FUNDING OF UK DEVELOPMENT CIVIL SOCIETY

ORGANISATIONS THROUGH PPAs

1.  INTRODUCTION

This consultancy is intended to propose suitable criteria for assessing the performance of Partnership Programme Agreements (PPAs), as a basis for making coherent decisions about funding levels. Current forms of assessment provide useful information about the work of individual agencies but they do not provide an open and transparent system for determining funding levels. This report offers a set of recommendations on revised performance criteria for PPAs with proposals for revising the composition of the portfolio in the interest of achieving greater consistency in funding decisions.

The report is divided into four sections. The introductory section explains the purpose and scope of the consultancy, and the methods used for consultation and the collection of information. The second section examines policy trends in the UK government towards the voluntary sector and in performance assessment, the nature of relations between DFID and UK development civil society organisations (CSOs), and wider perceptions of PPAs as a model for funding arrangements. The third section reviews official funding arrangements for development and volunteer agencies in other countries. The main section of the report presents the findings and recommendations of the study, in the light of perceptions of the strengths and limitations of PPAs and existing assessment procedures in ICSD (Information and Civil Society Department).

Information and insights for the report derive from three main sources: consultations with CSOs and DFID staff, a review of PPA documentation, and materials from DFID and other bilateral aid donors. Extensive consultations with CSOs lay at the core of the exercise. These entailed individual discussions with senior staff of PPA agencies, a group consultation with representatives of all 19 agencies, and two group discussions with members of BOAG (British Overseas Agencies Group) and BVALG (British Volunteer Agencies Liaison Group). BOND (British Overseas NGOs for Development) provided the venue for these consultations and hosted an electronic bulletin board for contributions from other British development CSOs. The consultants also benefited from extensive briefings and discussions with ICSD staff in East Kilbride and London, who readily provided documentation and advice at all stages of the exercise. They met with Dutch NGO staff and officials from the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs and USAID with responsibility for CSO co-financing programmes, and held telephone interviews with officials in SIDA, Development Cooperation Ireland and AusAid. The draft report was shared with the PPA agencies for written responses followed by a discussion on its findings and recommendations. The final version of the report incorporates the feedback received from the PPA agencies and ICSD staff.

2.  
DFID AND UK CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANISATIONS

2.1    
Trends in UK government – voluntary agency relations

Since the election of the Labour government in 1997 there has unquestionably been a shift in the [voluntary] sector's relationship with government. After many years of being marginalised or ignored … [it] has become central to government thinking in certain policy areas.

This recent report from the National Council on Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) suggests that the current emphasis and the scale of the UK voluntary sector's role is 'greater than ever before and it is likely to continue and increase' as all three major political parties are in broad agreement with the trend towards greater involvement with government. This shift has been accompanied by many questions about the new relationship including the extent to which the sector can directly contribute towards meeting government policy targets and whether there is genuine commitment to, or interest in, the wider contribution the sector makes to civil society.

The 1998 Compact and its codes are aimed at addressing these concerns by helping to regulate the relationship between government and the voluntary sector.
 Central to the Compact is the recognition of the sector's independence and the responsibility of the government not to undermine that independence regardless of any funding relationship. This was reiterated in the keynote speech on ‘Civil Renewal in Britain’ by Chancellor of the Exchequer Gordon Brown to the NCVO Annual Conference in February 2004.

2.2
Performance assessment in government

Coupled with a closer relationship, to a large extent centred on the role of the voluntary sector in public service delivery, has come the move to show how government is achieving its public expenditure targets. Public Service Agreements (PSAs) are a product of this trend and were introduced in the 1998 Comprehensive Spending Review. They were further consolidated in the 2000 Spending Review PSAs White Paper in which the Chancellor noted that 'targets drive good performance'.
 

PSAs establish a set of objectives and targets that each government department works towards. DFID's PSA for 2003-06 contains four overall objectives and five targets. The Service Delivery Agreement (SDA) focuses on the processes DFID supports to ensure that the PSA targets are met. The purpose of these targets is not only to indicate to the public what they are entitled to expect from DFID but also to demonstrate that departmental budgets will be linked increasingly to how well each department performs in relation to its SDA. 

2.3
Status of DFID’s CSO strategy and portfolio
Since the 1997 general election, the Department for International Development (DFID) has shifted significantly in its overall objectives, from working at a project level to strategic engagement with CSOs in order to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Civil society, both in the North and South, is seen as playing a crucial role within the overall objective of reducing poverty. DFID understands its contribution in four major ways.

· Empowering the Poor. Strengthening the capacity of poor people to understand their rights, demand their rights and influence decision-makers to design, adopt and change policies in favour of the poor. 

· Global Advocacy. Facilitating and improving the effectiveness of global civil society engagement in global decision-making via research, lobbying and campaigning. Governments that are holding back progress in international fora need to be exposed to the pressure of international public opinion.

· Building a Popular Base for Development. Expanding strong domestic constituencies for development, with the International Development Act 2002 providing specific authority to promote development awareness. 

· Service Delivery. Although DFID believes that governments are ultimately responsible for ensuring universal provision of essential services for their citizens, these can be supplied by the voluntary and private sector so long as they are within nationally agreed frameworks.

In order to realise these objectives DFID's funding to UK-based civil society falls into four distinct categories. The largest share is for work contracted through the Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Department (CHAD). The second category of funding is premised on strategic relationships and includes the Partnership Programme Agreements (PPAs) for development CSOs; and the Strategic Grant Agreements (SGAs) for UK voluntary and professional organisations that do not have development as their primary focus but are engaged in aspects of development work. The third category is project funding via the Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF) and the Development Awareness Fund (DAF).
  Finally, DFID funds civil society in the South directly through country offices, including the use of local PPAs. In 2002/03 total DFID expenditure through CSOs of £228 million was broken down into approximately £94 million for humanitarian assistance, £59 million through country programmes, and £75 million through ICSD.

2.4
Development of PPAs and performance criteria

With the creation of DFID in 1997 the Joint Funding Scheme (JFS), including the block grant and the volunteer programme, developed into the CSCF and PPA mechanisms. PPAs are 3-5 year strategic level agreements with CSOs with which DFID has significant working relationships and shared objectives. The agreements are built around a set of specific outcomes. To date there have been three rounds of PPAs. The first round of PPAs was initiated in 2000/01 with 11 agencies, many of which previously had block grants under the JFS. Four new PPAs were approved in 2002 from a list of 29 agencies that formally submitted expressions of interest. Four further PPAs from an initial list of 39 expressions of interest have now been approved, bringing the total to 19 PPAs.   

April 2005 sees both the expiry of the first two rounds of PPAs and the completion of the first year for third round PPAs. All the existing PPAs will be re-negotiated by this point. Significant additional resources have been committed in new resources for PPAs and the CSCF for the next three financial years. 

The existing approach to performance monitoring and assessment in PPAs includes the following:

· Agreement of a monitoring framework outlining outcomes, indicators and means of verification.

· Annual progress reports.

· A review based on the reports, which brings together DFID and agency staff, to look at progress against outcomes.

· A final performance review looking more broadly at the impact of the agreement, which may include an independent external evaluation and how a future partnership should be developed, including available funding. 

PPAs account for 70 per cent of ICSD's budget and form the core of the department's strategic alliances with a number of key CSOs. The benefits of long-term funding around a shared strategic vision are obvious to most parties and are increasingly acknowledged across Whitehall.
 A balance will need to be achieved between maintaining agencies’ independence and helping to meet government targets and policy objectives. It is crucial that performance-based criteria for PPAs, arising out of the wider move to performance assessment within government and its linkage to funding, do not hinder that process but rather strengthen it, in accordance with the provisions of the Compact.
        

3. 
BILATERAL DONOR FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS FOR CSOs

3.1
Trends in donor co-financing 

Each country has developed its own unique relationship with development CSOs, giving rise to a range of co-financing arrangements. Since their inception, the Swedish and Dutch aid programmes have been strongly rooted in and shaped by civil society. Some 10 per cent of their aid budgets are allocated to CSO co-financing. Both countries began with support for 2 or 3 organisations in the 1960s and 1970s. In Sweden this had extended to about 10 agencies while in the Netherlands it was confined to only four organizations by the late 1990s. It is this difference in opening up the co-financing programme that explains their divergent trajectories.

The Netherlands, Sweden and Ireland currently have similar multi-year co-financing programmes to the DFID funded PPAs. SIDA has five-year agreements with 13 framework agencies. The Dutch co-financing programme provides 6 CSOs with funding on a four-year basis. The Irish government funds 5 CSOs through the Multi Annual Programme Scheme (MAPS) over a three year cycle. The Dutch and Irish schemes are new, in both cases introduced in 2003.  In the case of USAID programme funding is provided to CSOs exclusively for capacity-building purposes. Most bilateral agencies also provide significant levels of grant support for volunteering programmes (for details see Annex 2).

The Dutch co-financing programme is one of the largest and most extensive schemes operated by bilateral donors. Four agencies had been the principal beneficiaries of the co-financing scheme since its introduction in the mid-1960s by virtue of their prominence in Dutch society. The programme was overhauled in 2003 with the creation of two new co-financing mechanisms: one is a stream of funding for agencies with a multi-country and multi-sectoral focus, the other a theme based project funding programme. The main difference with PPAs is that managerial capacity rather than performance criteria are used as the basis for determining funding levels in the Dutch programme (for details see Annex 3).

