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Management response BOSPLUS programma Mid term review Uganda 2022-2026  

 

DEEL 1: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS EXTERNAL EVALUATOR 

1 Recommendation evaluator 2 Response BOSPLUS Responsible Timing Specific 
actions 

3 1. The mid-term evaluation of the BOS+ programme in 

Uganda indicates that while significant groundwork has 

been laid by KFF, particularly in promoting biodiversity, 

progress towards achieving the full set of the BOS+ 

programme objectives is uneven. The programme’s 

implementation has primarily focused on the planting of 

indigenous trees, with promising early results in terms 

of outreach and farmer engagement. Indicators such as 

number of trees planted, number of farmers reached 

(including women), and tree survival rates are generally 

on track or already exceeded. 

4 However, broader programme ambition, centred on the 

so-called “triple win” of biodiversity conservation, 

climate mitigation, and community livelihood, are not 

being fully realised. This is partly due to the 

programme’s current scope, which emphasises 

biodiversity and to a lesser extent climate-specific 

actions while giving limited attention to  systemic 

support for income generation and community-based 

approaches in agro-forestry and forest management. 

KFF is trying to improve on that, but their capacity for 

5 BOS+ agrees with the analysis. KFF is indeed a young 

and specialized organization. One way we try to achieve 

this triple win in the Ugandan context with KFF as a 

specialized organization working in collaboration with 

other NGO’s. Specifically our program is coupled to that 

of IDP working with the same farmers. 

6  

7 Secondly we believe it will be important to improve skills 

within KFF and to foresee times and spaces among staff 

of KFF to share experiences. Right after the evaluation, 

KFF restructured several procedures and foresaw regular 

staff meetings to exchange on those topics. 

Country 
representative 
Uganda + KFF 
 

End of this 
program + 
next program 
2027-2031 

 



2 
 

group work is limited and they do not have an adult 

learning approach. 

 

8 2. Gains in ecosystem service access (e.g. fruits, 

medicinal plants, firewood) are slowly emerging but 

remain modest as they need a longer time frame to 

fully materialise. The anticipated behavioural shifts at 

the level of farmers and long-term ecological or 

economic benefits are thus unlikely to materialise within 

the DGD programme’s timeframe. The evaluation also 

revealed strongly divergent views between KFF and the 

communities where it is operating (without a clear 

strategy on how to address this), eg. farmers aiming for 

community management contracts of forest reserves 

are primarily looking at planting cash crops which is 

against the vision of KFF. 

 

9 This is acknowledged by BOS+ and KFF. Part of the work 

is sensitization and informing community members until 

the benefits are clearly visible and speak for themselves. 

This is the reason why we enter long-term relationships 

with partners. 

KFF End of this 
program + 
next program 
2027-2031 

 

10 3. Having KFF as a partner was a good choice: KFF is 

a respected science-based partner with extensive 

experience in biodiversity and also respected for it by 

government actors and other NGOs. Partnerships 

between BOS+ and a partner such as KFF thus 

ensures technical capacity in biodiversity, but also 

exposes gaps, especially in areas of realising 

community engagement, cross-sector collaboration 

with other NGOs, community forest management and 

lobby and advocacy. The partnership agreement is 

seen sufficiently flexible and open by KFF, allowing for 

support in terms of techical capacity development. KFF 

11 BOS+ aims to formalize the cooperation and provide a 

stronger support on organization development by BOS+ 

in a next program period by attributing more VTE to the 

Ugandan outcome.. 

 

BOS+ 
management 

2027-2031  
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at the same time is a partner in transition with several 

challenges around strengthening technical and 

scientific competences of the team, development of 

leadership and team work, which are currently not 

addressed by the programme. This partnership is 

based upon strong and positive relations between 

coordinators which is valuable in development work 

and has worked well. The downside is that the 

programme currently operates without a strong 

framework for more structured and well planned co-

designing of strategies  between BOS+ and KFF. 

