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1.0 Executive Summary

1.1 This report details the findings of a ten-day consultancy for the Civil Society Department (CSD) of DFID. The objective was to help develop a performance assessment system for the department as a whole, and the Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF) in particular. Requirements for the Programme Partnerships Agreements (PPAs) were also addressed. Time constraints meant that systems for the “coherence and co-ordination” work of the department, and fiscal accountability provisions have not yet been addressed, although an strategic framework within which to assess overall performance has been recommended. 

1.2 This Executive Summary focuses on the main recommendations of the report. It is followed by a tabulation of the main recommendations, in a proposed order of implementation and page references for further detail. The first set of recommendations relates to the current PARP Logical Framework summarising the strategy of the CSD as a whole. The current version can be simplified by making the Goal refer to International Development Target (IDT) achievements, the Purpose relate to civil society developments described in the “new agenda”, the outputs relate to CSD activities available for use by others, and activities being activities leading to them. Change in the IDTs can be a realistic goal if the associated indicators focus on the new knowledge acquired about the means of achieving change in IDTs, rather than the scale of change achieved per se. The increasingly important “coherence and co-ordination” activities of CSD can be clearly linked to one part of the proposed Purpose level statement. Their achievement will however be very dependent on new knowledge being acquired through the CSCF and PPA mechanisms. PS: Since the first draft of this report steps have been taken by CSD to revise the PARP Logical Framework. Comments on these have been made directly to CSD and have not been included in this report.

1.3 Indicators for the Goal and Purpose level are yet to be developed. With two funding mechanisms addressing developments across the globe, it is not practical or desirable to identify the Purpose Level Indicators of civil society development that every one can agree with and commit to. The alternative proposed here is to develop a set that represent different possible routes to the Purpose, that each NGO funded via the CSCF or PPAs can select from, according to their own strategies and settings. This is already possible at Goal level, given the range of IDTs. In doing so CSD will be allowing the development of more specialised competencies by UK NGOs. CSD’s responsibility will then be to develop and manage this portfolio. A desired pattern of coverage of those routes will have to be identified on the basis of current knowledge, the contents of the current portfolio compared against it, and adjustments made to reduce the gap, through new funding decisions. In the longer term the priority given to the different routes will then need to be adjusted in the light of evaluation findings. 

1.4 At present there are no established procedures for comparing the CSCF and PPA funding mechanisms in terms of their performance. This report proposes two methods. The first looks at coverage, the extent to which each portfolio is able to match its actual contents with the preferred contents. The second looks at the achievements of a portfolio, in two ways. Firstly, by looking inward at the extent to which actual achievements on the different Purpose and Goal indicators (called herein intermediate outcomes) matches their relative priority within each portfolio. The second looks outward at the extent to which the portfolio has managed to generate new information that has been of use to others, especially in development awareness and advocacy activities, within and beyond DFID. The application of these procedures is likely to be of greatest value in terms of administrative practice within CSD, and the enhanced credibility of CSD’s management within the rest of DFID.

1.5 The CSD has already been considering ways of reducing the amount of staff time spent on the management of the CSCF. These proposals have been supported, but with a view to increasing the value to CSD, as well as reducing costs. Three main changes have been proposed, and have been accepted, in broad terms. 

1.6 The first is to move the focus of CSD staff attention from the management of individual projects to management of the project portfolio. The existing proposal to outsource all of the appraisal process (including the concept notes) makes sense in this context. The focus should now be on decision making about which projects to include in the CSCF portfolio, and how additions will affect the profile of the portfolio. The profile can be defined in terms of three characteristics: (a) the % of projects with high risks (already under consideration), (b) the % of projects with high opportunities, and (c) the % of projects addressing different types of outcomes of concern.

1.7 The second is to move the focus of attention from the annual monitoring of the progress of projects, to the evaluation of projects at the end of the grant period. The current proposal to outsource this review process, and do so on a sample basis only, is supported. It has been proposed in this report that 30% of projects be sampled, this being made up of 20% which are pre-identified at the appraisal stage as high risk and high opportunity projects, and 10% of which are selected on a random basis. The later should help monitor how well the 20% purposive sampling is working.

1.8 To date there has been no specific provision for evaluations, other than the requirement of a project completion report (PCR). From now on it is proposed that all project proposals of £100,000 or more should be required to include a built-in plan for an evaluation at the end of the project term, with up to 5% of the total value of the project being allowed for the costs involved. Evaluations could still be recommended for the smaller projects, and all projects should still require a PCR. Whilst evaluation practice will be comprehensive, CSD staff involvement could be selective and variable in the depth of engagement, according to the scale of risk and opportunity present. It would be of additional value if specific CSD funds were then allocated for synthesis studies, to compare evaluation findings within specific intermediate outcomes of concern, and within specific countries, since country contexts are a major factor effecting civil society development.

1.9 In addition, it is especially important that CSD develop a strategy for making use of evaluation findings. Three main areas of use were identified and discussed in this report: (a) Enabling NGOs to improving the design of their projects, (b) Improving the contents of the CSCF portfolio, (c) using findings as inputs into DFID’s development awareness and influencing work.

1.10 The third proposed change in emphasis is from the direct monitoring of the details of project implementation to the analysis of project management by UK NGOs. The focus of reviews of progress reports should now be on how UK NGOs are adding value in their mediating role with southern CSOs. In turn, feedback to NGOs from contractors should aim to help UK NGO to add value. Reporting on actual implementation should be limited to interim ratings of likely project success, and comments on changes in risk and opportunity status.

1.11 Other recommendations made in relation to the CSCF addressed: (a) problems with the current database and the implications for portfolio management, (b) simple steps forward with monitoring quality, and (c) risks associated with a continuation of the annual theme approach to encouraging project proposals. Finally, a draft information flowchart has been prepared to illustrate how the proposed monitoring and evaluation procedures will fit with the existing workflow to promote continual improvement of the CSCF portfolio and the production of knowledge which is of wider value within DFID and those it works with (Appendix 7).

1.12 Procedures for the management of the PPA funding mechanism are still in the process of development by CSD staff. Experience is available on the negotiation stage, but not yet on annual and end of funding term reviews. Proposals for the PPA performance assessment system have been based on initial arrangements proposed by CSD and on those developed for the CSCF, with some important adaptations.

1.13 The same portfolio based approach is being proposed. A similar marker system is needed as proposed for the CSCF, to enable the actual contents of the portfolio to be monitored against the ideal (defined by outcomes, risk and opportunity ratings). The two key differences here are that: (a) The characteristics of UK NGO will be more important as markers than in the CSCF because each NGO selects and manages a bundle of projects. (b) Risk and opportunity rating guidelines have not yet been drafted, because the knowledge of what is involved at the PPA level is not yet so evident.

1.14 The recommendations for the PPA portfolio supports the current CSD proposals which are for a more even balance between annual and final reviews, rather than a swing to evaluations as proposed for the CSCF. This is justified by the larger scale of CSD’s investment per NGO and the lower transaction costs involved. In contrast with the CSCF, CSD’s participation in all the annual and final review has been implied. Again the scale of the investments at stake justifies this level of involvement. Whether this will be practically possible as the number of NGOs with PPAs grows remains to be seen. The nature of CSD’s involvement in specific evaluations and reviews will probably be decided on a case by case basis. There is not yet, and may not be, a place for a pre-agreed scale of possible involvement, nor a set of trigger mechanisms determining that involvement. Unlike CSCF, there is a strong need for process documentation, and associated syntheses, following agreements and subsequent annual and final reviews of the partnership dimension to the PPAs.

1.15 In CSD’s recent letter to PPA NGOs on programme implementation and monitoring the roles of CSD and UK NGOs have not yet been differentiated. This report has proposed that the separation of roles and responsibilities should be clear, as in the proposed CSCF approach. That is, the NGO assesses, then CSD examines that assessment.  The suggested guidelines for what CSD should look at differ from those in the CSCF. With the PPA reviews the focus should be on: (a) What useful knowledge has emerged that can be used by CSD in other settings? (b) Are achievements in proportion to priorities and scale of investment? (c) Is the evidence and analysis adequate? It is agreed that there should be: (a) an independent audit of the UK NGOs M&E systems, with a focus on evidence trails; (b) a mutual assessment of the partnership relationship, if this is seen as the means to the ends (Logical Framework purpose and goal).

Summary of Recommendations


Recommended action
By whom
When
See para

1
Revise the PARP Logical Framework

· New phrasing of goal, purpose, outputs and activities

· Separate outputs from activities (in PARP progress reporting)

· Identify alternative indicators set for Purpose level

· On the basis of existing knowledge within CSD

· Through the desk review of the JFS

· Send list of indicators to NGOs for comment
· GT & CSD staff 

· As above

· CSD staff & RD & AMuir

· AMuir 

· Via BOND
· December 2001

· In the 2002 PARP

· By early 2002

· December 2001

· Early 2001

· March 2002


3.3

3.3., 3.14

3.6-10

2
Outsource review of CSCF concept notes, project proposals, and annual reports 

· Identify if one or two contractors should be used

· Draft ToRs to be used to call for tenders


· GT & PMs

· RD & Colette
· December 2001

· 5-7th December
4.39-40

4.1, 4.3,4.10-13 

Appendix 10

3
Implement interim arrangements pending new outsourcing arrangements being put into operation

· Give risk and opportunity ratings for each project appraised (by CSCF staff)

· Before then

· Review applicability of draft rating scales for CSCF

· Develop a similar scale for PPAs

· 30% sampling of annual reports 

· starting with informal assessments for unrated projects


· by CSCF staff

· RD & Lynne & Bruce

· PPA staff

· by CSCF staff
· December 2001 onwards

· 5-7th December

· December / January

· December 2001 onwards
4.12

Appendix 2

5.21

4
Draft new  guidance notes for CSCF applicants, to include:

· 5% budget for evaluations

· Guidance on evaluations by NGOs

· Guidance on Project Completion Reports

· Annual reporting process focusing on adding value

· Send out draft guidance notes for NGO comments


· CSCF staff

· By contractors

· By CSCF staff

· CSCF staff

· Via BOND
· March 2002

· When contracted

· March 2002

· March 2002

· March 2002
4.19

4.28-31

4.31, App. 5

4.14



5 
Set up workable databases for the PPA and CSCF

· Contract expert 

· to hack CSCF data out of Impact database and relocate it in a Access database with the same field, and report functions as instructed, and 

· to provide training in use of Access if necessary

· Start inputting portfolio profile information into 

· CSCF database 

· PPA database


· Need to identify who will be responsible for managing each new database.

