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Summary  
Purpose of the Convening  

An organisation’s contribution to social change rarely fits within a single project cycle. 
Years of engagement in a place can strengthen institutions, change relationships and 
create new possibilities for people to act together. Yet impact is often assessed 
through the activities and outcomes of a particular grant. These assessments account 
for specific commitments, but may reveal less about how change came about, whose 
lives changed and what helped the gains endure. Most are built around indicators fixed 
at the start and funding cycles of one to three years, while institutional and relational 
change may develop over much longer periods.  

Understanding this contribution requires attention to the history of a place, the 
experiences of its people and the conditions in which an organisation works. 
Government programs, local leadership, markets and other institutions influence what 
becomes possible. An organisation’s role needs to be understood within these 
relationships, including where its work has made a difference and where its influence 
is limited. 

A related challenge concerns what measurement helps organisations do. Teams invest 
considerable time in collecting information and reporting against indicators, but may 
have fewer opportunities to interpret findings or use them to improve their work. 
Funding requirements often determine what is measured and when, while community 
priorities and frontline experience have less influence over the questions being asked. 

Rethinking Impact: From Metrics to Meaning brought two complementary 
perspectives into this inquiry. ISDM’s  Rural Development Impact Framework (RDIF), 
developed through research on PRADAN’s sustained engagement in rural 
geographies, brought organisational history, community accounts and geographic 
evidence into an examination of contribution over time.  

The Development Measurement (DM) Anchored Social Impact Measurement and 
Management (DM-SIMM) considered how measurement can support learning and 
decision-making, from framing impact to using evidence in programs, strategy and 
resource allocation. Community ownership and the distribution of power over 
measurement were central to this approach. 

Together, these perspectives connected long-term inquiry with decisions made while 
work is under way. The convening examined whose definitions of success count, how 
organisations recognise changes beyond agreed indicators and what funders need to 
support if learning is to influence practice. It also explored how the frameworks could 
help organisations give a fuller account of their contribution and make informed 
decisions in different settings. The day asked how the frameworks could help 
organisations give a fuller account of their contribution and make better decisions in 
different settings.  

Day at a glance  
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Sessions Speakers Attendees  

 

Key Takeaways 

Insight 1​
Project results provide only a partial account of organisational contribution. Archival 
records, practitioner reflections and community timelines help explain how successive 
interventions interact with local conditions to produce change over time. 

Insight 2​
Different forms of contribution require different approaches to assessment. RDIF’s 
study across Gumla and Dhamtari highlighted different forms of contribution-building 
institutions and working within existing systems. The SIMM workshop showed how 
measurement practice can vary across programs within the same organisation.  

Insight 3​
People closest to change need influence over how impact is defined and interpreted. 
Their experiences can reveal priorities and outcomes that agreed indicators miss, but 
participation needs to shape decisions and account for unequal influence within 
communities. 

Insight 4​
The value of measurement depends on whether findings influence the work. 
Participants identified a gap between data collection and use, highlighting the 
importance of regular interpretation, manageable indicator sets and follow-through 
on findings. 

Insight 5 
Stronger measurement practice requires time, funding, capacity and access to shared 
knowledge. Grants of one to three years may be poorly matched to contributions that 
develop over longer periods, and shared data and practical resources could spare 
organisations from rebuilding methods for every project. 
 
These insights point less to a missing indicator or tool than to how organisations and 
funders define the purpose of measurement, share authority over it and support its 
use. Both frameworks offer ways to examine these choices, while their application 
raises further questions about transferability, organisational capacity and the limits of 
sustained engagement. Experience from organisations using them will be essential to 
their further development.  
 
The Challenge 
The Questions We Set Out to Explore 

●​ What does an organisation’s sustained presence in a place contribute, and what 
are the limits of conventional, attribution-based evaluations in capturing that 
contribution?  

●​ Beyond the funded project, what can an organisation’s history, documentation 
and institutional memory reveal that a standard endline evaluation may miss? 

 



 
●​ How can measurement respond to differences in organisational age, capacity 

and ways of engaging communities, while enabling people closest to change to 
shape its priorities and use? 

●​ Whose definitions of impact currently dominate, and what changes when 
people closest to change help decide what is measured and how it is used? 

●​ Where does a place-based, organisation-level framework reach its limits, and 
what evidence helps organisations recognise those limits and decide how to 
respond? 

Who Was in the Room 

The convening brought together practitioners, funders, researchers, evaluators and social 
purpose organisation leaders, along with intermediaries and monitoring, evaluation and 
learning (MEL) professionals. Their experience ranged from sustained work with rural 
communities to funding development programs and assessing change. 