 

12 4. Collaboration among implementing actors, 

particularly between JFW, its local partners and KFF, is 

limited. Coordination challenges on the ground 

(operating in silos and with divergent views surfacing 

tensions between biodiversity and development 

approaches), role ambiguity (about the position of KFF 

in the joint programme arrangement), and a lack of 

strategic dialogue reduce the potential for synergy and 

shared impact. Intervention areas where collaboration 

with Iles de Paix was realised were more promising, 

particularly in integrating agroforestry into broader 

household and longer term farm planning, promoting 

agro-ecology. 

 

13 BOS+ will formalize and better plan the collaboration 

between the partners of BOS+ and JFW in the next 

program period and the final years of this program. 

During the first years of this program the tensions 

between the organisations have decreased making a 

better collaboration in the future hopefully possible. 

14 We intend to continue the collaboration with IDP in a next 

program and streamline the processes and collaboration 

even more. 

Country 
representative 
Uganda  + 
coordination of 
BOS+ 

2027-2031 Start up 
formal and 
structured 
meetings 
with IDP 
and their 
partners at 
the end of 
this 
program 
 

15 5. Strategically, the programme’s Theory of Change 

and indicator framework are seen as too general and 

insufficiently adapted to the local context. While the 

17 We do agree that the TOC is rather general as a result of 

finding a midlle ground between BOS+ and JFW. 

However the logical framework has been specified to the 

KFF + Country 
representative 
Uganda   

End of this 
program + 
next program 
2027-2031 
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follow-up and monitoring by KFF of planted trees is 

excellent, the monitoring and evaluation system of the 

programme shows room for improvement: eg. To 

strengthen local capacity (beyond the purely technical 

follow-up) , to further clarify indicators that are not fully 

clear to the partner and its team, to create more space 

for participatory M&E and joint learning at the partner 

level in order to stimulate adaptive management. 

Community development and strengthening of groups 

emerged as an expected outcome in the reconstruction 

of the ToC (in order to ensure sustainability) but there 

is no indicator to follow-up on this. 

16  

local context and is discussed 2x/year between KFF and 

BOS+. These frameworks are well understood by the 

management of KFF but are not living among the staff. 

KFF took note of this remark and adapted already their 

approach to make the indicators a point of discussion in 

the staff meetings.We intend to regularly do a TOC 

exercise with BOS+ and KFF to allow for specific analysis 

of the local context (see also point 10.). As a result of the 

mid-term evaluation visit, KFF aims to provide training 

and learning opportunities for KFF staff members and 

coordination to grow to a more community oriented 

approach instead of an approach targeting individual 

farmers. 

18 6. The BOS+ programme in Uganda thus has made 

meaningful progress in biodiversity restoration and 

climate adaptation through indigenous tree planting. 

Various interesting practices and experiences have 

been identified through the peer evaluation process, 

such as the following: 

− KFFs’ technical expertise and tool for monitoring 

trees planted. This helps in monitoring and is useful 

to support informed decision making about further 

investments and actions at the level of farmers, 

farmer communities and deconcentrated 

government services. 

− Women provide diversity in planting (because they 

have different needs and wants). To strengthen the 

20 KFF continues to aim to employ female staff (positive 

discrimination criteria).  

21  

22 See point5. KFF intends to learn from IDP in community 

approach and consolidate this in the cooperation with 

IDP. 

KFF   
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focus on women, it is important to further feminise 

the KFF team (more women) and work around 

gender with the team 

− Collaboration with NGO partners such as iles de 

Paix (IDP) working on long term farm planning with 

the family and community strengthening may be 

important so that (1) tree planting in support of 

biodiversity becomes part of the farming plan and 

the common household decision and (2) farming 

families and their communities contribute to a good 

environment to reforestation. It should be noted 

however that effectiveness of the IDP approach for 

increased biodiversity was not directly assessed by 

the evaluation as it was out of scope. It might be 

interesting to integrate this issue in the M&E 

framework and analysis of data.  

