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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This case study explores the UBS Optimus Foundation’s journey to 

optimize its impact management approach. It highlights the rationale 

for implementing an impact rating tool to enhance decision-making at 

both program and portfolio levels, while also sharing learnings from 

the development and implementation process.

Key insights from this experience, relevant to other foundations, 

philanthropic funders, and the broader social impact sector, include:

Impact ratings integrate multiple dimensions of impact into 

a common unit, enabling programs to be assessed using 

standardized criteria. This consistency is particularly valuable 

for managing large, thematically diverse philanthropic 

portfolios spanning various sectors (such as health and 

education) and funding instruments (from grants to 

investments).

Impact rating tools offer philanthropic funders a structured 

way to identify the potential of their partners and pinpoint 

areas where deeper impact can be achieved. They help set 

clear, reasonable expectations for impact performance and 

outline specific aspects for partners to improve over time.

Beyond the tool itself, the development and roll-out processes 

foster alignment around key impact criteria across teams and 

divisions. This provides an opportunity to build staff capacity 

to assess the impact potential and performance of programs.

1 .
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3.
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While investors are increasingly using impact ratings to measure and manage the impact performance 

of their investments, such approaches are nascent in the philanthropy space. 

This case study focuses on the experience of the UBS Optimus Foundation and outlines the rationale 

behind their decision to develop an impact rating tool, the process of its development, and key 

lessons learned from applying the tool across their program portfolio.1

Introduction

Impact Frontiers collaborated with UBS-OF to synthesize the following case study with the goals of providing an on-ramp for other 
organizations to review, learn from, and adapt the impact rating for their own use. The case study was based on an earlier draft 
by impact advisory firm The Good Economy, who also provided technical support to UBS-OF during the development of the 
impact rating tool.

1

The UBS Optimus Foundation (UBS-OF) works to drive long-term social and environmental 

impact and systemic change by supporting innovative programs through grants and 

investments in the areas of climate and environment, education, and health. In 2023, 

UBS-OF collaborated with 250 partners across more than 80 countries, supporting 370 

programs. Since its inception, UBS-OF has allocated over 1.5 billion USD in funding.

UBS-OF envisions a future where impact is measured according to the highest quality 

standards, with this information made publicly accessible for the benefit of all. Aligned 

with this vision, this case study aims to foster discussions on the advantages and 

challenges of utilizing impact ratings to guide 

philanthropic initiatives.

About the UBS Optimus Foundation
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Philanthropy plays a vital role in addressing some of the world’s most pressing social and environmental 

challenges by bridging resource gaps and scaling innovative solutions that lie beyond the reach of 

market-rate investments or government support.

However, large philanthropic funders like UBS-OF often encounter difficulties in assessing and 

comparing impacts across various sectors and outcome areas, which complicates the ability to 

consistently and transparently incorporate impact into decision-making processes.

To evaluate potential partners and programs, UBS-OF previously employed a “traffic light” tool.2  

This system enabled program directors to rate the anticipated impact of funding opportunities and 

communicate program impacts. However, the tool lacked clear criteria for each level and did not 

require justification for ratings, prompting UBS internal risk controls to identify the need for a more 

transparent solution.

As a result, UBS-OF developed a new Impact Rating Tool (IRT), representing an evolution rather than 

a complete overhaul of their approach. The new IRT was designed to:

•	 Prioritize programs most aligned with UBS-OF’s strategic impact objectives.

•	 Identify the value added by partners and programs to addressing the social and/or 

environmental issues, as well as UBS-OF’s own additionality.

•	 Document actions that could be taken by partners and/or UBS-OF to enhance program and 

impact potential.

•	 Enable portfolio-level analysis for better oversight and strategic alignment.

The development of the IRT also provided UBS-OF with an opportunity to create internal alignment 

on tools and terminology across the Foundation, UBS Wealth Management, UBS Asset Management, 

and other divisions. This was particularly timely as UBS-OF increasingly deploys innovative financing 

alongside traditional grants, allowing it to draw on experience from the use of impact ratings in the 

field of impact investing.

Why Did UBS-OF Develop 
an Impact Rating? 

Under a traffic light assessment, also known as a RAG (Red-Amber-Green) rating, green represents a “favorable” attribute, red 
indicates an “unfavorable” attribute, and amber signifies a “neutral” one.

