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 Glossary

CAP
Country Assistance Plan (2003 onwards)

CSP
Country Strategy Paper (to 2002)

DFID-B
Department for International Development - Bangladesh country programme

IPRSP
Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper

M&E
Monitoring and Evaluation

Programme
Distinguished in this report as being a larger unit of activity than a project, and often being made up of a number of projects. 

Programme Monitor
The company who will be contracted to monitor and evaluate the whole set of RLP projects. A provisional title used within this report.

Project Coordinators 


Terminology seems to vary across projects, but here these two terms are used to refer to the Bangladeshi officer in charge of the project and their expatriate counterpart or chief adviser.

Project Directors


RLP
Rural Livelihood Programme

RLPS
Rural Livelihood Programme Strategy

ToRs
Terms of Reference







0. Executive Summary

1. This report was commissioned by the DFID-Bangladesh Rural Livelihoods Programme. The objective was to outline a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Framework for the Rural Livelihood Programme (RLP) which would link the achievements of individual RLP projects to the RLP strategy objectives, and on to higher level objectives within the Country Assistance Plan, and beyond.  The report is based on an two week visit to Dhaka in October 2002, within which there were seven working days available to meet and interview DFID staff and senior managers and advisers to 6 of the 13 RLP projects.  (See 1.1-3)

2. The consultant’s base assumption was that for M&E activities to be useful they need to be situated within a “theory of change” which spells out the organisations conception of how it think it will achieve its overall objectives. M&E systems not only need to generate information about what has been achieved, but also how those achievements were generated (or not). Without this knowledge about cause there is little possibility of replicating achievements, and thus little possibility of improving the cost-effectiveness of aid investments.
3. The proposed basis of the M&E framework is a RLP programme cycle, a larger scale and much more detailed version of a project cycle. This has been represented using a process map which articulates 13 steps, starting from the development of the RLP strategy and "ending" with the communication of knowledge gained from the RLP projects in three directions: back to improved programme design, elsewhere within DFID and externally to others within Bangladesh.  The process map identifies a number of feedback loops that should facilitate improved management of the cycle, the relevant guidance notes for each step and the likely responsible people for each step. (See section 2.1-2)
4. Given the large scale of the investments at stake the RLP team should aim to develop a programme management process that is at least as rigorous as that applied to the design, appraisal and monitoring and evaluation of individual projects. A number of candidate process performance measures have been suggested. The RLP team should now review the design of the programme cycle and the relevance of the associated process performance measures. (See section 2.1-2)
5. The RLP strategy is still in draft form. As such there is an opportunity to make a number of improvements, including an explicit prioritisation of the three RLP objectives, clarification of the intended lifespan of the strategy, transparent provisions for its revision in the interim, and a time by which the achievements of the strategy will be assessed, preferably serving as an input into the next CAP review. (See section 3.1-5)

6. The report proposes separating discussion of indicators of the achievement of objectives from milestones of progress on the way. The former should be derived from the IPRSP objectives and preferably owned by GoB and other stakeholders, and be of relevance to other parties as well as DFID. The latter should be developed by DFID-B and its immediate partners and relate more specifically to the route they will be taking in the near and medium term. (See section 3.5.1)

7. The RLP should not develop a list of milestones representing a single route to achieving the strategy objectives.  There is not enough knowledge available (or stability) to plot that course. Instead the RLP team should take a portfolio approach, carefully spreading its investments across a range of types of partnerships, some of which it knows it has more confidence in than others. The programme milestones should then be defined as a series of changes in the composition of the portfolio. There will still be a sequence, in that some of the bigger changes in the portfolio contents will take longer to achieve than the smaller ones. This portfolio approach is consistent with the pluralism argued for in the papers by Unsworth (2002) and Duncan etc al (2002) (See section 3.5.2)
8. When DFID-B RLP is setting milestones for changes in its portfolio of investments it should define these primarily in terms of changes in the types of relationships it is investing in, and only secondarily in terms of the activities being implemented through those relationships. Relationships between donors and selected other organisations are the means of implementing development initiatives. Without them nothing happens, and with the wrong partnership nothing, or worse, can happen. A number of types of relationship changes that could be considered have been outlined, along with some means of visualising them. (See section 3.5.3-4)
9. The theory of change proposed here is that if the milestones (changes in relationships) are achieved, then there will be more evidence available through those particular relationships of significant changes taking place at the level of the RLP objectives (vibrant economy, responsive institutions, and reduced vulnerability).  News of development achievements will be a symptom of the relationships DFID is involved in. Not simply something that can be engineered into existence despite differences in organisational interests. (See section 3.5.5)
10. A successful Rural Livelihoods project will be of limited value if it is not addressing the objectives of the overarching RLP objectives. Therefore it is essential that the RLP team have a means of monitoring the extent to which its individual projects are aligned with programme objectives. A method of doing so has been outlined. This should be made use as soon as the RLP has been able to prioritise its three strategic objectives. (See section 4.1-2)
11. The company contracted to monitor and evaluate the RLP projects ("Programme Monitors") will need to be involved in three types of monitoring: (a) monitoring the progress of individual projects, (b) monitoring the functioning and performance of the whole portfolio of RLP projects, and (c) monitoring of their own relationships both with individual projects and with the RLP team.
12. Proposals for monitoring of individual projects include the identification of minimal reporting requirements for accountability purposes, the development of a time budget for use by the Programme Monitor with each project, the use of matrix to measure the fit between supply and demand for information, periodic audits of project M&E systems and information sharing about communications strategies (See section 5.1.1-2)

13. At the portfolio level two types of portfolio performance measures are introduced, using rankings and graphs.  Proposals also include promoting consistency and coherence through the facilitation of networking across projects, and the use of process mapping to document, compare and improve management practices. (See section 5.2.1-2)

14. The RLP communications strategy is the second main area in need of development, along with the finalisation of the RLP strategy. Without this the demand for information will remain unclear, making it more difficult to assess the value of information that is produced by the Programme Monitor. (See section 6.2). A clear communications strategy will also help the RLP team make the maximum possible use from the lessons being learned from the RLP projects, and in that sense increase the cost effectiveness of those investments.