19  

23 7. Recommendation on programme management and 

partnership: (i) Combining , relationship-based 

cooperation with KFF with a more formalised 

partnership model having clear agreements on roles, 

strategic objectives, expectations with regards to 

cooperation and capacity development and support 

KFF in its transition process, (ii) enhance KFF's 

engagement in broader partnerships by improving 

transparency on the partnership arrangements with 

JFW, ensuring mutual respect, and building on its 

strengths as a science based NGO, (iii) Establish 

25 BOS+ and KFF will continue to document and formalize 

their collaboration. 

26 BOS+ does not agree that there are no structured spaces 

to meet, plan and evalute together. However we do agree 

that they can be optimized and become more focussed. 

We will continue to improve these spaces in the future in 

collaboration with Join For Water. 

KFF and country 
representative 
Uganda + Join 
For Water 
 

2025-2026 + 
new program 

Open 
discussion 
with JFW 
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regular, structured spaces for joint planning, reflection, 

and decision-making between BOS+, JFW, KFF, and 

other implementing actors. Since the new programme 

manager has build his experience for more than a year 

now, we understand that steps in this direction have 

been taken already. 

24  

27 8. Recommendation on synergy and programme 

execution: (i) Promote and support more synergy with 

more than one complementary partners, especially 

those focused on livelihoods, income generating 

activities and community engagement (ie. To replicate 

the expertience with. Iles de Paix), to achieve the triple 

win, (ii) Foster strategic dialogue to resolve conflicting 

visions on development and support collaboration 

rather than siloed work. (iii) Strengthen the role of 

women through targeted staffing and programme 

measures that respond to gendered needs and planting 

preferences; (iv) Encourage peer learning by identifying 

successful local farmers to act as trainers or facilitators, 

(v) consider reflect upon the investment of BOS+ on 

community management systems for forest reserves 

through KFF: as this would require a lot changes in the 

vision and mission of this partner it requires a strategic 

discussion with KFF (do they want to take on an 

additional role, how do they envisage synergy with 

other actors, what is needed to make that work?. 

29 BOS+ will strategically discuss with KFF its wishes and 

desires regarding its position in the NGO landscape 

considering the suggestion of this mid term review to 

strenghten KFF’s position as ‘an expert on its domain with 

good working relationships and collaborations with other 

complementary NGO’s beginning with the partner 

organisations of Join For Water.’ 

KFF and country 
representative 
Uganda 

 Open 
discussion 
with JFW 
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28  

30 9. Recommendation to strengthen M&E systems:  (i) 

Localise and Operationalise the Theory of Change, (ii) 

Ensure that KFF has a clear understanding of their 

contribution to programme outcomes and underlying 

assumptions, (iii) strengthen local capacity for M&E 

(beyond the technical follow-up of tree planting), 

refining indicators, and embedding reflection and joint 

learning in the team, (iv) Improve indicator clarity and 

ensure indicators to measure with desired behavioural, 

ecological, and socio-economic outcomes, (v) promote 

joint learning within the team and with target groups 

through regular review and sense-making of field data 

and field staff’s observations, (vi) consider participatory 

approaches (e.g. guided self-assessment by farmers) 

to enhance learning and ownership over the objectives 

of the programme and the ambition of the triple win.  

31  

32 See point 5. BOS+ will improve the TOC and Logical 

framework in next program 

Country 
representative 
Uganda and 
management of 
BOS+ 

Next 
program 
2027-2031 

 

 

 

DEEL 2: RECOMMENDATIONS BY PEER REVIEWERS 

33 Recommendation Peers 34 Response BOSPLUS Responsible Timing Specific actions 

35 10. Review the ToC to align it with reality. A 

reconstruction workshop/exercise with the partner(s) 

can be very helpful to that end. Integrate this as an 

37 See also point5.  

BOS+ will integrate TOC reconstruction as an activity 

Country 
representatives 

Yearly or 
every two 
years 

Develop a 
protocol and 
train country 
representatives 
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ongoing activity in the M&E system of BOS+ 

programmes. 

36  

that is done yearly or every two years with the partner, 

preferably with many staff members. 

Do another 
TOC 
reconstruction 
workshop first 
half of 2026 (as 
a follow up of 
the exercise in 
2024) 

38 11. Stimulate learning within the BOS+ programme: for 

e.g. On how to integrate agro-forestry better in cacao 

farms 

39  

40 BOS+ will create spaces and moments for learning 

across coountries with country representatives and/or 

partners. This might be embedded via peer evaluation 

trajectories. 

