsuccessful applicant 
survey respondents (of N=62) were from international NGOs, 18% for profits, but nearly 
half (45%) were from national or community based NGOs.  

FINDING 30 IDEO.org recognised that there were inherent difficulties in reaching 
grassroots organisations and addressed these to some extent 

Barriers to potential participants included internet access (e.g. infrequent or inconsistent 
bandwidth) and language. These were addressed in part e.g. through enabling offline 
application completion and not demanding upload of large files. Translation (for 
francophone applicants) was tried but not successful. 

IDEO.org also tackled challenges in language or perception of some aspects of Amplify 
e.g. about what innovation is (doing things differently, not technology) and the funding 
model (non-standard, not the usual donor model that is associated with the DFID brand).  

FINDING 31 The online platform, whilst extending reach globally, had some downsides.  
Further, those who had not previously accessed donor funding were not 
specifically enabled to do so by Amplify (e.g. through guidance and processes).   

The online platform was perceived to have initially attracted a high volume of traffic from 
US tech entrepreneurs, crowding out organisations ‘on the ground’.  This was partly why 
DFID country offices became more involved after Challenge 2 in promoting Amplify to 
attract more of the target organisations. The online platform also attracted individuals 
who, it was realised, were not well placed to handle an institutional grant and comply 
with associated (DFID) terms and conditions, so from Challenge 5 applicants were 
required to be registered organisations. 

This illustrates the barriers to institutional funding faced by those who have not previously 
held it, whether individuals or organisations, and the need to meet these needs through 
processes and guidance (e.g. guidance on compliance or reducing requirements). There 
was no evidence that this had been addressed explicitly within Amplify.   (The fact that 
DFID grant funding is typically only made to registered organisations also meant that the 
decision to exclude individuals reduced the pool of not previously funded applicants). 
Finally, although there were advantages to the platform’s openness and transparency, this 
might have put off some organisations who wished to remain anonymous due to security 
concerns. To illustrate, in the SRHR challenge only one application was received for safe 
abortion care. 

6.4 OEQ 3: What is the extent of the reach, sustainability and 
scalability of Amplify supported solutions? 

MEQ 3.1 Which groups of users (population segments) have Amplify-supported 
solutions benefitted, how and with what evidence?  

Amplify seeks to improve the lives of poor people so through this MEQ we were seeking 
to understand who the programme benefitted in practice and how (if) there were tangible  
or quantifiable changes to their lives as a result. Data sources were our analysis of 
sampled project reports, which we also assessed for quality of evidence, and case studies 
(interviews and project documentation). 
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MEQ 3.1 Findings 

MEQ 3.1 OVERARCHING FINDING: A large number and wide range of users were 
reached by Amplify projects but the quality of evidence for numbers, populations 
reached and how they have benefitted is weak, and not consistent with original 
aspirations.   

FINDING 32 A large number and wide range of users were reached by Amplify projects.  
FINDING 33 The quality of evidence for numbers, populations reached and how they 
have benefitted is weak. 
FINDING 34 There was limited coherence between aspirations at the outset and final 
results. 

MEQ 3.1 Discussion 

FINDING 32 A large number and wide range of users were reached by Amplify projects.  

Good data on solution users (who they are, numbers, change experienced) is needed to 
answer this question, and indeed to understand the impact of Amplify overall and to what 
extent it ‘improves the lives of poor people’. From our analysis of a sample of 15 project 
reports (‘surveys’) we estimate that approximately 391,947 people have benefitted – 
375,016 adults and 16,931 children. Below are examples of who these are: 

Adults reached included: 

• People living in slums in Nairobi, Kenya, in Indonesia and in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania 

• Farmers (livestock, dairy, small holder) in Kenya 

• Mothers with children under five in one sub-county of Kenya 

• Youth in Kenya aspiring to win Government contracts 

Children reached included: 

• Refugee children from Dafu residing in East Chad and Uganda 

• Children living in slums in Nairobi and Uganda 

This a wide range and not particularly purposive or 
specific and reflects the fact that selection scoring 
did not specifically encompass the depth, breadth 
and focus of potential impacts on poor people, 
particularly the hard to reach and excluded groups, 
to whom grassroots organisations are arguably 
closer. 

FINDING 33 The quality of evidence for numbers, populations reached and how they 
have benefitted is weak 

Information gathered through case studies and document review as presented below 
demonstrates some weaknesses in user/beneficiary evidence reported by grantees. Data 
disaggregation is particularly important in a programme aimed at improving the lives of 
poor people since poor people are disproportionately female, aged, living with a disability 
or from a marginalised ethnic group. 

Comparator: SPRING, which was targeted on 
adolescent girls, assessed potential impact in 
terms of depth, breadth and focus on target 
audiences, weighting scoring towards those 
reaching particularly excluded adolescent 
girls. This was a purposive approach closely 
aligned to the aims of the programme. 
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Weakness Example Data collected 

No 
disaggregation 

Socialight27 

 
Kounkuey 

Year 1 = 888 users (best case), % of youth 15-35 = unknown, % of 
youth 15-24 = unknown 

6 unique group x 15 members reaching out to communities (exact 
figures not possible) 

Unknown 
change 

The Recycler 15 women; 10 boys 

Impact or change as a result of recycling bins unknown: reporting 
focused on product design only 

Miscounting Village Hopecore 

 

Instances of care delivered under VHC MCH programme = 18,730  

(Amplify counts a total 11,709) 

5,141 mothers received health education 

4,231 children under 5 have participated in growth monitoring 

4,251 children under 5 have been dewormed* 

1,620 children under 5 received Vitamin A treatments* 

2,813 mothers and children under 5 have been treated clinically at 
MCHs* 

674 women were counselled on different health topics of 
concern by HopeCore’s Mother Peer Providers (unclear if these 
are mothers) 

* = these are instances, not unique users, so the same child may 
have received multiple treatments 

 
Some of the benefits brought to adults from our analysis of grantee surveys are set out 
below. Again, these are not quantified or clear about the more significant outcome - for 
example in terms of increase in income, or health benefits. Overall, the ToC assumption 
that Amplify solutions would benefit the poorest and most marginalised seems to only 
partially hold. 
 

                                                
 
27 No disaggregation at the time of evaluation research, but there was some in the set of impact targets 
subsequently established. 

Examples of how Amplify has improved the lives of its beneficiaries 

• Women living in slums have benefited from economic empowerment through livelihoods 
training;  

• Men and women have benefited from outreach and digital communications regarding 
resilience and slum planning.  

• Farmers have benefited from biogas milk coolers which have in some instances have led to 
increases in their income  

• Other smallholder farmers have benefited from a peer to peer outreach platform that 
provides peer support for answering pressing agricultural questions.  

• Mothers with children under five have benefited from Vitamin A supplements, deworming 
tablets for their children and health education relevant to their needs 

• Youth may benefit from a prototype that will help them apply for government tenders in 
Kenya.  
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FINDING 34 There was limited coherence between aspirations at the outset and final 
results. 

A review of the original aspirations of the projects suggests there was no requirement to 
provide clear statements of intent on proposed 
beneficiary numbers or type or the change 
expected for whom at the outset. However, of the 
15 projects reviewed, 6 projects seem to have 
broadly achieved what they set out to do in terms 
of reaching their target audience. Four projects 
overestimated the task that they had set 
themselves and did not progress much beyond 
testing prototypes. For a further 5 projects the 
information supplied meant it was not possible to 
make a comparison. 

MEQ 3.2 In what ways and to what extent has scale been achieved, including 
geographically and in terms of segments?  

Amplify seeks to identify and develop solutions which can have significant impact on the 
lives of poor people.  Scalability of solution is key to achieving this. Through this MEQ we 
wanted to understand what sort of scaling had taken place through the programme, and 
what support for this had been provided.  Data sources were the case studies (including 
document review) and Key Intervention Discussions with selected projects and the 
grantee survey.    

MEQ 3.2 Findings 

MEQ 3.2 OVERARCHING FINDING: Evidence for scaling is mixed. Scaling has not 
been explicitly or well supported by Amplify, although participation in the 
programme does seem to have positioned many well despite this. 

FINDING 35 There has been a wide range of scaling outcomes, from positive through 
neutral to negative. 
FINDING 36 Scaling is hampered by a number of issues, including solution weaknesses 
and lack of explicit support through Amplify interventions. Scaling support was perceived 
by IDEO.org to be outside the programme’s (and therefore their) remit. 
FINDING 37 Despite lack of support and the mixed outcomes presented above, a 
number of grantees felt Amplify has given them a boost toward scaling. 

MEQ 3.2 Discussion 

FINDING 35 There has been a wide range of scaling outcomes, from positive through 
neutral to negative. 

Scale is taken to mean a growth in market penetration, for example to new 
neighbourhoods, towns, countries or to new users (numerically or by type).28 Scaling 
support would take the form of technical assistance (e.g. in business planning, marketing 

                                                
 
28 This should be better than market average, even if only incrementally, if Amplify can be said to have had a 
positive effect, although this data was not available for comparison. 

COMPARATOR: In order to maintain focus on 
the intended target beneficiaries, SPRING 
requires businesses to develop a ‘girl impact’ 
theory of change and the Fund Manager 
captures learning on girl insights – what 
works and how in reaching girls. Bootcamps 
include modules on girl research and insights 
including safeguarding issues. This enables a 
good understanding of target users and social 
and cultural context, so that aspirations are 
realistic.  
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strategies or fund-raising strategies as well as design support) for the solution to reach 
further into these new markets beyond the life of the grant.  

Our framework for analysis categorised outcomes and plotted against it those sampled 
organisations29 who had completed their grant (see Figure 9). This shows mixed results.30 
Our analysis of these organisations’ applications and reporting showed that where scaling 
aspirations are expressed at the outset, they tend to be much stronger than what was 
subsequently achieved or anticipated for the future.  

  

                                                
 
29 These were the four case study organisations and 11 selected for Key Intervention Discussions, of whom 10, 
from Challenges 1 to 6, had completed 
30 Whilst some might improve categories, given a longer timeline to launch their concepts and test efficacy, 
some might also slip back: Two grantees (non-desigmn are still designing and developing their idea and are 
struggling to capture incremental impact that may support future fundraising and programme development 
efforts. 
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Figure 9: Scale for organisations interviewed through Amplify evaluation (including those reviewed in 
case study research and Key Intervention Discussions) who participated in Challenges 1-5 (to allow 
time for launch) 

 

FINDING 36 Scaling is hampered by a number of issues, including solution weaknesses 
and lack of explicit support through Amplify interventions. Scaling support was 
perceived by IDEO.org to be outside the programme’s (and therefore their) 
remit. 

Yarid

RefuSHE

Village 
HopeCore

Food 4 
Education

Kounkuey (with 
funding obtained 
through Amplify)

Farm.ink Taghyeer

Atma Connect

Kounkuey 

SDI

SimGas

The Recycler

Launched and still 
running programme

Has not launched the 
programme envisioned 
through Amplify due to 
issue with concept

Intends to launch the 
programme envisioned 
through Amplify, but 
has not yet done so

Positive outcomes 
as a result of 
Amplify

ORGANIZATIONS 
FROM CHALLENGES 
1-5
who also were 
interviewed by the 
evaluation

Neutral outcomes 
as a result of 
Amplify (too early 
to tell, neither 
positive nor 
negative)

Negative or Neutral 
outcomes as a 
result of Amplify

Has grown/expanded 
within the same 
geographies & markets 
and DOES NOT 
attribute this to Amplify

Has grown/expanded 
within the same 
geographies & markets 
and DOES attribute this 
as a result of Amplify

Has grown/expanded 
to new geographies & 
markets with an idea 
other than the idea 
pursued within Amplify

Has grown/expanded 
to new geographies & 
markets with the idea 
pursued within Amplify



57 

Some organisations are unable to scale good concepts due to lack of tools to fundraise 
or plan for growth.  YARID has ceased their programme due to an inability to raise funds. 
M&E data, increased relationships with schools, a revenue model, or mentorship/training 
on the relevant donor landscape could all have helped them to fundraise successfully but 
no support for this was provided by Amplify.  Another grantee shared: “I would have loved 
to have sessions on scaling and asked for this support but it was never really addressed.” 

Some organisations can grow, but their concepts do not show promise with end users or 
viability for sustainability.  Village Hopecore’s programme does not respond to mother’s 
most pressing health needs, desires, and behaviours, and their process does not keep 
core user needs as the main focus of iteration. This may have been helped by a greater 
focus on the purpose of research and prototyping processes along with a framework for 
impact.  Evaluation of a grantee business model alongside the concept model is a 
sounder model. 

Some organisations can grow, but their concepts only 
have the potential to reach niche markets (with perceived 
low impact).  For example, Socialight’s Scale platform may 
reach 564 users in its first year, an unknown number who 
may meet Amplify’s definition of “youth,” and an unknown 
number of whom might gain additional unpredictable 
income as a result. 

FINDING 37 Despite lack of support and the mixed outcomes presented above, a 
number of grantees felt Amplify has given them a boost toward scaling. 

Grantee survey respondents (n = 32) were on the whole very positive about how Amplify 
had positioned them for growth, agreeing or strongly agreeing that their involvement in 
Amplify had:  

• raised their organisational profile – 84% 
• enabled leveraging of additional outside funding – 51% 
• reach a greater number of end users/ beneficiaries (i.e. scale) – 81% 
• increase revenue/profitability – 56% 

MEQ 3.3 To what extent / what proportion of grantees at the end of their grant can 
demonstrate solution sustainability?  

Sustainability of solution, usually at this early stage in the form of funding - is even more 
important than scaling, for without it the solution will wither and fail to have any impact.  
Through this MEQ we were seeking to understand how sustainable the solutions and 
business models developed through Amplify proved to be.  Data sources included the 
case studies, grantee survey and key informant interviews. 

MEQ 3.3 Findings 

MEQ 3.3 OVERARCHING FINDING: There was some evidence of solution 
sustainability, despite weak support for this within Amplify and beyond, within the 
wider development / innovation ecosystem.   

FINDING 38 Overall, Amplify’s approach to enable participants to sustain was 
insufficient.  They did introduce participants to potential funders but they did not 
support organisations to prepare for the relationships, nor what to expect from different 

Comparator: SPRING selected projects 
for feasibility and viability, not just 
desirability, and so built in scaling and 
sustainability considerations at the 
outset. 
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types of donors, and nor did they tap into the wider ecosystem to support innovation 
and long-term sustainability of ideas that showed potential. 
FINDING 39 Despite this, and more positively, some reported solution sustainability and 
about half the grantees felt that their funding and financial management had 
strengthened through Amplify. 

MEQ 3.3 Discussion 

FINDING 38 Overall, Amplify’s approach to enable participants to sustain was 
insufficient.  They did introduce participants to potential funders but they did 
not support organisations to prepare for the relationships, nor what to expect 
from different types of donors, and nor did they tap into the wider ecosystems 
to support innovation and long-term sustainability of ideas that showed 
potential 

Proof of concept and measurable impact often requires long-term funding (3-5 years). 
Amplify neither provided that funding, secured follow-on funding, nor built capacity to 
secure future funding.  There were some examples of organisations being connected to 
funders from the Key Intervention Discussions: “[IDEO.org] did some weekly emails about 
funding and conferences and connected us to networks—I would use these emails 
frequently”; “[IDEO.org] put us on a listserv with opportunities and we referenced that.” 
One participant had been put in touch with GSBI who filled many gaps that Amplify had 
left, including preparing the participant for questions that would be raised during 
fundraising. 

In addition to providing insufficient guidance, Amplify provided funding for a relatively 
short period of time, weaknesses exacerbated by the programme not being set up to feed 
successful projects into another fund or funding mechanism that would take ideas to the 
next stage or incubate them further. This was described by one interviewee as the 
‘missing middle’, early and late stage innovation generally being better funded compared 
to middle stage. This limited the options available for grantees with promising ideas which 
needed a further round of funding to progress to the next (more sustainable) stage. 

One respondent felt that it would have been more effective to bring HCD into an existing 
fund. This could have been used to generate counter-factual evidence.  

FINDING 39 Despite this, and more positively, some reported solution sustainability and 
about half the grantees felt that their funding and financial management had 
strengthened through Amplify. 

Just one of the fifteen sampled projects 
reported that their solution was sustainable in 
and of itself.  However, 50% survey respondents 
(16 out of 32) felt their involvement in Amplify 
had enabled them to leverage outside funding. 
Similarly, seven of the fifteen sampled projects 
reported having confidence in finding further 
funding sources to continue their work.  

10 grantees (48%) reported better financial 
management and fundraising capability (which should position them better for securing 
funds going forward). 

HIF Comparator: The HIF started by funding early 
stage innovation but subsequently negotiated 
funding for and introduced a ‘scaling’ window in 
order to provide additional support to a small 
number of former grantees. 

SPRING Comparator: SPRING’s Investment Director 
was tasked with linking SPRING-supported 
enterprises with a range of impact investment 
opportunities and increasing their exposure more 
broadly to increase the possibility of follow-on 
funding. 
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6.5 OEQ 4: To what extent has capacity been built to sustain 
current solutions and develop relevant and more effective 
solutions in the future? How and why? 

MEQ 4.1 What organisational and individual capacities and competencies are 
essential to successfully develop and scale better solutions for end users in the 
short and longer term?  

As part of this MEQ, we reviewed similar solution development programmes with 
successful track records developing sustainable solutions, including for-profit incubators 
and accelerators (Y Combinator, Tech Stars) and social impact incubators and 
accelerators (GSBI, SPRING, DFS Lab). We examined these programmes’ curriculum and 
interventions, and developed a list of skills that are enabled by these programmes, and 
considered essential for sustainability and scale. 

