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Summative Assessment

The final summative assessment of the MG4G1 course is a case-based analysis that applies
theoretical frameworks and a Theory of Change to the work of French headquartered non-
profit 1001 Fontaines.

e This assignment carries 40% of the assessment weight on the course
e Lengthis 1,500 words
e The Theory of Change framework is not included in your word-count

Submission Process
The submission is due on the 8t January 2026, 12 Noon.
Submission is via Moodle.

Read the case titled: “We drink 90% of our diseases” - The challenge of delivering
sustainable and safe drinking water solutions in complex contexts: A case study with 1001
Fontaines

Eva has called you in and asked you to provide an independent analysis of the work of 1001 Fontaines
in Madagascar, that includes a Theory of Change. She will present this to her board as they grapple
with the decision: should they close down their rural sites, to instead concentrate their operations in
Tamatave? Or, should 1001 Fontaines invest in their rural work?

This is a difficult decision. Eva is keenly aware that there is a legitimacy risk to staying, as well as to
withdrawing. What she is certain of, is that things must change. Your independent evaluation is
therefore likely to decide their strategy.

Eva has specifically requested that you include a Theory of Change in your report, that allows the
board to analyse any strategic implications to the work of the organisation in Madagascar. She has



asked that this be grounded in a contextual analysis that considers their approach to social change.

For example, is it symptomatic or systemic? What logics are they responding to? And from whom
does 1001 Fontaines seek legitimacy?

There are multiple approaches you can take in your report. Important is to clearly articulate your

argument, the approach you have taken and to ground your recommendations in theoretical analysis,
class discussion and readings.

Note: You are not marked on the recommendations you make (in other words, there is no right or

wrong recommendation). You are marked on your analysis of the work of 1001 Fontaines and how this
informs the recommendations you make.



What is the problem
you are trying to solve?

----»  Who will benefit?

l Inputs H Activities H Outputs H Outcomes H Impact
Activity 1 —>» Measured Effect
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—» Consequence
Outcomes
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Indirect Outcomes ——»  Consequence

Assumptions

Risks

Contextual considerations




Marking Rubric:

FAIL (0-49%)

50%+

60%+

70%+

Unsatisfactory:
-Does not address the material
at all

Adequate:
-Lacks understanding of the
material

Good:
-Understands the material
shows some analytical depth

Excellent:
insightful analysis

Alignment between theoretical
frameworks to narrative

Theoretical Frameworks are
poorly applied and does not
link to the narrative

Students have loosely
applied Theoretical
Frameworks, there is some
linkage to the narrative and
questions are answered.

Narrative is aligned, and
theoretical concepts are
explained, with points of
analytical depth. Essay may
lack examples or be
descriptive, which limits the
analysis. Recommendations
are linked to theoretical
constructs. The difference
between a low / high merit is
in the critical analysis, depth
of discussion and
substantiated
recommendations.

Theoretical frameworks are
applied and argued. The
essay shows analytical
rigour, and through this
recommendations are made
that are substantiated, and
nuanced, reflecting the
complexity of the dilemma.

Quality of analysis

Students show no
understanding of the individual
elements of the theoretical
constructs used, and boundary
conditions (what is used /
excluded) are not articulated.
Arguments are not
substantiated and there is no
theoretical application or
argument.

Students show some
understanding of individual
elements of theoretical
frameworks. But concepts
are confused, or poorly
explained, and theory is
poorly applied. Argument is
descriptive rather than
analytical, as are
recommendations made,
which lack substantiation.

Students demonstrate
understanding of the
individual elements of the
theories selected, and
articulate boundary
conditions (what is included
/ excluded and why).
Arguments are
substantiated, with examples
drawn from the case study.
Essay may at times, be
descriptive.

Students demonstrate
nuanced understanding of
individual elements of
different theories, which are
argued and boundaried.
Contradictions are identified
and explained and tensions
and risks are explored. There
is continuity through the
report, as theories are
connected, deepening the
discussion.




Complexity — Theory of Change

Complexity and risk-related
elements are not introduced or
are minimally described.

The Theory of Change is
poorly linked to the
narrative. Risks are
misidentified and lack
analytical depth.

Context, assumption and
risks are identified, and the
Theory of Change is linked to
the narrative. The analysis
does not fully engage with
the complexity of the
problem and may be
descriptive.

A comprehensive Theory of
Change is presented that is
substantiated in the text.
Risks, assumptions and
contextual considerations
are argued for.

Use of course materials

Does not refer to course
material at all, opinion or
unsubstantiated logic

Some understanding of
course material, which is
referenced, but argument
poorly established.

Readings / class lessons are
referenced and applied and
used to substantiate
argument. Good technical
discussion.

Deep understanding of
course material

Uses broad range of readings
in appropriate way. Well
referenced.

Quality of argument and writing

Narrative and theoretical
frameworks are not linked.

Narrative talks to the
theoretical frameworks, but
is descriptive, lacking
technical insight, and/or
application.

Narrative expands and
applies theoretical
frameworks, which
underpins recommendations
made.

Narrative and theoretical
frameworks are aligned, and
applied throughout.
Arguments are
substantiated, resulting in
critical reflection and
application.

ENDS