BOS+ 
management 

  

41 12. Consider how to evolve from an intensive 

approach focusing on the individual farmer (which 

requires a lot of investment of field staff on the 

ground): e.g. By identifying and supporting model 

farmers as experts and peer trainers in tree 

management techniques and calling for 

deconcentrated government departments to offer 

better services on plant and tree diseases. 

42 BOS+ will discuss with KFF how to harness the power of 

groups and peer to peer trainings among farmers and 

how to implement this in the next program period. 

Country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 + 
Next 
program 
2027-2031 

 

43 13. Always consider the planting of trees as an 

intervention in a particular territory where other actors 

are having their interventions and approaches. Try to 

align better with partners that have a 

community/holistic approach, e.g. Ensure to be 

involved as KFF when longer term plans for the farm 

are designed by IDP. If alignment or alliance building 

is not possible, try to copy some elements of the IDP 

approach related to group strengthening and be aware 

44 BOS+ and KFF will allign well in advance with IDP to 

integrate agroforestry in the farm planning during the 

preparation of the next program. 

Country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 Discuss 
collaboration 
with IDP for 
next program 
period and 
how to 
integrate 
agroforestry in 
the farm 
planning 
exercise. 
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of community dynamics in design of programme 

interventions. 

45 14. Offer support to strengthen team work within KFF, 

e.g. by ensuring spaces for joint analysis of data and 

information from the M&E system, including the 

valorisation of the observation of team members  

46 KFF has immediately after the evaluation visit introduced 

a monthly meeting with all staff to share their 

experiences and translate those back to the logical 

framework. 

KFF 2025-2026  

47 15. Ensure the follow-up of this peer review with a 

participatory action plan that is monitored jointly 

between BOS+ (country representative and peers) in 

collaboration with the partner KFF; 

48 BOS+ will agree on a action plan with KFF. Country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 Create 
actionplan 

49 16. Critically review to what extent the M&E system 

provides the information needed. Review indicators, if 

necessary, in order to collect useful information; 

50 BOS+ will analyse the current LF and use this 

information to adapt the next logical framework for the 

program 2027-2031 

BOS+ 
management 

2025-2026  

51 17. Ensure to add explanatory information when doing 

the follow-up of the indicators in order to understand 

the progress. 

52 BOS+ will ensure that the documentation of the progress 

is complete and clear for external people. KFF and 

BOS+ did this for 2024 and 2025 and will continue to do 

this for the later years. 

Country 
representative 
Uganda + KFF 

2025-2026  

53 18. Plan for joint learning amongst the BOS+ 

countries, identify topics for learning, to start with 

about the KFF monitoring software to follow-up on the 

tree planting.  

54 See11: Rhythm and space creation for learning moments 

across coountries with country representatives and/or 

partners 

BOS+ 
management 

2025-2026  

55 19. Support KFF and other partners to develop their 

own participatory evaluation process with stakeholders 

56 BOS+ will share protocols and sit together with KFF to 

develop their own versions of these processes. 

KFF+ BOS+ 
country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 Accompany 
KFF to develop 
own evaluation 
protocols 
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and provide information, exchange and learnings 

about the ‘how to’. 

 

DEEL 3: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS per Evaluation Question 

Recommendation Peers Response BOSPLUS Responsible Timing Specific actions 

EVALUATION QUESTION 1 – HOW DID THE 
WORK OF KFF WITH INDIVIDUAL FARMERS 
INSPIRE FARMER GROUPS TO DISCUSS AND 
CONSIDER AGRO-FORESTRY APPROACH. 