The Swedish co-financing system is characterised by relative stability. Its gradual widening to 13 framework agencies is only now being formalised by an official selection process which begins this year. A set of criteria have been developed and eleven new agencies have applied for admission. In contrast, the Netherlands has undergone a dramatic change in its co-financing arrangements and for this reason it is examined in more detail as a case-study in Annex 3. This draws out the similarities and differences with PPAs. Existing co-financing agencies had to re-apply, new agencies were added, and their respective funding levels were decided by an expert committee but without any requirements on performance criteria.

Australia provides co-financing but with a limited number of CSOs on a long-term basis. Instead it funds annual work plans from a potential list of 49 accredited CSOs, 32 fully accredited and 17 base accredited. A new AusAID-NGO Co-operation Agreement scheme, which is administered at country level and is based on five-year plans, was introduced in 2002 with the purpose of developing a more strategic engagement with CSOs by linking them in with official regional and sectoral priorities (see Annex 4). A similar process of registration is required for all private agencies seeking funding from USAID.

There is a clear explanation for these different trajectories. While the Swedish programme opened up gradually, the Dutch co-financing programme remained confined to a limited number of organisations. This generated a great deal of resentment and political concern which eventually prompted a fresh approach. On the other hand, the Swedish co-financing programme continued enjoying a high, stable level of popular and parliamentary support with opinion polls citing NGOs as those development organisations most trusted by the general public. On the other hand, the Dutch programme underwent a crisis of legitimacy and in the 1990s societal consensus around it collapsed, leading to radical restructuring.

While the Irish government has a new co-financing system based on programme agreements, it is made up of the five agencies that previously had block grants. It is considering opening it up in the future but the earliest for this is likely to be after its first full cycle is over in 2006. An increase in the number of partner agencies will depend on whether it raises the development budget to 0.7 of GNP by 2007. In the meantime, other major CSOs such as Oxfam and ActionAid with a long track record receive annual block grants. The re-orientation of the Irish co-financing programme has mirrored the changes already taking place in the Netherlands, the UK and Sweden.

3.2
New directions in bilateral co-financing programmes
3.2.1
Partnership

Ireland has arguably developed the concept of partnership the furthest. One of the findings of the landmark 2001 Ireland Aid review was that it needed to increase official engagement with the NGO community. Building a 'continuous dialogue' is not only one of the stated aims of the programme but it has found institutional expression. The funding agreement involves joint partnership monitoring committees that meet four times a year. In addition, partnership has been built into the evaluation process as one of the outcomes to be reported on in terms of performance. This has resulted in a noticeably closer and reciprocal relationship manifest, for example, in the exchange of policy papers and a higher level of interaction. 

Neither Sweden nor the Netherlands evince a high level of institutional collaboration. They come from a much stronger tradition that emphasises the strategic independence of the CSO. There is far less emphasis on synergy and much more on autonomy. This is highlighted in the Swedish programme where it can be argued that Swedish CSOs receive some of the highest levels of funding and yet enjoy a strong degree of independence. 

3.2.2
Selection Criteria and Performance Assessment

All four countries have developed rigorous selection criteria for their co-financing programmes. In Australia this has been formalised into an accreditation system, where agencies apply for re-accreditation every five years (see Annex 4). Eligibility criteria common to all programme agreements are the strategic relevance of the CSOs particular focus, evidence of capacity and experience in management of development programmes, and links to domestic civil society.  

Performance assessment is the least developed area in all four co-financing programmes. The difficulty of measuring the objective of strengthening Southern civil society and its contribution to the MDGs was cited respectively by the Swedish and Irish programmes as a key challenge. The drive to link funding to performance, which springs from the government’s desire to show value for money, is strongest in the Dutch programme.
 

3.2.3
Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting

Co-financing schemes in the four countries use an agency's existing M&E system and improvements on this where appropriate. Annual reports and end of cycle evaluations are the norm. In Sweden, this takes the form of an annual report with in-depth samples of individual projects and an external management audit every five years. Two interesting innovations and possible examples of good practice were cited. In the strong spirit of partnership developing in the Irish programme, MAPS representatives and the director of the NGO Unit jointly attended an OECD M&E workshop. In Sweden, SIDA recently undertook the first independent evaluation of one of the oldest co-financing agencies in relation to the quality of partnership with its partners in the South. This fed valuable lessons back to the organisation regarding ownership which had not been identified using its own M&E system.

3.2.4
Conclusion

All the major bilateral co-financing programmes have undergone processes of change similar to that of the UK. They represent different country-specific responses to the more general trends of (a) widening access, (b) greater government-NGO collaboration, (c) an emphasis on performance and value for money, (d) a shift to strategic, macro-level policy engagement and (e) the will to provide secure but flexible funding for medium term planning. Despite these similarities, none of these programmes centre on strategic outcomes along the lines of PPAs, but rather assume the character of multi-year programme agreements for specific development plans and outputs. 
4. 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1
Perceived advantages and limitations of PPAs

This section draws on individual interviews and group consultations with PPA agencies, as well as feedback from organisations that currently do not have PPAs, and is presented in summary form. It is largely intended to reflect their perceptions of the advantages and limitations of PPAs over other types of official funding from DFID and other sources as a basis for framing recommendations on performance criteria and partnership. The ordering reflects the relative importance given to these issues by the PPA agencies.

4.1.1
Advantages

Predictable and flexible funding

There was unanimity among the agencies that PPAs provide both financial security and the freedom to develop longer term planning horizons. They are the most flexible and least restricted of official donor funding mechanisms. The unrestricted nature of the grant allows strategic utilisation of funds for priority areas defined by each agency. For example, it has allowed one NGO to take a more proactive role in policy development and learning around a rights-based approach to development, both within the UK NGO sector and within its international network. This has strengthened and broadened support for the approach.

Focus on strategic outcomes

Many agencies report that the PPAs have been a welcome catalyst for helping them to think and operate at a higher, more strategic level. The shift from project or programme based funding with earmarked resources for specific activities and outputs to support for strategic objectives and outcomes is widely perceived to be a progressive development by other Whitehall departments and development funding agencies.

Reporting, monitoring and evaluation systems

The PPA mechanism is widely regarded to have contributed to major improvement in the reporting, monitoring and evaluation systems of a number of agencies, including some of the larger cross-sectoral organisations.
 A recognised strength of PPAs is that they build on and improve existing M&E systems. This is intended to be one of the areas for capacity building through the PPA mechanism and can thus be considered as a successful contribution. These improvements are perceived to have resulted from DFID advisory inputs during the process of negotiation and subsequent annual reviews, as well as the advice received from PARC (Performance Assessment Resource Centre) consultants on M&E techniques which are widely welcomed. 

Reduced transaction costs

PPAs provide considerable savings in administration costs both for CSOs and DFID. Advance payments are generally made on a quarterly basis. Only one annual report and set of audited accounts are produced and one payment is processed per quarter for each PPA agency in contrast with the Joint Funding Scheme of a payment and report for each project managed by each agency.
 Despite reduced administrative costs, PPA negotiations can take up a significant amount of senior management time within CSOs, especially for agencies that are less familiar with DFID procedures and administrative requirements.

Improved partnership

The PPAs build on long established and proven relationships with CSOs with which DFID continues to have shared aims. As a result, the ICSD has a good knowledge base of the organisations and has used this to build supportive, responsive, and solid relationships with a sense of shared understanding. According to most respondents ICSD staff operate as very good day-to-day relationship managers for the PPA agencies. In some cases, the PPA had given the CSO access to sections of DFID with which it had not worked previously. CSOs also report greater appreciation by other official donors of their role and status on account of being a PPA-holder. While PPAs have deepened and broadened partnerships within DFID for some CSOs there are a number of caveats to this observation that are explored more fully in the following section.

4.1.2
Limitations

Most of the perceived limitations of the PPAs relate to various dimensions of partnership and expectations of DFID’s role in this regard, as well as to considerations of capacity and influence on the part of ICSD.

ICSD’s role in DFID

The most serious limitation raised by every CSO is that the partnership appears to be with the ICSD rather than with DFID as a whole. Many agencies hold the view that PPAs remain within the confines of ICSD and that PPAs are not widely acknowledged or understood within overseas offices or the DFID head office in London. For example, several agencies report that some overseas offices believe that an agency does not qualify for funding if it already has a PPA. The restructuring of DFID’s Policy Division following the creation of PPAs is believed to have reduced the overall visibility of PPAs and the involvement of individual advisers.

PPA administration

Some agencies have experienced significant delays in feedback on annual reports as comments and responses are collected across DFID departments and overseas offices. This is perceived to be exacerbated by staff transfers and the lack of continuity in DFID, with some PPA agencies reporting a lack of a meaningful point of contact with policy teams. This is reflected in patchy and uneven attendance at the annual review meetings on the part of London-based advisers and a lack of clarity on the part of some agencies about the appropriate point of contact in DFID. The larger cross-sectoral and volunteer agencies report fewer problems in this regard by virtue of longer and more established relationships.

Unclear expectations

Expectations of the respective roles of the agency and DFID are one of the areas of least clarity in the PPA mechanism. CSOs are flexible about the meaning of partnership as long as roles and responsibilities are clear and the level of engagement is realistic. Lack of reciprocity is a recurrent theme, with agencies pointing out that accountability requirements are largely construed as one-way i.e. CSO to DFID.  However, the consultants concur with the recommendation of a PARC report on performance assessment in ICSD that the roles of the two parties need to be clearly differentiated within the PPAs as they are not comparable entities.
 Since one of the criteria for judging PPAs is the form and extent of the partnership this highlights the need for a mechanism for ascertaining and clarifying DFID's contribution (see section 4.8.2). 