· This person to manage these tasks
· ASAP

· As soon as work is outsourced and results fed back to CSD

· ASAP, working back to include all established PPAs as well as new PPAs 
4.5-7

4.3, 4.39

5.12

6
Start process documentation within the PPA programme

· Document lessons learned after the signing of each agreement  

· Document lessons learned about communications between CSD and PPA NGOs, on an annual basis

· Plan for internal synthesis of lessons learned (and discussion thereof) prior to next round of PPA negotiations 
· By person leading each PPA negotiation

· Jointly By CSD and NGO staff

· By “Coherence and Coordination” unit in CSD


· Now. Do two page (max) summaries for all completed PPAs

· In the course of each PPA annual review

· Before the third round of PPA negotiations
5.13-14

5.22

5.22

7
Develop M&E strategy for Coherence and Co-ordination work


· RD with CSD staff


· Late 2002, when new organisation structure is in place


2.3, 3.13-14

8
Development of CSD web site (intranet and internet)

· Allocate responsibility to a specific staff member

· Develop a plan for the site: objectives and how they will be achieved, and the expected relationship with NGO and contractor web sites


· By GT

· Designated person
· December 2001

· Early 2002
4.25,33,36-37 5.24

9
Identify current portfolio strategy within CSCF and PPA funds

· What indicators are covered more than others

· What is the ideal coverage and where are changes needed to reach that ideal


· Responsibility to be given to a lead person for each fund
· Early 2002, after indicators have been identified
3.20-24 

4.3

5.6-10

10
Provision of a series of workshops to PPA NGOs on M&E issues, to share existing experience and as a means of providing external inputs via the PARC Panel


· PARC, in liaison with PPA  PMs in CSD
· Starting early 2002
5.18

11
Monitor and analyse quality of CSCF proposals received and approved

· Ensure appraisal ratings are in the database

· Include timeliness in analysis as well

· Track changes in diversity of NGOs applying


· Identify a specific person to be responsible 
· Annually, prior to annual review meeting hosted by BOND
4.8-9

12
Planning meeting to identify nature of CSD involvement in CSCF project evaluations over the coming six months
· PM responsible for CSCF
· Six monthly, starting from mid-2002 when risk and opportunity info has been received from contractor 


4.20-24

Appendix 3

13
Comment on the implications of the new Performance Assessment system by CSCF NGOs
· By CSCF staff In meetings with NGOs 
· Late 2002, in the annual CSD - BOND member meeting


Not mentioned

14
Annual training courses and workshops for CSCF NGOs 

· Training in DFID requirements re project proposals, annual reporting and evaluations, etc, to new NGOs

· Workshops on issues arising from evaluations and syntheses studies 


· Contractor, with some input from CSCF staff

· Evaluators and others as contracted by CSD
· Starting late 2002, after annual CSD - BOND meeting
4.33

15
Annual review of the CSD programme

· Overall, in terms of Logical Framework 

· Purpose and Goal 

· Outputs achieved relative to initial priorities

· Assess individual portfolios (CSCF, PPA and?), 

· Coverage of indicators, and their achievement 
· GT and PMs, with RD in first instance

· PMs and staff responsible, with Rd in first instance


· Starting late 2002? Immediately prior to any annual reporting requirement within DFID?

· As above
3.25-27

5.6-10

5.32-34

16
Desk based synthesis studies of CSCF evaluations

· Allocate budget provision

· Plan types by outcome of concern, by country, and where minimum CSD involvement in evaluation

· Provide associated feedback workshops to CSD and contractor staff
· GT to identify a person to be responsible
· Late 2002?

· 2003

· Late 2003?
4.25-26

4.34

2.0 Introduction

The Terms of Reference 

2.1
The consultant was initially contracted to develop “…a robust but cost effective performance measurement system for CSD which provides useful information on the quality of interventions, the outcomes they produce and assurances on fiscal accountability”  (TORS p.1).  See Appendix 1 for the full TORs
2.2
The consultant was expected to develop systems at two levels:

· At the level of the CSD Strategic Framework, which covers the whole of the operations of the CSD

· At the level of individual funding mechanisms: the Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF) and the Programme Partnerships Agreements (PPAs)

2.3
In discussions about the TORs a number of changes in focus were agreed to:

· Systems for ensuring fiscal accountability would not be addressed

· The primary focus of attention would be on the CSCF, where change was  most urgently needed. 

· Systems for assessing the performance of “coherence and co-ordination” work were of lower priority than the CSCF and PPAs, and would only be attended to if time remained available, which was not the case.

2.4
In this report the term performance assessment has been used to refer to ongoing monitoring, end of project evaluation, and impact assessment studies. Attention has also been given to the planning and appraisal stage of CSCF and PPAs because they have consequences for the information that is available for subsequent  performance assessment activities.

The Context

2.5
The proposals made in this report have been made in the context of ongoing changes that will continue for at least a further two years. The JFS is being phased out, but some projects are still completing their grant terms, and continue to require administration by the CSD staff. The CSCF has been initiated in its place, but a full cycle of projects has not yet been completed. A synthesis study of the lessons of the JFS is in process, but the results are not yet available to inform the design of the CSCF performance assessment system. Some PPAs have been established.  Some are still being negotiated. However, none will have completed their term for another two years at least. A Strategic Framework outlining the Goal, Purpose and Outputs for the CSD as a whole has been developed, but is not yet finalised. Behind all of these changes in process are proposals for re-structuring the CSD to provide more attention to co-ordination and coherence work on civil society issues and to the inclusion of other types of civil society organisations than those typically funded by the JFS in the past. The lessons from past practice are not yet fully available.  New processes are not yet complete.  The new structures have yet to be tested in practice. 

The Process

2.6
This consultancy was initiated by the Deputy Head of the CSD, who gave the initial briefing and authorised subsequent changes in the focus of the work. Liaison with other CSD staff took place through a pre-arranged contact team made up of six staff members with different levels of responsibility, from C2 Assistant Programme Officers to A2 Programme Managers. Meetings were held with the whole team at the beginning of the consultancy and mid-way through the consultancy. A presentation and discussion was held with all CSD staff on the final day. 

2.7
Meetings also took place with the Head and Deputy Head of CSD, staff of the Evaluation Department and Internal Audit, and the Edinburgh Resource Centre (ERC) responsible for appraising Joint Funding Scheme (JFS) and the CSCF.

2.8
The consultant’s initial focus was on understanding the PARP as an organising framework that the CSCF and PPA systems would have to relate to. The largest period of time was spent on the CSCF, and somewhat less time on the PPAs. 

2.9
The work completed so far represents a practical beginning, but more remains to be done. CSD staff will need to talk through the implications of the proposals that have been made. Comments on the proposals from other interested parties such as Evaluation Department, Internal Audit and the ERC team would also be of value. There are also a number of areas where the proposals will require clear communication and consultations with the UK NGOs involved in the CSCF and PPAs.  

3.0 The CSD Policy and Resources Plan

3.1
The focus of reporting on performance in the November 2000 version of the Performance and Assessment Plan (PARP) is on CSD outputs. For example, making the first round of funding available via the Challenge Fund, and progress with PPAs negotiations.  Ideally performance reporting at this macro level of the whole of CSD operations would become more focused on outcomes that are closer to the overall purpose of the CSD. Steps have already been taken in this direction through the drafting of a CSD Strategic Framework in the form of a Logical Framework.

3.2
The following comments relate to the Logical Framework, and its linkages to the text of the PARP.

Which objectives, where? 

3.3
The goal, purpose and output statements appear to be an articulation of the government’s “new agenda” objectives, but they have their problems: (a) They don’t link clearly to the statements made in the PARP text. (b) Contrary to normal Logical Framework usage, the outputs that have been listed are developments beyond CSD control. Normally these type of statements are reserved for purpose and goal levels. Outputs would be results that CSD can deliver.   These are not insurmountable problems. The following proposal has been made:

· The Goal level statement should refer to progress with the achievement of IDTs. (See below for further comment)

· The Purpose level statement should refer to the development of civil society.  This means-end relationship between the purpose and goal is already stated clearly in the first paragraph of the PARP. 

· Output statements should refer to the CSD’s achievements that are available to be used by others, similar to those already detailed on sheet 2 of the Strategic Framework. Those that are not available are CSD activities.
Whose indicators? 

3.4
The revised Logical Framework will still require indicators for the goal and purpose levels. It has already been proposed by CSD that these will be identified in 2001/2 through discussions initially within DFID (CSD and EvD) and later on with UK NGOs. 

3.5
A word of warning: the choices made here will effect the workability and value of CSDs performance assessment system, at the levels of the PARP, CSCF and PPAs. 

3.6
The consultant has proposed that the Purpose level indicators in CSD’s Strategic Framework Logical Framework context could usefully be seen as more specific and observable outcomes that contribute to the named purpose. They could be seen as intermediate outcomes that it is hoped will lead to the named purpose. This is slightly different from a strict interpretation of what indicators are: verifiable evidence of the existence of something that exists at the same point in time.

3.7
If CSD takes this approach, identifying these indicators will in practice be an exercise in constructing a working theory of how CSD activities will lead to the purpose level achievements. The use of multiple indicators per purpose and goal level statement will be a practical recognition that CDS thinks there is likely to be more than one route to the goal and purposes concerned.  One of the functions of the performance assessment system will then be to generate knowledge about which of those routes seems to work better than others. 

3.8
A second slightly non-traditional approach has been proposed with the identification of these indicators. Once the narrative statement has been written at the Purpose level it would often be normal to then go ahead and identify a set of indicators that the key stakeholders all agree are necessary and appropriate. The problem here, with these very high level objectives about civil society is the likely difficulty of identifying a set of indicators that everyone will agree apply to such a wide range of partners, projects and settings. The answer is don’t try. The result will be a fudge that will be difficult to apply in practice. 

3.9
If the indicators have been developed as a set of alternative intermediate outcomes, which represent different routes to the same end, then agreement by all stakeholders on all indicators is not needed. All that is needed is that those funded by the CSD can see the types of outcome they think they will need to go through to reach the end. What CSD needs then is a menu of possibilities, within which all of the funded NGOs feel they can make an appropriate choice, and all of which CSD also thinks could lead to the purpose. 

3.10
It was not possible, and in fact inappropriate, to construct that menu of “intermediate outcome” type indicators during this consultancy. Ideally, the list should be based on CSD’s past experience of funding relevant NGO activities, through both the CSCF and the JFS in its more recent years.  The about-to-start desk review of the JFS may be helpful in this respect. Other sections of DFID may also have opinions to offer, especially those sections running Challenge Funds at the country and regional level. The final draft list would also need to be discussed with NGOs at some stage to ensure that felt that all the routes they used were represented. From a practical point of view it would not be advisable to generate more than five or six indicators per purpose statement, at the very most.

What about the IDTs?

3.11
Placing the achievement of IDTs at the goal level appears very ambitious. The difficulties of proving attribution at this level have been widely discussed.  In this consultancy two simple proposals have been made, and both are about being realistic. Firstly, CSD should be able to expect that funded UK NGOs will be aware of the most relevant changes in IDTs (or their local country equivalents) during their projects or programme’s term. They should be able to provide information on these changes. Not knowing this information would be indicative of a lack of alignment between the objectives of the NGO and CSD. Secondly, the NGO should be expected to be able to identify some linkages between their work and changes that will effect IDTs. This may be through the civil society development work in the case of the CSCF or more directly in the case of the PPAs focusing on IDT objectives (e.g. WWF, and WaterAid). The real result of interest here is new knowledge about the linkage and how it has or may be working, rather than the scale of the alleged impact itself. A final point to note that in most bilateral projects, goal level changes are assessed infrequently, usually at the end of the project, and less frequently within the project term. The same should probably apply to CSD’s reporting to the rest of DFID about the achievements of the goal level of its Strategic Framework.

3.12
The issue of reaching agreement versus providing different routes to the Goal should be less problematic. The IDTs are already defined, and in their listed form they already provide NGOs with a number of routes to achievement of the Goal.

What about CSD’s coherence and co-ordination work? 

3.13
At present there is no clear documented link between these activities as described in the PARP (p.4)  and LF (p.2) and the CSD objectives (both new agenda and LF versions). On the other hand this is an area of work that CSD has prioritised and has given a bigger role in new organogram. One simple step forward would be to see the coherence and co-ordination activities as working towards the first of the new agenda items that could be inserted at the Purpose level: ”recognising the role of governments, the private sector and international institutions and working with them to establish pro-poor policies”  

3.14
Outcomes statements for this objective will need to focus on desired changes in the behaviour of these various parties, especially how they co-ordinate, and how their approaches have coherence. These are not yet documented in the Logical Framework but there are some references in the PARP (p.4), mixed in with statements about what CSD will do (its outputs in this area). For example:

· Improved Poverty Reduction Strategies

· Common civil society agendas held  by DFID country programmes and advocacy groups

· Improved design of the PM’s Africa Initiative, etc

CSD’s own output statements leading to these outcomes will need to focus on what it will be doing to achieve those outcomes.