    

57 20. Conclusion on EQ 1 - Agro-forestry and forest 

management is not top of mind of the organized 

(and registered) farmers groups the peer review 

team interacted with. The external evaluator 

concludes that using existing groups mainly as a 

way to get to individual farmers is a relevant one 

and should be continued. There is no indication 

that more support to strengthening the capacity of 

formally organized and registered farmer groups for 

agro-forestry or forest management is the way to 

go for the BOS+ programme with KFF in the 

medium term (next 5 to 10 years). This for 2 

reasons: KFF does not have the expertise nor the 

ambition or capacity to ensure this kind of strategy 

since they are more technically focused and the 

groups are too much focused on creating 

opportunities for increased income.  

58 Recommendation: What could be envisaged 

however is to use the informal (e.g. Savings) 

59 See also 6,8,11 and 12 

60 Clearly there is value in moving from interacting with 

individual farmers to a more group oriented 

approach. However agroforestry is not enough 

reason to let groups of local farmers convene in the 

long term. KFF will need to develop a sensitivity to 

existing group dynamics that could be a platform to 

also exchange about agroforestry. 

61 BOS+ will discuss with KFF how to harness the 

power of groups and peer to peer trainings among 

farmers and how to implement this in the next 

program period. 

62  

KFF + Country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 + new 
program 2027-
2031 
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groups better to strengthen joint learning and 

exchange between farmers (see also EQ 2). 

EVALUATION QUESTION 2 – HOW DID 
INTERACTION WITH KFF AND THE 
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER ON SPECIFIC 
SPECIES CONTRIBUTE TO INDIVIDUAL 
FARMES AND THEIR HOUSEHOLDS TO TAKE 
INFORMED DECISIONS ABOUT 
TREEPLANTING 

    

63 21. Conclusion on EQ 2 and recommendations - 

What does it mean for realising the expected 

outcome: access to and use of eco-system 

services from agroforestry systems are improved 

and knowledge on resilience of social-ecological 

systems is improved. The knowledge is increasing 

but the part of the outcome referring to eco-system 

services cannot be realised within the lifetime of 

the DGD programme, except for increased access 

to fruits, use of medicinal plants and maybe 

increased access to firewood (e.g. through 

pollarding). It might be interesting to follow-up more 

closely on those effects, for e.g. With women on 

the effects of fruit trees, and on the % of firewood 

that is generated on the farm and its evolution, 

without expecting too much effect. Knowledge 

building might require more involvement of the 

farmers (men and women) in analysing data on 

their indigenous trees (through guided farmer self-

assessment). By the end of the programme, it 

should also be possible to observe what new 

66 KFF, with help of BOS+ will open the discussion 

within KFF and learn from the rich experience of the 

field staff to improve protocols. BOS+ will investigate 

the possibility to include indicators that measure 

effects from the previous programs in the global 

evalutionplan 

KFF + BOS+ 
country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 + new 
program 2027-
2031 
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practices (pollarding and pruning amongst others) 

on larger trees are being applied. 

64 What are next steps (information from discussion 

restitution workshop): the approach of proximity is 

important but how to continue? It was suggested by 

participants in the workshop that more attention 

should be going to empowering representatives of 

communities to grow their own seedlings (for e.g. in 

Harungongo) and to identify people/farmers that 

have been successful in the three rounds of tree 

planting (e.g. Harungongo) and use them as peer 

trainers. This is not yet planned in the programme 

activities and budget. Budget is needed as these 

farmers do not have the (financial) means to act: 

money is needed to facilitate. Without, it is very 

hard to organise and mobilise the groups. 

65 Supporting farmers by developing a community 

approach that supports exchange between HH and 

group building, might strengthen the effects (but 

the peer review was not conclusive on this). It was 

suggested that support to farmers by field workers 

might take on a group approach in the future. 

However, KFF has no experience yet (see also 

EQ1). 

EVALUATION QUESTION 3 – WHAT IS NEEDED 
TO BUILD AND MAINTAIN CAPACITY FOR 
CONTRACTING WITH GOVERNMENT BY 
FOREST MANAGEMENT GROUPS? 
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67 22. Conclusion on EQ 3 - What does this mean for 

realising the outcome, and to facilitate sustainable 

management of forest reserves with forest systems 

being effectively conserved? The intervention is not 

yet contributing to this expected change.  