Lack of value added

Collaboration between DFID and certain CSOs, particularly the larger BOAG agencies, has not qualitatively changed with the introduction of PPAs.  In other words, the PPA has not always fostered greater co-operation because the contacts were already firmly established in London and the overseas offices. There is substantial variation between large established NGOs and the newer and smaller PPA agencies. There is considerable disappointment among these agencies over the limited extent to which a PPA translates into a closer, policy-level partnership with DFID and further enhances existing relationships. 

Levels of funding

The lack of clear rationale for funding levels was perceived to be a problem by most agencies. Significant discrepancies in PPA funding levels among agencies of similar nature and size as well as between categories of organisations with a different remit and purpose has been a long standing source of concern. It has given rise to periodic lobbying which has in turn increased the workload of ICSD administrators. 

4.2
Performance criteria and funding levels

There is recognition on the part of PPA agencies that greater clarity and consistency is required in performance and selection criteria. While the need for clearer and more transparent performance criteria is accepted in principle, most agencies reject the notion of a common set of complex, detailed, and quantitative criteria. They strongly question the notion of developing criteria to compare agency performance and target setting as a means of improving performance standards. However, there is widespread appreciation of the value of devising simple criteria that reflect the substance of their strategic objectives rather than the attainment of specific outputs. 

The PPA agencies reject the notion of an identical set of performance criteria to assess all agencies irrespective of purpose, size and focus. They also advocate clear distinctions between selection and performance criteria. Existing selection criteria are regarded as inadequate as they varied across PPA assessment rounds and predominantly reflect historical patterns of DFID funding through the JFS and CSCF. This is elaborated further in section 4.7.3.

Concerns about the lack of a sound and rational basis for PPA funding levels are the principal motivation for this review (see Terms of Reference, Annex 1). It is widely acknowledged that current PPA funding levels reflect ad hoc decisions and historical criteria inherited from the Joint Funding Scheme. These have generated significant funding disparities among PPA agencies which have in turn caused discontent and given rise to some lobbying to redress this problem. A fairer and more transparent system for future funding decisions is seen as a desirable objective by most agencies, even though views differ on the best means to accomplish this.

The primary task of this review exercise is how to assess performance as a basis for revised funding levels in re-negotiated PPAs. The completion of most existing PPAs in April 2005 presents an opportunity to address funding discrepancies and to review progress against stated objectives, subject to the availability of resources. This report offers proposals for a set of measures to revise the composition of the PPA portfolio and set new funding levels for re-negotiated PPAs from April 2005, along with recommendations on a set of performance assessment criteria that would feed into revised funding levels from April 2008.

The key recommendations on funding levels for re-negotiated PPAs are as follows:

· Proposed funding levels for the three-year period from April 2005 to April 2008 should be determined by three sets of considerations: (1) revising the composition of the PPA portfolio through a set of one-off adjustments in funding levels for various categories of organisation, (2) discretionary provision for additional resources for strategic objectives not covered by existing PPAs, and (3) variable increases on the basis of progress against agreed objectives and outcomes in PPAs that end in April 2005, drawing on existing criteria and available evidence from reviews and end of term evaluations. 

· Revised performance criteria should be incorporated into re-negotiated PPAs from April 2005, for mid-term review in 2007. Funding levels from April 2008 would be determined by an assessment of progress against these performance criteria. This would allow agencies to negotiate and accommodate the proposed performance criteria into the design of the fresh PPAs. It would further enable them to plan for the introduction of performance criteria in a manner that enhances their predictability and value, and to refine existing monitoring and reporting systems to this end.

The justification for these summary recommendations is further elaborated in the next two sections.

4.3
Revising the composition of the PPA portfolio
Most of the first and second round PPAs end in March 2005 and will be up for re-negotiation in the current financial year. Third round PPAs negotiated from April 2004 have been provided with assured funding for only their first year of operation pending the outcome of this review.
 A key determinant of funding levels from April 2005 stems from the recognised need to address historical disparities, taking into account the overall composition of the PPA portfolio and DFID policy priorities. 

The completion of most existing Agreements provides an opportunity to inject greater fairness and transparency into funding allocations for re-negotiated PPAs. April 2005 marks an interim stage in the transition from the first phase of PPAs to new Agreements with the phased introduction of performance criteria.  

A ministerial commitment has been communicated to PPA agencies that funding for re-negotiated PPAs will not fall below existing levels, and that additional commitments will draw on proposed increases in the overall PPA budget. The recommendations offered below relate to the distribution of additional resources from April 2005 as a means of redressing past inequities and achieving greater consistency in funding levels. They should be treated as a menu of options to guide ICSD decisions on funding levels rather than as a definitive set of criteria that will resolve all imperfections in funding arrangements to date.

4.3.1 Selective increases in funding levels

There are significant variations in funding levels across and between different categories of agency. Moving towards a fairer and more balanced system of funding could be accomplished in two ways: through selective increases for different categories of agency (sectoral, cross-sectoral and volunteer agencies), or on the principle of a common core as a proportion of agency income irrespective of agency type. In either case these one-off increases would be supplemented with discretionary and performance related increases as outlined in sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3.
 

Option 1  Funding increases by agency type

In this option three recommendations are offered for revising the composition of the PPA portfolio in accordance with agency type and DFID policy priorities.  

1. Significant increases in the budgets for the sectoral agencies where their strategic objectives complement or extend DFID reach into areas in which it has limited competence or presence. Existing PPA funding levels for this category of agency in most cases represent only a marginal increase on the amount previously available from JFS/CSCF grant funds, and their overall share of the total PPA budget remains modest. Across the board increases for this category of agency, taking into account disparities among these agencies, would not amount to a large share of total additional funding.

2. Selective increases to bring about greater parity among large cross-sectoral agencies to compensate for funding patterns determined by historical precedent. In general PPAs contribute only a very small share of total agency income in this category. Most of the agencies receive additional support from DFID in the form of humanitarian aid and grants from overseas offices, which complicates the estimation of PPA budgets as a proportion of agency income. Some receive less in their PPA than the proportionate share of total income received by other agencies of similar size and purpose, whereas at least one large organisation currently receives a lower proportionate share of total income from its PPA. The best means to determine the income level for PPA budgetary purposes could be negotiated with the six agencies that constitute this group. Adjustments could be made on a sliding percentage scale in direct proportion with total agency income to prevent an excessive share of additional PPA resources being allocated in this way, and because performance related increases are also available to this category of agency.

3. Maintaining the current levels for the volunteer agencies in real terms, with eligibility for additional funds contingent on an assessment of performance over the duration of existing PPAs. This reflects the continued logic of support for a volunteer programme that is difficult to maintain from private resources, but in a manner that does not claim a disproportionate share of total PPA resources.

Option 2  Funding increases as a share of agency income

An alternative approach to selective increases in funding levels based on agency type is to determine a funding core based on the size of agency using an agreed income proxy. This would have the advantage of bringing about greater parity across different agencies, but would have the potential disadvantage of reducing the funding available to agencies that currently receive proportionately higher levels of funding. While this could be offset by discretionary increases based on strategic complementarity, it would be difficult to introduce this system without substantially eroding the funding levels for sectoral and volunteer agencies, in the absence of significant discretionary top-ups. Another approach would be for ICSD to provide additional resources based on the amounts allocated for specific programme themes across agencies, but this would be complex to administer and potentially run counter to agency autonomy in setting strategic objectives.

4.3.2
Discretionary increases 

It is recommended that discretionary increases should be considered by ICSD for agencies with strategic objectives considered to be high priority by DFID, that complement its overall objectives and which the bilateral programme is not well positioned to address. These could be for agencies working in particular sectors and fields of activity, with specific disadvantaged groups, or on advocacy on priority themes. It would also acknowledge the distinctive contributions of agencies in specialist areas where they advance DFID objectives. Discretionary increases on this basis would enable ICSD to address the overall composition of the PPA portfolio from the perspective of its programme priorities and broader DFID objectives. While the recommendations offered here relate to funding decisions in April 2005, ICSD may wish to retain the option of using discretionary allocations from the perspective of portfolio composition in future funding rounds, provided that these are applied in a fair and transparent manner.

It is recommended that additional funding on a discretionary basis could be considered on an agency-by-agency basis for development awareness objectives where these have previously been funded through DFID’s Development Awareness Fund for which PPA agencies are no longer eligible.
 This would enable ICSD to establish clear principles and address past inconsistencies in the funding of development awareness objectives in PPAs.

It is recommended that the proposed funding allocations for agencies working in Middle Income Countries (MICs) are awarded in an open and transparent manner, with a clearly stated purpose and rationale. It is further recommended that these are treated as one-off allocations that do not affect the principles underlying the proposals for selective and performance related increases in this report. 

4.3.2
Performance related increases 
It is recommended that consideration for funding increases would also centre on determination of performance for existing PPAs based on progress towards attainment of strategic objectives and outcomes over the full duration of the PPA. The assessment would draw on PPA annual reports, the annual review process based on agency reports, and feedback from DFID departments and overseas offices, and an end of term evaluation. The PPA monitoring framework provides the statement of agency objectives and outcomes against which progress can be ascertained. The effectiveness of PPA management arrangements and the working of the partnership would also form part of the assessment exercise. Assessment of existing PPAs would be jointly determined by ICSD and the individual agency and would be distinct from the mid-term performance assessment exercise set out in section 4.4.