Bringing these perspectives together helped connect questions about evidence and 
evaluation with the practical realities of funding, implementation and organisational 
learning. 

What We Learned 
Key Insight 1 

Organisational history helps explain contribution beyond individual projects 

RDIF began with PRADAN’s wish to understand its contribution across decades. 
Researchers reconstructed its evolving theory of change through archives, 
practitioner accounts and community timelines, examining these alongside 
household surveys and geographic information system (GIS) evidence. 

In Gumla, the research traced connections between agricultural improvements, 
migration choices and collective activity. These pathways depended on water access, 
local leadership and sustained engagement. Satellite data showed higher agricultural 
productivity in villages where PRADAN worked, though not all of it could be attributed 
to PRADAN, as government schemes also contributed.  

The findings showed why contribution needs to be examined across interventions and 
alongside other actors. Co-Impact’s representative similarly cautioned that 
sole-attribution expectations can narrow ambition to what an organisation can claim, 
rather than what the wider system needs. 

Key Insight 2 

Assessment needs to recognise different contexts and forms of contribution 

RDIF highlighted institution building in Gumla and navigation within existing systems 
in Dhamtari. The researcher acknowledged that common survey indicators were less 
suited to capturing the latter. 

The SIMM workshop also revealed differences in measurement maturity between 
individual programs and organisation-wide practice. Participants valued the rubric but 

 



 
sought clearer guidance on progression, qualitative evidence, process monitoring and 
systems change.  

Both discussions challenged a single assessment template. Further testing needs to 
examine RDIF’s relevance to younger organisations and those working indirectly with 
communities. A related question is how to distinguish weaknesses in program design 
from ecological, market or political constraints that an organisation cannot address 
alone.  

Key Insight 3 

Community perspectives need to shape priorities, interpretation and decisions 

DM-SIMM addresses funder influence through shared authority over measurement, 
learning-oriented design and prospective measurement for community-owned 
impact. Communities and frontline teams have roles in defining priorities, interpreting 
findings and shaping responses. 

During the fireside discussion, an SVYM school inside the Bandipur forest reserve 
provided an example of why community priorities matter. Parents had expressed a 
preference for English-medium teaching. After an English-medium section was 
introduced alongside Kannada-medium teaching, approximately 85% of new 
enrolments were in the English-medium section.  

This example showed why community priorities need to inform program decisions, 
rather than be assumed at the outset. Participation needs to influence decisions while 
recognising unequal power within communities, including whose views are heard and 
how dissent is addressed.  

Key Insight 4 

Measurement becomes useful when findings influence ongoing work 

In the SIMM workshop, 18 of 19 Mentimeter respondents reported collecting some 
data that was not used to make a decision. Participants examined the connection 
between framing impact, designing measurement, embedding it in practice, 
interpreting findings and acting on them.  

A facilitator described reducing indicator lists to priorities linked to intended use. A 
practitioner’s regular “so what?” and “now what?” reviews had informed changes in 
program duration and format. 

Co-Impact’s learning, monitoring and evaluation approach similarly placed learning 
first. Its representative argued that data collection should have a clear connection to 
decisions. These examples showed that measurement needs to connect with program 
management, giving teams opportunities to interpret evidence and respond while 
work continues.  

Key Insight 5 

Learning requires support within organisations and across the ecosystem 

Limited capacity and resources, uncertainty about whether to assess a program or the 
organisation, and pressures of organisational survival constrain measurement.  Short 

 



 
grants can also be poorly matched to long-term contributions. Co-Impact’s 
commitments of at least five years, beginning with a design phase, illustrated support 
for inquiry and continuity. 

SIMM participants sought achievable improvements that accounted for short 
programs, geographic spread and demands on program teams. 

The fireside discussion also highlighted the need for shared data and practical 
knowledge. A wrongly sized livelihood production unit illustrated why organisations 
need access to specialist operational knowledge. Stronger practice requires 
investment within organisations, alongside cooperation that makes learning and 
specialist support available across the ecosystem. 

The Shifts/ Takeaways  

The two frameworks pointed to connected shifts in how organisations understand 
contribution, involve communities and use evidence.  

Shift Current state Desired state Why it matters 

From reporting 
to learning and 
decision-maki
ng  

Evidence is collected 
primarily for reporting, 
with limited 
opportunities to 
interpret findings or 
use them in ongoing 
work.  

Regular review 
connects evidence 
with program design, 
implementation, 
strategy and 
resource decisions.  

Methods rebuilt for 
every project cost 
time most 
organisations do not 
have, and the learning 
stays with whoever 
did the work.  