68 KFF is however doing other things to promote 

forest conservation that were not part of this MTE 

and are happening in a fragmented way in different 

(other) areas and with small groups of HH as 

appears from the follow-up of the indicators (see 

also table with overview of indicators below).  

69 Recommendation – The external evaluator 

questions if the CFM strategy should be pursued: it 

is not aligned with the vision and mission of KFF 

and KFF does not have the expertise to manage 

the political/conflictful environment; developing this 

expertise might divert them from their vision and 

mission. The problem is that CFM groups’ interest 

is to plant cash crops with non-indigenous trees 

which is not something that KFF wants to support. 

However, it could be directly discussed with KFF if 

they would consider to grow and add another angle 

to their work, using the trust they have built and 

their technical expertise as a leverage. And then, if 

KFF sees an opportunity, to analyse the conditions 

and the consequences of this choice and how the 

programme could support. 

70 Working on community forestry was a new avenue 

for KFF and aligns well with the way BOS+ works. 

Although working on this topic was initially 

researched and proposed by BOS+ it was eagerly 

adopted by KFF as a new domain with potential for 

their growth.  

71 BOS+ believes it is not entirely appreciated by this 

MTE that working on community forestry indeed 

helped KFF to engage in a promising collaboration 

with US Forestry service specifically around the CFM 

work. Unfortunetaly, the cancellation of all foreign 

development aid by the US in 2024 early aborted this 

promising long term relationship. 

72 After 2.5 years of putting effort in collaborating with 

the National forest authority the MTE crew could 

however conclude that the processes were paused 

due to the inactivity of the NFA. 

73 KFF and BOS+ will ldiscuss on how to proceed with 

the work on community forestry in collaboration with 

NFA. 

KFF + BOS+ 
country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 + new 
program 2027-
2031 
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EVALUATION QUESTION 4 – WHAT CAN BE 
LEARNED FROM THE BOS+ PARTNER 
STRATEGY REGARDING THE REALISATION OF 
PROGRAMME OBJECTIVES AND ACCESSING 
TARGET GROUPS? ARE THE PARTNERS WELL 
CHOSEN? 

    

23. Conclusion on EQ 4 and recommendations - 

KFF is a relatively young but evolving organisation, 

with a strong scientific and technical approach. Its 

staff is dedicated and embedded in local 

communities, which enhances outreach to hard-to-

reach areas. Recent developments—such as 

adding qualified staff and more women—reflect 

growth and maturity but at the same time create 

challenges, i.e. In terms of ensuring professional 

HR management. KFF’s value lies in its niche 

expertise in biodiversity conservation. However, it 

lacks experience in income-generating activities 

(IGAs), climate-focused work, and community 

engagement, limiting its ability to deliver on the 

programme’s ‘triple win’ (biodiversity, climate, 

livelihoods) independently. 

Partnership implementation reveals several 

weaknesses. KFF was not sufficiently involved in 

further elaborating the structure of the joint 

programme and collaborative management with 

JFW, leading to confusion over roles and authority. 

As equal partner to JFW, Bos+ could address 

these issues better through structured dialogue. 

Collaboration between implementing partners 

remains minimal, with siloed operations and a lack 

See below, recommendations See below, 
recommendations 

See below, 
recommendations 

See below, 
recommendations 
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of shared strategic vision. There are tensions 

around leadership dynamics, forest conservation 

approaches, and communication. BOS+ has not 

yet been able to adequately address these issues, 

for e.g. through a strategic discussion with JFW. 

74 Despite these issues, the BOS+-KFF partnership is 

valued for its longer-term duration and flexibility 

and is supported by good relations between 

coordinators and joint discussions on indicators 

and implementation strategies. In order to ensure 

effectiveness and to support the growth of KFF, the 

partnership and the programme probably would 

benefit from a joint effort to define more explicit 

frameworks and strategies for programme 

development, i.e. an exit strategy, and a strategy to 

support capacity development. Although KFF 

appreciates the autonomy it has been allowed in 

implementing the programme, more interaction at a 

strategic level involving several members of the 

team could support the organization in taking some 

key decisions on strategies and interventions. 