It is recommended that end of term evaluations would form part of the evidence considered for performance related funding increases in April 2005 since PPAs have helped to strengthen reporting, monitoring and evaluation systems. Evaluations of the PPAs are not currently a mandatory requirement, although their use is encouraged and some Agreements specifically provide for this. Evaluations are already underway for some PPAs which could offer useful lessons for those already in the planning stage and future exercises.

It is recommended that all future PPAs should include provision for end of term evaluation as a matter of course to feed into a regular cycle of evaluation and review. While no single approach should be prescribed in view of the variety of PPAs and agency characteristics, involving external assessors in the process is recommended. The terms and nature of the evaluation would be proposed by the agencies for negotiation with ICSD, with the possibility that earmarked resources could be made available for this purpose. Joint evaluation teams of 2-3 persons with ICSD and agency involvement would be the recommended approach.

4.4
Revised performance assessment criteria 

PPA agencies recognise the value of performance criteria as a basis for determining progress against intended outcomes. They favour simple and transparent criteria that draw on existing approaches and internal monitoring and evaluation systems. The imposition of complex quantitative assessment criteria would be considered contrary to the purpose and spirit of the PPAs as a strategic funding mechanism. The creation of a flexible performance assessment system that takes into account agency characteristics and approaches is considered preferable. Clear separation of performance criteria from selection criteria is also seen as desirable.

It is recommended that clear and transparent performance criteria are introduced in the new PPA cycle from April 2005 and built into re-negotiated Agreements. Progress against these criteria would be assessed through a review exercise which would correspond to the mid-point of the re-negotiated PPAs depending on the agreed time frame for future Agreements (see section 4.7). 

From April 2008 decisions on future funding of individual PPAs would focus primarily on performance measurement. The phased introduction of the performance criteria will enable PPA agencies to develop more robust indicators in the preparation of fresh PPA submissions, and refine their monitoring and reporting systems to ensure that these reflect the stated objectives and intended outcomes in their strategic and monitoring frameworks. 

It is recommended that progress against outcomes should form the principal means of determining performance for all agencies in relation to PPA goals and objectives, using the monitoring frameworks set out in the Agreements and appropriate programme indicators established by the agencies. This reflects the spirit and purpose of the PPAs as strategic agreements and is very much in line with the stated preferences of the PPA agencies. It is also in accordance with the Compact funding code for the voluntary sector and is a logical extension of the recommendations of the PARC report on performance assessment.

The case for an outcome-based system of performance assessment rests on the existence of clear objectives and outcomes in the PPA documentation, and the indicators set out by the agency in the monitoring framework. While some performance criteria will reflect the objectives of individual PPAs, there are a generic set of criteria that could form the basis for assessment for all PPA agencies, and constitute a point of reference for reporting, reviews and evaluations, supplemented by agency specific feedback. It is important to emphasise that this system builds on and extends existing agency approaches to performance assessment rather than introducing an entirely new approach which would place additional demands on existing monitoring capacity. 

Six generic performance criteria are proposed. Each criterion is briefly explained and accompanied by an illustrative set of indicators, which could be ranked in order of importance in individual Agreements. These constitute a mix of outcome and process criteria that seek to capture the full range of agency approaches and provisions of the PPA strategic funding arrangements. Most of the proposed criteria would apply to all PPA agencies but the appropriate set of criteria for specific PPAs would be negotiated between ICSD and individual agencies in consultation with their southern partners depending on their core purpose and approach, drawing on the generic set of six criteria as a menu of options. There is some support for the proposition that the choice of criteria could be tailored towards specific groups of agencies reflecting their status as sectoral, cross-sectoral, or volunteering, and those agencies that pursue humanitarian aid objectives alongside development outcomes. A common and acceptable set of performance criteria would also enable ICSD to determine the extent to which progress is being achieved across the PPA portfolio as a whole in relation to its overriding goals. ICSD should produce an updated version of the logical framework for this purpose and make this available to the PPA agencies.

1. Organisational effectiveness: Overall progress towards attainment of stated objectives and outcomes in poverty reduction and sustainable development. Effectiveness requires assessment of agency performance across the full range of stated objectives with regard to relevance, cost-effectiveness, internal coherence, organisational capacity, and sustainability.

· Relevance: do outcomes address policies and practices that benefit the poor and contribute to learning in a particular sector or field of activity?

· Cost-effectiveness: are the financial inputs commensurate with the stated objectives and outcomes and do they offer value for money?

· Internal coherence: are programme interventions at a community level linked to advocacy and campaigns at national and global levels?

· Organisational capacity: do governance and management structures, forms of analysis and learning systems equip the agency to adapt to the changing external environment and achieve consistency in its approach?

· Sustainability: do interventions produce durable changes in policy and practice over time?

2. Policy coherence: Extent to which PPA outcomes are aligned with DFID policy goals and the MDGs. This focuses attention on the complementarity of policy interventions, programmes and target groups, and the degree to which outcomes further DFID strategic objectives, with the explicit recognition that these may be subject to change over time and require periodic re-negotiation.

· How far does the realisation of agency objectives contribute to improved status of priority target groups: the poorest and least advantaged, women, children, the elderly, disabled, displaced, minorities, and HIV/AIDS affected populations?

· What progress is there towards shared strategic objectives in key sectoral and priority areas: education, health, environment, gender discrimination, HIV/AIDS, etc?

· Does the agency complement DFID efforts in contributing to national development/PRSP objectives in partner countries?

· Is the agency contributing to the realisation of the MDGs?
3. Capacity: Strengthening the skills, competence, and systems of individuals, partner organisations, governments and donors. Capacity building can take the form of enhanced skills, resources (funds, personnel and equipment) and improved systems (managerial and technical). It also includes the quality and efficiency of an organisation’s operations and governance structures, reflected in improved accountability, transparency and participation. Capacity building embraces specific areas of organisational competence such as monitoring and evaluation systems, and financial management and reporting. Capacity building extends beyond individual organisations to include joint networking, campaigning and advocacy efforts.

· Are the individual capabilities and skills of poor people enhanced?

· Has the capacity of organisations that serve and represent the poor improved?

· Are larger numbers of people engaged in volunteering in partner countries, organisations and local communities?

· Are southern partner organisations better equipped to deliver services, undertake research and training, and engage in advocacy and campaigning?

· Have networks and coalitions of southern partners been formed and strengthened as a basis for joint advocacy and campaigns?

· Has the capacity of government organisations, service providers and officials at national and local levels been strengthened?

· Have DFID staff and officials from other donor agencies benefited from agency capacity building efforts?

 4. Knowledge: Creation and dissemination of new or alternative ideas and information within DFID, bilateral and multilateral donors, governments, and southern partners. Knowledge generation centres on the provision of independent and evidence-based sources of information and data based on research and lessons from programme implementation.

· What kinds of new knowledge have been generated by the agency, and how has this contributed to development practice?

· Has research produced new ideas and thinking in DFID and the wider donor community?

· Have agency interventions contributed to knowledge generation among southern partners?

· Are there improved systems for knowledge generation and organisational learning?

· Have agency interventions contributed to improved public awareness of development issues and furthered understanding of change processes?

5. Influence: Contribution to policy debate, options and solutions through advocacy, lobbying, campaigns and the education and mobilisation of key constituencies. The focus of such efforts can be DFID and other UK government departments, bilateral and multilateral agencies, governments and the business sector.

· Has the agency contributed to an improvement in global policies in areas such as trade, debt, the environment, and HIV/AIDS?

· Has the agency influenced the level, composition and quality of aid flows to improve the focus on the poorest countries and people?

· Has there been an improvement in government policies and programmes that benefit poor people in particular countries?

· Has there been an improvement in the efficiency and equity of budget allocations, expenditures and revenue raising for priority sectors, areas and groups?

· Do poor people have better access to and understanding of information and data produced by donors and governments?

· Have agencies strengthened private sector practices that help the poor through improved employment conditions, ethical trading and corporate social responsibility?

6. Innovation: Development, dissemination and adoption of new techniques, approaches, and practices. Innovation can include the creation and dissemination of new techniques and the development and adoption of new technology. It embraces new practices and approaches in production, consumption, mobility, and service delivery, and the promotion and replication of tried and tested techniques. It also includes organisational practices that promote participation and inclusion, especially of poor and disadvantaged groups. Innovation can take place at the local, national and global levels, and in different types of organisation (non-profit and the private sectors, governments and donors). 

· Has the agency contributed to the production and adoption of new techniques and technologies by poor people?

· Have innovations pioneered by an agency and its partners been adopted and disseminated by different types of organisation?

· Have innovations been developed, adopted and replicated in different locations (poorest areas and countries) and geographical levels (local, regional, national and global)?

· Does innovation entail significant risk and experimentation as a basis for generating new techniques and practices?

It is recommended that these criteria are discussed in detail with PPA agencies in the process of negotiating new Agreements. Agencies should not be expected to demonstrate progress on all these performance criteria in equal measure. Agencies would also be able to propose additional criteria that reflect their particular mandate and expected outcomes, especially if their Agreements are earmarked towards specific areas of programmatic activity and countries, and suggest these for inclusion in addition to the proposed generic set of performance criteria. They are also in a position to identify indicators that best capture the intended outcomes specified in their respective Agreements in their monitoring frameworks. Where such criteria are introduced the process and rationale would need to be fair and transparent, and open to ratification by other PPA agencies. 