The concept of portfolio management

3.15
The CSCF and the PPAs can be seen as two portfolios of development investments. They both need to be managed in such a way to get the maximum return on the investment that has been made. A good performance assessment system would help CSD discover how to do that. 

3.16
It is interesting, and maybe fortunate, that the two portfolios seem to be offering two different but main routes towards the end Goal, of changes in the IDTs. The CSCF is going via the Purpose level, with relatively little emphasis on the IDTs themselves. The most recent PPAs are aiming directly at the IDTs, with less explicit emphasis on civil society emphasis. On the other hand, some other PPAs, such as that of Christian Aid, are also clearly going via civil society development in the first instance. 

3.17
It may be that most of these development activities (within the CSCF and PPA portfolios) are actually not so different when viewed on the ground. But in terms of capturing knowledge about how IDT type changes can be achieved they definitely involve different strategies.

3.18
The following diagram is a simple model of what the current approach looks like: 

[image: image2.png]the parc
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One term use to describe this type of structure is a heterarchy (overlapping hierarchies). A poor household in a Bangladesh village with membership in one savings and credit NGO is at the base of one organisational hierarchy. Another household with membership in two savings and credit NGOs is at the base of a heterarchy (two overlapping hierarchies) The second household has more choice about where it puts its savings and gets its loans. Because of that choice the savings and credit NGO then has more incentive to provide a useful service. Heterarchical structures are generally more conducive to learning and adaptation, because the emphasis on different links within the heterarchy can be changed according to what delivers the best results.

3.19
There are two aspects of flexibility in the CSD portfolios. One is that the PPAs can address the goal or purpose. This balance is now under reconsideration, with a decision to move towards a more specific emphasis on the goal (IDTs) The other (which is less visible above) which is being proposed is that there will be some degree of choice as to which intermediate outcome the NGOs address on route to a specific goal and purpose statement. Furthermore this degree of choice can itself be altered after consideration of evaluation findings (See section 3 for more details).

What is involved in portfolio management?

3.20
At present both funding schemes work on the basis of a set of eligibility criteria against which each applicant is carefully considered. Once past that point, they are in the portfolio and that is that. There has not yet been any attention to the internal composition of the portfolio, both what it looks like at present and what the ideal might be. Some attributes of the applicants may be irrelevant, such as age of the NGO.  Others are likely to have a bearing of the overall success of the funding mechanism. At a minimum, it might be expected that the whole set of projects or programmes does provide some coverage of all of the outcomes.  A rough-and-ready exercise with the Programme Managers, looking at coverage of the current PARP Strategic Framework objectives by PPA partners, showed that there was one objective with no coverage at all by the 11 NGO partners. Some other objectives had coverage by up to two thirds of the partners. A similar exercise but using more specific intermediate outcomes rather than main objectives is likely to show a more detailed picture of the coverage.

3.21
Mention has already been made above of the possible use of internal discussions and the JFS review to identify the range of intermediate outcomes that have worked to some degree in the past. Ideally, one of the other lessons that may come out of the JFS review is some idea of where the most and least impressive achievements have taken place, described in terms of the various intermediate outcomes. At the least, it would be reasonable to expect that CSD will develop some conception of which outcomes it will be best to focus more resources on. Failing that, the default response may be to spread resources around equally across the different outcomes, and then discover where the most significant achievements are taking place.

3.22 
There are some basic steps in the process being proposed:

· Identify a desirable profile for the portfolio: what sort of coverage of what objectives?

· Identifying the actual coverage

· Tune further additions to the portfolio to make up the difference between the actual and ideal

· Periodically review the ideal profile of the portfolio.


There is little point in trying to measure the impact of the CSCF if, for example, the contents of the portfolio are not even aligned with the priority outcomes. The initial focus should be on monitoring improvement in the composition of the portfolio, then later measuring the achievements of the portfolio.

3.23
Measuring coverage is simple.  If there are partners and projects that simply do not have any connection to specific outcomes of concern, it is a yes/no judgement. However, in other cases many projects and programmes will have coverage of many outcomes, requiring a more refined measure. One potential means is to compare the scale of investment in each outcome. Numbers of projects or partners is of little use because they vary in size, within and between the CSCF and PPAs. Since one project or one PPA may be expected to address more than one outcome, a crude rule of thumb may be necessary, such as assuming that within any project or programme there is equal investment in those different outcomes.

3.24
Other donor funds may be involved in the same projects and programmes. This should not be a problem because what matters to CSD is the cost to CSD, relative to the returns that become available to CSD as a result of that investment.

Comparing the achievements of the different portfolios

3.25
Details of how to measure achievements of individual portfolios will be discussed in sections 4 and 5, on the CSCF and PPAs. At the macro level the relevant question is how to compare the achievements of different portfolios. As well as the CSCF and PPAs, there are likely to be other portfolios that develop within CSD. E.g. the Strategic Grant Agreements (SGA) with non-traditional CSOs. Even the coherence and co-ordination work could be seen as a portfolio, if the constituent activities can be separated out in terms of their cost and results.  There are two ways of comparing the performance of these portfolios:

i) The first is to look at the extent to which expectations about relative achievement of different outcomes have been matched by actual achievements on those different outcomes. Ideally there will be complete correlation. In reality this is unlikely. Expectations and achievements can be measured using simple ranking method, and the results compared on a graph. If necessary the correlation can be measured using the correlation function in Excel. This method is described in more detail in section 5.

ii) The second is to compare the relative value of the knowledge that has come out of the portfolio and has been used for wider development awareness and influencing work by the rest of CSD. What we are talking about here is not anecdotes but usable and verifiable development news. Information that has or will make a difference.

3.26
The first is based on a simple quantitative measure, and is accountability oriented. The second is more qualitative and is more influencing oriented. Both have an element of learning, the first being more internally oriented, the latter more externally so.

3.27
Both involve human judgements and may raise questions about subjectivity. This can be managed (but not eliminated) if the subjectivity is made accountable. This can be done by making it clear who did the ranking and what their reasons were. If the reasons for the rankings are made as explicit as possible, they will be contestable and therefore subject to some external discipline.

Some implications of a focus on portfolio management

3.28
There are at least two implications: 

· The process of change will be slow. Because CSCF projects may last up to 3 years, it will take time to remove the less relevant projects from a portfolio and find better projects to take their place. It is also taking CSD time to find new and more relevant partners for PPAs. 

· The process of change will be ongoing. Conceptions of how best to implement CSD’s strategy will change over time. It will be necessary to revise CSD’s list of intermediate outcomes, or at least their relative priority, in the light of evaluations of projects and programmes, and wider changes in policy with UK and elsewhere. 

What will then happen to all this analysis? 

3.29
It is not automatically clear that a macro level (i.e. CSD wide) performance assessment system for CSD will make any difference to how resources are allocated to CSD: 

· Evidence based policy-making is an ideal more than a reality in many organisations. CSD will need to put some effort into advocacy work within DFID, making use of the results demonstrated by the performance assessment system, if it is to affect the basis on which resources are allocated to CSD.   

· Broader policy changes may make the desired outcomes, and therefore any results achieved, inappropriate. The intermediate outcomes, and perhaps even the purpose of the performance assessment system will need to be able to adapt at least at the same speed as wider policy change.

· Findings about CSD’s performance may be too slow to arrive, relative to the frequency of meetings to decide on resource allocation.

3.30 There is a possibility that the existence of a performance assessment system will make a difference, regardless of the current availability of results. This could be through its effects on other people’s confidence in the management capacity of the CSD.  Within CSD it may also be of value. If the system was managed by the three section heads in the new organogram, it may facilitate co-ordination of their strategies through:

· Focusing attention to which outcomes are of overall priority

· Increased awareness of where resources are being allocated across those outcomes

· Knowledge of where the results are more and less visible

A model of the process

3.31 Appendix 7 contains a flow chart which is intended to provide a summary 

description of the processes proposed in this section of the report, on the planning, monitoring and evaluation of performance at the whole-of-CSD level. This was requested after the first draft of this report was produced and therefore has not yet been subject to comment by CSD staff. It may be useful to provide an overview, via the CSD website, with hypertext links to other pages with text explanations of each stage in the process that is described.

4.0 The Civil Society Challenge Fund

The Appraisal Process

4.1
Outsourcing the appraisal of Project Proposal and Concept notes has already been proposed and makes sense. CSD staff resources should be focused on making improved choices about what to include in the CSCF portfolio, using the analyses that have been provided to them, rather than doing those initial analyses. Contractors' appraisals can be kept within DFID policy boundaries through guidance provided to them by CSD, if and when policy changes take place. Specific channels for communicating these policy changes already exist and these are reported to be working well. The only area where more attention may be needed is to ensure the adequate induction of new personnel who are to be involved in the outsourced appraisal work.


Identify the types of information that need to be collected during appraisal

4.2`
There are at least three types:

· Information necessary within CSD for the management of the project appraisal process. The task of assessing the appraisal stage has not been included within the ToR of this consultancy. 

· Information about types of projects funded (and rejected), relevant to inquiries made by Parliament and BOND. Informal but informed comments by CSD staff suggest that the range of inquiries is very broad and often hard to predict. No further work has been done on how to manage this type of information during this consultancy.
· Information that will tell CSD what type of portfolio of projects it has at present. This information can be used to compare the actual against the ideal portfolio and then used to make judgements about what type of new projects to include (especially from amongst those rated B+). At the moment there is no guidance on how to improve the quality and appropriateness of the CSCF portfolio. 
4.3
Three types of information could be collected for this third purpose:

· Categorical data on CSCF projects describing which Logical Framework  objectives (and within each of those, which intermediate outcomes) are being addressed by both proposed and approved projects. At present this type of data is not being collected. This could be viewed as an extension of the PIMS marker system as used in PRISM, although this more CSD-specific data could not be held within PRISM itself (see below). Categorisation could be done by contractors doing the appraisal of the concept note and then revised if necessary on receipt of the project proposal. Before this is possible CSD need to identify a list of expected intermediate outcomes (See section 3).
· Risk ratings. At present these are provided for in PRISM (on a 1-2-3 scale) but they have not yet been used as a standard part of the system for managing the CSCF. Their use has been proposed within the draft CSD staff guidelines on the CSCF. Contractors doing the appraisal of project proposals should do the risk rating of projects in the first instance. Ratings should be based on a set of clear and agreed guidelines. A draft set of guidelines can be found in Appendix 2. This list will need discussion within CSD, and possibly beyond, before being adopted for use as part of the appraisal of any new project proposals from now on. It may also be appropriate to revise the list in response to evaluation findings (see

· Opportunity ratings. These have not been used up to now. However, CSCF staff guidelines on “What do we look for in a good project” include two explicit references to lesson learning, innovation and experimentation. Risk and opportunity are not necessarily two sides of the same coin. High-risk projects may not necessarily be innovative, and innovative projects may not necessarily be high risk.  As with risk ratings, guidelines would need to be given to those making the ratings during the appraisal process. Draft guidelines for opportunity ratings have been provided in Appendix 2.  As with the risk ratings, this list needs discussion within CSD, and possibly beyond, before being applied. 

Avoid too narrow a focus on project strategies

4.4
One important consideration during the appraisal stage is to avoid too narrow a focus on project strategies.  In the second round CSD introduced the idea of priority themes, for projects funded from 1 April 2001. Questions have already been raised within CSD as to whether the thematic approach should be continued. One problem is that it may box CSD and UK NGOs into too narrow a range of strategies (e.g. 2 in 2001). Not only is this likely to present a problem to some NGOs whose work does not address those themes, but there is also a problem of how to justify such a narrow choice. It is questionable whether CSD currently has sufficient knowledge available from past experience to be able to say which strategies, among the many that exist, are the best. As suggested in section 3 the alternative is to provide a number of different routes, via the different intermediate outcomes, to the purpose and goal level, and then to deliberately set up systems to find out over a period of years which of these deliver the better results.