2



Investors with impact goals often use impact ratings to translate multiple dimensions 

of impact into a standardized unit or set of units. Based on practical applications in the 

investment community, key benefits and insights from impact ratings include:

•	 Consistent comparison of diverse impacts: Impact ratings enable the capture, 

tracking, and analysis of an enterprise’s or investment’s performance within 

a common framework, allowing for the comparison of the relative merits of 

different opportunities.

•	 Improved portfolio management: For investors managing diverse portfolios, 

impact ratings can support effective management of impact performance across 

the portfolio.

•	 Clarification of impact goals and informed decision-making: Impact ratings help 

organizations articulate their impact objectives clearly and provide a foundation 

for data-driven investment decisions.

•	 Enhanced communication and transparency: Impact ratings enable transparent 

communication of complex impact-related information, fostering understanding 

and alignment internally within teams and externally with funders and co-investors.

Using impact ratings to make investment decisions

Impact Ratings for Philanthropy: A Case Study of the UBS Optimus Foundation — 6  
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What Does the Impact 
Rating Assess?

The impact rating tool scores criteria across three broad impact categories: “Intentionality,” 

“Additionality,” and “Measurability.” Each category aligns to one or more of the Impact Management 

Project (IMP) five dimensions of impact, as shown in Figure 1.3

Based on the scoring element ratings, an overall “A,” “B,” or “C” rating is then calculated for each of 

the three impact categories. This results in a final rating score of AAA – CCC. Each scoring element 

requires a narrative justification for the rating that addresses a specific set of questions.

The Five Dimensions of Impact are part of the Norms of Impact Management facilitated by the Impact Management Project (IMP) 
and now stewarded by Impact Frontiers.

3

Structure of the IRT
FIGURE 1

DIMENSIONS 
OF IMPACT:

SCORING 
ELEMENT:

Intentionality

What are the intended 
outcomes?

Who are the affected 
stakeholders?

Alignment

Level of need

Inclusion

Additionality

Risk of impact being 
different than expected

Contribution compared 
to what would have 
happened anyway

Investor additionality

Sustainability

Scale

Organisational 
capacity

Investor contribution

Measurability

How much impact is 
expected to occur

Program design

Measurement

Results & targets

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA (PRE & POST FUNDING)

https://impactfrontiers.org/norms/five-dimensions-of-impact/


Impact Ratings for Philanthropy: A Case Study of the UBS Optimus Foundation — 8  

UBS-OF adopted a phased approach to the development of its Impact Rating Tool:

1.	 Drafting: Creating a prototype impact rating and inviting feedback and scrutiny from 
external consultants as well as selected internal users.

2.	 Piloting: Updating the impact rating and testing it on a subset of the UBS-OF portfolio. The 
pilot was led by the intended users (program directors) and covered a sample of sectors 
and programs.

3.	 Revising: Refining the names, definitions, criteria, and guidance for the impact categories 
to ensure internal alignment across wider UBS.

Through this process, UBS-OF identified several key lessons to maximize buy-in from multiple teams 

during the tool’s development.

LEARNING 1 :  An iterative approach with multiple drafting cycles allowed UBS-OF to create a 

tool that provided a deep assessment while maintaining feasibility. The goal was to ensure “enough 

precision for the decision,” recognizing that a “perfect” tool is unattainable. The focus was on a fit-

for-use solution that supported effective decision-making.

The IRT is simple and high level but allows UBS-OF to communicate its 
priorities and how they align with the IMP – it allows a common language 
around impact and a means to communicate the rationale behind our 
decision making. There has been very good uptake and we have even 
aligned with the Bank to track impact in the same way which is huge. 
           NALINI TARAKESHWAR, DEPUTY CEO, UBS-OF NETWORK

LEARNING 2: Adopting a patient approach enabled UBS-OF to align on a shared understanding 

of impact across business divisions beyond the social impact team. The six-month piloting process 

helped maintain momentum while maximizing the likelihood that all team members would be on the 

same page, facilitating foundation-wide adoption and integration.

LEARNING 3:  Rather than consolidating the final rating into a single letter or number, it was 

divided into three impact categories. This approach proved particularly useful for a portfolio balancing 

innovative initiatives with more established partners. Additionally, the format deliberately mirrored 

the structure of UK credit ratings, enhancing familiarity and ease of understanding.