Findings for this MEQ include a look at the capacities necessary to develop for- and non-
profit solutions within a grassroots or startup organisation, with a timeframe of about 1 
year from idea to launch, and inclusive of TA and funding. 

MEQ 4.1 Findings 

MEQ 4.1 OVERARCHING FINDING: Organisations that are building new solutions 
need capacity to address and increase solution desirability, feasibility, and viability. 
These three capacities are typically addressed by similar programmes. 

FINDING 40 Individuals and organisations need a holistic, practical view to develop and 
scale solutions. 

MEQ 4.1 Discussion – see Annex Q 

MEQ 4.2 How was organisational and individual capacity assessed during different 
stages of Amplify implementation?  

As outlined above, there are many areas in a solution development programme in which 
capacity needs to be built.  Additionally, challenge funds typically involve the fund 
manager working closely with grantees over the life of their grant and strengthening 
capacity on elements such as financial management and performance monitoring.  As a 
pre-requisite, grantee capacity building requires an understanding of capacity gaps and 
needs so this MEQ sought to understand how this had occurred within Amplify.  Data 
sources were document review, KIIs, Bootcamp and the grantee survey.   

MEQ 4.2 Findings 

MEQ 4.2 OVERARCHING FINDING: Capacity assessment only addressed innovation 
capacity and was mainly conducted at the outset (through application and selection 
processes and prior to Bootcamp). Wider organisational capacity needs related to 
Amplify’s ambitions (sustainable and scalable solution development) and 
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requirements (financial management and performance monitoring) were not 
assessed. 

FINDING 41 The analysis of comparator programmes presented under MEQ4.1 and the 
gaps in their capacity suggest that capacity assessment did not extend to essential 
elements of developing, sustaining  and scaling a high quality solution. 
FINDING 42 There was some assessment of innovation capacity at the outset (through 
application and selection processes and pre-Bootcamp).  Assessment of capacity to 
sustain and scale solutions or on financial management or M&E was not conducted, but 
grantees would have appreciated capacity building support 
FINDING 43 Small, grassroots organisations have fewer resources and less experience to 
draw on so particularly need capacity building support, rooted in a holistic needs 
assessment. 

MEQ 4.2 Discussion – see Annex Q 

MEQ 4.3 What have been the tangible results of capacity building efforts on the 
wider organisation's ability to develop, test, and scale more effective solutions? 

Through this MEQ we sought to understand how grantee capacity had been built in HCD 
specifically – clearly essential if Amplify was to provide a legacy within its grantee 
organisations and a positive outcome of the considerable investment made. To 
understand the HCD skills organisations had gained through Amplify, we conducted 
interviews during Bootcamp 7 and 8; discussed new HCD skills during Key Intervention 
Discussions; reviewed self-reported data via grantee surveys; and “tested” case study 
organisations on their ability to design and implement research, synthesise findings, and 
consider solution iterations to further improve their solution. 

Findings within this MEQ cover to what extent capacities were improved, as well as what 
contributing factors led to that change. 

MEQ 4.3 Findings 

MEQ 4.3 OVERARCHING FINDING: Very little HCD capacity was built through 
Amplify, primarily because Amplify did not address desirability-feasibility-viability 
equally.  

Generally, the assumptions in the ToA related to design support, timelines, and capacity 
building provided held only to a very limited extent: in short, participants did not receive 
support that was tailored enough, long enough, or intense enough to generate desired 
outcomes. 

FINDING 44 Of the capacity necessary, Amplify case study participants show minimal added 
capacity for developing, implementing, and scaling solutions 
FINDING 45 While the Design Project is not intended to be a capacity-building intervention, 
it is the most tailored and intense capacity-building support an organisation can receive 
within Amplify. Of the organisations who were interviewed for the evaluation, only a small 
percentage appear to have any change in their solution design process—and all of these 
were organisations that received a Design Project.  
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MEQ 4.3 Discussion – see Annex Q 

6.6 OEQ 5: To what extent has a rich market place for learning and 
networking across the development sector been 
established? How was this established (if it was)? 

MEQ 5.1 How did the programme facilitate sharing of information and 
collaboration and to what effect?  

The rich market place for learning and networking has many aspects. The first, explored 
through this MEQ, is learning within the programme itself by the fund manager, by 
grantees, and by DFID  We sought to understand how the programme had learned and 
used its learning to foster improvement of both Amplify itself and wider programming. 
Data sources were Bootcamp, KIIS, KIDs, grantee survey, and the Progress to Date Report 
Findings. 

MEQ 5.1 Findings 

MEQ 5.1 OVERARCHING FINDING: Amplify has learned and iterated but learning and 
collaboration between grantees is weak, and learning beyond the programme 
constrained by evidence weaknesses. 

FINDING 46 There was some good evidence of programme adaptation in response to 
learning about what had worked well. 
FINDING 47 The collaborative focus of the application phase was not maintained 
through the grantee journey: there was little fostering of peer-to-peer learning beyond 
Bootcamp, or evidence for partnership formation, although grantees would have valued 
this.  
FINDING 48 There is an appetite for learning from Amplify within DFID but the ability to 
do this is constrained by context and quality of evidence. 

MEQ 5.1 Discussion – see Annex Q 

MEQ 5.2 To what extent have new partners engaged in the challenges, and to what 
effect?  

The other aspect of the ‘rich market place for learning’ extends to wider stakeholders in 
development, beyond DFID.  Amplify’s overtly experimental approach lent itself to this 
wider learning objective.  Through this MEQ we sought to understand what wider 
influence Amplify had, with whom and with what consequence.  Data sources were 
mainly the KIIs. 

MEQ 5.2 Findings 

MEQ 5.2 OVERARCHING FINDING: Amplify generated interest in new models and has 
had some wider influence but partner engagement was limited and there has been 
little benefit to Amplify solutions. 
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FINDING 49 Amplify has influenced other innovation programmes which have built on 
its approaches and learnings. 
FINDING 50 Partnership did not prove an enduring model for Amplify challenges. 

MEQ 5.2 Discussion – see Annex Q 

6.7 OEQ 6: Does Amplify provide a good value for money 
approach to DFID programme design and implementation? 

MEQ 6.1 Which components of Amplify provide the best VfM and why (under what 
conditions)? 

This MEQ sought to understand the extent to which Amplify delivered VfM, disaggregated 
by the three core components: use of HCD, use of a challenge fund mechanism, and use 
of the open innovation platform. As Amplify is a pilot programme, we have also 
considered the extent to which there would be cost savings if components were scaled 
up or replicated on other programmes.  

MEQ 6.1 Findings 

MEQ 6.1 OVERARCHING FINDING: Amplify overall delivered weak performance with 
respect to VfM. Whilst more expensive, HCD capacity-building was more effective; 
however there is limited evidence to suggest that the increased effectiveness 
justified the additional expenditure. The open innovation platform did not provide 
value for money, as despite the additional cost compared to typical challenge fund 
marketing and selection measures, it did not attract a diverse range of applicants, 
and neither was there substantial evidence that there was significant value-add 
through commentary from the online community. 

FINDING 51 The effectiveness of HCD capacity building was highly correlated with 
expenditure. However, even though more expensive interventions (e.g. design projects) 
were more effective, they were not necessarily more cost-effective. 
FINDING 52 The expenses incurred in managing the OpenIDEO platform were not 
justified by the limited network effect.  
FINDING 53 Whilst the challenge fund model is a cost-effective means to fund grantees, 
due to the high cost of the technical support and the OPENIdeo platform, grant funding 
as a percentage of programme expenditure was low compared to other challenge 
funds. However, it should be noted that this was a feature of the original programme 
design. 
FINDING 54 The challenge fund model facilitated highly targeted interventions which 
were aimed at greater equity  
FINDING 55 There is limited evidence that scaling up the Amplify model would deliver 
significant cost savings and greater VfM. 

MEQ 6.1 Discussion 

FINDING 51 The effectiveness of HCD capacity building was highly correlated with 
expenditure. However, even though more expensive interventions (e.g. design 
projects) were more effective, they were not necessarily more cost-effective. 
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Whilst design projects were the most effective HCD intervention, given the high costs 
associated with them, VfM with respect to cost-effectiveness was limited. The estimated 
cost of providing design support to a single project was roughly double the average grant 
size. This was primarily due to the cost of providing three designers full-time over a 12 
week period. There is no evidence that projects that received design support were more 
effective with respect to beneficiary reach, although a significant caveat is that beneficiary 
data available for the evaluation team had significant gaps, and direct comparison 
between projects was challenging due to the differences in how they interacted with 
beneficiaries.31 

Some design projects did not appear to have the capacity to effectively integrate and take 
forward the intensive support available through this mechanism. For example, a grantee 
stated “We got an amazing design from our Design Project, but implementing it caused a 
major crash of our system because our QA process wasn’t prepared for a launch like this”, 
whilst another said with respect to their design projects “there is a bigger question of 
sustainability from a maintenance and upkeep perspective”. VfM was highest when 
projects had the organisational capacity to devote resources towards working with 
designers and to implement designs following the period of support.  

The costs associated with bootcamp were high relative to their effectiveness. The cost of 
bootcamp per grantee was roughly half of the average grant size. The primary cost driver 
was the extensive staff time of ideo.org designers, with each grantee having an individual 
designer. However, despite that time allocation, observations during the challenge 7 and 
8 bootcamps were that preparations, material and inputs were not tailored to individual 
grantees and interviews found that there was no bootcamp preparation expected from 
the grantees. This limited the effectiveness of the bootcamp as a capacity-building 
intervention and reduced VfM.  

Although grantees were consistently positive about their experiences at bootcamp, 
interviews suggested that it had its limitations as a capacity-building tool. Whilst it did 
provide a good introductory overview of key HCD features, it did not enable organisations 
unfamiliar with HCD processes to develop advanced HCD skills. 

Remote support had limited effectiveness but also entailed low expenditure. All projects 
had access to ad-hoc remote design support. This support was not comparable to the 
intensive support design projects received, and it did not appear to have an impact on 
grantees’ HCD capacity. Whilst the cost of this activity was low, it also appeared to have 
generated little value.  

FINDING 52 The expenses incurred in managing the OpenIDEO platform were not 
justified by the limited network effect.  

The cost of the OPENIDEO platform was estimated at 8% of the total Amplify programme. 
As a tool for grantee selection in a challenge fund, this is considered high; although not a 
like-for like comparison, the costs of selection and screening for DFID’s Global Poverty 
Action Fund was less than 3% of total programme expenditure.32 The high cost of this 
component was not justified by the impact; our findings suggest that the OpenIDEO 
platform was not an effective mechanism for attracting smaller and grassroots actors 
outside the regular DFID funding pool, and there is limited evidence that online 
collaboration improved the quality of ideas.  

                                                
 
31 Please see MEQ 3.1. 
32 See Comparator Analysis at Annex P. 
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FINDING 53 Whilst the challenge fund model is a cost-effective means to fund grantees, 
due to the high cost of the technical support and the OpenIDEO platform, grant 
funding as a percentage of programme expenditure was low compared to other 
challenge funds. However, it should be noted that this was a feature of the 
original programme design.  

Amplify’s direct grant costs as a percentage of programme expenditure was 34%. This is 
low compared to other challenge funds or other grant funding modalities. With respect to 
civil society programmes, 94% of DFID’s Global Poverty Action Fund programme 
expenditure was direct grant costs, whilst the comparative figure for the Humanitarian 
Innovation Fund was 86%33 and the Health Partnership Scheme was 84%.34 Other 
research from ODI and through DFID EPS PEAKS suggests that for enterprise challenge 
funds, management costs (including technical assistance) are between 20-30% of total 
programme expenditure.35  
However, it is difficult to find direct comparators to benchmark, because even though 
there are other challenge funds, Amplify's model is quite unique with respect to the 
extensive level of technical assistance and the community network platform for 
marketing and selection. Stripping out these costs for the purpose of comparison is also 
difficult because they contain integral components of the challenge fund model, such as 
the cost of marketing the opportunities available and application appraisals.  

FINDING 54 The challenge fund model facilitated highly targeted interventions which 
were aimed at greater equity.  

Amplify ran 8 different challenges, each of which was very specific to a particular 
problem. This focus enabled by the challenge fund model encouraged grantees to 
develop solutions targeted at marginalised groups. For example, specific challenges 
targeted refugees, unemployed youth, and people living with disabilities  

FINDING 55 There is limited evidence that scaling up the Amplify model would deliver 
significant cost savings and greater VfM. 

Assessment of Amplify’s VfM has taken into account that it is a pilot, and if delivered at 
scale there could potentially be cost savings. However, the primary cost driver for the 
programme was the intensive 1-1 support available to grantees during the bootcamps and 
the design project components. Given that this capacity-building is built on bespoke 1-1 
support, scaling up to a greater number of grantees would not deliver cost savings as 
there is limited scope for generating economies of scale. There may be greater potential 
to deliver cost savings through scale with respect to the OPENIdeo platform, which 
represented approximately 8% of total programme expenditure 
 

MEQ 6.2 What implications does this have for learning from AMPLIFY and 
replicating successful elements of Amplify in other DFID programmes?  

This MEQ sought to synthesise our findings from the VFM analysis to identify lessons for 
future programming.  Its data source is the evaluation analysis already presented and our 
understanding of DFID programme considerations. 

                                                
 
33 HIEP summative Phase 1 evaluation January 2016 
34 HPS Evaluation Synthesis Report, October 2016, IPE Triple Line 
35 ODI, Understanding Challenge Funds, available from: https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-
assets/publications-opinion-files/9086.pdf and http://geg-
test.nsms.ox.ac.uk/sites/geg/files/How%20can%20enterprise%20challenge%20funds%20be%20made%20to%20
work%20better.pdf 
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MEQ 6.2 Findings 

MEQ 6.2 Weaknesses in how VfM was integrated in Amplify have limited the learning 
available to DFID, particularly with respect to understanding why components of 
the programme were not able to demonstrate VfM. However, it does illustrate the 
necessity of mainstreaming VfM processes within pilot programmes centred on 
learning. The flexible funding model used in the challenge fund component has 
clear benefits and could be utilised in DFID's innovation programming going 
forward. 

FINDING 56 Amplify had insufficient structures and processes in place to ensure VfM 
considerations were integrated at the project and fund manager level. This is clear from 
the selection process for grantees and the M&E and budgetary systems at grantee and 
fund manager level. This led to poor delivery of VfM and limited the learning available to 
DFID from the Amplify Programme. 
FINDING 57 Amplify’s flexible funding within a challenge fund model had many 
advantages for innovation programming and its short-comings are addressable.  

MEQ 6.2 Discussion 

FINDING 56 Amplify had insufficient structures and processes in place to ensure VfM 
considerations were integrated at the project and fund manager level. This is 
clear from the selection process for grantees and the M&E and budgetary 
systems at grantee and fund manager level. This led to poor delivery of VfM and 
limited the learning available to DFID from the Amplify Programme. 

The selection criteria for grantees did not assess VfM explicitly or as a cross-cutting issue, 
and no judgment points were available for the extent to which applicants had considered 
VfM in their proposals.36 In comparison, for the DFID-funded grant management 
programmes Global Poverty Action Fund (GPAF) and UK Aid Match there were specific 
criteria to score proposals against the extent to which VfM considerations had influenced 
project design. Furthermore, the GPAF Fund Manager (FM) “devised benchmarking tools 
and unit costs for different types of activities across different sectors in different 
countries” allowing the FM to examine costs to outcomes, which provides a more 
systematic way of comparing cost per beneficiary across the portfolio”.37 This 
comparative approach to evaluating VfM at the project level during selection was absent 
in Amplify. 

As explained in our findings to MEQ 2.5, the M&E system at project level was weak, and 
support from Amplify to grantees in developing M&E tools and systems was limited. 
Amplify also did not work with grantees in defining targets with clear and measurable 
indicators from the outset, although M&E improvements were made to indicators and 
reporting, and with light touch capacity building in 2017, but this was too late for many 
grants and weaknesses remained (e.g. in relation to beneficiary definition and 
disaggregation). This made it difficult for both the grantee and the fund manager to assess 

                                                
 
36 This judgment was made on the basis of reviewing the selection criteria and scoring cards for challenges 6 
and 7 
37 Global Poverty Action Fund Mid-Term Evaluation Report. (May 2014). Coffey International Development 
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cost-effectiveness of projects either prior to or post implementation, a core component 
of VfM.  

At the fund manager level, Amplify had weak systems with respect to allocating costs to 
activities. Whilst other challenge funds, such as the DFID-funded Global Poverty Action 
Fund or the MasterCard Foundation Fund for Rural Prosperity, use activity-based 
budgeting at the fund manager level, Amplify did not appear to have followed that 
approach. Activity based budgeting increases transparency through clearly allocating 
costs to activities and enables decisions to be made on the basis of VfM considerations38.  

The capacity to monitor costs, assign costs to activities, and provide that information to 
programme managers through a prompt and accessible process is critical to being able to 
deliver VfM. Mainstreaming this capacity is particularly important for pilot programmes 
such as Amplify, where learning is a key objective. Where VfM perspectives have not been 
integrated, it becomes more difficult to assess which components are cost-effective, and 
whether components have limited cost-effectiveness because of a failed innovation or 
poor implementation.  