Addressing the databases problem

4.5
Addressing the issue of available databases is also important.  At present there seem to be at least three main systems:

· Two DFID wide systems: PRISM and CUBES 

· One CSD specific system: IMPACT

4.6
The main problem is how integrate information from these three sources when attempting any analysis that requires information from these three sources. The main cause is the inability to export or import information from and to IMPACT, either as whole files, or as cut and pastes of spreadsheets. 

4.7
The most immediately available solution is a once-off hack into IMPACT to get the whole data set out so it can be made more readily available to use in a new database. That new databse needs to be designed on a minimalist basis, only to provide that data and analyses which are not possible with existing DFID systems (CUBES and PRISM), which should always be used in the first instance.  For example, project marker data relating to outcomes addressed by each project and their risks and opportunity ratings. The new database should be based on common software that can be re-configured later on as needs change (e.g. Excel or Access).  It may also be appropriate to give the new database a new name, reflecting its intended function, such as the CSCF Portfolio database.


Monitoring Quality

4.8
Monitoring quality is an important part of the appraisal process.  CSD staff reported that they felt that the quality of CSCF projects has improved over the past year. This is an important trend and may in part reflect the work done by CSD (e.g. guidelines issued, feedback provided, training provided). However, the same staff are not yet in a position to document and thus publicise this achievement. Whilst there is an A, B+, B-, C scale used to rate project proposals, this data is not entered into a database concerning the approved projects. If it was, then trends in quality could be documented over time. Further analysis could also be done on what types of projects were showing the most–to-least improvement in quality (types being defined by UK NGO, sector or other attributes that may influence approval status). This knowledge in turn could help with the targeting of some of the training courses that have been provided on project proposal writing by BOND, in association with the ERC.

4.9
There are other quality issues to do with timeliness of CSD and ERC responses to NGOs’ concept notes and proposals, reports etc. CSD staff are monitoring these, but the functioning of those systems was not examined during this consultancy.

Annual Reports


Scale down CSD’s involvement in project management 

4.10
Under the terms of their grant agreement, all recipients of CSCF grants are obliged to provide CSD with annual reports on the progress of their projects. At present all of these annual reports are reviewed by CSD staff, who then provide feedback on those reports to the NGOs concerned.  The CSD is now considering outsourcing this work and having the reports reviewed on a sample basis only. The primary rationale is to reduce the scale of staff involvement in the CSCF to a level that is more proportionate with the significance of the CSCF within the CSD. At CSCF grants represent less than 20% of the total budget of the CSD.  This move has been supported by this consultancy, not only to reduce management costs, but also as part of a move designed to obtain greater value from the CSCF by other means, detailed below. 

4.11
The consultant has recommended that the whole reviewing process should be out-sourced and that reports should be reviewed on the following sample basis:  

· 20% of reports should be sampled on a purposive basis. The contractors will focus on those funded projects that received the highest risk and opportunity ratings during the appraisal process (10% highest risk and 10% highest opportunity). The purpose of the feedback to the NGOs concerned will be to help prevent the escalation of existing high risks and the evaporation of opportunities.

· A further 10% of the total number of reports should be sampled on a random basis. The purpose here will be to be able to make generalisations about the state of 80% of projects not sampled purposively. A secondary purpose will be to monitor whether the 20% purposively sampling level is adequate or not, and to identify if methods of identifying high risk and opportunity at the appraisal stage can be improved.

4.12
Because it will take some time to outsource the reviewing process (along with concept note appraisal) some interim arrangements will be needed. It has been suggested that CSCF staff should from now on review annual reports on the same 30% basis. Ten percent can be randomly sampled without difficulty. Because existing projects did not have risk and opportunities rated at the time of their appraisal CSCF will have to use their own best judgement to select a further 20% of reports from projects they feel are high risk and high opportunity.

4.13 
Internal Audit have pointed out that some plans need to be developed for how to manage high risk projects, where the UK NGO has subsequently advised CSD that risk has increased even further. While agreeing with the Internal Audit suggestion no specific policy recommendations have been made here. Ideally this “boundary” policy needs to be based on an examination of some known cases, because what is involved here are unusual rather than common circumstances.  A body of “case law” probably needs to be built up, on an explicit rather than informal basis.

4.14
A major change away from micro-management is being proposed in the contents of annual reports that CSD requires from grant recipients.  The present focus on reporting of details of project progress on the ground should be reduced substantially. On the other hand, there should be much more attention paid in UK NGOs reports to the ways in which they are adding value, in addition to simply mediating southern partners’ access to DFID funding. These two proposals are detailed below.

i) 
Project progress reporting by UK NGOs should be in summary form only. All that should be required (in terms of project progress information) is for UK NGOs to:

· Use the PRISM rating scale to indicate their view of likely achievement of the project output and purpose. For projects in their first two years the ratings could focus on achievements of outputs. From the third year onwards (at the least) the ratings would focus on likely achievement of project purpose. As with the PRISM system, a one-paragraph explanation of the rationale for these judgements would be necessary.

· Signal whether they think there has been a significant change in the risk and opportunities within the project. To do this properly UK NGOs will need to be informed of the risk rating given to the project during the appraisal process, and its rationale.

Using this information, the contractor should then:

· Advise CSD to update the risk and opportunity ratings given for the project during appraisal (where necessary). 

· Signal to CSD the types of projects CSD staff should consider having some direct involvement with during the evaluation stage (see below).

ii) 
UK NGOs should then document in some detail how they have been adding value to the work of the southern partner implementing the CSCF funded project, and how they plan to do so in the next reporting period.  Three ways of doing so have been identified so far. Others may identified through consultations with UK NGOs about this proposed change in reporting requirements. These include:

· Providing advice to the southern partner that is not available in country, in any of the following areas:

· Project management advice, planning, implementation, monitoring, report writing, evaluation, dissemination

· Technical advice, on specific activities being implemented

· Improving the availability of these types of advice from within country.

· Documenting how the UK NGO is using the knowledge gained from the project:

· For advocacy purposes, outside of the partner’s country, especially internationally

· For development education purposes

· Documenting how they are linking the partner with others, in ways that contribute to CSCF objectives:

· By one-to-one contacts

· By network facilitation 

· By linkages with groups and organisations that represent the interests of disadvantaged peoples within the UK

In return, the contractor should:

· Compare a project’s updated success, risk and opportunity ratings with the UK NGOs plans for any new or ongoing support to that project partner, and to provide advice where appropriate. 

· Where necessary, seek further information about the UK NGO’s support to the southern partner. In exceptional cases this may include requests for copies of partners’ reports to that UK NGO. 

Differentiate NGO roles and responsibilities

4.15
Behind the proposals made above is a general concern about the need to separate out the responsibilities of UK NGOs and their partners.  At present an estimated 80% of CSCF projects are implemented through southern partners. Yet, CSCF reporting requirements do not differentiate between asking for UK NGO and southern partner’s interpretation of what is taking place. However, their roles are clearly different. In DFID terms the activities of the former is more like a “means”, the latter is more like an “end”.  DFID’s “new agenda” talks about building the capacity of civil society in the south, something that UK NGOs should be contributing towards. 

4.16
A minimal indication of progress in this area should be that within the reports provided to CSD the voice of southern partners will be distinguishable from that of UK agency funding them. In the longer term CSD should aim to move away from funding projects directly implemented by UK NGOs
 as much as possible, and focus on funding partnerships between UK NGOs and southern partners. The possible exceptions may be a small number of projects doing development education and advocacy work within the UK. Their scale and significance needs to be assessed. In proposing this move it is also recognised that there are definition problems that will need to be resolved, about the most important differences between direct implementation and working through partners.  One possible basis for this distinction is the degree of control devolved to partners, especially control over financial resources.


Evaluations

4.17
At present CSCF guidelines to NGOs make no reference to the necessity of an evaluation of any kind, for projects of any scale. There is no other CSD expenditure budgeted for project evaluations outside of grants to individual projects. While it is known that some NGOs have built plans for evaluations into their project proposals, CSD does not have any information readily at hand by which it can tell on what scale this is happening. It is the case that Project Completion Reports (PCRs) are required for all projects. However, in practice CSD’s contracts with the ERC University team emphasise reviewing annual reports more than PCRs. One annual report is paid the same as one PCR, but there will be two or more annual reports to every one PCR. There is also a question about the extent to which the contents of the PCR will have any feedback influence on the project appraisal and selection process. There is no system or procedure for ensuring this happens. The general view was that with the JFS there is some influence but that this works largely through “osmosis”, an informal, semi-conscious and not very visible process.   

4.18
In contrast to practice so far, the analysis of the CSD strategic framework in section 1 suggests that evaluations have an essential role to play:

· Ensuring achievements are in proportion to priorities within that portfolio,

· Helping improve the contents of the CSCF portfolio,

· Ensuring that knowledge is generated from project experiences that can then be used for development education and influencing purposes within DFID and beyond.  


With these aims in mind, a number of proposals have been made to give much higher priority to evaluation activities within the CSCF

Comprehensive coverage - selective response
4.19
The consultant has proposed that all projects with total expenditures of £100,000 or more should have evaluations built into the project proposal, and that up to 5% of the project’s total budget be allowed for evaluation costs. This sample represents more than 85% of all CSCF projects. The £100,000 boundary also corresponds to the size limit set for the mandatory use of Logical Frameworks in project proposals to CSCF. In the case of smaller projects built-in plans for evaluations should be recommended, but not mandatory.  Project Completion Reports (PCRs) should continue to be required for all funded projects (see below).

4.20
The primary responsibility for ensuring that projects are evaluated should lie with the UK NGO. CSD staff involvement in these evaluations should vary, from project to project. The nature of CSD involvement could in principle range from minimal (being informed of evaluation results) to maximal (being involved and influencing at every stage of the evaluation process – planning, implementation, documentation, dissemination). A draft scale of possible involvement, based on varying degrees of control over the evaluation process, is provided in Appendix 3. At this stage it is recommended that the minimal degree of involvement in all projects (£100,000 or more in size) should be that CSD is given an opportunity to comment on a project’s evaluation plan before it is implemented.

4.21
Decisions about the nature of CSD staff involvement in evaluations should bear in mind at least four possible functions of that involvement:

· Independent observation of due process 

· To provide specific technical skills needed within the evaluation team

· To help capture tacit and informal knowledge as well, as knowledge in documented findings.

· To provide opportunities for new staff to learn about operations “on the ground”

4.22
CSD’s decision to be involved should be based primarily on:

· The project’s risk and opportunity ratings. More involvement would be appropriate in those with the highest ratings

· The project’s success ratings. More involvement would be appropriate in projects with extreme ratings, especially in the most successful projects. 

4.23
It may also be appropriate to allow NGOs to request greater CSD involvement if they feel it could be useful. The CSCF 1st Annual Review Meeting in October 2000 noted that “Agencies would like to see more of CSD in the field, particularly by being involved in the evaluation of projects”.

4.24
This mechanism (4.21) will enable some forward planning of evaluation costs within CSD. In addition, the scale of potential involvement will provide some flexibility in the allocation of staff resources.

4.25
In addition, a form of quality control could be provided through a desk study of random sample of those evaluations undertaken with a minimal CSD involvement, with a focus on the methodologies used. The intention to do so should be publicised via the CSD website on a continuing basis.

4.26
Two other types of desk-based synthesis studies should be carried out:

· Comparisons of evaluations of projects addressing the same intermediate outcome in the CSD Strategic Framework

· Comparisons of evaluations of projects within the same country context, implemented by different partners.

4.27
The costs for all of the desk studies, and CSD staff involvement in NGO led evaluations, would need to be born by CSD from funds outside of the amounts budgeted and granted for the projects themselves. 


Develop Guidelines

4.28
If evaluations are to be mandatory for large projects, and recommended for all others, then some guidance notes would be appropriate. Guidance notes could cover two areas: 

· The nature of the evaluation process (participation, transparency, etc)

· The type of performance issues most evaluations should cover. 