For new audiences to understand and engage with impact and 
impact transparency, we need to keep it simple and speak a language 
all can understand. The rating framework is something simple which 
can be used to attract new players to the sector. 
           DHUN DAVAR, HEAD OF SOCIAL FINANCE

“
“

“ “
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LEARNING 4: Requiring supporting evidence and a justification for ratings add additional 

rigour to the process. It has facilitated more structured discussions about how to address areas of 

improvement for programs across the dimensions of impact. This has enabled UBS-OF to proactively 

and intentionally direct resources and support in a more structured, systemic way towards grantees 

and investees. 

The RAG rating was subjective depending on who was doing the 
assessment. The new tool reduces the subjectivity, and makes it clear 
why a rating is given, whereas the old format didn’t prompt you to 
provide a justification for the rating per se. 
           MARISSA LEFFLER, PROGRAM DIRECTOR

LEARNING 5: Rather than requiring a minimum score for programs to qualify for funding, the 

impact rating incorporates an assessment of “Ambition.” For each scoring element rated “B” or “C,” 

this narrative assessment evaluates:

1.	 The organization’s potential to move to a higher rating band (“A” or “B”) and, if possible, the 

anticipated timeline for this improvement.

2.	 The expected UBS-OF contribution to support this progression.

The “Ambition” assessment serves as a reference point for UBS-OF to monitor ongoing performance. 

This approach enables UBS-OF to allocate resources and proactively support opportunities to deepen 

impact. It also encourages reflection on the strengths and weaknesses of a program/investment, 

providing a helpful prompt for discussion with grantees/investees.

We leverage the impact rating tool to systematically evaluate and 
enhance the effectiveness of our grantees and investees. Defining 
clear ambitions and reflecting specifically about the UBS-OF 
additionality helps us to provide continuous support to our partners 
in regular catch ups and hence contribute to their achievement of 
sustainable and meaningful outcomes.
           CEDRINE GISIN, PROGRAM DIRECTOR

“ “
“

“
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How has UBS-OF  
Implemented the Impact Rating?

UBS-OF now uses the impact rating tools across the funding life cycle, from the initial application 
process through to closure (Figure 2). After approval, programs are re-assessed annually, any 
“downgrades” are closely monitored to understand the reasons why, and corrective actions are 
taken – including UBS-OF support to improvement.

Scoring guidance differs slightly between application and management phases and closure to align with evolving program stages.4

The IRT in Practice4

FIGURE 2

APPROVAL

IRT scores inform 
decision-making

Program Directors develop 
“ambition” assessment

APPLICATION

Program Director uses 
IRT to assess proposals

Baseline and expected IRT 
scores are established

PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT

IRT completed annually

Scores are aggregated and 
analysed at portfolio-level

CLOSURE

Program Directors 
complete IRT prior to end 

Comparison against 
baseline scores and 
identify learnings
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After one year of implementation, UBS-OF has uncovered the following insights to help drive 

continuous improvement and establish an effective feedback loop:

LEARNING 6: Rolling out the rating tool has proven to be more than a technical task involving 

data; it has resembled a change management exercise to embed new ways of working and systematic 

uptake. To support widespread integration, UBS-OF conducted training sessions and clinics to educate 

staff on the tool’s benefits, implementation goals, and effective usage. UBS-OF also developed 

supporting resources, including a detailed Guidance Manual (see Appendix A) to help staff accurately 

rate each scoring element.

LEARNING 7:  The roll-out process has served as a valuable opportunity for team learning and 

development. Training sessions have aligned staff on how to assess specific impact dimensions, 

such as the “Measurability” category, where workshops enhanced staff capacity for assessing 

technical aspects like Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and impact targets. These sessions 

also demonstrated how the Impact Rating Tool can be particularly useful for identifying areas of 

improvement in partner organizations.5

Consistency and building a shared understanding of standards and 
definitions is a critical success factor for impact rating. Training is 
targeted to bolster inter-rater reliability and thereby improve the rigor of 
our impact ratings. We are introducing quality audits to support this and 
establish minimum expected standards for the Impact Rating Tool. 
           MATTHEW MACGREGOR-STUBBS, DIRECTOR, IMPACT TRANSPARENCY

LEARNING 8: While the IRT has delivered clear benefits, particularly for evaluating individual 

programs and within portfolios (see Appendix B), challenges remain in applying it to comparisons 

across portfolios or program groups. Comparing ratings across diverse programs—spanning different 

operational contexts, intervention types, and demographic profiles—may not always be relevant 

and, in some cases, could yield misleading conclusions. Where possible, existing frameworks and 

conceptual models such as the NESTA framework on evidence and the Norms of Impact Management 

(developed by the Impact Management Project and now stewarded by Impact Frontiers) have been 

adopted to facilitate consistency.