FINDING 57 Amplify’s flexible funding within a challenge fund model had many 
advantages for innovation programming and its short-comings are addressable.  

Positive aspects of funding include tailoring in response to early prototyping, some 
flexibility over length and payment tranches (MEQ 2.5). The disadvantages (weak 
forecasting, lack of clarity for DFID ibid.) could be addressed with stronger financial 
management and communication. The benefits of the challenge fund model 
demonstrated by comparators (demand-led competitive funding, surfacing innovation 
and reaching specific type of organisation) are also demonstrated by Amplify.  As one 
informant said, ‘It [i.e. the use of a challenge fund] was ‘a real strength’.

                                                
 
38 http://www.tripleline.com/downloads/publications/Triple-Line-Approach-to-Challenge-Fund-VFM.pdf 
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7. Conclusions  
7.1 Strategic conclusions  

The overarching question that this evaluation sought to answer was, “Does Amplify 
provide a new model for tackling pressing development challenges that leverages 
collaboration and HCD to find and support the implementation of high quality solutions 
rooted in human insights?” It is not possible to fully answer this question, as a robust test 
of this experimental theory has been undermined by weak monitoring and evaluation 
systems and data. However, our theory of change and theory of action analysis suggests 
that the answer to this overarching question is ‘no’. In particular, we can look to evidence 
against two other questions to support this conclusion: 

1. To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more 
relevant and effective solutions, and how? – OEQ 1 

2. To what extent does Amplify meet a DFID policy need not met (or potentially 
met) by other methods? - MEQ 6.3 

 
To what extent did the Amplify programme enable the development of more relevant 
and effective solutions and how? 
 
We can conclude that challenge topics addressed critical but neglected areas within 
development and humanitarian work, and thus created momentum in areas where DFID 
wanted to see progress and source and test new approaches. Further, the selection of 
different challenge topics gave the fund flexibility and responsiveness.  

The identification of open and flexible challenge funding to generate increased interest 
and engagement from a wide group of development partners – including small, grass-
roots organisations – and supporting them with human centred design approaches was 
an experimental theory. Since the programme was experimental in nature, it relied on a 
wide range of assumptions both in terms of its ToC and in terms of programme 
implementation. In order to test these assumptions and to meaningfully adapt, a much 
stronger M&E framework should have been in place from the start (by IDEO.org and 
DFID). This effected the programme’s ability to evolve and adapt to provide both relevant 
and effective solutions. Amplify essentially concluded meaningful iteration after Challenge 
4, with the exception of the addition of some additional M&E in Challenge 7. Neglect of 
critical iteration weakened the programme and its results, and ultimately reduced value 
for money.  

Critical assumptions underpinning the theory behind the model did not hold sufficiently, 
as noted in Section 6.1. In particular:  
 
• That grassroots organisations are better place to understand and validate users’ needs 

and design more relevant and effective solutions, and that they would be able to 
sufficiently absorb research and design support and implement them with real 
operational depth, within set timelines. 

• That the “right environment” is a hybrid combination of both open online 
collaboration tapping problem solvers from the global community and off-line 
convenings, which will establish and strengthen networks of implementers, 
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innovators, funders, stakeholders in order to generate better more human centred 
ideas. 

• That the level of HCD design support and timing is optimal and the Content is 
appropriate to grantee needs and capacity; that 3 months of independent prototyping 
was sufficient to identify end user needs and desirable solutions; and that - for the 
majority of Amplify participants -  remote, largely self-directed support is sufficient to 
enable feasible and viable solutions. 

• That open innovation enables greater collaboration between distant and disparate 
communities; that experts draw on professional expertise and knowledge to provide 
relevant and timely feedback; and that online collaboration improves the quality of 
ideas. 

Further, there was a general failure to consider, in both design and implementation, some 
key principles that have emerged through previous application of HCD and other 
innovative processes to design more impactful policies and programmes (see, for 
example, ITAD, 2018; Ramalingham, 2016; Lee, 2015; Seelos and Mair, 2016). Examples 
include: preparation and research, in order to know the problems that you are aiming to 
tackle; indicators and outputs to evaluate innovative approaches; and the importance of 
designers with multidisciplinary skills, to ensure that there is an awareness of 
organisational, political and social contexts alongside the required design skills. 

We can, therefore, only conclude that while the Amplify’s main components – open 
innovation, HCD, and challenge fund mechanisms, both in themselves and working 
together  – show some promise based on participants’ feedback, these mechanisms were 
not executed with sufficient rigor to generate enough evidence to indicate a new or 
better model for development.  

This begs the question as to whether, should design and implementation weaknesses be 
addressed, and more attention be given to establishing a robust monitoring and 
evaluation framework from the start, an Amplify type model might not deliver on more 
relevant and effective solutions. Cost-effectiveness issues aside (addressing design and 
implementation weaknesses could well be costly), there are issues concerning the 
suitability of HCD for addressing complex or intractable development challenges, and 
DFID’s commitment to design thinking as a preferred innovation. We discuss these 
concerns below.  
 
To what extent does Amplify meet a DFID policy need not met (or potentially met) by 
other methods? 
 
DFID’s policy needs are for a development model that can address persistent and pressing 
development challenges, and can be replicated or scaled and provides good value for 
money. The question is the extent to which Amplify might meet this need in a way that 
other (innovative) methods might not.  
 
We conclude that, though there is strong commitment to innovation as essential to DFID 
being able to tackle the complexity of problems in development which they believed 
would not be solved through ‘business as usual’, there is little evidence of sufficient 
commitment to HCD as the preferred mechanism, particularly in the absence of evidence 
of Amplify’s longer term impact. DFID respondents familiar with other innovation 
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methods (such as Problem Driven Iterative Adaptation (PDIA) or LEAN39) did not feel on 
the basis of what they had seen of it that HCD – and by extension Amplify – offered a 
better approach. In fact, LEAN was favoured for its stronger focus on evidence.  

Further, there are a range institutional and organisational barriers to innovation (inflexible 
systems and processes, inherent risk aversion, lack of innovation understanding). 
Together with the tendency for enthusiasm for innovation to wax and wane, and get 
submerged by time pressures, it is evident that there are difficulties in communicating 
programmes such as Amplify or approaches such as HCD. While these challenges seem 
to be shared by all innovation-focussed programmes, in Amplify’s case this was 
exacerbated by what DFID respondents felt was the lack of a senior champion, something 
that the Hewlett Evaluation of IDEO.org’s partnership with MSI identifies as being critical 
to support innovation within an organisation (see ITAD, 2018).   

There is also the question of whether Amplify, and Amplify’s execution of HCD in 
particular, is the right approach for tackling complex and intractable development 
challenges—specifically within a challenge fund model. We conclude that there is no 
evidence that Amplify as a whole meets DFID’s need for an innovation mechanism. There 
was patchy evidence of HCD skill acquisition by grantees to improve solutions, weak 
support for solution sustainability and scaling within Amplify, no follow-on funding 
mechanism, and the grants were too short to result in high impact change in themselves.  

Further, we have some concerns about the suitability of HCD within a challenge 
fund/cohort model to address sticky development challenges at scale. We theorise why 
this might be.  

Tackling intractable development challenges requires depth of impact measures. 
Knowing whether a programme is achieving depth of impact for the poorest and most 
marginalised requires M&E that is well integrated into challenge fund programme 
timelines and programme teams—which is not an inherent part of HCD (but could be 
with the right team in place). It also requires a significant understanding of the enabling 
environment barriers to solution impact. Without a learning period for the team (which 
Amplify did not invest in), depth of impact was sacrificed for breadth of impact, a more 
‘natural’ measure for market-based solutions, and also more easily measurable. 

We can conclude that when programmes have limited resources allocated to M&E, do 
not utilise teams that have deep, local knowledge of the enabling environment, and are 
required to produce cohorts of solutions (rather than more individualised support), these 
programmes can lead organisations to develop 
desirable solutions for some target markets (breadth), 
but can fail to address the big, sticky social sector 
issues that they set out to (depth). This has the risk of 
missing poor and vulnerable populations, who suffer 
disproportionately from these issues. This is not only 
a challenge seen in Amplify, but is also apparent from 
reviewing comparators, in particular SPRING. 

We now turn to a set of programmatic conclusions that support – and provide greater 
granularity to - the above strategic conclusions. 

                                                
 
39 ‘A LEAN approach to work is about understanding what is really going on at … the place where value is 
created, improving the processes by which products are created and delivered and empowering people 
through problem solving and coaching. Lean thinking and practice helps organisations become both innovative 
and competitive, which in turn allows them to become more sustainable.’ Definition from The LEAN Enterprise 
Academy at http://www.leanuk.org/what-is-lean.aspx accessed 13/08/18 

COMPARATOR: SPRING addressed the 
risk of sacrificing depth for breadth by 
mapping participant’s potential depth and 
breadth of impact on a quadrant, during 
selection.  This enabled the team to select 
a balanced portfolio and track its progress 
against the desired impact through the 
cohort. 
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7.2 Programmatic conclusions 

What is the relative contribution of different components to enabling more effective and 
relevant solutions? 

Human Centred Design 

The HCD component of Amplify followed a well-tested, but not yet proven in 
development, process to developing desirable, feasible, viable solutions to persistent and 
emerging development challenges. The hypothesis was that, through taking target 
participants through the 5 steps of HCD using both in-person and remote support, they 
would be able to develop more relevant and effective solutions to these challenges.  

We found that, while HCD was useful to developing more effective solutions from the 
perspective of grantees, it was primarily those grantees who had pre-existing skills 
coming into Amplify who benefitted most from the HCD support provided by Amplify, 
and who were able to develop more effective solutions as a result.  

We further found that Design projects were by far the most effective HCD support 
provided, and that Bootcamp and Remote Design Support were distant second and third. 
Design Projects came with significant cost, however, and sometimes stumbled in defining 
features that were good product-organisation (feasibility) or product-market (viability) fits. 
Indeed, we found that Amplify’s application of HCD is weaker on feasibility and viability 
than desirability, which weakens organisations’ ability to prioritise concepts and sustain 
new offerings.  

While Bootcamp was the second-most effective programme component of HCD 
support, we assess this as being only “moderately effective” since it did not adequately set 
up organisations to practice HCD independently, particularly – as noted above – for 
those grantees who were HCD “novices”.  We found that remote design support is not a 
comparable alternative to Design Projects, and was particularly ineffective for more 
novice practitioners.  

In conclusion we found that HCD was only partially effective in supporting the 
development of more relevant and effective solutions. Even where solutions themselves 
may have been more desirable, they were often beyond the ability of organisations to 
support in the longer term, or to scale effectively.  
Challenge Fund Mechanism 

The challenge fund mechanism was intended to support Amplify’s aims by developing a 
high quality challenge brief, attracting and developing applications from small, grass-
roots, ‘new-to -DFID’ organisations, a competitive selection process and flexible grant 
funding. We found that the challenge fund model was well-suited to a programme like 
Amplify; however it was new to IDEO.org.  As a consequence, work on its initial design did 
not draw on existing in-house expertise and, further, was not systematic. Capacity was 
strengthened and improvements made but several features of identified good practice (as 
noted above in the discussion of MEQ 2.5 in Section 6.3 and drawn out in the 
recommendations section) were not followed.  

The unusual target audience for the challenge required a wide-ranging approach to 
marketing, and outreach efforts found a ready audience. The application process was 
generally positive for applicants, whether successful or not, but the selection process was 
not felt to be transparent.  

Though Amplify aimed to work with grassroots organisations and foster solution 
sustainability through those organisations, most selected participants did not fit this 
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description. Amplify was therefore ill-prepared to meet the needs of grassroots 
organisations and there was insignificant adaptation of the programme to meet the needs 
of target participants. Challenges were largely relevant to the previously identified 
organizational priorities and end user needs (however we note under the HCD discussion 
above that redefinition of target markets sometimes pivoted grantees from more to less 
vulnerable groups of end users).  

As noted above, overall, M&E within the challenge fund mechanism was weak. Lack of 
M&E tools and support fractured the idea and solution development process. M&E 
weaknesses also mean that solution effectiveness is not clearly demonstrated. A 
distinctive strength of the challenge fund was the flexible funding model, which was 
valued and effective in supporting solution iteration, although it did present some 
management challenges. 

In conclusion, whilst the challenge fund model was well chosen and all of the challenge 
fund components had strengths and weaknesses, overall some (outreach, application, 
funding flexibility) were tailored well to the development of more effective solutions while 
others (M&E) were not, and the Challenge Fund overall did not iterate effectively.   

Open Innovation 

The open innovation process and platform was intended to support Amplify’s aims by 
providing an accessible, efficient and effective mechanism for attracting and supporting 
smaller, grassroots actors to collaborate, and thus improve the quality of solutions.     

We found that the OpenIDEO.com approach to data analysis within a challenge fund is 
traditional and logical, but it overlooks the user-level data created by the platform and the 
opportunity to mine that data to understand the mechanisms of collaboration and the 
drivers of open innovation more specifically. As a result, Amplify did not examine new 
user data that to understand how users collaborate, and how OpenIDEO.com could 
better support that process. 

Amplify prototyped and tested a single concept for open innovation: an open outreach 
and application process. Amplify did not prototype ways to enable collaboration between 
disparate or distant communities beyond outreach/application, which was a missed 
opportunity, and surprising for a programme that theoretically had iteration around 
programme component design at its core. 

We further found that the open innovation application process didn’t strengthen solutions 
and that participants got little value from the OpenIDEO community overall. The open 
innovation process utilized via OpenIDEO.com did not, as was hoped, produce a network 
effect or “amplifier” for most participants. 

Finally, beyond the application, Amplify consistently connected participants in the 
programme with additional funding and capacity-building opportunities. These led to a 
number of leads, but ultimately few ‘wins. 

As discussed above, a minority of applicants were grassroots organisations, as was 
anticipated.  IDEO.org recognised that there were inherent difficulties in reaching 
grassroots organisations and addressed these to some extent.  Amplify also wanted to 
reach organisations who had not previously accessed DFID funding and we found that 
most Amplify participants and grantees did fall into this category, in particular those which 
are non-profit national / community-based NGOs and social enterprises.  The online 
platform did extend reach, although restricting eligibility to registered organisations (from 
challenge 5) arguably reduced the potential pool of ‘non-typical’ applicants, and more 
generally barriers to accessing institutional funding (e.g. compliance) were not explicitly 
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addressed.  There were some downsides to the online platform including that  its 
openness might have served to reduce applications of a sensitive nature. 

We thus conclude that the open innovation process and platform (openideo.com) 
implemented by Amplify did not contribute significantly to the development of more 
effective solutions, and nor was it successful in attracting the small grassroots 
organisations it was targeting. However, it did attract applicants outside of DFID’s regular 
funding pool, and generated data that could have been valuable to Amplify had it been 
adequately mined. This data could still be of valuable to future programmes, and 
DFID/IDEO.org should analyse it for learnings about fostering collaboration. 

 
What was the extent of the reach, sustainability and scalability of Amplify supported 
solutions? 
 
What we found was that while a large number and wide range of users were reached by 
Amplify projects, the quality of evidence for numbers, populations reached and how they 
have benefitted is weak, and not consistent with original aspirations. Based on limited 
data, we conclude that the ToC assumption that Amplify solutions would benefit the 
poorest and most marginalised appears to be unsound. 

We assessed scale as being positive if organisations had launched and were still running 
the programme, whether they achieved growth within the same geographies and markets 
which is attributable to Amplify, or whether they grew or expanded to new geographies 
or markets with their Amplify supported solution. We assess the evidence for scaling as 
being mixed, and conclude that scaling has not been explicitly or well supported by 
Amplify. Scaling has been hampered by a number of issues, including solution 
weaknesses and lack of explicit support through Amplify interventions. Scaling support 
was perceived by IDEO.org to be outside the programme’s (and therefore their) remit. 
Despite lack of support and the mixed outcomes presented above, a number of grantees 
felt Amplify has given them a boost toward scaling. 

The evaluation found some evidence of solution sustainability despite weak support for 
this within Amplify and beyond, within the wider development / innovation ecosystem. 
Overall, Amplify’s approach to enable participants to sustain was insufficient. They did 
introduce participants to potential funders but they did not support organisations to 
prepare for the relationships, nor what to expect from different types of donors, hence 
the distinct absence of ‘wins’ noted above. One of the main reasons for this was that 
Amplify was developed in isolation rather than as part of an ecosystem to support 
innovation and long-term sustainability of ideas that showed potential. This was a missed 
opportunity.  Despite this, and more positively, some reported solution sustainability and 
about half the grantees felt that their funding and financial management had 
strengthened through Amplify.  

We conclude that Amplify’s support to scaling and sustainability, following on from 
insufficient attention to viability and feasibility in the HCD support, has been inadequate.  

 
To what extent has capacity been built to sustain current solutions and develop relevant 
and more effective solutions in the future? How and why? 
 
Organisations that are building new solutions need the capacity to address and increase 
solution desirability, feasibility, and viability. These three capacities are typically addressed 
by similar programmes, such as SPRING. What we found is that Amplify’s capacity 
assessment only addressed innovation capacity, and was mainly conducted at the outset 
(selection, application and pre-Bootcamp). Wider organisational capacity needs related to 
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Amplify’s ambitions (sustainable and scalable solution development) and requirements 
(financial management and performance monitoring) were not assessed. Small, 
grassroots organisations have fewer resources and less experience to draw on so 
particularly need capacity building support, rooted in a holistic needs assessment. As a 
result, we conclude that very little HCD capacity was built through Amplify, particularly as 
Amplify focused on desirability of solutions to the exclusion of building capacity that 
would enable solutions to sustain and scale.  