4.29
Examples of the latter include:

· Relevance (of what was provided to people’s needs)

· Equity (of what was provided)

· Effectiveness (were the goals achieved)

· Efficiency (could the same results have been achieved cheaper)

· Cost-effectiveness (could other more useful things have been done with same amount of money)

· Sustainability (of the impact achieved and the delivery mechanisms )

· Replicability (of the process that introduced changes that had an impact)

4.30
An accompanying warning may also be appropriate.

"In the DAC review Riddell et al.  (1997: 66) noted that almost all "the Terms of Reference [for evaluations] set the scene for anticipating exceedingly high expectations of what can be achieved, particularly what can be said about development impact.  In quite sharp contrast, the tone of the conclusions is usually cautious and tentative, arguing that it is difficult to come to firm and decisive conclusions…".  Both the DAC and Danish NGO studies used nine different performance criteria to compare NGO projects.  The proposed SPHERE (2000) Training Module on Monitoring and Accountability lists 10 different criteria.  Most of these are in addition to what are often quite ambitious sets of objectives defined within a project's Logical Framework. However, unlike the contents of these Logical Frameworks there must be some doubt as to whether many NGOs knowingly sign up to all of these additional ambitious expectations at the time when they seek funding for the project."        Arnold Companion to Development Studies, 2001

4.31
Guidelines on PCRs also need to be developed. While there are DFID Office Instructions on PCRs they do not easily relate to the kind of projects funded by the CSCF. ERC have offered some draft guidelines on PCRs specifically for the CSCF (see Appendix 5), but these were developed without consideration of the DFID Office instructions. Some comments have been attached within Appendix 5 on how the two sets of guidelines could be integrated. A more important issue, highlighted by the current work on the DFID Aid Effectiveness report, is how to ensure that the contents of PCRs are made use of. One way of doing so would be to make sure that the proposed syntheses studies of evaluation findings should include PCRs, as well as evaluations, and that their TORs should include the requirement to provide feedback on how the value of PCRs can be improved.

 
Plan for the use of evaluation findings
4.32 It is important to emphasise to NGOs and CSD staff that evaluations should not be seen as an end-product of project activities (to sit on shelves thereafter), but as a means to an end. There are three types of usage that can be planned for:

· Improving the design of individual projects by NGOs

· Improving the contents of the CSCF portfolio

· Providing material for DFID’s development awareness and influencing work 


Improve the design of individual projects by NGOs

4.33
At present UK NGOs receive what is in effect a free and customised project design advisory service. With the changes proposed in annual reporting requirements (in the section above) the scale of this service will be diminished, though still available at the project concept note stage. On the other hand, there will be three opportunities for evaluation findings to feed into project designs:


i)  In new project proposals put forward by UK NGOs whose previous CSCF projects have been evaluated. In this case, UK NGOs could be required to detail how previous evaluations have informed the design. This may not always be an applicable requirement, for example, if the new proposal is in a different sector with a different type of partner in a different country. In order to encourage the use of past evaluations they would need to be accessible, for example, via the web (see below).


ii) Through project design training provided via BOND with inputs from the contractors responsible for project appraisal, annual monitoring and evaluation syntheses. The production of synthesis studies, proposed above, would help with this transfer of knowledge.


PS: CSD staff have since commented that training and sharing of information should be differentiated. Training for NGOs should be limited to NGOs applying for CSCSF assistance for the first time and focus on enabling them to understand CSD procedures. Workshops aimed at sharing the results of syntheses studies of evaluations and reviews of annual reports should on the other hand be available to all.


iii)  Through peer participation in CSCF project evaluations. That is, a staff member from one UK NGO (or southern partner) would participate in the evaluation of a project implemented by another UK NGO and its partner. CSD has already expressed interest in this as one means of facilitating cross-learning amongst CSCF funded NGOs. One incentive for such a process would be for CSD to provide funding of the extra costs involved (i.e. not normal salary costs), outside of the budget of the evaluated project. These costs are not likely to be large. It would also be necessary to provide advance warning of upcoming evaluations such that other NGOs could signal their interest in participation. This could be done through an improved CSD web site, with an email notification facility as an option that visitors to the web site could opt into (see below).  In encouraging and providing support for peer participation, CSD should encourage the cross participation of staff from southern partners as much as staff from within the UK NGOs.


Improving the contents of the CSCF portfolio 

4.34
Ideally there should be some mechanisms in place to ensure that this takes place:  These could include:

· Ensuring continuity of staff involvement. The aim would be to ensure that CSCF staff who have taken part in evaluations, or who have read evaluations, are subsequently involved in project funding decisions about new projects coming from the same NGO.  

· Requiring the TORs of the proposed synthesis studies to comment on the  appropriateness of the current set of intermediate outcomes that the CSCF proposals are expected to relate to (both as individual outcomes and the relative emphasis given to each of them).

· Ensuring that the results of these synthesis studies are fed back to both NGOs and CSCF staff through joint workshops designed to work through the study conclusions and their implications. 

Providing material for DFID’s development awareness and influencing work

4.35
Within CSD “coherence and co-ordination” activities are being seen as increasingly important, relative to the operation of the CSCF and PPA funding mechanisms. Through its links with other sections of DFID, CSD is expecting to contribute to DFID’s development awareness and influencing work. It may also be expecting to directly engage with other non-DFID actors to the same ends. However, at present the question is where does CSD get its knowledge from to inform this work? Evaluations have the potential to be one such source of information. To make use of that knowledge there will need to be a communication strategy and there are two types of strategy that could be considered:

· A dissemination strategy, where information is broadcast, rather than targeted. A web site is one means of doing so, newsletters are another.

· An influencing strategy, involving targeted and prioritised audiences. This is likely to involve more face to face contact, and documentation designed with the needs of specific audiences in mind
. 

4.36
In both cases CSD will need to identify specific staff to be responsible for the whole, or parts of these strategies. One person is already responsible for the clerical task of putting content on the CSD web site. However, no one has a more strategic responsibility, making decisions about the types of content that should be provided, how that information can best be structured on the site, and the provision for user feedback and interactivity in general. The need to develop the CSD web site has already been pointed out by NGOs participating in the CSCF 1st Annual Review Meeting in October 2000.

4.37
One form of content that has already been considered by CSD staff for publication via the web are evaluation reports. The proposed approach would be that these would be put on the NGO’s own web site in the first instance. Those NGOs without web sites could ask the contractor to post them on a web site (or portion thereof) managed by the contractor specifically for this purpose. All that would be needed on the CSD web site is a “directory” type page of links to those individual evaluation web pages, which includes a search engine function covering those sites only. Some provision would need to be made for text only reporting of sections of evaluations that dealt with issues that could not be put into the public domain for fear of damage to particular individuals or institutions. Project completion reports could be made publicly accessible on the same basis.

4.38
As noted above work also needs to be done on developing an influencing strategy. The precise way in which this is done is beyond the bounds of this consultancy. However, it is important that monitoring and evaluation provisions for influencing are developed as the same time as the strategy, not as an afterthought. A review of NGO approaches to the monitoring and evaluation of influencing has already been undertaken for DFID by the consultant in early 2001 and may be of value to CSD. Appendix 4 contains a table from this report highlighting some major differences in influencing approaches, each of which has implications for monitoring and evaluation.

Outsourcing Options

4.39
One proposal already under consideration has been to outsource both the appraisal and subsequent reporting and evaluation review tasks, but to split these into two different contracts. The main potential problem here is that lessons learned from reporting and evaluation stages are less likely to inform subsequent appraisals. Thought was given to the possible benefit of increased objectivity in evaluation judgements. However it seems that contractors doing appraisal are unlikely to feel much responsibility for final outcomes, and therefore unlikely to unconsciously bias evaluation results.

4.40
This consultancy has proposed the alternative, that the appraisal and reporting and evaluation review stages should be kept together. If the work is too large for any one institution then the workload for two contracts should be split on another basis. The option of splitting by the sectoral nature of the intervention was rejected because sectors are no longer relevant distinctions in a programme that is now focused on civil society development, rather than service delivery. The alternative of splitting according groups of UK NGOs was proposed. Splitting according to type of UK NGO would allow some specialisation of knowledge by the contractors. However this could make workload adjustments between contractors difficult. The simpler alternative was for a de facto random allocation of UK NGOs, with additions of subsequent UK NGOs according to where workloads needed to be more balanced. A random allocation of UK NGOs would also make it easier to make quality of work comparisons across the contractors. Long term consistency of engagement with individual UK NGOs should also lead to a more informed understanding of how they work, and more ability of CSD (via its contractors) to add value to that work. 

PS: The assumption made above that the workload involved is too large for one contractor may be questionable, and needs to be checked by CSD staff by calculating the total volume of work that would eb involved, relative to the scale of work outsource at present

A summary of the strategy: Three changes in emphasis

4.41 This page duplicates a one page summary note provided to the CSD Head of  

            Department on November 1st.

There are 3 main recommendations to CSD concerning the management of the CSCF:

These have implications for: 

· Workload management

· The potential impact of the CSCF

They are:

1.  Move from the management of individual projects to management of 

     the project portfolio

· Outsource all of the appraisal process, i.e. including the concept notes

· Focus on decision making about which projects to include in the CSCF portfolio, and how additions will affect the profile of the portfolio. The profile can be defined in terms of :

· % of projects with high risks and high opportunities

· % of projects addressing different types of outcomes of concern 

2.  Move from annual monitoring progress of projects to evaluation of   

     projects at the end of the grant period

· Outsource review process, but with a 30% sample only:

· 10% random check

· 20% focus on high risk and high opportunity projects

· Require NGOs to build in an evaluation plan in all proposals of £100,00 or more:

· Allow 5% of project budgets for same 

· CSD (or nominees) staff to be selectively involved, according to interest in risk and opportunities

· Allocate other funds specifically for syntheses studies of evaluation findings: (a) across outcomes of concerns and (b) within countries of concern

· Develop a CSD influencing strategy to make use of evaluation findings

3.  Move from direct monitoring of details of project implementation to the 

     analysis of project management by UK NGOs - who should be in a 

     capacity building relationship with partners implementing projects.

· By out-sourced contractor, on sampling basis as above:

· UK NGO should be reporting on their assessment of southern partner’s project management, plus summary ratings of project success, risk and opportunity status.

· Feedback from contractor should focus on improving the value UK NGO adds to their relationship with southern partner



4.42      Appendix 8 contains a flow chart which is intended to provide a summary 

description of the processes proposed in this section of the report, on the planning, monitoring and evaluation of performance of the CSCF. It may be useful to provide an overview, via the CSD website, with hypertext links to other pages with text explanations of each stage in the process that is described.

5.
 Programme Partnership Agreements

5.1
During this consultancy significantly less attention was given to the PPA portfolio compared to the CSCF.  

The appraisal and negotiation stages

5.2
The focus here is on implications for portfolio management, rather than the details of individual negotiations.

Managing the implications of past decisions

5.3
At present the current portfolio is a mix of three main types, in terms of the types of objectives being addressed:

· Initial PPAs accepted almost all the strategic objectives in the NGOs corporate strategy statements (e.g. ActionAid, VSO)

· Some PPAs contain a customised set of jointly agreed objectives, which relate to PARP objectives about civil society development (e.g. ChristianAid and CAFOD)

· Some PPAs under negotiation relate wholly to Target Strategy Papers (e.g. Water Aid, HelpAged)

5.4
There are two sets of issues arising from these changes. The first is about translation of evidence. In the case of the first group of PPAs CSD will have to convert information provided by the first group into terms that address CSD objectives. Whereas in the other two groups, the NGOs will be responsible for that, since CSD and DFID objectives are built into their agreements. 