Fresh PPAs would specify which criteria would apply and in what measure for each individual agency, with an indication of their relative importance, and with explicit recognition of the overriding importance of organisational capacity and policy coherence. An agency would be expected to perform better on higher ranking criteria and less so on lower priority criteria. This would be reflected in the weighting given to each of the criteria in the performance assessment, depending on which system is selected (see section 4.5). A minimum number of performance criteria would be required for all agencies and specified in individual Agreements, with reasons for the proposed selection and exclusion of others outlined and justified.

The creation of a common set of performance criteria to ascertain agency performance carries with it some risks that require explicit attention and recognition within the parameters of the re-negotiated PPAs. First, there is the risk that individual agencies might seek to negotiate performance criteria that differ from the core set of criteria proposed in this report. Some care would be required to ensure that there are a common set of performance criteria which individual agencies subscribe to, while retaining scope for flexibility in a manner that takes note of specific approaches but without creating opportunities for negotiating arrangements that depart significantly from this common core. In practice most agencies subscribe to the proposed approach of a common set of performance criteria and would refine the choice of process and outcome indicators in the process of re-negotiating their PPAs. 

Second, it may appear that agencies are in a position to be assessed on a similar measure of performance under more than one criterion, for example under organisational effectiveness and policy coherence on the one hand and capacity and influence on the other. In practice the first two sets of criteria are intended to capture broader attainment of outcomes as compared to the more specific processes and objectives embraced by the other four categories. 

Third, the emphasis on positive attainment of performance could lead to fallacies in assessment. Some agencies may be encouraged to state modest objectives in their PPAs to ensure that they score well in the subsequent assessment exercise. Another potential problem is that agencies could be encouraged to be risk averse to the possibility of failure, which would work against broader organisational learning. It is therefore important to communicate the value of risk taking and the possibility that strategic outcomes can be undermined by unexpected threats, and to build these into individual PPAs.

4.5
Weighting and funding levels
For assessment purposes the six proposed criteria could be given different weightings as a basis for scoring overall performance and determining future funding levels. Simplicity and transparency are the desired attributes in any weighting exercise to minimise administrative burdens and avoid arbitrary usage. The weighting system that is selected should also reflect broader DFID targets and priorities.

It is recommended that three options might be considered for this purpose. 

1. Each criterion is weighted equally, with scores on performance against each. The advantage lies in simplicity, but with the disadvantage that no single criterion commands greater importance. 

2. Simple ranking in descending order of importance in which each criterion could be given diminishing percentage shares. The disadvantage with this approach is that it would give excessive weight to the more highly ranked criteria, and there would be significant divergence of views among agencies depending on their relative importance in PPA strategic outcomes. This system of ranking would therefore need to reflect the order of importance of strategic outcomes on an agency by agency basis.

3. Two bands of criteria with different percentage weights to reflect relative importance. The first two criteria – organisational effectiveness and policy coherence – would each receive up to 30%, while the other four criteria would each receive up to 10%. This has the advantage of simplicity while recognising that two criteria have greater significance for assessment purposes, and is the preferred option of most agencies.

Scores on the basis of weighted criteria would be aggregated into four categories of performance: (1) excellent (exceeded objectives), (2) good (achieved all objectives), (3) satisfactory (achieved most objectives), and (4) less than satisfactory (met a limited number of objectives).

Four performance related funding bands would correspond to these categories: (1) significant increase, (2) modest increase, (3) steady state, and (4) decrease in funding.
 These would apply to the remaining period of fresh PPAs in the financial year beginning April 2008, subject to the availability of budgetary resources. The proposed procedure on which this exercise would be based in laid out in the next section.

4.6
Managing performance assessment

An assessment of performance on the basis of the proposed criteria would take place after the mid-term point of fresh PPAs from April 2007, with consequent changes in funding levels from April 2008. The choice of assessment procedure requires careful consideration to ensure the credibility, transparency and fairness of the process. Assessments would draw on agency reports, review documentation, and the results of self-assessments and mid-term reviews based on outcomes and indicators identified in PPA monitoring frameworks. Indicative outlines of future PPA proposals and budgets would also be sought as a basis for determining agency absorptive capacity and proposed use of additional funds. 

It is recommended that consideration is given to two alternative options for managing the performance assessment exercise.

1. The first option entails out-sourcing responsibility for performance assessment as means of providing a measure of independence and consistency to the exercise. This would be arranged through a competitive tender process with specifications of the required competencies and expertise in performance assessment for the voluntary sector.

2. The second option would involve the creation of a temporary team under ICSD with seconded staff from other parts of DFID and at least two external representatives, for example, consultants, NGO staff, and staff from other donors. This would entail intensive use of DFID staff time but have the advantage that the process could be managed in-house and strengthen the visibility and perceived value of PPAs across the organisation. This is the preferred option of all the PPA agencies.

The purpose of the review team, whatever the composition, will be to produce recommendations about performance and grading to enable ICSD to make decisions about funding from April 2008. Funding levels for the remaining period of the PPA would be proposed by ICSD on the basis of the performance assessment exercise. An opportunity would be provided to agencies to question the proposed funding levels with a request for further review based on additional evidence and consultations. In the interests of ensuring transparency the decisions on funding levels and the evidence on which the decisions are confirmed would be made public through the DFID intranet or the ICSD website. 

There are concerns about the manageability of the exercise, especially if the re-negotiated PPAs are of a similar duration and the mid-term review takes place over the course of a single year. This would point to the value of an ICSD timetable for the agency reviews to stagger the exercise, agreed with individual agencies and built into re-negotiated PPAs to clarify expectations and mutual responsibilities. This would facilitate learning and strengthen the manageability of the process. Another option is to emphasise the value of self-assessment and scoring by the individual agencies on the basis of agreed performance criteria. This would replace third year reports and form the point of departure for the mid-term review exercise. It is recommended that ICSD publicises the proposed timetable for this process once the report recommendations are reviewed and considered by DFID.

4.7
Duration and terms of re-negotiated PPAs
4.7.1
Duration of re-negotiated PPAs

The current duration of funding for current PPAs is in the range of 3-5 years, reflecting variations in agency strategic planning cycles, differences in the scale and intensity of operation, and absorptive capacity. While a norm of 5 years is favoured by DFID, there is a view among some PPA-holders that flexibility should be retained to enable individual agencies to negotiate funding terms that are appropriate to their needs and fit in with their strategic planning exercises. 

It is recommended that consideration might be given by DFID to rollover funding commitments of up to 6 years, to allow for mid-term review of the revised performance assessment criteria after an elapsed period of up to 3 years and to accommodate variations in agency planning cycles. A common 6 year term would allow for a regular review procedure to be built into the funding cycle at the mid-term point after three years, and towards the end of the Agreements on the basis of end of term evaluations (see section 4.3), both of which would inform future funding decisions on the basis of performance assessment. This would also be consistent with the proposals on good practice set out in the Code of Good Practice on funding in the Compact.
 The appropriate duration of funding terms should be discussed with agencies to determine the optimal duration of re-negotiated PPAs, though there is strong support for the possibility of a common six-year term.

4.7.2
Funding levels for third round PPAs

Recently negotiated third round PPAs have been provided with assured funding for the first year of their Agreements to April 2005. There is an expectation on the part of some agencies that they may be eligible for additional resources at this juncture. 

There are two options for future funding of third round PPAs. One option would be to renew their Agreements on steady state funding up to April 2008. This could be justified on the grounds that it would be premature to consider increased levels of funding after only 1-2 years’ of operation since it would take some time for these agencies to develop appropriate monitoring and review systems for measurement of progress against the proposed performance criteria. The introduction of revised performance criteria at the mid-point of their Agreements would provide an opportunity for joint identification of any problems that might arise in the course of PPA implementation. Prospective funding increases would then be considered in April 2008. The disadvantage is that these agencies would not be considered for performance related increases at an earlier point of the funding cycle and mid-term funding decisions would not draw on the proposed performance assessment system.

An alternative option would be to re-negotiate funding to the third round agencies on a fresh basis from April 2005 to take account of enhanced funding requests and a joint review of objectives and outcomes. Performance criteria would be built into the revised Agreements while retaining their core content and substance in line with agreed objectives and outcomes. This is very much the preference of this group of agencies. While opening up fresh funding opportunities for the four agencies in the form of discretionary increases this would have the disadvantage of additional transaction costs and entail funding decisions in April 2005 in the absence of information on performance to date.

4.7.3
Revised selection criteria for future PPAs

The case for a common set of selection criteria for future PPAs was raised in the course of agency consultations even though the main focus of the review is on performance criteria as a basis for determining future PPA funding levels. While DFID has yet to take a decision on fresh PPAs, it is proposed that a single set of selection criteria would apply to future rounds of PPA applications. Progress would be ascertained on the basis of the same performance criteria and procedures proposed for existing PPAs. The essential parameters for determining whether a CSO qualifies for PPAs should be a specified level of organisational competence and a strong degree of complementarity between its strategic objectives and DFID policy priorities. Both should be taken into account by ICSD when reviewing fresh PPA applications and making funding decisions.

It is recommended that consideration of fresh PPAs should be made on the basis of a common set of selection criteria, DFID policy priorities and the PPA portfolio composition, and the availability of funds, with explicit incorporation of revised performance criteria in line with the re-negotiated PPAs. 