While the Design Project is not intended to be a capacity-building intervention, it is the 
most tailored and intense capacity-building support an organisation can receive within 
Amplify. Of the organisations who were interviewed for the evaluation, only a small 
percentage appear to have any change in their solution design process—and all of these 
were organisations that received a Design Project. We therefore conclude that these 
projects were essential to increasing capacity to implement design thinking both within 
and beyond the project, even if to a very limited extent.  

 
To what extent has a rich market place for learning and networking across the 
development sector been established? How was this established (if it was)? 
 
Overall, we found that Amplify has learned and iterated within the programme, as 
evidence by some sound programme adaptations. However, learning and collaboration 
between grantees has been weak. The collaborative focus of the application phase was 
not maintained through the grantee journey: there was little fostering of peer-to-peer 
learning beyond Bootcamp, or evidence for partnership formation, although grantees 
would have valued this. Further, learning beyond the programme – primarily within DFID, 
but also amongst other key stakeholders - has been constrained by both context, and 
evidence weaknesses. There is evidence that Amplify has generated interest in new 
models and that there has had some wider influence. But partner engagement was 
limited and there has been little benefit to Amplify solutions from this. 

 
Does Amplify provide a good value for money approach to DFID programme design and 
implementation? 
 
Amplify overall delivered weak performance with respect to VfM. Whilst more expensive, 
HCD capacity-building was more effective; however there is limited evidence to suggest 
that the increased effectiveness justified the additional expenditure. The open innovation 
platform did not provide value for money, as despite the additional cost compared to 
typical challenge fund marketing and selection measures, it did not attract a diverse range 
of applicants, and neither was there substantial evidence that there was significant value-
add through commentary from the online community. Of note is that flexible funding is 
worth replicating, the challenge fund model has many advantages, and focus on early-
stage innovation could lead to impact with the right support. 

Weaknesses in how VfM was integrated in Amplify have limited the learning available to 
DFID, particularly with respect to understanding why components of the programme 
were not able to demonstrate VfM. There was a failure to think seriously about VfM, and 
how to set up structures and processes to ensure that Amplify was delivering VfM at all 
levels. For example, costs need to be made visible, and structured in such a way so that 
they relate to certain activities/outputs/outcomes; only by doing this can programmes 
make cost-based decisions. There should also be explicit VfM criteria when making 
decisions, for example in the selection criteria for grantees, or having a technical/financial 
split when assessing proposals. It is perhaps even more important to mainstream VfM 
processes within innovative programmes centred on learning.  
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We therefore conclude that Amplify as a whole does not meets DFID’s need for an 
innovation mechanism. Further, there is limited evidence that scaling up the Amplify 
model would deliver significant cost savings and greater VfM.
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8. Recommendations  
8.1 Strategic Recommendations 

Above, our overarching conclusion was that Amplify does not provide a new model for 
tackling pressing development challenges through identifying and support the 
implementation of high quality solutions rooted in human insights. However, there are 
some strategic lessons to be learned that can be taken forward into future programming. 
We highlight the top X recommendations here, and then provide a set of more detailed 
programmatic lessons and recommendations in Section 8.2. We have distinguished 

between recommendations to START   and recommendations to IMPROVE  . 

Strategic Recommendation 1: Ensure that experimental programming is 
underpinned by M&E systems which will gather the evidence needed to 
determine what is working, why and why not against clear success criteria and 
lines of enquiry.   

• M&E must be integrated into programme design from the outset to ensure that there 
is relevant and useful evidence available throughout about what is being tested 
through the programme.  This should include indicators of both process (how it is 
being implemented – for Amplify for example, solution creation and refinement); and 
performance (what is being achieved – for Amplify, reach, profit and impact). 

• For multi-project programmes like Amplify, this goes beyond defining what success 
will look like for each individual project, to taking an aggregated view of what the 
programme as a whole is achieving and how it is being implemented in support of its 
goals. 

• Reviewing this evidence will enable the assessment of the programme’s underlying 
hypotheses, wider learning (e.g. about unanticipated or unintended consequences) 
and programme adjustment 

 

Strategic Recommendation 2: In designing a fund to support innovation, ensure 
that this is not done in isolation and builds in support for taking successful 
ideas to the next stage.  

• ‘What next?’ for successful grantees should be considered at the outset if projects are 
not to be left stranded at the end of an innovation grant.  This is particularly true – and 
an ethical imperative - for smaller or not-for profit organisations who have fewer 
resources (capacity and financial) to draw on, and for solutions less likely to generate 
revenues but which nonetheless meet a pressing need and so warrant support.  It is 
vital if good and promising ideas are to be sustained, scale and have impact.  

• Support could take several forms including  capacity building on how to plan for scale, 
advice on potential funding channels and sources and networking between grantees 
to share information and networks.   

• Funding options to take successful projects to the next stage include a follow-on 
funding facility within the programme itself (as in the HIF), a separate scheme 
established for the purpose within DFID or in discussion with other actors who have 
innovation funds; or specifically channelling projects into an existing funding 
programme.  
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Strategic Recommendation 3:  Multi-topic challenge rounds should be 
implemented with time/space for learning/redesign 
 

• Continue to design programmes which can respond quickly to needs. Build in time for 
contextual assessment and previous cohort learnings to improve following rounds.   

• While design offered unusual flexibility and speed of decision-making, frequent 
funding rounds on completely different topics is highly demanding for fund 
management, and does not allow learnings to be incorporated. This is essential in 
innovative programming. A narrower thematic range and/or geographic focus allows 
for more focused learning and sharing between all participants across the fund as a 
whole. 

 

Strategic Recommendation 4: Consider the interaction of different priorities 
when designing a programme, the potential tensions (e.g. small grass-roots 
organisations and HCD absorption capacity; early stage innovation and 
sustainability) and how these tensions can be managed, to avoid different types 
of organisations being better suited to different aspects of the programme 
rather than all of them. 

• This requires careful and in-depth understanding of how different aspects of the 
programme’s theory of change and theory of action can conflict, addressing these 
explicitly in detailed programme design and revisiting assumptions to enable course 
correction.   

• Steps to overcoming such tensions could include tailoring support to the particular 
needs of different types of grantee organisations. For Amplify, with its focus on small 
grass roots organisations, this would have meant considering solution feasibility and 
viability alongside desirability.  

 

Strategic Recommendation 5: Future programming should build on the new 
model Amplify provides for applications whilst sourcing and engaging experts 
to contribute to solution development rather than relying on open self-
selected input.    

• There was no evidence that contributions through the OpenIDEO platform improved 
solution development, but there is valuable learning from the digital application used, 
(which is still operational some time after the challenge has closed) and can be 
applied to future programmes. 

 

Strategic Recommendation 6: If HCD is being used and tested as a method for 
programme implementation (e.g., if Amplify was using/testing HCD as a 
component of a new model for development), then ensure that HCD is being 
used not only for TA and solution development, but also for programme design 
and iteration.  

• Programme design and implementation should include the five main steps of HCD 
within the design of the programme itself: Researching with all types of relevant users, 
Storytelling & Synthesis, Identifying insights, Brainstorming solutions, Prototyping. 
These steps should be demonstrated from inception through each subsequent 
iteration. Iterations should occur on a formal basis after each challenge round. 

• Programme landscapes are constantly shifting, as are individual human needs. 
Programmes should look afresh at context to design responses that address the 
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current support network landscape (effectively designing partnerships and paths for 
solution sustainability) as well as the current user needs and their relative priority. 
Therefore, when designing a new programme or iterating on the design of one, the 
five steps of HCD should be conducted.  

• Programme timelines and budgets should account for this, and research insights 
should be documented and shared, and subsequently prototyped against, to follow 
the process from learning through to testing. These insights and subsequent 
prototypes (where a “prototype” may be a new funding mechanism, or a new piece of 
curriculum, or a new staffing model) should be connected to logframe inputs and 
outputs/outcomes and should be reviewed per the review cycles noted in the 
recommendation below.  

 

Strategic Recommendation 7: Build flexible funding into future models; 
improve forecasting and communications, and reduce restrictions on capital 
expenditure caps.  

• The scope for this, the fit with DFID systems and requirements, how authority is 
delegated and who can take decisions needs to be established at the outset of any 
programme, communicated clearly and reviewed and iterated systematically and 
regularly.   

• Flexible funding can take many forms including adjustable amounts and distribution 
timelines, end dates and use of grant funding.   This and the process for managing this 
needs to be clearly documented so that there is both the Fund Manager and DFID are 
clear about what has been agreed and have shared expectations and understanding of 
risk or potential problems.   

• Funding arrangements need to be set out in guidelines for grantees so they know 
what the scope for flexibility is and how they can use this to support their project.    

8.2 Programmatic Recommendations 

We present programmatic recommendations according to the three main components of 
the programme, against which we assessed relevance, effectiveness and value for money. 
This presentation is geared to enable easy uptake in future programming through 

distinguishing between recommendations to START   and recommendations to 
IMPROVE .  

Challenge Fund Recommendations 

While these recommendations are primarily for DFID and other donors designing 
challenge funds, we encourage IDEO.org to take note of Recommendation 4.  

 
Recommendation 1: Build in structured capacity assessment and support on the 
range of skills needed for successful project implementation.  
 

• This requires clarity about the essential and desirable skills that an organisation will 
use to successfully implement an Amplify grant.  It involves ongoing assessment of 
these skills at appropriate points (e.g. application, pre-Bootcamp, during prototyping) 
by various methods (e.g., self-assessment questionnaires, structured observations, 
identification of weaknesses through due diligence and report / survey analysis.  And it 
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requires a structured programme to address skills gaps, again through various 
methods (e.g. one-to-one support, clear guidance, online resources and training).   

• These skills encompass HCD, financial and project management, strategies for scaling 
and sustainability beyond the end of the grant.  Holding a grant presents organisations 
with a rounded learning opportunity to develop organisational capacity, which can be 
of lasting benefit beyond the project itself.  

• Building capacity should also increase the likelihood of positive project outcomes and 
sustainability beyond the end of the grant.  This is particularly true for smaller 
organisations which have not previously accessed institutional funding and have fewer 
opportunities and resources.  

 
Recommendation 2: Use due diligence processes to improve quality and build 
capacity, not just to ensure compliance. 

• Due diligence review is an opportunity to identify weaknesses in financial 
management and governance and recommend how these might be addressed, to 
strengthen the project and reduce risk.   

• Progress in implementing the recommendations can be reported alongside requests 
for financial disbursements.   

• If due diligence reports and financial reports from grantees are assessed and analysed 
for common themes and weaknesses, this can inform structured capacity building 
(e.g. at Bootcamp, through webinars or in improved guidance). 

 

Recommendation 3: Ensure clarity of selection criteria for applicants and 
rigorous and consistent selection against clear and publicised criteria including 
VFM.  Use applications to gather the level of detail needed to fully assess 
applicants and data to enable M&E of selection processes.  

 
• The programme ToC should drive the design of the selection process and criteria to 

maximise the fit between applications and programme aims.  This principle applies to 
the information sought from applicants, the scoring criteria and their application.   

• It will involve profiling an ideal participant (or positive attributes of ideal participants) 
by type or skills. Requesting a sufficient level of detail from applications will ensure 
that important aspects (e.g. contextual understanding, how user research has shaped 
ideas, existing users reached and anticipated new users) are considered by applicants 
at the outset and can inform the selection process.   Although complicated 
application processes is one of the institutional barriers to small, non-traditional, 
grass-roots organisations, so care would need to be taken here.  

• Useful management information can also be captured in a systematic way at this 
stage to inform iteration and review – for example, asking applicants to state whether 
they have previously received DFID or other donor funding; and the nature of their 
organisation (INGO, local NGO etc).  Selection criteria should be closely shaped by 
the ToC, with clear definitions to enable scoring for each.   

• Scoring can be weighted towards the desired shape and impact of the programme 
(e.g. surfacing innovative ideas; ability to achieve scale; reaching particularly 
marginalised groups; organisational capacity for innovation) so that those with a 
closer fit to the ideal score more highly.  Particularly where they are contested, terms 
must be defined. 
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Recommendation 4: Fund managers should put in place good M&E processes 
and guidance for grantees from the start, to ensure consistent and high quality 
evidence of achievements, to enable project learning and iteration and to 
support sustainability.  This needs to be built in from the outset of a grant, 
through clarity about expectations, guidance, templates and tools and capacity 
building.  

• As is good practice, this requires aligning M&E systems and processes to a fund’s 
desired outcomes and learning to enable the gathering and analysis of data that both 
the fund manager and the grantees will need to assess progress and achievements 
against this. M&E plans should include broad indicators / expectations of what success 
could look like, particularly for defined numbers and types of users, what the project 
wants to do (and the risk appetite) at the outset.   

• M&E plans will need to be flexible and regularly reviewed and adapted in response to 
solution iteration and learning, as solution desirability, viability and feasibility is refined.   

• Grantee reports should capture data that can be used by the Fund Manager to 
demonstrate well-evidenced achievements and by both the FM and grantees to 
identify project (or M&E) weaknesses which can then be addressed through tailored 
capacity support. Intelligent use of this information throughout the grant will support 
sustainability in the longer term.  Although Amplify’s final cohort is now funded, it is 
not too late to focus more on strengthening M&E. 

 

Recommendation 5: Hold structured reviews after each challenge fund phase to 
document learning, analyse and make adjustments for the next round.  It is not 
too late to do this for the remainder of the Amplify programme. 

• The challenge fund model offers several distinct phases for learning, review and 
iteration e.g. application, selection, reporting/M&E. It should be an ongoing process, 
not something only done at the end of a cohort.    

• Learning logs can be used by fund manager team members to note issues, queries or 
problems as they handle work within a phase which can be amalgamated.  
Questionnaires can structure learning and meetings enable observations and ideas to 
be developed and build shared understanding.  

• Review can be structured around  several aspects: guidance and tools (did these serve 
the purpose for us and grantees?), skills, experience and resourcing (did we have 
capacity and time to execute well?) and outcomes (did this process deliver what we 
needed? e.g. good applications / strong cohort / quality data).  

• Incorporate grantee perspectives and suggestions into the process – e.g. through a 
short questionnaire at the end of a process, request for email feedback, or interview.  

• Schedule the time needed for this into the planning of funding windows so that 
improvements can be made before the next time that part of the fund management 
cycle (e.g. selection) is repeated.   

8.2 HCD Recommendations  

These recommendations apply both to DFID and other donors interested in applying 
design thinking to development challenges, and to IDEO.org as they apply HCD within 
the development sector. 
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Recommendation 6: Ensure the programme’s practice of HCD is addressing 
desirability, feasibility, and viability (all in tandem) from the start of solution 
development.  

• Review programme curriculum in tandem with ToC target-setting and logframe 
progress discussions and ensure programme needs are addressed by specific 
programme features.Ensuring specific components of programme design link to 
Theory of Change goals, and are revised as logframe data shifts, can ensure a specific, 
trackable relationship between programme needs and programme features.  

• For instance, if a programme goal is to scale ideas (i.e., ensure viability), and the 
logframe is tasked with measuring ideas’ growth over time, then specific components 
of curriculum should be linked to scale, and the efficacy of these components should 
be reviewed at least twice within a challenge (while TA is being offered to solution 
designers/implementers).  

• This should be reviewed once to look at hypothesis, and once to look at self-reported 
efficacy from programme implementers and participants. This inter-challenge 
tracking then provides data to programme implementers for iterating the next 
challenge features.  

• Additionally, this information should be reviewed at least once per year in the period 
after TA is being provided to track the efficacy of the programme overall, not in self-
reported data but in independently-reviewed impact data to inform future funding 
and programme considerations by DfID. 

 

 Recommendation 7: Ensure target participant profiles match funding timelines 
and that TA timelines are long enough to move from idea to launch. 

• Review proposed programme implementation timelines vis a vis three axes: the level 
of development of the idea/solution, the level of expertise of the programme 
participant (directly-relevant past experience), and the desired level of sustainability, 
scale, and impact desired (in Amplify’s case, 200,000 people). 

• Moving from ideas to proven concepts (operationally-integrated, and/or in-market—
but not growing) often takes at least one year. Moving from ideas to sustainable 
solutions that are profitable and/or operationally-/funding-integrated) often requires 
no fewer than 3 years. This is not a hard-and-fast rule, as multiple components of a 
programme or business influence the growth rate and profitability, but rapid growth is 
both rare and often expensive—which is broadly evidenced across development and 
business sectors. There is no magic formulae of  steps a new programme or new 
business must go through to achieve sustainability - there is simply the right balance 
between skills and funding.  

• In addition to designing timelines that acknowledge how long growth can take given 
available funding, it’s also important that programmes acknowledge that practicing 
new methodologies like HCD requires at least four full cycles to achieve results 
without guidance (see Figure 1 in Annex Q for more details on the focus of these 
cycles). Therefore, it’s important that programmes have timelines that allow for this 
level of practice and guidance to achieve stated goals. 

8.3 Open Innovation Recommendations  

These recommendations are primarily for OpenIDEO and IDEO.org.  
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 Recommendation 8: Utilise Open Innovation to convene, and focus the input 
of, far-reaching communities with directly-relevant experience to the issue at 
hand. 

• Ensure programme design includes both pre-identified end user community leaders 
(with experience convening new voices) and solution-category leaders who are 
engaged formally in the programme. If these leaders have not been pre-identified, 
ensure programme design includes time and resources to research, identify, and 
engage communities that are relevant to the issue at hand.  