“
“

UBS-OF continues to provide regular training to support consistency of impact ratings and improve the quality of IRT submissions, 
identifying common gaps and opportunities for learning.

5
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Conclusion: Reflections 
and Next Steps

UBS-OF now has a structured and transparent approach to promoting consistency, clarity, and 

improved communication across its philanthropic initiatives. 

As the Impact Rating Tool continues to be broadly implemented, UBS-OF is currently exploring 

several key questions to enhance its approach:

•	 Assessing data quality: How can the quality of the impact data provided by programs be 

effectively assessed?

•	 Technology: Are there alternative technologies or platforms that are more user-friendly 

than the current Excel-based tool?

•	 Partner engagement: How can program partners be involved in understanding the ratings, 

including determining the appropriate level of detail and the periodicity of updates?

•	 Independent verification: Should independent verification of ratings be pursued to reduce 

risks such as optimism bias or “grade inflation”? 

•	 Financial integration: How can financial data, such as the relative size of grants, be integrated 

into decision-making alongside impact ratings?

•	 Revision frequency: How often should the rating tool be updated? This requires balancing 

the need to incorporate feedback with the understanding that frequent revisions could 

hinder trend analysis and necessitate time-consuming program “re-scoring.”

You are invited to use, adapt, and share your own learnings 

from the Impact Rating Tool to shape best practices for 

developing and implementing impact ratings.

Download the full Impact Rating Tool here.

Impact Rating Tool
IMPACT CLASSIFICATIONIMPACT CATEGORY

INTENTIONALITY

ADDITIONALITY

MEASURABILITY

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fimpactfrontiers.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2025%2F02%2FUBS-Optimus-Foundation_Impact_Rating_Tool_.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: How to Complete the IRT  
(Extracted from Guidance Manual)

RATING JUSTIFICATION AMBITION

APPROVAL

MANAGEMENT

Rate each 
impact category 
independently, 
without being 
influenced by the 
overall rating of each 
dimension.

An ‘A’ rating will 
need justification but 
no ambition.

Ratings to be 
validated by a peer 
(for regional staff, 
please share with 
relevant Optimus 
PD or Impact 
Transparency 
Director).

. 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 

.

Respond to every 
question to justify 
rating.

Response should 
be complete, yet 
pithy. For example, 
with respect to 
the organizational 
leadership question, 
detailed info on every 
staff is not needed.

. 
 

.

Refers to the grantee’s/
investee’s ambition to 
improve and the UBS-
OF’s role in supporting 
this improvement.
State how rating 
will be improved or 
maintained and if 
possible, by when.
The ambition 
becomes the focus 
of management and 
basis for ratings at the 
management phase/s.
Ambition can also be 
to maintain a rating; 
at times, the PD may 
decide that a ‘B’ rating 
is sufficient.
‘C’ rating with no 
ambition to improve 
must include a 
rationale (include 
under ‘Ambition’).
Be realistic in what 
is possible within the 
duration of the program 
and importantly, 
whether the partner 
desires this change.

. 
 
 
 

. 
 
 

. 
 
 
 

. 
 
 
 

. 
 
 
 

.

The rating is dynamic 
and should reflect 
the ‘state’ of the 
program/investment 
at that point in time 
and progress on the 
ambition articulated 
at the approval phase.

. 
 
 
 
 
 

Provide justification 
for the rating.

Refer to data in 
progress reports to 
support your claim 
with evidence.

. 

.

Ambition might be 
to continue making 
progress to improve 
the rating or to 
maintain conditions to 
sustain a given rating.

. 
 

CLOSURE Ratings should 
reflect the program/
investment 
performance and 
results achieved at the 
point of closure/exit for 
the grant/investment

. 
 
 
 
 
 

Provide justification for 
the rating in response 
to the prompts, 
capturing learning and 
providing explanations 
for unachieved targets
Refer to final and 
progress reports, citing 
data as necessary

.
 
 
 
 
 
. 