Selection criteria for future PPAs might include the following: strategic objectives correspond to one or more PSA/SDA objectives; more than 50% of an agency’s work (measured by share of expenditure) addresses problems of poverty in developing countries; robust monitoring and financial reporting systems; accountable governance structures; demonstrated partnership with southern civil society organisations; minimum of three years’ financial support from DFID; and an established track record of fundraising from private and official sources (for details see Annex 5). The suggested criteria would need to be reviewed and elaborated by ICSD in consultation with a representative organisation such as BOND before they are publicised in advance of future rounds of PPAs.

4.8
Policy coherence and partnership

4.8.1
Policy coherence

For the purpose of this review policy coherence is defined as the extent to which there is complementarity of strategic objectives of PPA agencies with those of DFID. This is principally determined at the level of strategic objectives and expected outcomes rather than specific outputs and activities. For this reason it features as one of the two core performance assessment criteria outlined in section 4.4.

The focus of existing PPAs extends from narrow agreements centring on a small number of specific outcomes to broad agreements covering a full range of agency activities and outcomes. While a range of outcomes are desirable, it is recommended that re-negotiated PPAs take into account the type of agency and its mandate as a key determinant of expectations on PPA outcomes regarding policy coherence. For the sectoral agencies the main issue is to determine the extent of complementarity between expected outcomes and DFID policy objectives and targets encapsulated in MDGs and the strategic objectives set out on the PSA/SDA. In the case of the volunteer agencies the PPAs cover their entire operations and coherence applies across the whole range of agency objectives and outcomes. 

Achieving greater policy coherence poses a particular challenge for the large cross-sectoral agencies where there may be divergence in objectives and approaches across parts of DFID and agency programmes. This could accentuate or diminish as political and policy priorities change. 

It is recommended that PPAs should not extend across the full range of agency priorities, but focus on those areas where there is clear and agreed complementarity of strategic objectives. Specific themes or outcome areas could be excluded from the purview of PPAs where it is recognised that these would be incompatible with DFID policy or compromise agency autonomy. This would prevent a situation where DFID or individual PPA agencies would be supporting activities contrary to their respective policy objectives by virtue of agreements that are too broad in scope, and preserve the autonomy of CSOs in pursuing independent positions that may be critical of DFID and for this reason commands the support of the majority of PPA agencies. It is important for ICSD to emphasise that this would not entail a highly restrictive approach or a return to programme based grants where DFID selectively supports a limited number of an agency’s overall objectives. 

4.8.2
Partnership

Existing PPAs have not succeeded in establishing firm and enduring partnerships between CSOs and DFID departments and overseas offices. For some agencies ICSD is the main point of contact, with only modest contact with DFID staff at the country level and in specific departments. The larger cross-sectoral and volunteer agencies maintain close and regular relations with many different parts of DFID and overseas offices by virtue of their size, past engagement and staff perceptions of capacity and influence. This is a key weakness of the current design and implementation of PPAs. For this reason the nature of effective contact with DFID would not constitute a fair or acceptable basis for assessing policy coherence for existing PPAs. 

DFID is recognised in Whitehall as having devised an effective system of funding for strategic level agreements from which lessons can be derived. But the standards of partnership envisaged in government policy documents regarding the UK voluntary sector have yet to be realised in practice through PPAs. Revisiting the terms of partnership with clear proposals for improvement will help DFID meet its obligations under official policy guidelines embraced by the Compact between the Government and the Voluntary Sector (see section 2.1). 

The following recommendations are offered as a means of strengthening partnership and establishing greater policy alignment in re-negotiated PPAs:

· Creation of a set of partnership principles between ICSD and PPA agencies. These would establish clearly the parameters for partnerships across DFID departments and overseas offices and build on good practice, based on an agreed set of principles and expected benefits for both parties, with some indication of the frequency and nature of contact. 

· Individual PPAs should specify the nature of the partnership with agreement on the reciprocal expectations of DFID and agency roles. DFID should provide a clear indication of named positions in the relevant DFID departments and overseas offices who would serve as a principal point of contact, with some indication of the regularity and modality of engagement. PPA agencies would be encouraged to identify DFID overseas offices and departments that would have a potential interest in a number of key outcome areas. The agencies would also identify the appropriate point of contact inside their organisation for ICSD and DFID departments and overseas offices. This would serve to clarify and moderate expectations of what would constitute an acceptable and manageable level of engagement. 
 Small programmes or a modest staff presence would not be commensurate with a frequent and significant level of engagement. This would need to be decided on a case by case basis in the process of negotiating future PPAs.

· Key points of contact should be established in DFID for relations with PPA agencies. These would ideally rest with the Heads of Profession or Team Leaders, and determined on the basis of the focus areas for the individual PPAs, with responsibility delegated to specialist advisers or programme managers for maintaining regular contact, and for taking part in annual review exercises. If the HoPs are unable to perform this role the Head of ICSD would be best placed to negotiate and confirm appropriate points of contact for regular advisory inputs. For DFID overseas offices with a significant PPA agency presence the head of the office could assume this responsibility or assign it to a nominated programme manager of adviser with relevant specialist knowledge. A realistic determination of the level and frequency of contact would need to be established with advice from ICSD.

Policy coherence could be assessed on a regular basis through annual reports and review exercises, in which feedback from various departments and overseas offices would be collated through ICSD. These would specify the regularity of contact, the influence exerted by the agency over particular areas of DFID operations, and the extent to which new knowledge generated by the agency is used by DFID or other actors. DFID’s performance under each Agreement would also need to be reviewed and reported on through the ICSD website or the DFID Annual Review.

It is recommended that consideration could be given to a comprehensive review of DFID’s performance with regard to its obligations under the principle of partnership in a cross-section of existing PPAs.

A consistent approach should be developed to information dissemination about PPAs with details of individual agreements, agency reports and reviews made available to DFID staff through the intranet. Periodic updates could be provided by ICSD to key points of contact for PPA agencies to draw their attention to reports and requests for advisory inputs. These could be complemented with in-house seminars centred on the work of PPA agencies in Policy Division, geographical desks, and selected overseas offices on lessons arising from civil society engagement in policy and programming. 

The ICSD external website should be updated to reflect the revised performance and selection criteria, documentation on all current PPAs, and details of current funding levels.
 Managing information flows and ensuring effective implementation of the partnership commitment on the part of DFID should be the continued responsibility of the Head of ICSD. 
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Annex 1
Terms of Reference

Summary

Current performance assessment for Programme Partnership Agreements (PPAs) provides useful information about an agency’s work but does not provide an open and transparent system to compare funding levels.  DFID has decided to use organisational effectiveness and policy coherence to assess performance with a view to influencing decisions about funding levels accordingly.  This consultancy will develop suitable criteria to assess PPA performance, which can be used for making coherent decision about relative funding levels.

Background

1.
DFID provides funding to civil society through a variety of routes.   More than £220m a year goes to UK based civil society.  Much of this is reactive and managed through overseas offices and the Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance Department.  The principal centrally managed schemes are the Partnership Programme Agreements (PPA), the Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF), the Development Awareness Fund (DAF) and Strategic Grant Agreements (SGA). 

2.
PPAs are long-term agreements of 3-5 years, which aim to strengthen the relationship between different parts of DFID and significant civil society organisations that have a strong track record of work in international development and an ability to make a contribution to achieving the Millennium Development Goals.  The Agreements are built around a set of specific outcomes and identify the respective roles of both DFID and the partner in achieving those outcomes. 

3.
Since 2000 15 PPAs have been negotiated.  The first round of PPAs mostly involved negotiating with agencies that previously had block grants, such as Oxfam, Save the Children, Christian Aid and VSO.  In 2001/2 DFID negotiated a second round of PPAs.  From an initial list of 29 agencies who formally submitted an expression of interest, 4 new PPAs were signed with CARE, ADD (Action on Disability in Development), HelpAge International and WaterAid.   ICSD have recently assessed 39 Expressions of Interest for a third round of PPAs and produced a short-list of 9 agencies who will be asked to submit detailed proposals. 

4.
For the first two rounds of PPAs funding was based on the amounts provided to agencies under the block grant, Joint Funding Scheme (JFS) or CSCF, which
 has thrown up significant anomalies.  For example the third largest UK NGO, ActionAid at £1.5m receives roughly the same or less PPA funding as received by the small volunteer agencies such as BESO, Skillshare International and CIIR.  In comparison Oxfam receives £6m and VSO receives £24m (see Annex 1 for more details). 

5.
Current systems of performance assessment for PPAs allow useful information to be obtained about an agency’s work but they do not provide an open and transparent system to match funding levels to performance.  DFID has decided to use organisational effectiveness and policy coherence to assess performance with a view to influencing decisions about funding levels accordingly (see Annex 2).  This would lead to a more coherent and structured approach to assess PPA performance.  This will be carried out in a way that is open and transparent to agencies and beyond and would provide a clearer link between PPA funding and DFID objectives.  This would allow DFID to more openly justify increases in funding for agencies performing well.  It would be easier for organisations without PPAs to compete with those already holding PPAs, reducing ‘incumbent advantage’ and making more open competition.  

Objectives

6.
To develop suitable criteria to assess PPA performance which can be used for making coherent decision about relative funding levels.

Scope of Work
7.
The work will be divided into the following phases: 

External stock taking

8.
There is a need to find out how other donors make decisions on allocating resources to civil society organisations.  This can be achieved by contacting a number of donors (e.g. Netherlands, Canada, USA and France).

Internal stock taking
8.
There is a need for a systematic stock take and analysis of the development and management of the PPAs.  This will involve:

· Gathering information together.

· Identifying key informants from ICSD, overseas offices and other departments.
· The consultants carrying out structured interviews with these people. 