5.5
The second is about the relative difficulty of the objectives. The second type of PPAs address what have been described as purpose level changes in CSD PARP, whereas the third type addresses goal level changes.  Reporting achievements will be more difficult for the NGOs whose PPAs address TSP goals compared to those working on civil society development. It is likely to be more difficult for the former to be able show evidence of achievements. This difference may need to be taken into account when comparing the achievements of different PPAs.

Monitoring the composition of the portfolio

5.6
There have been changes over time in the types of criteria governing admission into PPA agreements. At the beginning there were a number of NGOs who were previously receiving block grants, and there was no political option but to continue their funding under the new PPA structure.  Subsequently, there was more choice to select other NGOs on the basis of strategy: which NGOs, and which of their objectives, would contribute most effectively to CSD/DFID aims and objectives?

5.7
So far the qualification criteria for PPA agreements have been described in terms of a set that all NGO applicants must fit.  Although they are quite broad, it is expected that NGOs must fit all of these. They concern the fit with the TSPs and with the White Papers, having multi-country experience, and grassroots-influencing experience, and having received past DFID funding on a significant scale.

5.8
More recently a draft CSD Policy paper refers to the need for all PPAs to demonstrate a set of strategic outcomes that contribute to two or more of the strategic objectives that the Secretary of State has outlined. This provides some element of choice. However, allowing NGOs to focus on one objective, or even part of one, may be better. Specialisation is more likely to lead to useful results, compared to a generalist approach (i.e. one PPA covering all objectives). The coverage of all of CSD’s strategic objectives can then be ensured through the selection of a range of organisations that specialise in different areas. 
5.9
Going in this direction then requires a means of describing the coverage of objectives. Two ways of doing so were experimented with by the Programme Managers. One looked at the number of PPAs (and their constituent objectives) that addressed each of the objectives spelled out in the current Strategic Framework Logical Framework. One objective had no coverage at all. Another was covered by almost two thirds of the NGOs. The former was recognised as undesirable, the latter was seen as consistent with the priority given for that objective. A complete priority ranking of the Logical Framework objectives would enable more detailed comment about the current fit between ideal and actual. The method would be of even more use if applied to the proposed list of intermediate outcomes, equivalent to indicators of the main CSD objectives. These outcomes will be more concrete and easier to observe, and more amenable to change over time.
5.10
Another approach to describing the portfolio was also tested by the Programme Managers. This involved the construction of a treemap describing the key differences between the NGOs with PPAs, at different levels of detail
.  A copy can be found in Appendix 6. Once developed as a description of the current situation then the treemap can then be used to document the types of NGOs where more versus less PPAs would be desirable, at different levels of detail. It is also possible to map where money is being invested now and how that allocation might be re-distributed in the future through additional allocations.

Changing the composition of the portfolio

5.11
Some reservations were expressed by CSD staff about the value of a PPA portfolio analysis, especially in terms of types of NGOs. It did not appear that CSD had anywhere near the same flexibility of choice as it does with the selection of CSCF projects. This appears to be the case in terms of numbers of PPAs versus CSCF projects to choose from. It is also the case that the average term of a PPA is longer than that of a CSCF project, meaning that it will take longer to “turn the ship around” (i.e. the whole portfolio) in a new direction. However there are two additional choices that CSD does have with the PPA portfolio. One is to re-negotiate the objectives and priorities expressed within individual PPAs (see below). The other is to vary the amount invested through any one PPA, when the agreement is next up for renewal. In practice making increases in individual PPAs will probably be easier than making decreases, and making across-the-board decreases easier than case-by-case decreases. Decisions will be harder to make, and to explain, than in the case of the selection of individual CSCF projects.  Nevertheless, as the Internal Audit report has pointed out, the issue of how to relate funding to performance needs to be addressed. 

Develop a database

5.12
As with the CSCF improving the profile of the PPA portfolio means having a marker system that captures key features of the portfolio. Staff need to be able to describe the current profile, and compare it with the ideal profile, and with the candidate PPAs.  At present there is no database as such for information about PPAs, beyond the PRISM and CUBES data. While they should be the main focus of recording information a third database will be needed for marker information specific to the PPAs. This could include:

· Which Goal level (TSP) objectives each PPA objective and partner addresses

· Which Purpose level (PARP) objectives each PPA objective and partner addresses

· A typology of NGOs with PPAs (based on a treemap, for example) 

· Risks associated with each partnership. Risk criteria could be identified by pair comparisons of  existing PPAs in terms of risk as perceived by CSD staff.

Plan for process documentation

5.13
The time between one round of negotiations and the next for a specific NGO could be up to 5 years.  In most parts of DFID it would be very unlikely that the same person would still be present for this duration (and in the same role), and thus able to participate in the next round of negotiations. Even if this is the case in 50% of PPAs due for renegotiations there will still be a major risk that lessons lost from the first round of negotiation will be lost, and at the very least the new negotiations will be less effective and efficient than they could be. 

5.14
Two related proposals have been made. Firstly, after the completion of each PPA the CSD staff involved in those negotiations should document the lessons they feel they have learned during the negotiation, in a brief paper (no more than 3 pages). One way of doing so is to ask “If we were to do this again, how would we do it differently?” If PPAs continue to be done on a round or batch process (rather than a continuous stream) then the second step is to have a synthesis done of these papers when a whole round of negotiations is completed. The results then could then be fed into a planning session prior to the beginning of the next round. 

Clarify terminology 

5.15
CSD documentation includes references to strategic objectives, strategic outcomes, and strategic frameworks. Some documents use the terms strategic objectives and strategic outcomes interchangeably e.g. The Christian Aid Implementation and Monitoring Plan (paras 4, 5). Normally the word “strategic” usually refers to highest level, but within CSD, and the PPAs, there are multiple organisations (and sections thereof) involved, each having their own highest levels. E.g. UK NGO, CSD, and DFID as a whole. There is real potential for confusion here, especially in communications to others such as NGOs. One simple and useful suggestion has already been made by CSD staff. That is: always make it clear whose term is being used. E.g. CSD’s strategic objectives.

Progress reviews 

5.16
Unlike the CSCF there is no prior related experience, such as the JFS, which can be used as the basis for reporting expectations at this stage. Nor have PPAs been in existence long enough to even to generate case by case experience. CSD’s proposals in this area are still very much at the draft-for-discussion stage, and open to feedback from NGOs and others. 

5.17
The expectations that do exist have been documented briefly in a set of letters recently sent out to the NGOs with established PPAs. These are relatively standard across all of the NGOs, with some variations. These are examined in some detail below.

5.18
The first is reporting on the development of monitoring and evaluation capacity to assess achievement of the PPA objectives. This is an understandable first priority, which will probably apply to all NGOs, even those who have already been struggling with similar issues about monitoring the achievement of their own corporate strategic objectives (e.g. Action Aid, VSO). Proposals have already been discussed within CSD and with the EvD about the organisation of a workshop to enable NGOs to share experiences in this area, and to build on each other’s experiences. While some NGOs have already been doing this through REMAPP, BOAG and other ad hoc meetings, a workshop might help equalise the opportunities to learn. One means of organising a workshop would be through the M&E Support Panel (for PPA NGOs) that has been contracted out to PARC. Their proposal already includes plans for similar workshops.  

5.19
The second is a mutual review process on an annual basis, after M&E provisions are in place. This requires clarification, especially about who will take what responsibility. The rights and responsibilities of CSD and the PPA NGOs need to be differentiated. The two parties are not identical. One way forward would be for the PPA NGO to make its own assessment of progress (which it is obliged to anyway, within the PPA), and then for CSD to comment on what it sees as the strengths and weaknesses of that assessment. 

5.20
If the primary responsibility for the assessment should be with the NGO, then what should the CSD concerns be? There are three possibilities:

· What is the new knowledge coming out about the NGO's achievements and impact that is of interest and use to CSD in its influencing and coherence & co-ordination work? Once identified, this could be jointly explored in more depth after the review, either with direct CSD involvement, or through its nominees.

· Are achievements of different objectives in proportion: to priorities defined in strategies and plans, and to the scale of investment involved?

· Is the evidence and quality of analysis of achievements adequate? 

5.21
A third expectation is the analysis of risks and how they can be managed. As already noted, there is already the capacity to record this information within PRISM for a projectised entity like the PPA. What is needed is to move toward more operational detail, possibly at two separate levels: (a) risks CSD is facing with each NGO partner, (b) risks each NGO is facing with each of the objectives in its PPA. Not only do criteria for different levels of risk need to identified by CSD and the NGOs but these will need to be shared and discussed with each other. Ideally, changes in risk ratings should have at least two consequences: (a) prompting changes in CSD and NGO management responses to those risks, (b) enabling both CSD and the NGO concerned to interpret the significance of any reported achievements, alongside information on the priority rankings for the objective involved. 

5.22
A fourth expectation is that the communication process between NGO and DFID, would be reviewed.  This is a process concern. Unlike the achievement of PPA objectives it would seem very appropriate that both parties (CSD and NGO) make an assessment of the relationship and how they have communicated with each other. The documentation of this review should be seen as an extension of the process documentation suggested above for the appraisal and negotiation stage. The results could be included in the proposed synthesis studies of lessons learned about each cohort of negotiations, to help transfer lessons learned to new CSD staff taking over responsibility for the relationship with the NGO.  

5.23
A fifth expectation is that the relevance of the partnership objectives could be reviewed, in order to see whether any changes were needed. An example was given by CSD staff of one major NGO who had already expressed interest in doing so.  However, the consultant had some concerns about how  other smaller NGOs who are less confident about their relationship with DFID might cope with this expectation. It could raise questions in their minds as to just what parts of the agreement they can treat as stable and predictable for the duration of the agreement. If objectives can be changed, why not the funding levels given for those objectives? While the ability to adapt objectives of a large programme in mid course is clearly important CSD should also think about how it can clearly signal what aspects of the agreements it signs with NGOs will be open to re-negotiation in mid-term and under what conditions (e.g. mutual consent, etc). 

5.24
Finally, there is an expectation that an agreement would be reached about the nature of next review process. Associated with this discussion, it may be useful to discuss how the results of the annual progress review can be disseminated and thus made more use of. One minimalist option would be to make the review available on the CSD web page along with the PPA agreements. This would help serve public accountability requirements.

Performance reviews

5.25
These are expected to take place prior the end of the term of the PPA. Expectations of how they will be undertaken are understandably less detailed than with the annual performance progress review.  Five activities have been referred to:

· Examine and review the impact and value of the partnership

· Review its operation

· Evaluate the monitoring systems

· Consider how the partnership should be developed

· Make specific recommendations on the level of DFID funding available for any future partnership

5.26
Here the word partnership seems to include everything, both the relationship between NGO and DFID, and the achievement of objectives as defined in the PPA, the agreement between them. As suggested above in section 5.19 onwards, the consultant has proposed that these two aspects of performance should be separated out. The relationship should be seen as a means to an end. The end should be the achievement of the strategic objectives defined in the PPAs. Relationships with agencies other than DFID will also contribute to the achievement of that end. The proposal made above was that in the case of the relationship between DFID and the NGO this should be assessed on a mutual basis. However, in the case of the achievement of the PPA objectives the first responsibility lies with the NGO, with CSD then being responsible for questioning that assessment.

5.27
In this case CSD should be concerned with the same issues as suggested by the focus in the Progress Review. That is: 

· What is the knowledge coming out of NGO work that is of interest and use to CSD in its influencing and coherence & co-ordination work? 

· Are achievements of different objectives in proportion to priorities defined in strategies and plans, and to the scale of investment involved?

· Is the evidence and quality of analysis of achievements adequate?

5.28
It has already been proposed by CSD that the latter be addressed through an evaluation of the NGO’s monitoring systems.  Two refinements are suggested here. One is that the evaluation should be by third parties independent of the NGOs and the proposed Support Panel that will help develop M&E capacity. Secondly it should focus on an audit trail type of investigation, following the origins of evidence used in claims made about achievements of the PPA objectives. A wider ranging evaluation would be of less use.  