Where there is a 
possibility of further 
funding in future 
consider completing 
ambition sections 
where ratings are 
lower than ‘A’

. 
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APPENDICES

Appendix B: Example Impact Rating 
(Redacted)

Overall strong performance across portfolio:

26% of Product A 
portfolio rated AAA and 
62% have two A ratings or 
more. 18% of portfolio is 
rated BBB, of which 80% 
are out of strategy

Product B shows above 
average ratings (esp. 
intentionality and 
additionality) due to strong 
cross-team collaboration in 
deal sourcing and execution

Program type A dominates 
B ratings across three 
impact categories (100% 
intentionality, 80% 
additionality, 60% 
measurability)

INTENTIONALITY

68% A

32% B

Portfolio is strategically 
aligned (66% rated A) 
addressing significant needs 
of the target population (83% 
rated A)

Inclusion B ratings mostly 
driven by lack of 
disaggregated data

ALIGNMENT

LEVEL 
OF NEED

INCLUSION

BA C

ADDITIONALITY

58% A

42% B

Organizations are strong and 
show a high likelihood for 
scale (both ~65% rated A)
Sustainability has the lowest 
% of A ratings (33%) likely 
reflecting lack of sustainable 
financing as a critical barrier
Good contribution but limited 
by PD team capacity (time) to 
provide TA

SUSTAINABILITY

SCALE

ADDITIONALITY

ORGANIZATIONAL 
CAPACITY

MEASURABILITY

43% A

57% B

Same partners that tend to 
score lower within these scoring 
elements. Clear ambitions to 
move to ‘A’ are defined

Measurement is 65% B or C 
rated – Rating often results 
from lack of targets and modest 
alignment with portfolio KPIs

PROGRAM 
DESIGN

MEASUREMENT

RESULTS & 
TARGETS

KEY OBSERVATIONS AT PORTFOLIO LEVEL
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APPENDICES

Appendix C: Example Impact Rating 
(Deal Level – Download the full Example here)

IN
T

E
N

T
IO

N
A

L
IT

Y B - Targeted outcome 
aligned but does not 
fully address a key gap 
or need of the UBS-OF 
strategy.

Targeted outcome 
somewhat linked to the 
organization’s business 
model and the way 
in which it generates 
financial return.

. 
 
 

 
.

IMPACT
CATE- 
GORY

SCORING 
& IMPACT 
QUESTION

PROGRAM  
DIRECTOR 
ASSESSMENT

ALIGNMENT 
WITH UBS-OF 
STRATEGY 

What is the 
intended 
outcome? 

The program significantly benefits smallholder farmers and pastoralists in 
Sub-Saharan Africa by boosting land productivity, food security, income, 
and resilience to climate shocks. It promotes sustainable land management 
and empowers communities to steward their environment. The xxxx app 
supports large-scale landscape restoration through digital innovation, 
offering cost-effective solutions to millions of farmers. It bridges knowledge 
gaps, providing personalized, location-specific advice in multiple languages, 
connecting farmers with experts, and promoting regreening methods.
The main outcomes during the 3-year project period (2024-2026) include:

Trained Farmers: Farmers and pastoralists will restore degraded land 
using techniques learned through App A, such as FMNR, rainwater 
harvesting, and agroforestry.
Geographic Expansion: App A will expand into Kenya and Senegal, 
with translated content and local partnerships.
Increased Adoption of Regreening Techniques: Users will actively 
apply regreening techniques via personalized guidance and farmer-to-
farmer learning.
Continuous Improvement: The project will gather insights on App 
A by monitoring app usage and user feedback, informing further 
development and refinement.

Program A aligns with UBS-OF priorities in Sustainable Land Use by 
restoring degraded ecosystems, mitigating climate change, enhancing 
biodiversity, and improving livelihoods in vulnerable communities. 
It aligns with several other partners working on regeneration and 
restoration of landscapes, and also echoes some of the use of tech 
and AI evidenced by other partners. There could be interesting 
opportunities to link up this grantee with others, exchange knowledge 
and approaches, and maximise outcomes.

. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 

.

JUSTIFICATION  
OF RATING

.
 
 
. 

.
 
 
.

LEVEL OF 
NEED

How important 
is the outcome 
to the people 
or planet 
experiencing 
it?

B - Main problem (to be 
solved through program/
investment) is somewhat 
significant (i.e., main 
outcome addresses a 
gap/need within the 
target country/ies and 
communities but it is not 
critical to the well-being 
and/or sustainable future 
of the target groups).