From 
attribution to 
contribution 
over time  

Assessment attributes 
results to individual 
projects and 
interventions, giving a 
fragmented account 
of sustained work, 
although change 
involves several actors 
and conditions.  

Assessment explains 
the organisation’s 
contribution over 
time, alongside 
community action, 
government 
programs and other 
influences, including 
whether gains 
endure through 
shocks.  

The slower, more 
significant work 
happens at the level 
of the organisation, 
and attribution 
rewards what an 
organisation can 
claim over what the 
system needs.  

From standard 
assessment to 
context-sensiti
ve inquiry  

Common indicators 
and organisation-wide 
assessments can 
overlook different 
forms of contribution 
and variation across 
programs.  

Measurement 
responds to local 
conditions, 
organisational 
maturity and 
purpose, with 
guidance on 
achievable 
improvements.  

A method built 
around one 
organisation or place 
can easily miss the 
next, so 
measurement has to 
start from where an 
organisation actually 
is.  

From Funders and People closest to Indicators set without 

 



 

externally 
defined 
success to 
shared 
stewardship of 
impact  

organisational leaders 
largely determine 
priorities and 
indicators, with limited 
influence from 
communities and 
frontline teams.  

change help define 
priorities, interpret 
findings and shape 
responses, with 
attention to unequal 
power and dissent.  

the people living the 
change tend to 
capture what 
evaluators can see 
rather than what 
communities 
experience.  

From isolated 
effort to shared 
support for 
learning  

Organisations rebuild 
methods with limited 
access to existing 
knowledge or 
specialist support. 

Shared resources 
and sustained 
funding strengthen 
learning and practice.  

Rebuilding methods 
takes scarce time, 
while learning 
remains with 
individuals. 

 

Actions Ahead 
The discussions suggested the following opportunities for further application, 
validation and learning. 
For practitioners and implementing organisations 

●​ Engage with RDIF’s validation phase; organisations interested in going further 
are invited to get in touch. 

●​ Examine whether reported gains endure through shocks or reflect changes in 
underlying conditions. 

●​ Use the SIMM rubric across teams and programs as a tool for reflection and 
learning, not only assessment, to identify manageable improvements and 
connect evidence with decisions. 

For funders 

●​ Review whether funding periods, reporting requirements and attribution 
expectations fit the change being pursued and partners’ capacity. 

●​ Agree measurement priorities with organisations and communities, and make 
room for findings beyond standard indicators. When partners describe such 
changes, explore what they reveal about the program’s contribution.  

●​ Support time for learning and adaptation, alongside shared data and practical 
resources. 

For researchers and academic partners 

●​ Test RDIF beyond PRADAN’s context, including younger organisations and 
those working indirectly with communities. 

●​ Investigate where structural conditions limit contribution and how these differ 
from weaknesses in program design. 

 



 
●​ Develop SIMM examples and guidance on next steps after self-assessment, 

accounting for program differences, qualitative evidence and systems change. 

​
​
Open questions for continued exploration 

●​ How can both frameworks respond to differences in organisational age, 
capacity and ways of working with communities? 

●​ How can assessment of long-term contribution and ongoing learning inform 
strategy and program design? 

●​ How can communities shape measurement and decisions while representing 
differences and dissent within them? 

●​ What practical guidance would help organisations apply the frameworks and 
act on their findings? 

●​ How can funders support learning and adaptation while meeting accountability 
requirements? 

Applying both frameworks in different settings will help examine these questions. 
Organisations’ experience can inform further development, showing where the 
approaches support decisions and where adaptation is needed. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

Appendix  

Detailed Agenda 

 

Time Track 1 - DM-Anchored SIMM Track  2 - RDIF 

9:00 AM - 
9:30 AM 

Registration, Tea and Exhibition Gallery Walk  

9:30 AM - 
9:45 AM 

Joint Launch - Framing and Agenda Setting 
Opening from ISDM, PRADAN and 4th Wheel Social Impact. The two 
frameworks are positioned in relation to each other: SIMM as a lens on 
how measurement is governed and used to inform decisions, and RDIF 
as a lens on how change is understood in a place over time. 
Participants confirm their track and break into the rooms. This is the 
only shared session until lunch. 

9:50 AM - 
10:30 AM 

Fire side chat/Panel discussion/ Fishbowl  
A moderated discussion on Reimagining Social Impact: Shifting the 
Development Ecosystem from Reporting Compliance to Systemic 
Transformation 

10:30 AM - 
11:00 AM 

Framework Presentation  
1.​ The DM-Anchored SIMM Framework  

Presents the five-stage lifecycle and the logic connecting the 
three principles to a practice model. Framing Impact → 
Designing Architecture → Embedding in Practice → Interpreting 
Evidence → Using Evidence for Decisions, as the general logic of 
measurement as a learning system. Closes by handing 
participants the SIMM Adoption Rubric and its four-level 
maturity scale for use next. 