5.29
The final expectation will be one of the most difficult to manage. That is, the review will lead to “recommendations on the level of DFID funding available for any future partnership”. One problem will be the quality and quantity of evidence available about the overall performance of the NGO. Evidence will be needed to make three types of judgements: 

· Whether funding should be continued at all.

· Whether funding should be maintained as is, increased or decreased.

· Whether a particular NGO should have its fund increased (or decreased) more than the next NGO that is also allowed an increase (or decrease).

5.30
The latter type of evidence is going to be much harder to find and to communicate as the basis of judgements made about changes in funding. At the very least CSD will need to look out beyond their immediate relationship with the NGO for evidence. One way would be to look closer at project implementation through independent eyes. For example, by carrying out an survey of DFID staff in close contact with NGO projects, such as country level offices, to identify their view of the relative merits of work done "on the ground" by NGO x versus the others. The other is to focus at the other end of the process and look at the impact of knowledge generated by each NGO, especially within DFID. What new idea and knowledge have DFID staff picked up from various NGOs? The latter approach could fit in well as a market research component of a CSD communication strategy. A similar approach to lesson learning documentation and dissemination is being experimented with by DFID Vietnam.

5.31
Finally, there is another expectation that it could be argued should be included. That is, there should be an agreement on how the results of the Performance Review would be disseminated and put to use. As with Progress Reviews, two objectives could be pursued: 

· To enhance public accountability

· To maximize the value of the information gained from the review

Assessing the performance of the PPA portfolio

5.32
In the section above it was suggested that one of the tasks of CSD during review of individual PPAs would be to ask whether the achievements of different objectives within a PPA were in proportion to priorities defined in strategies and plans, and to the scale of investment involved.

5.33
A similar approach can be taken when trying to assess the performance of the whole PPA portfolio:

i)  Expectations can be identified about the relative performance of the portfolio by comparing the different NGOs involved. More success may be expected with some NGO's PPAs than others. For example, larger NGOs with more resources might be expected to achieve more than those with less. Rankings of expectations can be done on a “gut feeling” level first, then pair comparisons of rank positions can be used to explicate the reasons why one NGO PPA has been ranked higher than the other. Explanations can be refined further by exposed to others for comment

ii)  The actual distribution of achievements can then be identified, for the same sets of NGO PPAs. The information available to do this will be that already mentioned above:

· Which NGO has the best comprehensive evidence of achievement. This will be observable in two areas: (a) how well achievements fit priorities, as defined within the particular PPA and (b) the quality of evidence available.

· Which NGO has generated the most useful information of value to CSD in its influencing work with other actors within DFID and beyond 

5.34
The ideal result is that achievements would match expectations. In practice there is rarely a perfect fit. In this case outliers from this trend then need to be investigated to learn lessons about conspicuous failure and success. 
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Key differences in approach between the PPA and CSCF portfolios

1.   Move from the management of individual projects to management of the    

      project portfolio?
The same portfolio based approach is being proposed. A similar marker system is needed as proposed for the CSCF, to enable the actual contents to be monitored against the ideal. 

Key differences:

· UK NGO characteristics are more important markers than in the CSCF because projects are bundled by NGO 

· Risk and opportunity rating guidelines are not yet developed, because the knowledge of what is involved is not so evident

· No proposal has been made for outsourcing of the PPA negotiations.

2.   Move from annual monitoring of the progress of projects to evaluation of 

      projects at the end of the grant period?
The proposals for the PPA portfolio suggest a more even balance, than a swing to evaluations. This is justified by the larger scale of the investment per NGO and lower transaction costs. 

In contrast with the CSCF CSD’s participation in all the Performance Progress Reviews and Fundamental Performance Reviews has been implied. Again the scale of the investments at stake justifies this. In practice involvement in all Performance Progress Reviews may not be possible by CSD staff alone. 

The nature of CSD’s involvement in specific evaluations and reviews will be decided on a case by cases basis. There is not yet, and probably will not, be a pre-agreed scale of possible involvement, nor a set of trigger mechanisms determining that involvement. 

Unlike CSCF, there is a strong need for process documentation, and associated syntheses, following agreements and subsequent reviews of partnership dimension.

3.   Move from direct monitoring of details of project implementation to the 

     analysis of project management by UK NGOs?
The intention in the current draft notice to NGOs is not clear. References to joint reviews need clarification. The separation of roles and responsibilities should be maintained as in proposed CSCF approach. That is, the NGO assesses, then CSD examines that assessment. 

The criteria needed for what CSD will look at are different from those in the CSCF proposals. With the PPA reviews, the focus should be on:

· What useful knowledge has emerged that can be used by CSD in other settings

· Are achievements in proportion to priorities and scale of investment

· Is the evidence and analysis adequate

Unlike the CSCF, it is also proposed that there be:

· an independent audit of the UK NGOs M&E systems, with a focus on evidence

· a mutual assessment of the partnership relationship 



5.35 Appendix 9 contains a flow chart which is intended to provide a summary 

description of the processes proposed in this section of the report, on the planning, monitoring and evaluation of performance of PPAs level. This was requested after the first draft of this report was produced and therefore has not yet been subject to comment by CSD staff. As with the other models, proposed in Appendices 7 and 8, it may be useful to provide an overview, via the CSD website, with hypertext links to other pages with text explanations of each stage in the process that is described.
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Appendix 1: Terms of Reference

DFID CIVIL SOCIETY DEPARTMENT: DEVELOPING A PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Introduction

1.
These Terms of Reference outline the nature and scope of work to be provided by an expert to DFID’s Civil Society Department to help CSD to develop an effective Performance Measurement System for its work with civil society.  Key areas of expertise will be in the fields of performance measurement, assessment, management and evaluation. 

Background

2.
DFID is committed to working with a full range of partners to help developing countries achieve the International Development Targets. International institutions, national and local government, northern and southern Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) must cooperate fully with one another to ensure the realisation of pro-poor policies, strategies and activities. In order for this complex development agenda to be realised, substantial capacity building must be undertaken. Specifically:
· The capacity of northern and southern CSOs must be strengthened to enable them to engage effectively in national, regional and global decision making processes: and to build and sustain a broad base of support for development activities

· The capacity of southern civil society needs to be strengthened, to enable it to effectively engage and collaborate in the implementation of national, regional and local service provision.

3.
Many civil society organisations are engaged in interventions that aim to contribute towards meeting the IDTs and other pro-poor development goals.  Such interventions are in keeping with the Government White Paper on Development and with DFID strategy papers.  DFID has two broad strategies for cooperating with such organisations:

· Funding mechanisms include Programme Partnership Agreements (PPAs), Civil Society Challenge Fund, Development Awareness Fund, Transform in Malawi, Human Rights and Governance Fund in Bangladesh and the Poorer Areas Civil Society Programme in India.

· Consultation mechanisms to share experiences and approaches on a broad range of development issues, such as international trade, debt relief and conflict. 

4.
A number of performance measurement and evaluation issues arise from this new way of working.  PPAs and the CSCF place an emphasis on advocacy, influencing and capacity building around the rights based framework.  Progress here is more difficult to measure than in earlier project and programme-focussed activities. Issues of attribution are also highly complex, when NGOs work collectively with other stakeholders on such issues as international trade systems.  For some agencies there also needs to be a fundamental shift away from monitoring inputs and activities to a focus on outcomes and lessons learned. Furthermore, DFID and its partners are keen to minimise transaction costs. 

5.
CSD is thinking about what this means for its performance measurement systems.  Whilst we are clear about the strategic outcomes we are trying to achieve more work is needed to develop our performance and information systems so that we are able to measure our performance effectively over time.  CSD would, therefore, invites the Performance Assessment Resource Centre (PARC) to provide a short input to help CSD resolve some of the performance assessment and evaluation challenges it faces, to help finalise an overall approach to performance measurement and to develop guidelines for staff. 

Expected Outcome
6.
Development of a robust but cost effective performance measurement system for CSD which provides useful information on the quality of interventions, the outcomes they produce and assurances on fiscal accountability.  

Specific Tasks

7.
The expert will:

Strategic Framework

· help CSD to finalise an overall strategic performance and assessment framework framework for its operations.

· provide guidance on process for linking information produced by performance and assessment systems to progress in implementing the strategic framework.

Performance Systems

· review CSD’s existing information gathering processes for PPA and CSCF  programmes, identifying particular strengths and weaknesses and key areas for improvement;

· identify criteria for a stratification, sampling and selection process to enable judgements to be made about the performance of the CSCF both in terms of its qualitative and quantitative contribution to CSD’s overall aims and fiscal accountability requirements;

· develop detailed terms of reference for an external appraisal mechanism for the CSCF;

· prepare a checklist for PPA annual review processes and mid term and/or strategic reviews; 

· prepare a flow chart showing the various stages of CSD’s overall performance assessment system;  

· prepare procedure and guidance notes for CSD staff and partner organisations on each stage of the appraisal process;

· identify staff development and training needs for performance assessment.  

Management and Reporting

8.
The PARC expert will report to the Deputy Head of CSD.  The expert will produce a final report which should run to no more than 25 A4 pages. Separate annexes will detail the guidance notes, flow charts and terms of reference where required.

Skills

9.
The PARC expert will be able to demonstrate:

· Knowledge of performance assessment, measurement and management including participatory methods, qualitative and quantitative approaches to data collection  and development of indicators for institutional change.

· Knowledge of DFID’s approach to performance measurement and evaluation;

· Communication and facilitation skills.   

Inputs

10.
The PARC expert will provide up to 10 working days including report writing.  He/she will hold discussions with CSD, Internal Audit and EVD staff. 

Timing

11.
The aim is to complete this work by 31 October 2001.

Civil Society Department

August 2001

Appendix 2. Draft guidance on risk and opportunities

Potential risks
This draft list is based on an initial list provided by Ann Muir, of ERC, based on experience with JFS and CSCF projects to date. It has been refined through further discussions with Lynne Macaulay of CSD. Wider discussions within CSD, and by UK NGOs, would also be useful. 

Please note that it has been proposed that this list should also be subject to revision in the light of future evaluation findings that may highlight the significance of particular risks. However, this revision should not be more often than once a year, in order to maintain some comparability of ratings within a particularly time period.

High Risks

· Associated with the project

· Projects which have a “killer assumption” in their Logical Framework

· Associated with the country

· Project in country where there is an ongoing conflict likely to impact on the implementation and impact of a project (e.g. Sudan, Sierra Leone), or where conflict situations are emerging (e.g. Zimbabwe

· Projects proposed in countries where governments are not supportive of a rights based approach (little or no enabling environment).

· Associated with the southern partner

· Partner CSO is recently established

· Partner CSO has no previous experience of handling a grant of this size.

· Partner CSO with a ‘welfare’ background.

· Associated with the UK NGO

· Previous project funded via this UK NGO did not perform well

· Is recently established or has an unknown track record.

Medium Risks

· Associated with the project

· Sustainability of the project is uncertain 

· Over ambitious and / or vague proposal

· Associated with the southern partner

· Project involves relationships with a large number of partners

· Implementation is dependent on long distance management 

· Associated with the UK NGO 

· Has not worked in the country before

· Has a record of poor reporting (especially financial).

· UK NGOs with a ‘welfare’ background.



Risk scores and ratings

The proposed scoring process is a relatively simple. The risk score for a particular CSCF proposal will equal the total number of risks that apply to a particular project, with a weighting of 1 for each medium level risk and 2 for each high level risk. For example, a project with three high level risks and two medium level risks would have a score of (3 x 2) + (2 x 1) = 8

The PRISM risk rating use a very simple 1-2-3 scale, which is probably too insensitive to differences in risk to be used for the portfolio management purpose proposed in this report. Therefore it is suggested that the raw score, as calculated above, should be entered directly into the proposed CSCF Portfolio database instead.