75 Recommendation: BOS+ needs to foster greater 

synergy between JFW and KFF in order to ensure 

synergy of action among all implementing partners. 

This requires the clarification of roles, and support 

to co-creation of implementation strategy and a 

programme for support to capacity development. A 

more transparent and structured approach—

76 the pain points and domains for improvement 

highlighted in the conclusion and recommendations 

of EQ4 are an ongoing process during this program 

and will be discussed in the framework of a new 

program together with KFF and JFW and their 

partners. Clearer agreements, structures and rhythm 

and spaces need to be created We discussed this 

with Join For Water and in September 2025 we 

BOS+ 
management, 
country 
representative 
Uganda and KFF + 
Join For Water 

2025-2026 + new 
program 2027-
2031 

Discuss with Join 
For Water –  
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involving key members of the KFF team—is 

essential for strengthening collaboration. 

confirmed that KFF is fully included in the meeting 

spaces and rhythm. 

EVALUATION QUESTION 5- ARE M&E DATA, 
COLLECTED BY PARTNERS AND BOS+ 
PROVIDING RELIABLE AND VALID DATA FOR 
ADAPTIVE PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT? 

    

77 24. Conclusion on EQ 5 and Recommendation - 

The BOS+ M&E officer is not based in Uganda, 

which means that data collection largely relies on 

the KFF and their data collection procedures and 

their validation through biannual visits. The 

evaluation of the BOS+ programme in Uganda 

confirms the quality of the KFF monitoring system 

that allows a detailed follow up of agroforestry 

interventions starting from the number of trees in 

the nursery up to the trees provided to famers and 

how they are taken care of. This covers the 

technical aspects of the work.  Some  limitations in 

monitoring and evaluation (M&E) capacity are the 

following: KFF, the local partner, currently lacks 

sufficient human resources and does not share a 

common understanding of the overall M&E system 

with BOS+. M&E is carried out using three sources: 

the ARCGIS system (for data collection on trees), 

observations by field workers (which are not 

currently used systematically) and occasional 

surveys (without a plan on how to use the results of 

those). There are structural problems with validity, 

ie. for indicators that concern measuring 

behavioural change: these indicators are  unclear. 

In addition, the translation of the Theory of Change 

81 See 9: BOS+ will improve the TOC and Logical 

framework in next program in collaboration with KFF  

82 See10: Integrate TOC reconstruction as an activity 

that is done yearly or every two years with the 

partner, preferably with many staff members. 

83 See 14: The partner has immediately after the 

evaluation visit introduced a monthly meeting with all 

staff to share their experiences and translate those 

back to the logical framework. 

84 KFF continues to improve and learn to use the ARC 

GIS system for monitoring the program 

85  

KFF and BOS+ 
country 
representative 
Uganda 

2025-2026 and 
Nex program 
2027-2031 
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(ToC) into the logical framework is too general and 

insufficiently tailored to the reality of KFF. Key 

assumptions are insufficiently shared or validated. 

For the time being, the programme focuses 

primarily on tree planting, while strategic 

components in the overall ToC, such as lobbying 

and knowledge sharing are lagging behind. 

78 The current M&E system is sufficiently strong to 

provide reliable and valid data for adaptive 

programme management when it concerns 

technical issues but not full effectiveness of the 

programme The points of attenion are:  the KFF  

capacity to monitor, consolidate and analyse 

changes beyond technical indicators, the clarify of 

indicators measuring social and behavioural 

change, a clear link between the ToC and the 

reality and practice on the ground, and of the 

mechanisms for providing structural feedback to or 

dialogue with KFF and members of the team, 

guided by the ToC and its assumptions. Without 

strengthening local capacities, strategic reflection 

and joint monitoring, it will remain difficult to make 

informed decisions or learn from implementation  

79 Recommendation: it is recommended to strengthen 

the M&E function locally (including the clarification 

of indicators, installing mechanisms for team 

reflection and strengthening of the feedback loop), 

make the programme logic and theory behind it 

more concrete and explicit, and approach M&E as 
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a strategic dialogue process between BOS+ and 

KFF-team. 

80  

 

 