Target groups under-served 
in relation to outcome. 

. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.

Africa faces severe landscape threats, losing 3.9 million hectares 
of forests annually, with 65% of land degraded due to overgrazing, 
climate change, and unsustainable practices. This degradation leads to 
water scarcity, food insecurity, poverty, and biodiversity loss. Effective 
regreening techniques exist but need scaling and dissemination.
Communities in Kenya, Tanzania, and Senegal face significant 
impacts from land degradation, reducing livestock and agricultural 
productivity, causing food insecurity and poverty. Women are 
particularly affected, necessitating their involvement in land 
management. Regreening practices such as agroforestry and FMNR 
can restore landscapes and enhance community resilience. Initiatives 
like App A provides vital information and training on sustainable land 
management in rural areas.

. 
 
 
 

. 

INCLUSION

Who experiences 
the outcome and 
how underserved 
are the affected 
stakeholders in 
relation to the 
outcome?

B - Program/investment 
addresses inequities 
but unable to provide 
disaggregated data for 
key inclusion metrics (or 
able to provide only for 
some inclusion metrics).

. Program A focuses on supporting underserved groups in Sub-Saharan 
Africa, especially women, children, and low-income communities 
facing land degradation and climate change. Key strategies include 
empowering women for better land management and community 
resilience, enabling accessibility with easy-to-use guidance, visual 
learning, and local languages to cater to different literacy levels, 
aligning efforts with local priorities and promoting inclusivity and 
improved livelihoods through enhancing food security, income, and 
economic opportunities through sustainable practices.

.

https://impactfrontiers.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/UBS-of_Impact-Rating-Tool_Example-Rating.xlsx
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APPENDIX C:  EXAMPLE IMPACT RATINGS

A
D

D
IT

IO
N

A
L

IT
Y

IMPACT
CATE- 
GORY

SCORING 
& IMPACT 
QUESTION

PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
ASSESSMENT

JUSTIFICATION OF RATING

INCLUSION
(CONT.)

The work is considered gender sensitive in that it focuses on women, 
tracks the gender data and will aim to address these issues. It does not go 
as far as addressing specific gender issues nor transform gender norms 
but within local contexts is a robust approach to empowering women. 
The program also tracks disaggregated data via App A to monitor 
impact across demographics and address disparities, ensuring tailored 
support for underserved groups.                                                         

. 
 
 

. 

SUSTAINABILITY 

Which risk 
factors are 
significant and 
how likely is it 
that the impact 
will be different 
than expected?

B - Moderate potential 
to be sustained through 
credible mechanisms; 
some attention to 
mitigation of risks to 
sustained impact.

. Program A has some potential for sustainability beyond UBS-OF support. 
This is achieved through diversifying funding sources by seeking grants, 
corporate partnerships, and collaborating with international organizations. 
Additionally, as carbon and biodiversity credit markets mature, the 
program can monetize its environmental impact.
To ensure sustained growth, the program will continuously develop 
new courses, update existing content, expand reach through marketing 
campaigns and partnerships, and adapt to local contexts by working 
with communities.
Key risks include reliance on external funding, competition from 
similar platforms, rapid technological changes, and maintaining 
user engagement. Mitigation strategies involve diversifying funding, 
innovating the app, building a strong brand, fostering a user community, 
and continuous performance monitoring and adaptation.
Challenges such as low digital literacy, insufficient behavior change, 
and short-term benefits will be managed through ongoing evaluation 
and monitoring.

. 
 
 
 

. 

 
 
. 

 
 
 
. 

SCALE B - Potential 
demonstration effect in 
terms of future scaling 
in the same or other 
geographies.

. Initiative A has good potential for growth. By 2030, smartphone 
and mobile internet usage in Sub-Saharan Africa will rise to 88%, 
particularly among smallholder farmers who can benefit from 
regreening through digital learning. The challenge is to reach them 
with effective campaigns and engaging content. With digital impact 
monitoring, efforts can be measured and optimized to demonstrate real 
impact at scale and low cost. 
Partner networks using this technology can further enhance the platform’s 
impact and these extensions of the network will be actively explored. 
The project is actively addressing several risks that could prevent 
it from reaching scale, including limited resources, cultural and 
linguistic barriers, and resistance to change. To mitigate these risks, 
the project is diversifying funding sources, exploring partnerships, 
and advocating for government support to overcome resource 
limitations. By prioritizing community engagement, collaborating with 
local organizations, and ensuring culturally relevant content in local 
languages, it is overcoming cultural and linguistic barriers. Additionally, 
the project is building trust, demonstrating the benefits of regreening, 
and involving local leaders to mitigate resistance to change.