Please note that there is no implication that projects with high risk scores should not be funded by the CSCF. The CSCF should contain some projects with high risks. CSD will have to decide what proportion is appropriate

Possible opportunities

These have been developed on the same basis as the risk list, and the same comments apply concerning their initial development and subsequent revision.

· Innovative proposals that raise the question, ‘why has nobody done this before?’ 

· Proposals that will a) have a broad and sustained impact (not discrete projects with a limited impact), and b) raise standards or create critical mass to raise standards.

· Rights approaches and practices promoted/ implemented across more than one sector, especially in government.

· Proposals seeking to co-ordinate best practice – building synergies.

· Proposals seeking to mainstream successful pro-poor rights policies and approaches.

· Proposals complementing and adding value to existing or planned DFID initiatives in country.

· Proposals addressing the needs and rights of the ‘hidden’ poor, e.g. the mentally disabled.

· Proposals engaging with the economic process that affect the poor, for example trade.

· Organisations with a respected track record of working with, and influencing, government in country.

· Black and ethnic minority organisations, and other non-traditionally CSCF funded groups in the UK.

· Proposals involving new ways in which UK NGOs can add value to work done with or by southern partners

· Proposals addressing issues which are currently a high priority within DFID



Opportunity scores

The same process of scoring is proposed as above, but without a weighting provision. This could be introduced later, if and when CSD feel they can sort opportunities into medium and high categories.

Appendix 3: A scale of involvement in project evaluations

This scale has been adapted from a similar list provided to the Memorial Fund earlier in 2001.

Minimum control by the donor

1. No evaluation required but frequent progress reporting is required, and queries to be answered

2. End-of-project evaluation required

· Under the control of the partner

· Reports to be submitted to CSCF, and queries to be answered

· Evaluation plans also to be submitted to CSCF, and queries to be answered

· Jointly managed evaluations (partner and CSCF)

· At planning stage

· At implementation as well

3. Mid-term review also required

· Under the control of the project holder, as above

· Jointly managed evaluations (partner and CSCF), as above



Maximum control by donor

Appendix 4: Communication strategies

This table is taken from “A Review of NGO Approaches To The Evaluation Of Advocacy Work”, by Rick Davies, contracted by DFID April 2001

Awareness raising
Capacity building
Lobbying


Campaigning



Advocacy




Influencing

(Communications as a means towards different change objectives)

Differentiate:

· Awareness raising vs. Influencing

· Influencing is concerned with desired changes in behaviour 

· Awareness raising is focused on understanding and knowledge 

· Advocacy vs. capacity building

· Agreement as a starting point in capacity building

· Agreement is an expected outcome in advocacy

· Lobbying vs. campaigning. 

· Private disagreements in lobbying 

· Public disagreements in campaigning 

· Complex messages in lobbying

· Simple messages in campaigning

Appendix 5: Guidelines on Project Completion Reports

These have been prepared by Ann Muir, ERC

Guidelines for reviewing

· All PCRs should be reviewed.

· If the contractors do not have previous project reports and relevant CSD correspondence, these should be sent with the PCR.

· Criteria to be used are included in the suggested list of contents/ guidelines for preparation.

Guidelines for preparation   Maximum of 20 pages.

The PCR should provide a summary of the implementation, management and results of the entire project. We are particularly interested in how partnerships have worked (in management and implementation), and in developmental value.  It should be produced by the UK NGO and clearly identify the contribution of partners and external inputs.  Where there have been differences of opinion, these should be set out and explained. The log frame and financial report should be included as annexes.

Suggested list of contents:

1
Executive Summary (one page)
Divided into three sections:

· Project description

· Partnership

· Development Value and Effectiveness of Project Strategy

2
PCR preparation

· To include the role and contribution of the UK NGO, partners and the end of project evaluation and other external inputs.

3
Project Description
· To include changes which may have arisen since the proposal, and why and how these changes were made.

4
Partnership, Management and Implementation
· How the project was implemented, to include the role and contribution of partners and the UK NGO.

· Value added by the UK NGO.

5
Output to purpose review

· Using the log frame, this should summarise the achievements of the project: it can be presented in tabular form. Indicators should be qualitative and quantitative.

6
Developmental Value

· This should provide an analysis of the results of the output to purpose review, and an analysis of the effectiveness of the project strategy to achieve its purpose and goal.

· Issues to focus on include equity, social inclusion and the strengthening of social capital; participation of the poor; enhancement of the rights of the poor; influence and advocacy, sustainability of strategies and impact. Plus:

· How the project has improved understanding of effective rights based work.

· How the project adds value to current knowledge and practice.

· How the project is contributing to a reduction in poverty.

· How the project has contributed to CSD’s objectives and CSPs.

7
Monitoring, evaluation and learning
· To include arrangements and responsibilities, and processes in place for ensuring new knowledge and best practice arising from the project are incorporated into future projects.

8
Information Dissemination and Networking

· To include mechanisms for dissemination outside project stakeholders.

Appendix 6: Treemap of the most important differences between PPA NGOs 

(A quick and rough draft, to illustrate a method of analysis. Not for action)

Possible future changes in allocations signalled by “more” and “less”

All NGOs with PPAs and currently negotiating PPAs
Volunteer sending 

(more)
Large (more)
VSO



Small 

(less)
Volunteers only  (less)
Capacity building for rights and influencing
IS





Capacity building for service delivery
SI




Volunteers plus

(more)
Volunteers and campaigning / advocacy
CIIR





Business skills transfer
BESO


Development organisations

(less)
Sectoral

(same)
Social

(more)
Ageing in development
HAI





Disability in development
ADD




Technical

(less)
Environmental NGO
WWF





Domestic water
Water Aid



Cross-sectoral

(same)
International

(same)
Large DFID sub-contractor
CARE





Small DFID sub-contractor
Plan Int




UK based

(same)
Others







BOAG

(same)
Faith

(more)
Catholic
CAFOD







Protestant
Christian Aid






Secular

(less)
Focused (less)
SCF UK







Unfocused (more)
Oxfam








ActionAid
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Appendix 7: Draft information flowchart for processes at the CSD level (Annotations below chart)
Annotations to the flow chart

Line Number
Explanation



1
Policy and procedure guidelines arising from elsewhere in DFID, and influencing how the CSD PARP is drawn up



2
Setting of relative priorities, and associated allocation of resources, within CSD 



3
Management of three funding portfolios, in association with NGOs  (project  / programme approval, monitoring and evaluations) See individual flow charts in Appendices 8 & 9



4
Development news arising from the management of the funding portfolios (and about CSD purpose and goal level changes - civil society and IDT changes)



5
Awareness raising and influencing work with the rest of DFID, using development news generated through the funding portfolios



6
Information about the management of each portfolio (achievements in relation to priorities and resources)



7
Feedback from DFID on the value of information received via CSD and other related sources



8
Input about relative achievements used as inputs into the next PARP planning session



Appendix 8: Draft information flowchart for the Civil Society Challenge Fund processes 

[image: image4.wmf]Goal

Indicators 1 2 3 4 etc

Purposes 1, 2, 3

Indicators 1 2 3 4 etc

Various PPA NGOs

Various CSCF NGOs


Annotations 
1 = Policy and procedure guidelines arising from elsewhere in DFID


2 = Feedback into portfolio planning
Appendix 9: Draft information flowchart for the Programme Partnership Agreement processes
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Annotations 
1 = Policy and procedure guidelines arising from elsewhere in DFID


2 = Feedback into portfolio planning

Please note: This flow chart is more speculative than those for the CSCF and CSD as a whole. Many of the proposed processes for the PPA process are still under discussion within CSD and with the respective NGOs
Appendix 10: Draft Revised Terms of Reference for the review of Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF) proposals

This text is an amended version of the existing TORs

TERMS OF REFERENCE:

REVIEWING OF JOINT FUNDING SCHEME REPORTS AND ASSESSMENT OF CIVIL SOCIETY CHALLENGE  FUND (CSCF) PROPOSALS 

Introduction

DFID's Civil Society Department (CSD) wishes to engage the Edinburgh Resource Centre [ERC) to provide advice on: (a) the progress of Joint Funding Scheme (JFS) projects and, (b) to assist in the assessment of Civil Society Challenge Fund (CSCF) proposals and reports. This service is required until 31 March 2003. Work will be paid on pro rata basis. 

Tasks

1. JFS Annual and Final Reports  [no change in this text]
1.1 The ERC will review annual and completion reports of JFS projects. S/he will provide written assessments to CSD, including advice to be sent to the applicant, within 4 weeks of receipt by ERC. Payment for such reports will be based on the basis of one full days fee rate.

1.2 Where, after an initial assessment is provided. or where further advisory services are required which relate to on-going projects, and such services are deemed reasonable and agreed by DFID and ERC to be significantly onerous a further fixed fee rate of one half day will be paid. 

2. CSCF Concept Notes, Proposals and Annual Reports [new text]
2.1 An appraisal of project concept notes submitted to the CSCF, using the existing CSD format. To be provided within 2 weeks from the date of receipt by ERC.

2.2 A full appraisal of project proposals submitted to CSCF using the existing CSD format. To be provided within 4 weeks from the date of receipt by ERC. Responses to further queries from the applicant should be provided within two weeks of receipt. 
2.3 The ERC assessment of project proposals should: 
(a) Provide a overall assessment of the proposal, using one of the following grades:
A = good proposal with no or vary minor queries / concern 

B = good proposal but with some concerns / queries 

C = poor proposal, either with too many queries or not suitable for CSCF support

(b) Identify which issues should be raised with the applicant before a decision is made by CSD on the proposal

(c) Indicate which CSD objectives the project proposal addresses (See the revised Strategic Framework within the CSD PARP), and which objective most of all.

(d) Provide a risk rating of the project, based on the scoring system provided by CSD (See appendix 2)

(e) Provide an opportunity rating based, on the scoring system provided by CSD (See appendix 2)

2.4 Review a 30% sample of the Annual Progress Report submitted by project holders. This should include a 10% random sample of all current projects, and a purposive sample looking at the 10% of projects with the highest risk and 10% with the highest opportunity ratings, as initially signalled in the ERC project appraisal.

2.5 The review should:

(a) Advise CSD when to update the risk and opportunity ratings for a project

(b) Advise CSD on which projects it should consider having some direct involvement in at the evaluation stage 

(c) Raise questions with the UK NGO where their support to the southern partner does not seem commensurate with the risks or opportunities present in the project. If necessary, ERC should request copies of partners reports to the UK NGO in order to clarify any concerns.

3. Undertake synthesis studies, as directed. These are likely to involve

(a) Comparisons of NGO evaluation findings in respect to particular CSCF objectives

(b) Comparisons of NGO evaluation findings about civil society developments within particular country contexts 

(c) Syntheses of findings from annual report reviews, especially in regard to how UK NGOs are adding value in their relationship with southern partners

(d) Syntheses of contents of Project Completion Reports, from projects under £100,000 in CSCF grant value. 

4. Provide annual advice to CSD on how its policies and guidelines in respect to the CSCF could be improved, including:

(a) The use of the risk and opportunity ratings

(b)  Guidelines issued to UK NGOs on project concept notes, proposals, annual reports, evaluations and project completion reports 

5. Payment for the above tasks will be on the following basis

(a) One half day fee rate for review of concept notes, project proposals and annual reports, including replies to applicant's responses

(b) Four fee days for an annual advice on policies and procedures

(c) Number of days to be negotiated in the case of syntheses studies

� EMBED MSPhotoEd.3  ���











� Currently estimated to represent about 20% of CSCF projects


� PS: details of the DFID Vietnam audience led model have since been shared with CSD staff.


� See � HYPERLINK http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/treemap.htm ��www.mande.co.uk/docs/treemap.htm� for a how-to paper describing this method
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