9.
There is a need to have discussions with other departments in DFID on aid allocation e.g. with the International Division on their work at linking multilateral effectiveness to financing decisions.

Consulting with civil society

10.
The consultant will need to ensure that they develop an effective programme of consultations with the main external stakeholders throughout the whole process, including 

· PPA agencies
· Discussions with BOND as representatives of the small and medium sized UK NGOs. 

· NGOs 

· Wider civil society

11.
This should include informal meetings as well as specific workshops.

Analysis/Production of draft report

12. 
The information gathered will be analysed.  A draft report of no more than 20 pages should be produced with specific recommendations on criteria to assess PPA performance. 

Consultation/final report

13. 
The draft needs to be presented to and discussed with key stakeholders in DFID.  The final report should be no more than 20 pages (excluding appendices) produced with a short user-friendly version of no more than 5 pages.  There will also be a final consultation with PPA agencies, after the draft report has been presented to DFID.

Timing

14 
The study needs to be completed by 1/6/04. 

Management 

15. 
The study will be managed by the Information and Civil Society Department. 

Cost

16.
This will require up to 50 days of consultancy. 

Mike Battcock

Information and Civil Society Department

November 2003

Annex 2     The role and funding of volunteering in official aid programmes

Volunteering is intrinsic to the concept of the voluntary sector. As an activity it embodies the values of voluntarism and altruism that define the sector. Many would argue that it contributes to trust and social cohesion. It is internationally recognised by governments and the general public through, for example, the UN International Year of Volunteers in 2001 and the annual International Volunteer Day on 5 December.  

Britain has an estimated 16 million people who do some kind of voluntary work.
 The economic value of volunteering in Britain is estimated at £15 billion. The UK Home Office has led the development of volunteering policy, including the development of a Code of Good Practice which has been taken up in inter-departmental work under the broad heading of Active Citizenship.
 The government promotes volunteering through a myriad of initiatives such as Millennium Volunteers, which has signed up 120,000 people, as well as funding long-established organisations such as Community Service Volunteers (CSV) and Voluntary Service Overseas (VSO). Worldwide, volunteering within countries dwarfs international volunteering.

Britain is one of a significant number of donors that financially support international volunteer programmes through their bilateral aid budget. Funding a volunteer programme features in the aid programmes of most bilateral donors and those resources represent a major part of a volunteer agency's income. There are three main reasons why Northern governments fund international volunteer programmes. First, they are perceived to be a crucial ingredient of international cooperation contributing to goodwill relations. By living within the community and being paid a local salary, volunteers are committed to building equal partnerships. The increasing trend towards international recruitment means that volunteering goes beyond simply providing a positive profile for the Northern government overseas to strengthening the existence of a co-operative international community based on civic values. As such it is a tangible expression of the aspirations of the normative literature on the construction of global civil society.
  

Second, based on their in-depth experience and commitment, returned volunteers are recognised as an important constituency in raising development awareness in the North. It is recognised that they can play a key role in building a development constituency by broadening northern community participation in the aid programme. 

The third comparative advantage of volunteer agencies lies in helping to build both governmental and non-governmental capacity in the South, including implementation of pro-poor state policies through sector-wide approaches and budget support. VSO, possibly the largest volunteer agency worldwide, has developed this work the furthest and points to interesting synergies between donors and NGOs in the poverty reduction agenda. 

In addition to these considerations, it is generally recognised that raising private funds for volunteering is relatively difficult. It is for this reason that governments provide grant funding. In the UK 52 per cent of the PPA budget (37 per cent of total ICSD resources) in 2004/5 is allocated to the five volunteer agencies and is a clear indicator of the government's commitment to international volunteering. DFID funding constitutes between 70 to 80 per cent of these agencies' budgets.

The United States, Japan, Ireland and New Zealand use a single agency for the management of their volunteer programme, while Canada, Australia and Britain fund multiple agencies.
 The Netherlands is an exception, as it used to fund a volunteer programme, the SNV, but this became fully independent and professionalised. It is planning to re-examine the issue in anticipation of once again providing official support.

CIDA has funded volunteer agencies since the creation of Canada's aid programme more than 35 years ago. It provides 70 per cent of costs with 30 per cent coming from the agency either as private income or in-kind contributions. In April 2004 the Minister for International Co-operation announced that CIDA will allocate nearly C$210 million (£84 million) over the next five years to strengthen the impact of volunteering, distributed to ten executing agencies including VSO Canada and Canadian Executive Service Organisation (CESO).
 

In both Ireland and Australia, government support for volunteering has been the subject of major review and resulted in enhanced financial support. Historically, responsibility for the Irish volunteer programme lay with APSO, a state-sponsored company funded by the Department of Foreign Affairs. Based on the recommendations of the aid review undertaken in 2002, APSO is being integrated into Ireland Aid in 2004 under the banner of 'Volunteer 21'.
 In 2003/04 the Australian government provided support to four volunteer sending agencies which amounted to over A$21 million (£8.1 million). AusAID funding represents between 30 and 90 per cent of volunteer sending agencies' total income.
 

Annex 3
Lessons from the Dutch co-financing programme

In 2003 the Dutch government overhauled its development assistance programme to civil society. It was the largest change in its civil society funding mechanisms since their inception in 1965. Since the end of World War II civil society has played a central role in Dutch society. Observers speak of the four 'pillars' of post-war society: Catholic, Protestant, social democrat and humanist.  These currents were reflected in the institutional organisation of society at every level from political parties to the media. They were also reflected in the structure of Dutch development assistance. Not only was the aid budget divided equally between multilateral, bilateral and civil society channels but the principal instrument of the latter was the co-financing programme (CFP) made up of four co-financing agencies (CFAs): CORDAID (Catholic), ICCO (Protestant), NOVIB (social democrat) and HIVOS (humanist), which joined in 1978.  By 2000 the CFP received 14% of the total aid budget.

This arrangement enjoyed broad political and societal consensus until the late 1990s when it came under attack for three main reasons. First, these currents no longer reflected alignments in Dutch society, nor those in the South. Indeed, each agency was as likely to work with partners from a different ideological home as those from within the same constituency. In this sense, the CFP had become an anachronism. Second, the parliamentary rise of parties on the right of the political spectrum resulted in a massive attack on development aid, demanding proof of its utility. The CFP came under fire for its inability to show results in exchange for public money and for being an exclusive 'closed shop'. By the late 1990s a parliamentary majority was in favour of ‘breaking the cartel' of the four NGOs that had received the bulk of civil society funds for the last twenty years.        

Two new funding mechanisms were initiated in 2003, which are similar respectively to DFID's CSCF and the PPAs: the theme-based co-financing scheme (TMF) and the broad-based co-financing programme (MFP). The MFP replaced the CFP. A similar set of criteria was developed to the CFP, notably a multi-country, multi-sectoral focus with a network of partners in the South.  However, existing CFAs had to apply for entry. Six agencies were admitted, including the four long-standing CFAs. The new programme, including its general policy, its entry criteria and the overall amount of funding that it would receive (between 11-14% of the aid budget) was developed in consultation between the Ministry and the CFAs. The decision on how to distribute this budget between the six agencies was left to an expert commission appointed by the Minister. 

The commission used a set of some 20 indicators to judge each agency's proposal on its managerial content. The commission's overall finding was that the proposals were quite weak organisationally and they proposed that the funding total should be no more than 11%. However, the greatest controversy arose out of the distribution. One of the previous CFAs, NOVIB, was allocated 25% less than its previous funding levels because it failed to show how it would operationalise and measure the objectives outlined in its proposal. This was a major shock to the system and put government-NOVIB relations under severe strain. 

It is impossible to arrive at a conclusive position on the extent to which NOVIB's proposal was weaker than that of the other CFAs. It can be argued both that the Commission's criteria were unsuitable for the policy-focused proposal that NOVIB produced and that NOVIB had not sufficiently developed its own internal evaluation systems to measure an innovative area of work. It can also be argued that the Commission focused exclusively on the organisational integrity of proposals for future work and failed to include an agency's track record in its evaluation. However, in recognition of NOVIB's situation, the government has invited them to submit a new proposal for the final two years of their funding. 

The theme-based co-financing scheme (TMF) receives about 4% of the total aid budget and funds some 200 projects. The projects are chosen on a competitive basis each year and are open to Dutch and international NGOs. During its first three years it has succeeded in both its objectives of opening up the programme and of improving the quality of project proposals. The next step in the reorganisation of the civil society programme is to merge the two mechanisms into one to take effect from 2007. However, there is considerable scepticism on the feasibility of applying the same set of funding criteria to such different organisations. 

Although the Dutch and British civil society programmes are undergoing change driven by similar imperatives, namely to (a) show value for money and (b) have an open and transparent funding system, there are important differences.

Official aid and NGOs

The role of aid and NGOs play a very different role in the Netherlands to the UK. The UK aid budget in the UK is not under the same political pressure to justify its existence or funding level. In the Netherlands it is set at 0.8% of GDP. In the last two years the Dutch economy has been in recession and hence all government departments are under intense pressure to justify their expenditure. Within the aid budget we can compare the weighting of the MFP and the PPAs. The MFP receives 11% of the aid budget while PPAs receive approximately 1%. The former is divided between six organisations whilst the latter is divided between 19 agencies, eight of which are newcomers to government co-financing. Thus a higher proportion of funding is distributed to a smaller number of agencies.