. 
 
 
 

 
 
.
 
. 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRENGTH AND 
DELIVERY  
CAPACITY

What are 
partner-related 
risks to achieving 
impact?

B - Medium - established 
team, operational model 
and financial prospects but 
some organizational gaps 
need to be addressed.

Material ESG risks and 
mitigation strategies are 
somewhat articulated.

. 
 
 
 

. 

The organization is supported by a diverse team of professionals, 
including project leaders, digital experts, and environmental specialists.
The organisation receives significant funding from corporate donors.
The organisation has identified ESG risks and associated mitigations: 

. 

.

. 

Environmental Risks: There is a risk of introducing invasive species 
through regreening efforts. This is mitigated by using native species, 
guiding site selection, and monitoring ecosystems.
Social Risks: Low adoption of App A due to digital literacy issues or 
lack of smartphone access is addressed through awareness campaigns, 
user support, and partnerships to increase digital access. To prevent 
exacerbating inequalities, the program focuses on gender equity, 
inclusion, and accessible design, with community engagement and 
transparent communication to build trust.

.
 
 
.
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STRENGTH AND 
DELIVERY  
CAPACITY
(CONT.)

Governance Risks: Data privacy and security risks are mitigated with 
robust protection measures, informed consent, and compliance with 
regulations. Funding limitations are addressed by diversifying sources, 
building donor relationships, and demonstrating impact. Monitoring 
challenges are managed with a strong MEL framework, remote 
monitoring technology, and local partner collaboration.

.

UBS  
CONTRIBUTION 

What is the 
organization’s 
and/or 
investor’s 
contribution to 
the outcome? 
Is it better than 
what would 
have occurred 
anyway?

A - Critical/cornerstone 
investor, with clear 
UBS-OF value add (both 
financial and non-
financial).

. 
 

The UBS-OF grant will be catalytic for transformative change, enabling 
Organization A to scale its impact, reach millions of farmers, and 
contribute to a sustainable future for Africa. The grant will fund further 
development of App A, expand the program’s reach, and strengthen 
impact measurement, attracting future funding. 
This is a new grant which is expected to be form a considerable part of 
their income thus making UBS OF one of their largest funders. 
UBS-OF’s unique combination of strategic alignment, focus on 
underserved communities, emphasis on digital innovation, and long-
term vision makes us an good partner. PD sees potential in leveraging 
UBS OF networks to widen reach of the app, connecting the team with 
other organisations and networks UBS OF is working with, in particular 
via Initiative A, and the potential collaborative approach to landscape 
restoration under discussion with other large scale funders in the region.

. 
 
 
 

. 

. 

M
E
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DESIGN

How is the 
impact likely 
to occur/ 
occurring?

B - Program/investment 
articulates a clear 
pathway (theory of 
change) to achievement 
of the intended 
outcome but underlying 
assumptions are not 
sufficiently documented 
and limited evidence is 
provided to support the 
theory of change.

Some evidence that the 
proposed intervention 
model/approach is 
innovative.

Potential negative and/
or unexpected impacts 
have been identified but 
no mitigation plan is 
available.

.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.

 
 
 
. 