• Asking programme participants to devote time to engaging with communities that are 
neither category practitioners nor category users is not evidenced to be effective. 
However, the global impact community is so large that connecting relevant players, 
and creating automated mechanisms for people to self-filter or be filtered by a 
platform, points toward more targeted feedback. If filtering mechanisms can be 
tailored to reach a level of specificity that is both broader than a hand-picked network 
and deeper than a man-on-the-street approach, programme participants can benefit.  

• Generating this level of specificity requires significant resources, and these resources 
may not be viable for a programme like Amplify. If they aren’t, a more tailored 
approach to community development and community input is more effective—
meaning, DFID should evaluate programme implementers based on the quality of 
their networks and their proven abilities to research communities and grow relevant 
networks. 

 
 Recommendation 9: Incentivise engaged community participation by building-
in desired benefits, and link incentives to desired programme behaviour. Test 
different models for this throughout programme implementation. 

• Develop and share hypotheses and concepts for desired engagement as part of initial 
programme design and each inflection point throughout the programme. 

• Communities of application judges, expert reviewers, TA-providers, programme 
implementers, and programme participants/ solution-developers all need benefits to 
being engaged in a broader community. These benefits should be immediately 
evident in initial programme design, and programme features should reinforce 
benefits throughout the life of the programme. 
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9. Stakeholder engagement & 
uptake 
This section outlines the principles to engage stakeholders through communications 
tools and activities during dissemination of key lessons learned during the evaluation. The 
strategy will be implemented by DFID using the series of user-friendly tools that have 
been designed during the evaluation for use with both internal and external stakeholders. 

The communications and engagement strategy has three clear objectives for all 
stakeholders: 

1. Application of learning in current and future programming, as evidenced by the 
incorporation of best practices related to HCD, the Open IDEO platform and grant 
management  

2. Improve awareness and understanding of HCD and how it can be applied in 
development programming 

3. Provide resources to support the use of HCD and improved challenge fund / grant 
management in development programmes 

The main stakeholders can be categorised as set out in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Main stakeholders for engagement and uptake of the Amplify evaluation 

 PRIMARY 

Groups/individuals 
whose behaviour is 
the main 
determinant of the 
programme’s (or 
future progamming) 
success 

SECONDARY 

Groups/individuals whose behaviour 
and actions greatly influence the 
primary stakeholders 

TERTIARY 

Groups/individuals 
whose behaviour has 
the ability to help or 
hinder the outcomes 
and the uptake of 
the primary and 
secondary groups 

INTERNAL 

those who are or have 
been directly involved 
in the design and 
implementation of the 
AMPLIFY programme 
delivery 

DFID EPIC team 

 

 

   

CONNECTED 

those who have an 
understanding of 
AMPLIFY, and some 
direct involvement in 
its design or 
implementation 

DFID in-country 
teams in which 
AMPLIFY took place 

  

EXTERNAL 

those not directly 
involve in AMPLIFY, but 
with a view 
on/experience and 
interest in the main 
components of 
AMPLIFY, and its 

Internal DFID 
network of those 
interested in / 
working on similar 
methods 

Muva team 
(Mozambique) 

DFID programme SROs and wider 
in-country teams  

DFID Girls Education Challenge 
team 

DFID Humanitarian Innovation Fund 
team 

DFID senior 
management 

DFID procurement 

DFID Chief 
Economist Office 
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 PRIMARY 

Groups/individuals 
whose behaviour is 
the main 
determinant of the 
programme’s (or 
future progamming) 
success 

SECONDARY 

Groups/individuals whose behaviour 
and actions greatly influence the 
primary stakeholders 

TERTIARY 

Groups/individuals 
whose behaviour has 
the ability to help or 
hinder the outcomes 
and the uptake of 
the primary and 
secondary groups 

programme and policy 
relevance 

SPRINT accelerator 
team 

LearnAdapt team 

GIF team 

 

DFID GPAF team 

DFID Children, Youth  and Education 
team 

DFID Policy Profession 

DFID Social Development Cadre 

DFID Research and Evidence 
Division 

DFID Sexual and Reproductive 
Health team 

DFID Agriculture team 

External network of partners 
interested in HCD (e.g. USAID, 
BMGF, Hewlett Foundation, Gates 
Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation)  

Humanitarian Innovation Fund 

World Bank - eMBeD team 

Other donors (e.g. US development 
lab, Sida, CIDA, GIZ, EU and others) 

Overseas Development Institute 
(ODI) 

Nesta 

OPM 

Cross-Whitehall departments 
engaged with programme design in 
developing environments and 
working with similar methods (e.g. 
Cabinet Office Policy Lab, UK Open 
Innovation team (cabinet office) 
FCO, FCO CSSF, Home Office)  

Cross-Whitehall 
senior management 

Other International 
development 
partners / donors 

 

 

 

A toolkit containing the following has been developed to aid the dissemination of key 
lessons by including resources and highlights of aspects of Amplify worth repeating, 
testing and not worth repeating. The toolkit will aid DFID in implementing learning events 
with a variety of stakeholders, as well as acting as a standalone resources on DFID’s 
intranet. The toolkit is made of a series of different materials and modules for ease of use 
by different stakeholders: 

• Case studies – four in-depth case studies developed over the course of the 
evaluation; with two of the case studies also in short easy to digest format 

• Videos – these include pre-existing videos about HCD from IDEO.org; three to 
five-minute videos from the evaluation team explaining key topics (summary, key 
lessons from AMPLIFY, the OPEN IDEO platform,  HCD and challenge funds, 
recommendations stemming from the evaluation) 
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• PowerPoints – any relevant presentations featuring the findings of the evaluation 

• Final Evaluation Report – for internal stakeholders with an Executive Summary for 
use with external stakeholders 

• Sample agendas – for a variety of stakeholder engagement activities – including 
Brown Bag Seminars, Internal Share-outs and External Share-outs 

These toolkit contents have been developed to be used together or separately. The fact 
that people, particularly within DFID, often feel overstretched and too busy to engage 
with evaluation reports is the driving factor behind the development of themed modules 
which aids stakeholders to go directly to the information most relevant to their area of 
work.  

All events and platforms, such as an intranet page, will be developed and implemented by 
the DFID EPIC team. A checklist that accompanies the toolkit will be supplied to DFID to 
utilise in monitoring and evaluating the uptake of lessons learned.  

The toolkit takes into account how different stakeholder groups will and need to engage 
with the evaluation. For example, internal DFID EPIC team members will engage with the 
complete evaluation, where as DFID senior management may only be concerned about 
certain aspect such as whether HCD helps to meet unmet (or partially) met DFID policy 
areas and the value-for-money offered by an HCD approach. It is for these variations of 
engagement that the toolkit has been designed in ‘modules’ where stakeholders can 
easily access the information that is most relevant to them.  

Additionally, the engagement activities are also designed to meet the different needs of 
the stakeholders. For example, the Brown Bag Sessions, which are short due to their 
nature, offer a high-level overview of the evaluation as an introduction to the concepts 
and the key lessons learned. The Brown Bag Sessions can, if desired by DFID and 
stakeholders, be broken down into module specific events where stakeholders can 
engage with particular sections of the evaluation that are most relevant to their areas of 
work. 

Creating a toolkit that is designed with its usability in mind creates potential opportunities 
for greater uptake of lessons learned by stakeholders by enabling them to easily zone-in 
on the areas of greatest interest. Stakeholders are able to use the lessons learned 
alongside the recommendations contained in the toolkit and the evaluation as a whole 
during different programmatic phases – design, reflections during implementation for 
adaptive programme management and evaluations of similar programmes.  

Furthermore, senior management and key decision-making stakeholders are able to use 
the evaluation to better identify and refine approaches to tackle pressing development 
issues, key policy areas and value-for-money policies (such as ensuring that a robust a 
deep monitoring and evaluation framework is in place for HCD or design focused 
programmes.  

The lessons and use of the evaluation is not limited to practitioners and management: the 
lessons are valuable to procurement teams when reviewing tenders, proposals and 
documents of programmes of a similar nature. 

Table 9 identifies which audiences are likely to find which elements of the 
communications approach particularly useful and relevant. 
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Table 9: Communications approaches and target audiences 

 
PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY 

 
Internal Connected External Internal Connected External Internal Connected External 

Brown Bag 
Seminars  • •   •   • 

Internal 
Share-outs • • •      • 

External 
Share-outs     • •    

Conferences 
  •  • •  • • 

Toolkit as a 
whole • • •       

Toolkit 
modules     • •  • • 

 





 

 

http://21028-presscdn.pagely.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Innovation-by-Design-at-UNICEF_July65b25d.pdf
http://21028-presscdn.pagely.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Innovation-by-Design-at-UNICEF_July65b25d.pdf
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/10867.pdf
http://www.cgap.org/sites/default/files/CGAP_Insights_into_Action_final.pdf
http://www.ghspjournal.org/content/3/3/333
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://savi-nigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Laser_Savi_Report-online-version-final-120816pdf.pdf
http://savi-nigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Laser_Savi_Report-online-version-final-120816pdf.pdf
http://savi-nigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Laser_Savi_Report-online-version-final-120816pdf.pdf


http://best.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/8-26-2017-HCDDSystematicCharacterization_Working-Paper.pdf
http://best.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/8-26-2017-HCDDSystematicCharacterization_Working-Paper.pdf
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/designing_a_way_to_measure_the_impact_of_design
http://instiglio.org/educategirlsdib/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/EG-DIB-Design-1.pdf
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_re_emerging_art_of_funding_innovation
https://www.fastcompany.com/3045768/why-design-for-development-is-failing-on-its-promise
https://www.fastcompany.com/3045768/why-design-for-development-is-failing-on-its-promise
https://www.mercycorps.org/research/adaptive-management-case-studies
https://www.peacedirect.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/PD-Local-First-ENG-NEW-Web-Friendly-version.compressed.pdf
https://www.peacedirect.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/PD-Local-First-ENG-NEW-Web-Friendly-version.compressed.pdf
https://bsc.cid.harvard.edu/files/bsc/files/adaptive_work_cd_wp_313.pdf


 

 

 

http://www.ids.ac.uk/opinion/what-s-next-in-design-for-development
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/when_innovation_goes_wrong




 

 







 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 http://doingdevelopmentdifferently.com/ 



                                                           
2 http://www.dalbergdesign.com/approach/  
3 https://www.jakartadevelopmentnetwork.org/journal/2017/7/4/june-applying-human-centered-design-to-

development-challenges 







                                                           
4 http://diytoolkit.org/three-years-of-exploration-at-undp-asia-pacific/ 
5 http://diytoolkit.org/innovating-eurasia-an-introduction/ 
6 https://www.slideshare.net/undpeuropeandcis/mindlab-evaluation-of-undp-knowledge-and-innovationfinal-
evaluation-of-the-knowledgde-and-innovation-in-the-europe-and-cis-region-2012-2013-report-with-annexes-
included 
7 https://www.springaccelerator.org/type/participants/ 



                                                           
8 http://www.kukua.me/human-centered-design-matters/ 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203798/documents
http://21028-presscdn.pagely.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Innovation-by-Design-at-UNICEF_July65b25d.pdf
http://21028-presscdn.pagely.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Innovation-by-Design-at-UNICEF_July65b25d.pdf
https://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/resource-documents/10867.pdf
http://www.cgap.org/sites/default/files/CGAP_Insights_into_Action_final.pdf
http://www.ghspjournal.org/content/3/3/333
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://programme.christianaid.org.uk/programme-policy-practice/sites/default/files/2016-04/J5439%20Governance%20programme%20meta%20evaluation%20%20Summary%20AW2%20%282%29.pdf
http://savi-nigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Laser_Savi_Report-online-version-final-120816pdf.pdf
http://savi-nigeria.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Laser_Savi_Report-online-version-final-120816pdf.pdf
http://best.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/8-26-2017-HCDDSystematicCharacterization_Working-Paper.pdf
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https://www.mercycorps.org/research/adaptive-management-case-studies
https://www.peacedirect.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/PD-Local-First-ENG-NEW-Web-Friendly-version.compressed.pdf
https://www.peacedirect.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/PD-Local-First-ENG-NEW-Web-Friendly-version.compressed.pdf
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http://www.ids.ac.uk/opinion/what-s-next-in-design-for-development
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/when_innovation_goes_wrong


 

 

 



 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



                                                           
9 54,662 direct beneficiaries; 286,802 total beneficiaries, which includes indirect and those reached through 
Rockefeller co-funding.    



 





                                                           
10 Amplify Big Picture ppt 2015 



                                                           
11 Challenge 6 evaluation criteria requires organisations to be registered in-country; this criteria does not exist 
in previous challenges. 
12 Challenge 3 had the explicit aim of using Bootcamp to match-make although there is no evidence that this 
occurred in practice. 
13 For example, DFID’s Civil Society Challenge Fund, Global Poverty Action Fund, Humanitarian Innovation Fund. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
14 Our scaling support landscaping mirrors this, showing that entrepreneurs and those participating in 
incubators/accelerators need mentors and other TA providers to have sector, stage, or geographic market 



 

 

 

                                                           
knowledge to make meaningful contributions; this was also mirrored in the SPRING accelerator (SPRING 
Entrepreneur and Participant Landscaping, cohorts 1 & 2). 
15 Amplify Big Picture ppt 2015.  The evaluation team will explore this point further in the evaluation through 
the online survey. 





                                                           
16 This was recently discussed in a meeting between DFID and IDEO.org about M&E on 27 Nov 2017 attended 
also by the evaluation team and also previously during the October 2017, Challenge 7 Bootcamp 





 

 

 

                                                           
17 Creative Difference survey, sample assessment form. 





 

 

 

                                                           
18 Design deliverables may be physical or digital designs, service or environment designs, or organisational 
designs/capacity building interventions. 
19 Based on Challenge 7 attendance the ratio was 1.2:1 – at least 7 IDEO.org attendees and 6 organizations. 



 

 

 

                                                           
20 In Challenge 3, partner organisation funding commitment was secured prior to the launch of that Challenge, 

and grantees had the option of applying for Education in Emergencies Accelerator funding from UNHCR.  Four 

Challenge 4 organisations secured second year funding from Rockefeller. 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 









 















 
 

 

 

                                                           
21 Evaluation questions (OEQs and MEQs) in bold text will be prioritised following discussions during the inception phase between the evaluation team and DFID. 
22 See numbered assumptions in the TOC graphic (section 4.0 of Inception Report) 
23 Amplify programme components = Broad package of interventions offered by Amplify programme, with a focus on the two foundational components: Challenge fund modality including 
the open innovation platform, and use of HCD. 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
24 HCD support = design research, prototyping (including Bootcamp and in-depth design support vs remote coaching), and piloting and scaling. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
25 Open innovation component = use of an online challenge platform to generate ideas to inform the challenge brief, draw in new actors and provide feedback including from users to 
enable ideas to be developed further 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
26 Solution sustainability = by end of grant evidence of organisations meeting some or all of the following criteria: ongoing demand, credible business model and plan, secured commitment 
of stakeholders or investors for the service/product (definition to be further refined during evaluation.) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

                                                           
27 New partners = Broader ecosystem of partners, including other parts of DFID and other agencies 
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Introduction 

1. The Department for International Development’s (DFID) mission is to lead the UK’s 
work to end extreme poverty.  
 

2. There is demand for more innovative approaches to tackle some of the most 
longstanding and complex development challenges, help drive UK aid value for money 
and maximise impact. DFID recognises the need for development partners to build on 
experience to date for a more productive approach to supporting innovation for 
development in the future, being open to new design and implementation ideas, 
partners and funding models.  

 
3. Amplify is a 6-year (2013-19), £10.1 million, Accountable Grant partnership with the 

human-centred design firm IDEO.org. Amplify runs eight open innovation challenges 
and supports 4-5 grantees from each challenge with seed funding and technical 
assistance. 

 
4. Amplify’s core goal is to test new ways of distributing funding that makes small initial 

investments, provides design support to organisations to test and iterate on new 
ideas, and identifies replicable, effective solutions that respond directly to human 
needs. The programme uses a more open and flexible funding mechanism to surface 
a cohort of smaller, more agile actors with the rationale of encouraging 
experimentation in the way we create, design and fund development projects.  

 
5. The programme follows the human-centred design (HCD) approach of starting small, 

prototyping, piloting and iterating in order to design products, services and business 
models that are most suited to the intended users’ needs. It provides technical 
support and HCD training to grantees, through which it aims to encourage iteration, 
flexibility, and a strong focus on understanding, surfacing and responding to user 
needs. Its open design platform and support to enable grantees to stay in contact and 
share challenges is designed to improve information sharing and collaboration 
between individual organisations.  

 
6. It intentionally seeks smaller, often community-based, organisations which are 

normally off DFID’s radar to work with.  Given its funding mechanisms, it is currently 
often challenging for DFID to partner with smaller organisations, resulting in DFID’s 
limited ability to leverage new forms of innovative expertise including technology 
experts, smaller community-based organisations or organisations from the creative 
industries. Many smaller organisations are not only a source of new ideas and input 
into DFID programmes, but also tend to work closest to communities and grassroots, 
allowing them to have a stronger connection with and understanding of the 
beneficiaries and their needs. Amplify aims to provide seed funding and technical 
support to these organisations to support them in the development of new 
approaches to persistent development challenges.  
 