2.​ What RDIF Is and How It Works  
Presents the framework's methodology, evidence base, and the 
Context-Mechanism-Outcome (CMO) logic - how an 
intervention's setting shapes why and how it produces change. 
Closes by introducing the scenario used next. 

11:00 AM - 
11:15 AM 

Break  

 



 

11:15 AM - 
1:30 PM 

Track 1- SIMM 
Hands-On Activity - SIMM Adoption 
Rubric followed by Synthesis and 
Next Steps  

Track 2- RDIF  
RDIF presentation, Audience 
Q&A followed by Hands-On 
Activity and Synthesis and Next 
Steps  

1:30 PM - 
2:30 PM 

Lunch and Networking  

2:30 PM - 
4:30 PM 

Workshop continues (optional participation)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

List of Attendees 

Full Name Organisation Name 

Govindan Soundararajan  Dhwani Foundation 

Tony Dsouza 10x Impact Labs  

Naima Salahuddeen  The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Fathima Raniya  The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Sreerama Rajesh  The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Dr. Saravanan Manickam  The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Archit Majumdar The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Bhumika The Association of People with Disability (APD)  

Shraddha Gargatti Independent Professional 

Ashwi Ansh Sunbird Trust 

Kaye Lushington Pacta 

Rajika Seth SCALE 

Sowmya Jain SCALE 

Bhargavi N Prakash Children of India Foundation 

Neena Jain Independent Professional 

Madhuri Dhurjati Reweave  

Vijaya Balaji Social lens Consulting  

Aditya Tambi Independent Professional 

Akshay Roongta Dots (Ooloi Labs) 

Aravind Subramaniam  V Impact Consulting 

Yashwin Iddya Fields of View 

Ghanshyam Kumar Quest Alliance  

Romina Joseph Quest Alliance  

Simran Kapoor Global Alliance for Mass Entrepreneurship 

Lakshmikantha N R WELL Labs 

Tejas Pahlajani Equist Consulting 

Annette Francis Parakkal Global Alliance for Mass Entrepreneurship 
(GAME) 

Priyambada Talapatra AuxoHub 

Nita Aggarwal Co-Impact 

Vijay K Paul Prakalpa Saujanaya 

Smita  Nudge 

Shristi Singhania         Upaya 

Anirban Grassroots Research and Advocacy Movement 
(GRAAM) 

 



 
Ramesh Venkatraman  Swami Vivekananda Youth Movement (SVYM) 

Savitha Sulugodu Swami Vivekananda Youth Movement (SVYM) 

Sameer Shisodia  Rainmatter Foundation  

Bikalp Chamola  Azim Premji University  

Sarath Kalliattu  Grassroots Research and Advocacy Movement 
(GRAAM) 

Payal Mulchandani  The 4th Wheel Social Impact  
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Links to reports  

📘 A methodological framework for assessing the long-term impact of a nonprofit’s work in a 
geography 

📘 Roots of change: A realist framework for long-term rural development impact 

📘 Roots of change: A handbook for mapping systemic change in rural development 

📘 Principles for Reimagining Social Impact Measurement and Management (SIMM) 
practices 

📘 DM-SIMM: A funder’s guide to reflect, learn, and act on social impact 

📘 DM-SIMM: An Implementation Organisation's Guide to Reflect, Learn, and Act on Social 
Impact 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/a-methodological-framework-for-assessing-the-long-term-impact-of-a-nonprofits-work-in-a-geography
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/a-methodological-framework-for-assessing-the-long-term-impact-of-a-nonprofits-work-in-a-geography
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/roots-of-change-a-realist-framework-for-long-term-rural-development-impact
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/roots-of-change-a-handbook-for-mapping-systemic-change-in-rural-development
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/reimagining-social-impact-measurement-and-management-simm-practices
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/reimagining-social-impact-measurement-and-management-simm-practices
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/dm-simm-a-funders-guide-to-reflect-learn-and-act-on-social-impact
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/dm-simm-an-implementation-organisations-guide-to-reflect-learn-and-act-on-social-impact
https://www.isdm.org.in/ekam/development-management-hub/dm-simm-an-implementation-organisations-guide-to-reflect-learn-and-act-on-social-impact


 

Event Presentations 

Presentation 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Presentation  2

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
Presentation  3 
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