In addition, the proportion of government funding to total agency income is much higher. The figures for 2000 were as follows: HIVOS and ICCO almost 80%; NOVIB 67%; CORDAID 59%. Within the PPAs it is only the volunteer sending agencies that have proportions like this for the accepted reason that it is harder to raise private funds for their activities. For BOAG agencies the proportion ranges between 3-8%. 

Scale of Change

For this reason, the Dutch programme has undergone far more thorough-going change. Funding levels were decided on a zero-basis which did involve a drastic reduction of 25% for one of the CFAs. The British programme is considering far more incremental change. Existing funding levels for PPAs will be maintained with scope for accessing additional funds. 

Selection and Performance Criteria

A broad set of criteria were used to select the 6 MFAs to join the MFP. Criteria to decide funding levels were left to an expert commission that reviewed the broad criteria in specific organisational contexts. The MFA does not provide for a set of performance criteria in the agreements with individual agencies against which they will be assessed. In addition the Commission reviewed six, arguably similar, agencies in that that they were all multi-sectoral, rather than 19 agencies from three different categories.

Lessons and Implications

Because non-project NGO funding is about either more strategic impact or about building a partnership with the NGO or often both, donors conceptualise the idea of partnership in different ways. From a cursory overview of different funding practices it appears that the UK's PPAs take the idea of partnership furthest. In the Netherlands there is a strong current of thinking of not making policy coherence a funding criterion. The Dutch government believes that an NGO's work should be based on the quality of the proposal not on whether it is aligned to government priorities. This raises the question whether or not the current focus on reaching public service delivery targets within government is placing too much emphasis on policy coherence and not enough on sustaining the independence of the sector.    

Annex 4
Assessment criteria: AusAID’s approach

A number of donors have been developing and refining criteria for improving the assessment of their CSO grant programmes. These criteria are designed to strengthen the selection process and ascertain the performance of various grant funding programmes.

AusAID is one of the official donors that have gone the furthest in developing assessment criteria. The process is two-fold: assessing the eligibility of the NGO, organisationally, through an accreditation scheme, followed by the development of an annual work plan.
 The accreditation process aims to provide AusAID and the Australian public with the confidence that the Australian government is funding professional, well-managed organisations that are capable of delivering quality development outcomes. The aim of accreditation is to ensure accountability in the use of public funding with minimal overview by AusAID.

Peer review is the central feature of the accreditation process with the Committee for Development Cooperation as the joint AusAID NGO advisory body working with the individual NGO under review. The Committee is made up of six members from AusAID and six from the NGO community, with the latter elected for a term of two years. The individual review is designed to be a collaborative process that allows for ongoing exchange between the review team and the NGO. There are two levels: base accreditation or full accreditation; the latter allows for greater funding.  Re-accreditation takes place every five years.

The accreditation criteria table contains criteria, examples of indicators and possible verifiers under the following broad categories. They reflect both the minimum standards required to receive government funding and the requirements of the ACFID Code of Conduct, which is based on the principles of industry self-regulation.

Fully accredited agencies are funded for annual development plans on a 3:1 matching basis. They are programmatic and allow for flexibility. The funding level that each agency receives is decided by an indicative planning figure which is calculated by dividing the annual available funding for the year based on relative shares of NGO development expenditure.  An agency's annual plan is judged on the following criteria: extent to which objectives and focus contribute towards scheme goal; quality of design; likelihood that benefits will be realised (risks and sustainability); and value for money.

Annex 5
Revised selection criteria and funding levels for new PPAs
Three different sets of selection criteria have been used for each of the first three rounds of PPAs. This has generated confusion about DFID expectations and claims of differential treatment on the part of agencies applying for PPA grants. 

A single set of selection criteria could apply to future rounds of PPA applications to redress these problems, drawing on best practice in earlier rounds:

· Strategic objectives correspond to one or more PSA/SDA objectives

· More than 50% of an agency’s work (measured by share of expenditure) addresses problems of poverty in developing countries

· Evidence of impact in achieving objectives

· Robust monitoring and financial reporting systems 

· Accountable governance structures 

· Demonstrated partnership with southern civil society organisations

· Minimum of three years’ financial support from DFID 

· Established track record of fundraising from private and official sources

Funding levels for new PPAs could reflect a number of considerations. While evidence of effective grant management is proposed as a criterion for selection, previous levels of project and programme grants from other DFID sources should not be a central determinant of prospective PPA funding levels for individual agencies. At best, they provide an indication of capacity for fund utilisation and management. The proportion of funding from official and private sources is a useful indicator of fundraising capacity, but does not provide a firm guide to future funding levels through PPAs. 

Strategic partnerships focus on outcomes which would need to be costed into budget proposals and assessed on that basis. The principle of zero-budgeting for determining funding levels would be a sound basis on which to proceed for new PPAs, informed by an analysis of an agency’s capacity for raising and utilising funds from public and private sources.

� NCVO 2004: 10.


� The Compact on Relations between Government and the Voluntary and Community Sector in England sets out a written framework of the relationship, establishing reciprocal expectations and codes of good practice. For details see http://www.ncvo-vol.org.uk.


� For a full text of the speech see http://www.ncvo-vol.org.uk.


� For details see http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review.


� Battock (2002).


� DFID, ‘Working with Civil Society: The Way Forward’, http://www.dfid.gov.uk/AboutDFID/Files/civilsociety/csd_workingwithcs.htm


� For example, a senior DFID official and the chief executive of a PPA agency gave a joint presentation on the merits of PPAs at the Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations (ACEVO) conference, 'From Spare Change to Sure Funding' in May 2004.


� For a detailed examination of the impact of funding trends on the UK development NGO sector see Wallace and Chapman (2004).


� In this respect, a representative of the Dutch chapter of the international Oxfam network commented that none of the other eleven Oxfam partners felt the same pressure to demonstrate results.


� This experience reflects the point that Mark Lowcock from DFID made in a joint presentation with ADD on the PPAs to the Association of Chief Executives of Voluntary Organisations (ACEVO) annual conference in May 2004: ‘Short-term grants specifying short term inputs and outputs does not make organisations more accountable. Accountability arises from targets/outcomes being achieved.’ http://www.acevo.org.uk.


� Block grant agencies reported on the utilisation of funds for clusters of projects submitted for JFS support, in some cases adding up to several hundred individual projects.


� Davies 2001: 37 


� Some PPAs are due to end after April 2005; agencies in this category would be in a position to negotiate fresh agreements and revised funding levels from April 2005 or continue with their existing Agreements for subsequent re-negotiation.


� There are contrasting views of the value of different agency types as these categories overlap and do not embrace the full range of agency contributions. Some advocate a programmatic logic based on the composition of the PPA portfolio rather than agency type as the basis for funding decisions, but this would entail complex judgements about the composition of individual PPAs that are likely to be restrictive and complex to administer.


� The five volunteer agencies account for 52% of the total funding available to PPA agencies in the 2003/04 financial year, equivalent to the total amount received by the 10 other agencies combined. PPA budgets account for a large share of volunteer agency budgets in varying proportions across the individual agencies.


� Several agencies reported that they had previously been eligible for DFID funding under the Development Awareness Fund but under new guidelines they are expected to fund this work through their PPA. 


� Davies 2002. The Dyer review also recommended a system of outcome-based performance criteria. See Part E, Financing Civil Society, Para 87. September 2002. 


� Inflation levels could be determined on the basis of the Consumer Price Index in consultation with the Treasury and the Home Office. 


� The Compact document states that the value of strategic funding can be enhanced if funders adopt a practice of a rolling programme of funding based on two successive three-year commitments. In the wording of the Code, ‘Funded organisations could be granted funding for three years which, subject to a satisfactory annual review of progress against mutually agreed objectives and the availability of resources, could be eligible for rollover. In this way funded organisations would have reasonable certainty of funding for the next three years.’ Funding: A Code of Good Practice, Compact on Relations between Government and the Voluntary and Community Sector in England. � HYPERLINK "http://www.thecompact.org.uk/PDFs/funding.pdf" ��http://www.thecompact.org.uk/PDFs/funding.pdf�. Also see HM Treasury (2003), Guidance to Funders: Improving Funding Relationships for Voluntary and Community Organisations. http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review.


� Agreements negotiated in the third round of PPA funding set out the respective roles and expectations of both partners and provide a good point of reference.


� Much of the information available on the site is out of date, though there are imminent plans for updating the ICSD pages as part of a major refurbishment of the DFID website.


� Chancellor Brown's speech to NCVO annual conference, February 2004. www.ncvo.org.uk.


� Munro, Muir and Watkins 2003.  


� In the UK, International Service has gone the furthest in this direction, with 60 per cent of their volunteers coming from countries other than the UK and a continued upward trend. International Service PPA 2002: 4


� Lucas 2004: 12.  


� Interview with Pieter Lammers, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 18 May 2004.


� The Minister's comments provide an up-to-date summary of the government’s rationale: 'Volunteers have always played an important role in support of Canada's work in international cooperation and they remain the face of Canada in developing countries.'  Further, 'working with their local partners to maximise results, they will promote good governance in partner countries and inform Canadians about the importance of supporting international cooperation'. http://www.acdi-cida.gc.ca.


� http://www.dci.gov.ie/volunteer_21.asp.


� Lucas 2004.


� de Ruijter et al 2002.


� http://www.ausaid.gov.au/ngos.


� In recognition that various criteria would be appropriate for different types of agency, these would include the proportion of work in low income countries, the proportion of poor people in MICs and LDCs, or the geographical and policy focus of advocacy work.
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