7. The programme is based upon the assumption that the use of human-centred design, 
the engagement of a more diverse set of smaller actors and a more flexible, cohort-
based model of support fuels innovation and more relevant and effective solutions 

http://www.ideo.org/programs/amplify
http://www.ideo.org/
http://www.ideo.org/


which will help DFID to achieve better results, maximise impact and achieve higher 
value for money, once these design principles have been taken to scale in DFID 
broader programming. Please refer to the theory of change in Annex C for further 
information.  

 
8. The programme is experimental, and a goal is therefore for DFID and other 

stakeholders to learn (1) about the utility and feasibility of using Human-Centred 
Design techniques to create development interventions, and (2) about the benefits of 
using a more open, flexible funding mechanism to surface a cohort of smaller, more 
agile actors and early stage ideas on a given priority topic. This cohort of smaller 
grantees learning in action is increasingly intended to complement other research and 
programming work that DFID or external partners are doing in a given area; for 
example, Amplify’s Youth Empowerment challenge in East Africa was launched with a 
view to informing DFID Kenya’s future youth programming. 

 
9. To summarise, the core elements of Amplify are: 

a. The challenges are not set in advance - the programme provides a rapid, 
flexible mechanism for surfacing ideas on an emerging, often cross-cutting 
development issue; 

b. The application process is open, collaborative, and interactive - all applicants 
can see others’ ideas and applicants are given structured opportunities to 
refine ideas in response to questions and reviews from outside experts; 

c. The programme seeks smaller, often community-based organisations to work 
with, with a few outliers to balance the portfolio; 

d. The programme provides Human-Centred Design support and an adaptive 
approach to funding, to help organisations be flexible and iterative in 
developing new solutions, and to uncover and clarify the user needs to which 
they are responding; 

e. The programme supports organisations to develop a clear proof of concept, 
and then facilitates pathways for solutions to scale and/or spread; 

f. The programme provides support to organisations, especially local actors, who 
want to experiment or prototype, but would not otherwise receive the funding 
and technical support to do this. This may be an entirely new way to look at a 
problem, or it may be about making  small adjustments to an existing 
approach; 

g. The programme is flexible, experimental, and focused on learning as well as 
impact.  

 
10. Stage of implementation: As of beginning of 2017, the Amplify programme is in its 3rd 

year of implementation, currently running its 6th challenge. By the time the evaluation 
partners are expected to begin their work, Ideo.org will be in the process of 
implementing Challenge 7. The programme’s final challenge will be launched in 
autumn 2017. While some of the challenges will have been completed by the time the 
evaluation starts, others will still be in the process of receiving design support by 
ideo.org. For Challenge 8, the evaluators will have the opportunity to understand the 
challenge throughout the whole lifetime of the challenge.  

 



11. These Terms of Reference (ToRs) set out DFID’s requirements for a supplier 
(“evaluation partner”) to implement an independent evaluation of the Amplify 
programme. The ToRs should be read in conjunction with Amplify’s Business Case28 
(Annex A), the logframe (Annex B) and the revised theory of change (Annex C). 
 

i. Objectives and purpose of the evaluation  

12. Owing to the (i) weak evidence base around the use of Human-Centred Design to 
create development interventions which have the potential for long-term sustainable 
impact, and the (ii) experimental nature of the Amplify programme, it is critical to 
learn from both success and failure and to develop evidence on the approaches used 
and distinct elements of the Amplify programme. This body of evidence will enable 
DFID and its development partners to better understand the value of more flexible 
and agile, design-centred approaches to developing programmes and whether these 
are more effective at meeting beneficiary needs.  
 

13. The overall purpose of this evaluation is to understand which components of the 
Amplify programme have the potential to achieve better and more relevant solutions 
that deliver greater depth and breadth of impact for people living in poverty. The 
evaluation’s focus will be on assessing the effectiveness and impact of the Human-
Centred Design approach to achieve improved outcomes for the end-users and higher 
value for money for DFID in the long-run once this approach has been taken to scale.  

 
14. Given the absence of baseline and control group data, an impact evaluation that 

employs experimental or quasi-experimental methods will not be possible. Instead, it 
is likely that a ‘performance evaluation’ that looks at the contribution of the 
programme and its design to more relevant and effective solutions to tackle 
longstanding development challenges.  

 
15. The evaluation partner will be responsible for refining the proposed evaluation 

questions and proposing and implementing the most suitable approach and 
methodologies to respond to them. More details, including a summary of the 
expected evaluation components are outlined below.  
 

ii. Evaluation questions  

 
1. Solution stage (cf. output 2 in theory of change) 
➢ DAC criteria: Relevance; effectiveness; impact  

- Objective: To assess if Amplify has led to more relevant and effective solutions which 
tackle long-standing development challenges in a more effective way.  

- Evaluation question:  
o Have the solutions Amplify has funded been successful in tackling 

development problems in a more relevant and effective way?  

                                                           
28 While the Business Case continues to be a core document, there have been substantial amendments to the 

strategic directions of the programme, including the theory of change. The information given in this ToR and the 

updated theory of change reflect these changes.   



- Methods: Given the limited availability of baseline data and the absence of a control 
group, this stage will have to rely heavily on the qualitative and logical assessment of 
the evaluators, informed by interviews with core programme partners and 
beneficiaries and an independent analysis of ideo.org’s monitoring data. The 
evaluation partner is urged to think creatively to come up with a sound 
methodological response to this question. 

- Evaluators’ expected expertise: Qualitative and quantitative evaluation expertise.  
 

2. Grantee stage (output 1 and 3) 
➢ DAC criteria: Effectiveness; sustainability  

- Objective 1: To assess the delivery and usefulness of different components of the 
Amplify programme, in particular to assess the effectiveness and impact of using a 
Human-Centred Design approach to support grantees in reaching more relevant and 
effective development solutions. To learn lessons and understand if/ how Amplify’s 
Human-Centred Design approach supports grantees to achieve their objectives and 
implement better solutions. It will assess what is happening differently and why within 
the grantees’ operations and performance as a result of Amplify’s support. The aim is 
to assess how grantees have adapted as a result of the HCD support; how this has 
helped or hindered them in reaching beneficiaries; and if Amplify has helped them to 
create more viable and effective models and ways of working overall, enabling to 
secure further funding and growth, and deliver services and products which benefit 
their end-users.  

- Evaluation questions: 
o How did HCD+29 support the development of effective and relevant solutions 

(if it did)?  
▪ To what extent and how do grantees absorb and apply HCD training to 

develop models which meet end-users’ needs? 
▪ Which components of HCD+ support were most effective?  
▪ What have been the effects of grantees’ application of HCD methods 

to design development solutions?  
- Objective 2: To understand the sustainability of the HCD approach on grantees 

capacity to realise their ideas  
- Evaluation questions: 

o Do grantees continue to follow a HCD approach to their work beyond the end 
of the programme?  

o Were grantees more successful in leveraging additional outside funding as a 
consequence of the support they received through the Amplify programme?  

o Do grantees report raised profile and greater capacities to realise their ideas?  
- Methods: While some of the answers to the evaluation questions above have been 

collected by ideo.org as part of the programme monitoring work, the evaluation 

                                                           
29 HCD+ refers to the three processes in the theory of change in Annex x. (1) supporting organisations to 

experiment, change ideas in the course of the grant, prototype rapidly and build on user feedback; (2) providing 

flexible funding, accelerator support, expressly giving grantees space to learn and experiment, light touch 

mentorship, building a collaborative cohort around challenges and being flexible about timelines; (3) surfacing 

early-stage ideas and working with smaller organisations/ local chapters of larger organisations off DFID’s radar  

 



partners are expected to externally verify these findings through assessment of the 
monitoring data and additional interviews with grantees and other relevant 
programme partners.  The evaluation partner should be able to tease out information 
about any changes in the working of grantees post Amplify support through insightful 
questions. Also, the partner should be able to purposively sample grantees such that 
evaluation questions under Objective 2 are holistically answered. The evaluation 
partner is urged to think creatively to come up with a sound methodological response 
to this question. 

- Required expertise: Qualitative and evaluation expertise; understanding of HCD for 
development programming; capability to track grantees’ (post-Amplify) trajectories 
through research techniques  

 
3. Counterfactual 
➢ DAC criteria:  Impact 

- Objective: To discuss the outcomes of the programmes if HCD support had not been 
given.  

- Evaluation questions: 
o Would the Amplify programme have led to equally positive results on grantees 

and beneficiaries in the absence of HCD support?  
- Methods: Given the limited availability of baseline data and the absence of a control 

group, the assessment of this question will have to rely on qualitative interviews with 
key stakeholders and logical assessment of the evaluator. The evaluation partner is 
urged to think creatively to come up with a sound methodological response to this 
question. 

- Required expertise: Qualitative and evaluation expertise; understanding of human 
centred design for development programming; knowledge of specific DFID 
programmes and ways of working; knowledge of wider international development 
approaches to issues tackled by Amplify.  

 
4. Uptake and scaling potential 
➢ DAC criteria: Sustainability; Efficiency  

- Objective: It is recognised that the costs of setting up and running this programme 
may mean that in its initial phase, Amplify may be less cost effective in reaching the 
same amount of beneficiaries than other DFID programmes. Yet, the value of this 
programme is to experiment and enhance DFID’s understanding of the potential of 
new methods -  human-centred design and more flexible, agile funding mechanisms -  
for broader DFID programming.  
Hence, in assessing the impact and value for money of this programme approach, it 
will be crucial to consider the potential long-term benefit of Amplify to inform and 
make other DFID programming at scale more efficient in the future. Here, the 
evaluator is requested to provide suggestion of cost-effective application of HCD in 
DFID programme design. 
While it is recognised that the rigid evaluation of this question will be beyond the 
scope of this evaluation, the evaluation partners are expected to work with the DFID 
programme manager to offer some comment and input to inform DFID of the 
potential to take forward Amplify’s techniques and approaches in broader DFID 
programming.  



- Questions: 
o Which elements of Amplify could DFID could take forward into other DFID 

programming? 
o What is the potential for the HCD+ approach to be cost-effective at scale? How 

can DFID achieve high impact and VfM by bringing the HCD approach to scale? 
o Methods: Analysis of Amplify approach, DFID programmes and interviews with 

DFID staff  
- Required expertise: Knowledge of DFID’s programmes and way of working; 

understanding of HCD for development programming 
 

16. Unintended negative consequences: The evaluation partner is expected to also 
consider and analyse potential negative consequences of the programme which were 
not intended.  

 
17. The evaluation partner is NOT expected to provide evaluations of individual 

challenges.   
 

iii. The recipient  

18. The recipient of the evaluation is DFID. While the primary audience for this evaluation 
will be DFID, evaluation documents and findings will be published and shared more 
widely in order to be made available to a broader public audience. 

 
19. DFID will have unlimited access to the material produced by the supplier as expressed 

in DFID’s general conditions of contract.  
 

iv. Methodology  

20. The Amplify programme focuses on the use of Human-Centred Design in international 
development. It also, more broadly, experiments with flexible, iterative and adaptive 
approaches to making grants and supporting grantees within the programme, and in 
the implementation of the programme itself. In giving grantees at least a three-month 
period to focus on learning and prototyping entirely, and the flexibility to pivot their 
intervention substantially over the course of the grant based on user feedback, the 
programme draws on Human-Centred Design methodology, but also fits in loosely 
with the Problem-Driven Iterative Adaptation school of thought. DFID is interested in 
how HCD and adaptive approaches can be integrated into broader programming, 
when they are appropriate, and what evidence can be said to exist for their utility and 
impact. As such, this evaluation should be informed by some reference to this broader 
thinking about adaptive approaches in international development. Some references 
are below, and a paper specifically on evaluating innovation which may be of use when 
considering how to approach this evaluation is included.  

 
21. Finding the right methodology for measuring innovative approaches is challenging as 

innovation often follows a long and circuitous path. Approaches might only develop 
its full impact and value over the years once they are brought to scale. The evaluation 
of the Amplify programme should be informed by a developmental evaluation 
approach, including more flexible and adaptable methodologies, which are more open 
and agile instead of more traditional approaches which are focused on academic rigor. 



An explanation of Michael Quinn Patton’s idea of developmental evaluation can be 
found in Annex D.  
 

22. As referenced in this document, we expect evaluators to be creative with 
methodology, to consider contribution analysis alongside a range of other methods.  

 
23. References 
- Alice Obrecht and Alexandra T. Warner (2016) : Summary - More than just luck: 

Innovation in humanitarian action, ALNAP Study, London: ALNAP/ODI 
- Burt Perrin (2002): How to – and How Not to – Evaluate Innovation, Sage Publication, 

London  
- Christian Seelos and Johanna Mair: When Innovation Goes Wrong; Stanford Social 

Innovation Review. 
- Duncan Green on Adaptive Management (grey literature) 

http://oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/how-are-dfid-ngos-and-others-shifting-to-adaptive-
development/ 

- Lant Pritchett et al (2016):  Doing Iterative and Adaptive Work 
http://bsc.cid.harvard.edu/publications/doing-iterative-and-adaptive-work  

- Lant Pritchett et al (2012): Escaping Capability Traps through PDIA 
http://www.cgdev.org/publication/escaping-capability-traps-through-problem-
driven-iterative-adaptation-pdia-working-paper  

- [Written by IDEO.org] Tim Brown and Jocelyn Wyatt [2010]: Design Thinking for 
Social Innovation 
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/design_thinking_for_social_innovation 

- Stanford Social Innovation Review: The Re-Emerging Art of Funding Innovation 
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_re_emerging_art_of_funding_innovation 

 
24. As part of their bid, evaluation partners are requested to submit a statement (not 

exceeding 500 words) detailing the approach they will take in evaluating Amplify, 
including the philosophy and values that will shape this approach, and how these 
would help capture the nuance of the Amplify approach.  
 

v. Data collection and analysis  

25. The evaluation partners will receive access to all available monitoring data which 
ideo.org has collected during the course of the programme (please see below for 
further details). Ideo.org’s monitoring process includes data from:   

(1) The selection process 
● OpenIDEO submission - On the online platform, contributors submitted initial 

pitches, user experience maps, and other materials to thoroughly describe 
their idea and process. 

● OpenIDEO surveys - Each contributor was asked to participate in an entrance 
and exit survey as part of the OpenIDEO process, where information was 
gathered about their idea, organization, knowledge of HCD, engagement with 
the challenge platform, and any feedback for future challenges. 

● Due diligence collection - Amplify gathered information from the top eight 
contributors, which included organizational details, audited financial 

http://oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/how-are-dfid-ngos-and-others-shifting-to-adaptive-development/
http://oxfamblogs.org/fp2p/how-are-dfid-ngos-and-others-shifting-to-adaptive-development/
http://bsc.cid.harvard.edu/publications/doing-iterative-and-adaptive-work
http://www.cgdev.org/publication/escaping-capability-traps-through-problem-driven-iterative-adaptation-pdia-working-paper
http://www.cgdev.org/publication/escaping-capability-traps-through-problem-driven-iterative-adaptation-pdia-working-paper
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/design_thinking_for_social_innovation
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/the_re_emerging_art_of_funding_innovation


documents, articles of incorporation, written recommendations from former 
collaborating partners, as well as a Skype call with the Amplify team. 

(2) The support period 
● Bootcamp Prototyping Plan (one-time, post-bootcamp) - This document 

outlines how the winners will utilize their prototyping funds over the three-
month prototyping period. 

● Lessons Learned (one time, upon completion of 3-month prototyping phase) - 
This document reflects on the previous three months of prototyping and draws 
out lessons that will inform the winners’ workplans moving forward. 

● Workplan and Budget (one time, upon completion of 3-month prototyping 
phase) - These documents detail the activities that winners intend to 
implement during their 12-month pilot phase and the corresponding budget 
figures. 

● Grantee Survey, based on logframe (quarterly) - Grantees will complete an 
online survey monthly to collect data on indicators mapped to the logframe in 
an effort to track impact and organizational growth throughout the project 
period. 

● Reports per grantee (quarterly) - Grantees submit written documents 
quarterly to provide an update on their pilot progress, successes and 
challenges, and support needs throughout the project period. 

● Skype check-ins with each grantee to collect stories (monthly on average) - 
Typically, an Amplify designer and core team member will hold monthly calls 
with each grantee to gather stories and updates, and provide support and 
stewardship for the pilot process. 
 

26. State of existing data - existing data which the evaluations partners are requested to 
review include annual reviews and raw data in google spreadsheets and CSV files. This 
data is not disaggregated.  
 

27. The evaluation partners are expected to review all logframe and monitoring data and 
to collate, surface and analyse existing data which is relevant to this evaluation. While 
a large part of primary data, especially at the beneficiary stage, will have been 
collected by ideo.org, the evaluation partners are expected to conduct structured 
interviews with key stakeholders, including DFID, IDEO.org, in addition to further 
interviews with grantees and beneficiaries (see below for further details). Where 
possible, the evaluator is expected to disaggregate data, by gender and other relevant 
characteristics.  

 

vi. Scope 

28. The scope of the evaluation will cover all eight innovation challenges that are included 
in the scope of the Open Innovation for Development programme and all solutions 
which receive support from DFID as a result of that challenge process.  

 
29. The evaluation work will be divided into the following components:  

● Evaluation design/ inception phase in FY 2017/18 
● Report on progress to date in FY 2017/18 
● Case Study phase in FY 2017/18 and 2018/19 



● Final Report in FY 2018/19.  
 

Evaluation Design/ Inception Phase (2 months) 
● The evaluation design phase will further develop the evaluation proposals for the 

evaluation that bidders are expected to submit in response to this request for 
proposals. 