Organization A employs a Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) 
system based on a Theory of Change to track progress and ensure program 
effectiveness. The ToC is robust, indicating a progression from access 
to information, to implementation of practical action, driving behaviour 
change and generating positive outcomes for livelihoods and conservation.
With over 18.7 million trees restored and 440,000 hectares under 
restoration, the organization has tangible evidence of its impact on land 
restoration and community engagement.  
Regreening practices, such as agroforestry, Farmer-Managed Natural 
Regeneration (FMNR), and sustainable grazing management, offer hope 
for restoring degraded landscapes. Agroforestry improves soil health 
and water retention, making farms more resilient to droughts. FMNR 
encourages the revival of native plants, enriching the land and boosting 
biodiversity. Sustainable grazing management prevents overgrazing, 
ensuring vegetation remains intact and promoting fodder production.
Access to information and training on these techniques is crucial, 
especially in rural communities facing communication challenges due to 
geographical isolation and lack of infrastructure. Initiatives like App A 
aim to bridge this gap by providing accessible training and information 
on regreening techniques.Rigorous testing and development in close 
collaboration with the target audience ensures the app’s effectiveness 
as a digital training tool. In 2022 a field study amongst 300 farmers 
demonstrated that the target audience can correctly apply regreening 
methods after education on a smartphone.
Key to success will be the adoption of smartphones and network coverage 
rising rapidly as expected, since this would create scaling potential.  
Innovations around the app include its personalized approach making 
it attractive to users, the diverse language options which increase 
accessibility, and the focus on practical tried-and-tested techniques. Use 
of technology in this way enables learning and capacity building at scales 
previously not possible, reducing resource requirements and costs and 
bringing best practice to a huge audience.
Potential negative impacts include that the program inadvertently 
exacerbate existing inequalities if it fails to adequately address 
the needs of marginalized groups, such as women. To mitigate, the 
team are prioritizing gender equity and inclusion in program design 
and implementation, ensuring the app is accessible to people with 
disabilities, and tracking disaggregated data to monitor the equitable 
distribution of benefits.
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.
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.
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RESULTS  
AND TARGETS

How many 
people 
experience 
how much of 
the outcome?

B - The magnitude 
of expected impact 
is modest and will be 
measured using average 
impact metrics with 
targets that do not have 
a credible basis. Risks 
that the magnitude of 
impact does not occur as 
expected are somewhat 
articulated and some 
attention is paid to 
mitigation strategies.

Main impact metrics 
align somewhat with 
UBS-OF portfolio KPIs.

Rationale for targets/ 
milestones not fully 
supported by evidence.

. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
.

 
 
. 
 

Impact metrics include the following:
1.000.000 people made aware of the app and the regreening courses.
100.000 no. of people downloaded the app.
50% have practiced and benefited from the courses in the digital app 
in 2025.
20% of people share the app with others.
10 other NGO’s actively onboarding farmers on the app.

Metrics are robust in that they are linked to the outcome, counting 
number of people downloading and using the app, and how many 
reporting benefits from the app content. These factors will directly 
contribute to desired outcomes of increased tree cover, improved soil 
health, and enhanced water retention.
Metrics and outcomes are well aligned to several Sustainable 
Development Goal targets, including SDG1, 2, 5, 6, 8 13, 15 and 17.
Targets are based largely on organisational track record although they 
have incorporated wider learning s and expertise in their ambitions.
UBS KPIs to be reported on include OF-01 c and D (beneficiaries 
supported), OF-o2 (workers trained), ENV 07 and ENV 08 (Adaptation 
# people improved resilience and food security) They will also report on 
numerous project specific KPIs including # trees increase. 
PD would be interested to extend biodiversity MEL and will discuss this 
with the team.
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.
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. 
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. 
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MEASUREMENT

How good is 
the impact 
data?

A - Very robust data 
processes and systems; 
rigorous evaluation 
approach that 
includes assessment 
of contributions to 
inclusion.

Strong performance 
management and 
learning culture; clear 
evidence that data 
will inform program 
implementation.

. 
 
 
 
 
 

. 
 

The organisation has a dedicated MEL team responsible for collecting 
data to inform program improvements and support evidence-based 
future project designs. Additionally, monitoring through App A and 
collaborations with external evaluators bolster the MEL system. It also 
monitors vegetation using satellite imagery and artificial intelligence. This 
capability will become increasingly valuable as the number of farmers 
using App A to report impact grows, allowing for the combination of data.

An independent evaluation of the program will be conducted during the 
grant/investment period. The evaluation will employ a mixed-methods 
approach, combining quantitative and qualitative data collection methods 
to provide a comprehensive assessment of the program’s impact and its 
contribution to inclusion. The independent evaluation will be planned 
towards the end of the grant/investment period to allow sufficient time 
for the program to demonstrate its impact. The selection of the evaluator 
will be based on their expertise in evaluating digital development 
programs, their experience with gender and inclusion analysis, and 
their understanding of the context of land restoration in Africa.

Regular reporting and data-driven decision-making is intended to 
ensure transparency and accountability. This feedback approach 
ensures the program is evidence-based and continuously evolves to 
meet the needs of the communities and landscapes it serves.
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