● The evaluation partner’s activities, in consultation with DFID and other 
stakeholders, during the evaluation design phase will include: 
o An evaluation communications plan  
o Identification of programme monitoring data available and additional data 

required to meet evaluation needs and timings for this  
o Suggestions for ways to review the effectiveness of human-centred design and 

creative ways to measure this 
o Suggestions for how to quantify existing data and how to work with qualitative 

reports and other data from current programme 
o Discussion of the relative responsibilities for data collection primarily for 

monitoring purposes (by ideo.org) and primarily for evaluation purposes (by 
the evaluation partners) and their coherence in an overall programme M&E 
approach 

o Recommendations regarding the overall data collection system and how data 
can be used to draw conclusions about potential future phase of the 
programme 

o Plan for the on-going monitoring and evaluation support to be provided during 
the evaluation work 

o Review of the evidence base for Human-Centred Design in international 
development 

o Revision of the current and future programmes’ theory of change and/or 
logframe in order to more clearly state the assumptions underlying the 
programme’s logic, data required and sources of data, and the key contextual 
factors required for programme effectiveness.  

o Bidders are expected to provide a clear initial evaluation design as part of their 
proposal submissions that states the evaluation methods, questions, 
indicators, data gathering activities, data sources, outputs and outcomes that 
they expect to use as part of their evaluation work. The evaluation partner is 
responsible for the proposition of the final evaluation questions which will then 
be jointly determined during the evaluation design phase, but are expected to 
broadly follow the evaluation questions above. 
- Bidders must also specify the analytical methods and techniques that they 

intend to use to interpret the data gathered and how they will be applied 
in practice. The design must be methodologically rigorous and credible, 
acknowledging that the evaluation partners will be working with 
qualitative data and small, flexible projects and the inherent constraints in 
this. 

- A simple concise, clear outline of what the evaluator plans to do and when. 
o If required, the evaluation partner will provide support to the DFID Programme 

Manager to revise the ongoing monitoring work on the programme. 



o Deliver two or more workshops with IDEO.org and DFID to scope out 
evaluation 

o Where feasible, the evaluation partner should provide costed options for 
including disaggregation of impact (at least by gender, disability, age and 
income level) in their collection of new primary data. Otherwise, the evaluation 
partner should explain the reasons why disaggregating by these characteristics 
might not be feasible.  

● Upon successful completion of the evaluation design phase and subject to the 
agreement of the DFID programme manager and the evaluation partner, the 
evaluation partners will be appointed to begin the evaluation.   

● As part of the evaluation design phase, the evaluation partners are expected to 
carry out a literature review. This is not expected to be systematic, but to cover 
the major papers only.   

 
Report on progress to date (2 months) 
● A rapid survey of Amplify’s progress, grantees to date, lessons-learnt and whether 

it is possible/how far the programme has addressed the key evaluation questions, 
reflections on the evaluation design and changes (if any) proposed to the design. 

 
Case Study phase (9 months) 
● Four case studies of grantees – addressing questions highlighted in the ‘grantee 

stage’ evaluation section. One draft case study will be requested to give DFID the 
opportunity to review and provide feedback before the drafting of the remaining 
case studies. Case studies are expected to be generated in a range of different 
countries and regions, to be decided in consultation with the DFID programme 
manager.  

● We expect the evaluation partners to conduct structured interviews, by skype if 
necessary, with key stakeholders, including DFID, IDEO.org, grantees and 
beneficiaries; to travel to at least two grantee sites; and to compile a collection 
and analysis of additional data required to quantify measures of grantee 
improvement and impact where possible.  

● The budget is fixed, but there is scope to review costings of activities, especially 
travel.  

 
Final Report 
● The scope and design of the final report will be defined in the evaluation design 

report. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the exact nature, location and 
beneficiaries of the challenge processes, the supplier will be required to respond 
flexibly to any changes in the way that the programme is implemented. 

● Summary of programme addressing key evaluation questions, including 
interviews with partners (e.g. Rockefeller Foundation), structured interviews with 
DFID, IDEO.org and grantees, review of all logframe and monitoring data. It should 
also evaluate potential to take forward Amplify techniques and approaches in 
broader DFID programming 

 
30. The evaluation design should recognise the challenge posed by the gradual 

implementation of the programme and the fact that initiatives will have reached 



varying stages of maturity at the final evaluation date. Bidders should describe how 
they propose to evaluate the impact of mature solutions and to identify the trajectory 
of change for others. Furthermore, bidders are invited to describe any subsequent 
evaluation interventions after the Final Evaluation that they would recommend if they 
feel that these would be a valuable addition to the evaluation activities described in 
this ToRs. These additional interventions are not included in the scope of this ToRs and 
should not be included in any cost proposals.   
 

31. In assessing the programme’s relevance and effectiveness for delivering the expected 
results, the evaluation partners are expected to consider that the nature of this 
programme approach might mean that the full benefits of the model may only accrue 
after the end of the grant or once the model is rolled out in a greater scale.  
 

32. The scope of work described above poses the intrinsic challenge to plan flexibly to 
evaluate a programme which will define the details of each supported intervention 
during its pilot phase and beyond. It is not possible to identify the exact number of 
remaining interventions which the programme will fund and their exact geographic 
location. DFID acknowledges that this could have significant cost implications in terms 
of the number of programme locations and their accessibility. Bidders are encouraged 
to take these challenges into account and plan accordingly in a flexible way.  
 

33. The contract will contain a break clause after the evaluation design phase at which 
point DFID will decide if to proceed to implementation with the supplier. After the 
mid-term evaluation, there will be a further break clause in the contract to reflect on 
the programme and review the supplier’s performance to date. At this point, the 
supplier will be requested to submit a revised work plan and more detailed costing for 
the final evaluation. DFID will also reserve the right not to appoint the evaluation 
partner beyond the design phase in the event that agreement cannot be reached over 
evaluation activities, resources, timeline and budget.  
 

34. DFID will reserve the right to extend the contract with the supplier in the event that 
the programme is extended beyond the current period.  

 
Relationship between the evaluation partners, DFID and IDEO.org 

35. Close collaboration will be required between the evaluation partner and the DFID 
programme manager, particularly during the evaluation design phase.  
 

36. IDEO.org is responsible for managing the programme and monitoring progress against 
the agreed logframe. In order to clarify the respective responsibilities of IDEO.org and 
the evaluation partner, the following are noted here: 
o Monitoring data collection, analysis and reporting: IDEO.org is responsible for the 

collection, analysis and reporting of monitoring data that is relevant to the 
logframe, and relevant to reports DFID has requested over the course of the 
programme.  Grantees of the programme are expected to respond to surveys and 
provide data required for programme monitoring.  

 



o Primary evaluation data collection: The evaluation partner is responsible for 
defining and collecting additional primary data required for evaluation purposes. 
They are also expected to provide support to IDEO.org to collate and surface 
existing data for purposes of the evaluation.  

 
37. It is recognised that the experimental nature of the programme will require close 

collaboration between the evaluation partner and IDEO.org to ensure that the 
evaluation design reflects the direction of the programme. The evaluation partner will 
have the opportunity to influence the design of the remaining course of the 
programme through its engagement with IDEO.org and DFID. If appropriate, this may 
allow evaluation considerations to be reflected in the design of the programme. 
 

  



vii. Outputs   

 

FY 2016/17 2017/18 2017/18 
2017/18 - 
2018/19 2018/19 

Month  
January - July 
17 (6 months) 

July 17 - August 
17 (2 months) 

September - 
December 17 
(3 months) 

January  - May 18  

(5 months) 
June 18 - July 
18 (2 months) 

Month of 
contract 0  1-2 3-5 6-14 15- 16 

Activity  
Procurement 
phase  

Evaluation 
design phase   

Report on 
progress to-
date Case studies Final report  

Amplify 
Programme 
Updates 
(tentative) 

Launch of 
Challenge 7 
(around 
February 17); 
Bootcamp 
Challenge 6 
(around March 
17)  

Launch of 
Challenge 8 
(around 
October 17); 

Bootcamp 
Challenge 7 
around 
September 17 

Bootcamp 
Challenge 8 
(around March 
18) 

Programme 
end (around 
mid-2018) 

 
38. The evaluation partners are expected to deliver the following outputs, with provisional 

deadlines: 
 
Evaluation Design Phase  
● The evaluation design work is expected to begin immediately upon signature of 

the evaluation contract.  
● Draft Evaluation Design Report - due by the end of month 1 of the contract The 

report should set out: 
o The finalised evaluation design and methods  
o Elaboration and suggested amendments of the Theory of Change and 

discussion of implications for the evaluation design 
o Review the evaluation questions and proposals for how they might be 

amended or their range expanded. Where relevant, evaluation questions 
should be accompanied by explanatory comments, judgement criteria, 
quantitative and qualitative indicators, methodological approach to data 
collection and analysis.  

o A communication and dissemination strategy, reflecting DFID’s Open Access 
Policy, and specifying the target audiences 

o A review of the main risks and challenges for the evaluation and how these will 
be managed 

o Proposal on collection of data, and collation of existing data to support 
answering evaluation questions 

o Discussion of how to ensure that the design and application of methods will be 
ethically sound and which relevant ethical standards will be applied 



o Discussion on what methods will be used to check quality of the data collected 
o Assessment of the probable quality and credibility of the identified datasets 

and sources and implications for primary data collection 
o Review and validation of the existing monitoring data to maximise the extent 

that it can be used for evaluation purposes 
o A detailed work plan is provided that breaks down activities and outputs to 

ensure effective delivery on time and within budget. 
 

DFID will provide comments on the draft. The evaluation will conduct workshops with 
the DFID and IDEO.org teams to refine the evaluation plan (as detailed above). The 
evaluation partner will submit a revised design report for the mid-term and final 
evaluations by the end of month 2 of the contract.  
 
Report on progress to date  
● Draft report on progress to date by the end of month 3 of the contract  
● Presentation to the DFID programme team, comprised mainly of DFID evaluation 

advisers and specialists, by month 4 of the contract 
● DFID will provide comments on the draft. Final report on progress to date by the 

end of month 5 of the contract.  
 
Case Study phase  
● Draft case studies by the end of month 12 of the contract  
● Presentation of the draft to the DFID programme team, by month 13 of the 

contract.  
● DFID will provide comments on the draft. Final report on progress to date by the 

end of month 14 of the contract.  
 
Final Report  
● Draft final report by month 15 of the contract 
● Presentation of draft findings conclusions and recommendations to a meeting of 

Steering Committee, by month 15 of the contract 
● Final Report by month 16 of the contract 

o The draft and final report should cover the 
agreed evaluation questions, accompanied by explanatory comments, 
judgement criteria, quantitative and qualitative indicators, methodological 
approach to data collection and analysis.  
 

39. All data and metadata are owned by DFID, and bidders should ensure in the initial 
design, and methods that all data is rigorously documented. 

 
Design Principles  
● Concise – all reports in this evaluation contract are to be clear, simple and short. 

We have a strong commitment against jargon and lengthy reports for their own 
sake.  
 



● Work closely with all stakeholders – we expect the evaluator to proactively reach 
out to key stakeholders for interviews, to check information and to fill in any 
knowledge gaps about the programme in the first instance. 
 

● Flexible - this is an experimental programme which has gone through some 
strategic changes over time and we expect the evaluator to be adaptable and 
ready to deal with this.  

 

viii. Extension  

The timeframe of this contract will be from 2017 – 2019. No extension is anticipated, but 
there may be an option to extend for 12 months.  

 

ix. Reporting  

40. Luisa Ernst will act as the DFID Programme Manager and the overall coordinator of 
the work. The evaluation partners will report to the DFID Programme Manager. DFID 
will manage the day to day interactions with the evaluation partners.  
 

41. The DFID programme manager will be advised by a steering committee comprised 
mainly of evaluation advisers and specialists.  

 

x. Skills and qualifications 

42. It is essential that the evaluation suppliers combine expertise in:  
● Strong understanding of Human-Centred Design and its use in international 

development  
● Strong understanding of various quantitative and qualitative evaluation 

methodologies 
● Experience of undertaking evaluation/ impact assessment projects in developing 

countries, using mixed methods approaches that meet recognised standards for 
credibility and rigour  

● Experience in combining qualitative and quantitative analysis to conduct case-
study based evaluations.  

● Familiarity with DFID systems and aid processes 
● Familiarity with approaches to addressing issues in international development  
● Ability to integrate creative approaches to traditional qualitative and 

quantitative research methods to evaluate an innovative program 
● Desirable: Experience of evaluating challenge fund programmes  

 
43. If required, we strongly encourage organisations to form consortiums to obtain the 

appropriate skill mix.  
 

xi. Logistics and procedures 

44. The evaluation partners will be responsible for all logistic arrangements for 
themselves and members of the evaluation team. DFID will facilitate convening of 
meetings and site visits where necessary. All relevant expenses should be covered by 
the evaluation contract budget. 
 



xii. Budget 

45. A maximum budget of up to £250,000, including any taxes, for the evaluation has been 
set and bidders are invited to demonstrate what they could deliver within the 
allocated budget while maintaining excellent value for money and delivering high 
quality work. Submissions to deliver these services should set out separate indicative 
budgets for each of the four main activities outlined above (evaluation design phase, 
report on progress to date, case studies and final report), recognising that 
uncertainties around the nature of this work might mean that they will have to be 
adjusted over the time of the evaluation. 
 

46. It is expected that fee rates will be fixed for the duration of the programme contract. 
 

47. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) will be agreed between DFID and the evaluation 
partners before formal contracting. At bidding stage, bidders are encouraged to make 
provisions in their commercial tenders to ensure that at least part of their fees are 
linked and subject to performance.   
 

xiii. Duty of care 

48. The Supplier is responsible for the safety and well-being of their Personnel and Third 
Parties affected by their activities under this contract, including appropriate security 
arrangements. They will also be responsible for the provision of suitable security 
arrangements for their domestic and business property. 
 

49. The Supplier is responsible for ensuring appropriate safety and security briefings for 
all of their Personnel working under this contract and ensuring that their Personnel 
register and receive briefing as outlined above. Travel advice is also available on the 
FCO website and the Supplier must ensure they (and their Personnel) are up to date 
with the latest position. 
 

50. This procurement may require the supplier to operate in a seismically active zone and 
is considered at high risk of earthquakes. Minor tremors are not uncommon. 
Earthquakes are impossible to predict and can result in major devastation and loss of 
life. There are several websites focusing on earthquakes, including 
http://geology.about.com/library/bl/maps/blworldindex.htm. The Supplier should be 
comfortable working in such an environment and should be capable of deploying to 
any areas required within the region in order to deliver the Contract (subject to travel 
clearance being granted). 
 

51. This procurement may require the Supplier to operate in conflict-affected areas and 
parts of it are highly insecure. Travel to many zones within the region will be subject 
to travel clearance from the UK government in advance. The security situation is 
volatile and subject to change at short notice. The Supplier should be comfortable 
working in such an environment and should be capable of deploying to any area 
required within the region in order to deliver the Contract (subject to travel clearance 
being granted). 
 



52. The supplier is responsible for ensuring that appropriate arrangements, processes and 
procedures are in place for their personnel, taking into account the environment they 
will be working in and the level of risk involved in delivery of the Contract (such as 
working in seismically active, dangerous, fragile and conflict-affected environments). 
The Supplier should ensure their personnel receive the required level of training and, 
if appropriate, complete a UK government approved hostile environment training 
course (SAFE)[1] safety in the field training prior to deployment. 
 

53. As the countries/areas of work involved in this intervention are currently 
undetermined, DFID is not in a position to be able to provide a Duty of Care 
assessment at this point.  On this basis, DFID assumes that this programme will be 
rated as ‘Medium/High’ risk. Therefore, as part of their PQQ response, bidders will be 
asked to submit a ‘generic’ response to provide assurance to DFID that they can 
manage DoC responsibilities in even the most challenging of environments. 
 

54. During the programme, it is DFID’s expectation that any contracted supplier will 
provide a full Duty of Care assessment for each potential country/area of work where 
in-country ground work is expected to be necessary. If the programme activities take 
place in medium or high risk locations, DFID will share available information with the 
Supplier on security status and developments in-country where appropriate.  
 

55. Tenderers must develop their PQQ Response and ITT response (if invited to Tender) 
on the basis of being fully responsible for Duty of Care in line with the details provided 
above and should confirm that: 

a. They fully accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care. 
b. They understand the potential risks and have the knowledge and experience 

to develop an effective risk plan 
c. They have the capability to manage their Duty of Care responsibilities 

throughout the life of the contract. 
 

56. If bidders are unwilling or unable to accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care 
as detailed above, or if DFID deems the arrangements proposed by bidders to be 
materially insufficient, the PQQ will be viewed as non-compliant and excluded from 
further evaluation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



57. Duty of care risk matrix 
 

 1 
Very Low Risk 

2 
Low Risk 

3 
Medium Risk 

4 
High Risk 

5 
Very High Risk 

Low Medium High Risk 

 

Country City 
Overall 
Security 

Violent 
Crime 

Civil 
Disorder 

Terrorism Espionage 

Afghanistan 
 

Kabul 
(Capital) 

5 4 4 5 - 

Bangladesh 
 

Dhaka  
(Capital) 

3 3 3 4 - 

Botswana 
 

Gaborone  
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

Burkina Faso 
 

Ouagadougou 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 4 - 

Burundi  
 

Bujumbura 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 4 - 

Cambodia 
 

Phnom Penh 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

Cameroon 
Yaoundé  
(Capital) 

3 3 3 3 - 

Central African 
Republic 

Bangui 
(Capital) 

4 5 5 3 - 

Chad 
 

N'Djamena 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 4 - 

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo 

Kinshasa 
(Capital) 

4 5 5 2 - 

Cote d'Ivoire 
 

Abidjan 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

Djibouti 
 

Djibouti City 
(Capital) 

3 2 2 3 - 

Equatorial 
Guinea  

Malabo 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 1 - 

Eritrea 
 

Asmara 
(Capital) 

2 1 1 2 - 

Ethiopia 
 

Addis Ababa  
(Capital) 

3 2 2 3 - 

Gabon 
 

Libreville 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 1 - 

Gambia 
 

Banjul  
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

Ghana 
 

Accra 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 



Iraq 
 

Baghdad  
(Capital) 

5 5 4 5 - 

Jordan 
 

Amman  
(Capital) 

4 2 2 4 - 

Kenya 
 

Nairobi 
(Capital) 

4 5 5 4 - 

Kyrgyzstan 
 

Bishkek  
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

Laos 
 

Vientiane  
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

Lebanon 
 

Beirut  
(Capital) 

4 3 3 4 - 

Lesotho 
 

Maseru 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 1 - 

Liberia  
 

Monrovia 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 1 - 

Libya 
 

Tripoli 
(Capital) 

4 3 3 4 - 

Madagascar 
 

Antananarivo 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

Maldives  
 

Malé 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 1 - 

Mauritius  
 

Port Louis 
(Capital) 

2 1 1 2 - 

Mozambique 
 

Maputo 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

Namibia 
 

Windhoek 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 1 - 

Nigeria 
 

Abuja 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 4 - 

Pakistan 
 

Islamabad  
(Capital) 

5 4 3 5 
Specific 
security 
concern 

Rwanda  
 

Kigali 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

Senegal 
 

Dakar 
(Capital) 

3 2 2 3 - 

Seychelles  
 

Victoria 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

Sierra Leone 
 

Freetown 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 2 - 

South Africa 
 

Cape Town 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 2 - 

South Sudan 
 

Juba 
(Capital) 

4 5 5 3 - 

Sri Lanka Colombo 3 3 2 3 - 



 (Capital) 

Sudan  
 

Khartoum 
(Capital) 

4 3 3 4 - 

Swaziland 
 

Lobamba 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 1 - 

Tajikistan 
 

Dushanbe 
(Capital) 

3 2 2 3 
Specific 
security 
concern 

Tanzania 
 

Dar es Salaam 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 3 - 

Thailand 
 

Bangkok 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 3 - 

Togo 
 

Lomé 
(Capital) 

4 4 4 1 - 

Turkey 
 

Ankara 
(Capital) 

4 2 2 4 - 

United Arab 
Emirates 

Dubai  
(Capital) 

3 1 1 3 - 

Uganda 
 

Kampala 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 3 - 

United States of 
America 

Washington DC 
(Capital) 

2 2 2 2 - 

West Bank and 
Gaza Jerusalem 4 3 3 4 

Specific 
security 
concern 

Gaza City  
(Capital) 

4 3 4 4 - 

Yemen 
 

Sana’a 
(Capital) 

5 3 3 5 - 

Zambia 
 

Lusaka 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 1 - 

Zimbabwe 
 

Harare 
(Capital) 

3 3 3 1 - 

 

  



xiv. Branding  

58. UK Aid Branding Partners that receive funding from DFID must use the UK aid logo on 
their development and humanitarian programmes to be transparent and 
acknowledge that they are funded by UK taxpayers. Partners should also acknowledge 
funding from the UK government in broader communications but no publicity is to be 
given to this Contract without the prior written consent of DFID. 

 

xv. Transparency 

59. DFID requires suppliers receiving and managing funds, to release open data on how 
this money is spent, in a common, standard, re-usable format and to require this level 
of information from immediate subcontractors, sub-agencies and partners. It is a 
contractual requirement for all suppliers to comply with this, and to ensure they have 
the appropriate tools to enable routine financial reporting, publishing of accurate data 
and providing evidence of this DFID. Further information is available from: 
http://www.aidtransparency.net/.  

 

xvi. Ethical principles 

60. It is a requirement that all DFID evaluations comply with DFID’s Ethics Principles. 
Proposals and tenders to conduct research or evaluations should include 
consideration of ethical issues and a statement that the researchers will comply with 
the ethics principles. This assurance will then be contractually binding. Treatment of 
ethics will be included in the assessment of bids. In practice this will involve: 

● Considering whether external ethics approval is needed  
● Ensuring that the research will not cause harm to participants 
● Ensuring participation is voluntary 
● Ensuring confidentiality is protected 
● Taking account of international and local legislation 
● Checking research and evaluation designs respect gender and cultural 

sensitivities 
● Publication of research findings 
● Protecting the independence of research and evaluation 
● Seeking to ensure participation of marginalised groups. 

 

xvii.  Background  

61. DFID’s Open Innovation for Development programme provides an accountable grant 
of £10.1m between 2013 – 2019 to IDEO.org to run the Amplify programme.  
 

62. It will tackle eight to ten development challenges, using an open, online collaborative 
proposal and design process, and will fund 3-5 grants per challenge of roughly $100k 
each, providing intensive design support to two organisations, and remotely coaching 
the other three through implementation. 
 

63. The goals of the programme are: 
● To be more open – to broaden the range of people from whom we can get 

ideas, perspectives and implementing partnerships for tackling poverty; 

http://www.aidtransparency.net/
http://questx08apps:7777/servlets/direct/KoUMfu57mpkmgjHP4s1FvC/1/3086345/1/1/DFID%20Ethics%20Principles%20for%20Evaluation%20and%20Research.doc


● To use Human-Centred Design - to be more flexible and agile in the way we test 
and prototype ideas and to implement solutions with input from the 
perspective of people who are most affected by them. 

64. The challenge process is a twist on the traditional challenge fund model. Rather than 
a closed, competitive bidding process, which tends to be accessible to only a small 
group of partners, the Amplify process is open to anyone. Participants sign up on the 
online platform openideo.com, where they can propose their own ideas, and also see, 
give feedback and collaborate on all the solutions proposed. The online design process 
has four stages – an open call for ideas, a beneficiary feedback stage, an expert 
feedback stage, and lastly evaluation and final shortlisting.  
 

65. This online process is matched by outreach to community-based organisations, social 
enterprises, and other target proposers. The Amplify team also contacts academics 
and experts who can contribute context throughout the challenge, review ideas and 
help create a challenge brief that outlines areas of focus for participants. 
 

66. The topics for each challenge are decided in consultation with DFID staff or with 
partners who work with us on a given challenge. The topic selection process is 
intended to provide a ready-made mechanism for addressing emergent or cross 
cutting issues. 
 

67. The strongest ideas to emerge from the design process receive a proportion of a total 
available $500,000 funding from DFID, and selected ideas receive 14 weeks of focused 
design support from IDEO.org. Proposers whose ideas are shortlisted are initially 
awarded a smaller amount of the total funding available in order to work on 
prototyping their concept in collaboration with the Amplify team, so that ideas can be 
tested out before they reach the higher stages of funding. Since Challenge 3, all 
shortlisted ideas have been brought together in a bootcamp to work out their initial 
prototyping plan. Amplify then works with each grantee to use prototyping and user 
feedback at every stage of the project, and to take forward the strongest ideas with 
further design support and funding. 
 
 

 
The “Game Play” – How Amplify operates 

 
68. The process is designed to focus on testing, experimentation and use of Human-

Centred Design and flexible grantee support, but also on helping grantees to begin 
growth and scaling – from the choice of development Challenges, funding ideas that 
have a scaling pathway, human-centred design prototyping of funded ideas and being 

https://openideo.com/?_ga=1.169359521.1074721961.1447173802
https://openideo.com/?_ga=1.169359521.1074721961.1447173802


able to offer winning ideas from the platform to funders in the international 
development and social good space. 
 

69. The programme is managed by IDEO.org who contracts the use of the existing 
OpenIDEO platform for the online sections of the challenge. 
 

70. The Amplify programme will be in the process of implementing its penultimate 
challenge by the time this evaluation work is expected to start. Yet, DFID is in the 
process of exploring if there will be a 2nd phase to the programme, starting in 2019. 
Hence, the evaluation findings – in addition to informing broader DFID programming 
– are expected to inform the shape and strategic direction of the 2nd phase of this 
programme. 
 

 

The Amplify model 

 
71. Challenges to date 

1. ‘How might we make low-income urban areas safer and more empowering for 
women and girls?’ 

2. ‘How might parents in low income communities ensure children thrive in the first 
five years?’ 

3.  ‘How might we improve education and expand learning opportunities for 
refugees around the world?’ 

4.  ‘How might urban slum communities become more resilient to the effects of 
climate change? 

5. How might we improve the livelihoods of small-scale farmers by reducing food 
waste and spoilage? 

6. How might we expand economic opportunities for youth in East Africa? 

https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/womens-safety/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/womens-safety/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/zero-to-five/funded
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/zero-to-five/funded
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/refugee-education/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/refugee-education/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/refugee-education/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/urban-resilience/brief
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/urban-resilience/brief
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/urban-resilience/brief
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/agricultural-innovation/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/agricultural-innovation/impact
https://challenges.openideo.com/challenge/youth-empowerment-challenge/ideas


 



 

 

 
 



 

 
 





 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
30 The decision was made to use all available grantee email addresses - typically 2 per organisation - to maximise 
response rates, so more than one response could have been received per grantee organisation.  We have 
therefore taken care to describe data from the grantee survey in terms of number of respondents rather than 
number of grantees. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
31 We define meaningful collaboration between platform members as activities that have the potential to 
contribute directly to the development of more effective solutions. 



                                                           
32 Earnings Before Interest, Taxes, Depreciation and Amortization. This figure measures a company's annual 
earnings before the subtraction of interest payments, taxes, depreciation, and amortization. 
33 It is our understanding, based on the evaluation contract, that all intellectual property rights in all material 
produced by IPE Triple Line (and the consortium) are the property of IPE Triple Line. We understand that DFID is 
granted a license to use the Material indefinitely. 
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35 It is notable that HI has tried to gather input globally. Two international HI staff (one of whom attended the Challenge 4 
Bootcamp as a representative of another organisation) conducted research in Kenya with internal teams and end users. They 
are also self-funding work in the Philippines to test the same solution. 
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36 While there was no formal offer of follow on funding to organisations that could demonstrate effective 
solutions, there were expectations within Amplify that follow-on funding would be provided to at least some 
Challenge 3 organisations. 
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37 This is an important distinction. There were two shifts – the one from a learning platform to a document 

management platform (made for product – desirability – reasons), which we agree was the primary crux of the 

design project. But there was also a shift to a new target end user that would be easier to market to as this group 

is more cohesive, more connected, and actively seeking tools to make their process more efficient (which implies 

a shorter project launch and faster revenue generation). This shift is central to feasibility and viability, and we 

have no evidence to suggest that this was explicitly made by Socialight or IDEO.org.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

                                                           
38 During evaluation research, HI had completed the application, selection, bootcamp and two months of remote 
design support of Amplify. HI was selected as a design project organisation, and commenced that work after 
evaluation research. 
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39 Pilot grants were initial grants of $10,000 awarded to grantees after the bootcamp stage to fund the initial 
prototype. Nearly all grantees were then awarded full funding. For the purpose of calculating average grant 
size, we have excluded projects which only received the initial pilot grant and were not provided with further 
funding. 



 

 

 

 

                                                           
40 IPE Triple Line data. Some information is publicly available from 
http://www.tripleline.com/downloads/publications/Triple-Line-Approach-to-Challenge-Fund-VFM.pdf 
41 This does not take into account future benefits, and so these ratios could increase. However, YARID has now 
closed, whilst Village HopeCore has struggled to achieve sustainability of funding. 
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45 HCD support = design research, prototyping (including Bootcamp and in-depth design support vs remote coaching), and piloting and scaling. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

46 Open innovation component = use of an online challenge platform to generate ideas to inform the challenge brief, draw in new actors and provide feedback including from users 
to enable ideas to be developed further



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

47 Solution sustainability = by end of grant evidence of organisations meeting some or all of the following criteria: ongoing demand, credible business model and plan, secured commitment of 
stakeholders or investors for the service/product (definition to be further refined during evaluation.) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
48 New partners = Broader ecosystem of partners, including other parts of DFID and other agencies 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



                                                           
49 The business case is available here: https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-202372/documents 



                                                           
50 Ole Tankoi EO, Asito SA, Adoka S Determinants of Malnutrition among Children Aged 6-59 Months in Trans-

Mara East Sub-County, Narok County, Kenya, 2015, Int J Pub Health Safe 1:116 
51 UNICEF Position Paper, Ready to Use Therapeutic Food for Children with Severe Acute Malnutrition, 2013 
52 Data accessed here: https://data.unicef.org/topic/nutrition/vitamin-a-deficiency/ 
53 For more information, please see: https://www.givewell.org/charities/helen-keller-international 
54 Data accessed here: https://knoema.com/atlas/Kenya/Child-mortality-rate 
55 This is a subjective judgment which draws upon the moral weighting assigned to different outcomes by 
Givewell. However, please note that it is explicitly a values-based judgement. For more information, please see: 
https://www.givewell.org/how-we-work/our-criteria/cost-effectiveness/cost-effectiveness-models 



 

                                                           
56 

  
57 Please see: https://www.givewell.org/international/technical/programs/deworming/cost-effectiveness 
58 Ibid. 
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59 HCD is a practice (with multiple steps). Design Thinking (related to HCD) is a mindset and series of tools and 
practices that can be used in any order (one of the most important being making invisible ideas visual through 
sketching and prototyping). 



 



 

 

 

                                                           
60 While there was no formal offer of follow on funding to organisations that could demonstrate effective 
solutions, there were expectations within Amplify that follow-on funding would be provided to at least some 
Challenge 3 organisations. 
61 HCD is a practice (with multiple steps). Design Thinking (related to HCD) is a mindset and series of tools and 
practices that can be used in any order (one of the most important being making invisible ideas visual through 
sketching and prototyping). 



 

 



 



 

 

 

 

                                                           
62 The application process and Remote Design Support were organizations’ opportunities to practice HCD. The 
application process had no oversight, but did have valuable probing questions. This meant that organizations 
could “gut check” their answers, but IDEO.org could not truly diagnose whether the research and insights coming 
from applicants was reflective of end users’ needs. Remote Design Support offered participants another chance 
to practice with regular, tailored check-ins, though there was little QA to these check-ins (they were based on 
participants setting the agenda)—resulting again in organizations’ opportunity to practice, but without oversight 
and an ability for IDEO.org to get a real sense of whether research was reliable. 
63 Potential features that the HI team could have considered were different ways for users to access the digital 
toolkit (since a digital platform was specifically being researched at that time), different ways for users to sort 



 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
and filter information once working in the application, and different ways for users to discover new information 
that they didn’t specifically search for but that might be relevant to their enquiries. 

http://join.me/


 

 

                                                           
64 Of the case study organisations, YARID and Village Hopecore informed our findings for this MEQ since solutions 
were piloted, and VHC’s is still running. As HI and Socialight have not yet launched their solutions, it is too early 
to comment extensively on solution effectiveness; however, we do have some observations on the potential 
relevance of the solutions, as well as the contribution that HCD has made so far to the process of solution 
development. 



 

 

                                                           
65 This is an important distinction. There were two shifts – the one from a learning platform to a document 

management platform (made for product – desirability – reasons), which we agree was the primary crux of the 

design project. But there was also a shift to a new target end user that would be easier to market to as this group 

is more cohesive, more connected, and actively seeking tools to make their process more efficient (which implies 

a shorter project launch and faster revenue generation). This shift is central to feasibility and viability, and we 

have no evidence to suggest that this was explicitly made by Socialight or IDEO.org.  

 



 

 

 

                                                           
66 Commercially confidential information – detail supplied separately to DFID’. 

 









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



                                                           
67 https://dschool.stanford.edu/designing-for-social-systems/dssworkshop 







 

 

 



  
Total 

comments 
Comments with idea 

suggestions or 
relevant data/ 

insights from outside 
IDEO.org/ curated 

experts 

Comments to 
other resources 

or orgs that 
could 

potentially 
inform idea 

development 

2 Village HopeCore 68 6 1 

3 YARID 92 6 1 

3 i-ACT 60 2 1 

3 RefuSHE 168 2 4 

3 Taghyeer 62 9 2 

4 Atma Connect 15 0 2 

4 Kounkuey 3 0 0 

4 Slum Dwellers Internat'l with SFI 17 0 1 

4 Food 4 Education 28 1 1 

4 The Recycler 26 0 0 

5 We.Farm 11 1 0 

5 Farm.ink 48 2 2 

5 SimGas 112 1 0 

6 Socialight 100 0 0 

7 Humanity & Inclusion 25 0 2 

8 Ask Without Shame + Social Innovation 
Academy + OPPORTUNIGEE  

10 0 0 

8 Ipas + Hesperian Health Guides  5 0 0 

8 Marie Stopes Nepal/Sunaulo Parivar + 
Viamo 

4 0 0 

8 Mercy Corps  6 0 0 

8 Sehat Kahani  8 1 0 

8 Somali Family Health Services 
Organization  

18 1 0 

8 Why Comics?  8 1 0 

8 Women and Health Alliance 
International 

6 0 0 

 

 



 