15. A number of methods of making some interim assessment of strengths and weaknesses of the RLP team's communications work have been outlined, with the intention of helping to steer further efforts even without a finalised communications strategy (See section 6.3). In addition the use of social network analysis tools is proposed as way of capturing the RLP teams' existing knowledge of who to contact about what, and how they are interlinked or not. This will help make that knowledge more accessible in the longer term, and in doing so may help balance practical opportunism with some degree of longer-term consistency of approach. (See section 6.4)

16. Behind DFID's increasingly important intention of influencing policy and promoting institutional change are one or more theories of change. These must make some assumptions about DFID's role in relation to various Bangladeshi groups, organisations and institutions. The theory of change implied by the Influencing Study suggests that DFID takes quite an instrumental approach to its relationships with other actors, and places itself almost in centre stage. An alternative view that has been outlined herein gives DFID a less centred role, but one which could contribute to a more sustainable process of policy change. Simple network diagrams illustrate both. Both have different implications for the type of information that the RLP team will need to seek in order to assess and improve its effectiveness in its influencing work. (See section 6.5) 

17. Section 7 outlines a number of steps that need to be taken to further the development of the framework put forward in this report. They fall into five categories: (a) Reviewing and revising this paper, (b) Identifying the RLP strategy milestones, (c) Developing the communications strategy, (d) Guidance for potential Programme Monitors, and (e) Timing and use of further consultancy inputs (See section 7.1-4)

1.  Consultancy Objectives And Approach

1.1 Terms of Reference

The main objectives of the consultancy were:

· To “assess the scope for establishing an M&E system to evaluate the performance of the programme in achieving its outcomes and its overall contribution to higher level targets….

· “…and to outline a clearly defined process and framework for achieving this…”

This consultancy was not expected to deliver a complete design, ready to use within two weeks.  Rather its purpose was to identify a way in which a workable framework could be developed, over a period of time. 

In this initial stage the consultant was expected:

· To focus more on the relationship between Rural Livelihoods Programme (RLP) and the RLP Strategy, than the relationship between the RLP and Country Assistance Plan (CAP). 

· To show how the developing RLP M&E framework would relate to the proposed contracting out of the monitoring of the RLP projects
. 

The full Terms of Reference can be found in Annex 1.

1.2 Organisational Context

The M&E framework for the RLP is being developed under conditions of flux. Two staff members are expected to be leaving in the next year, and new staff have recently come on board. M&E responsibilities for RLP projects are being contracted out, for the first time. Both the Country Assistance Plan and the RLP Strategy are still being developed. And a regional DFID strategy document has just arrived.

There are no readily available precedents, let alone examples of best practice, both for RLP strategies at the country level, or for M&E frameworks for those strategies
. However, a wider search through DFID may reveal some useful examples (See section 7)

1.3 Approach

This consultant’s view is that for M&E activities to be useful they need to be situated within a “theory of change”, preferably one owned by the organisation whose M&E systems are the subject of attention.  M&E systems not only need to generate information about what has been achieved, but also how those achievements were generated (or not). Without this knowledge about cause there is little possibility of replicating achievements and thus little possibility of improving the cost-effectiveness of what are often very expensive aid investments. Replicability is an important difference between science and art.

This report has tried wherever possible to build on related work, especially documents produced within the DFID Bangladesh programme. Of special importance were the following documents:

· Country Strategy Review 1998-2002 Bangladesh (DFID, 2002) 

· Understanding Pro-Poor Change: A Discussion Paper (Unsworth, 2001)

· The Rural Livelihood Strategy (DFID-B, 2002)

Other documents consulted and referred to in this report are list in the References, in Annex 4. Limited attention was given to project level documentation, especially project Logical Frameworks. It was assumed that project level M&E issues were addressed by the project appraisal process, and subsequent output to purpose reviews, which provide a more intensive scrutiny than the RLP strategy has been subject to up to now. However, project review processes should be one of the responsibilities of the RLP Monitors (see section 5).

This report was developed during an 11 working day visit to Dhaka. During that time consultations were held with:

· All members of the RLP team

· Two of the members of the RLP group. In retrospect, wider consultations would have been desirable

· Team leaders from 7 of the 13 RLP projects

No consultations were held at this stage with Bangladeshi government or NGO stakeholders. Nor were there any contacts with other development agencies in Bangladesh who might be using a mid-level strategy document such as RLP strategy, or have considered doing so but decided against it.  The focus of this consultancy was on programme management plans and processes as understood by DFID staff.

2. Programme Cycle Management

2.1 Process Mapping As A Tool For Learning

The ToRs include a requirement for “a framework for internalising, institutionalising experiences and lessons throughout the programme, building on what we are good at…” (p3). This section will partially address that need. Section 6 also returns to the same task.

Most development agency staff are familiar with diagrams showing the project management process in the form of a circle, involving planning, implementation, monitory and evaluation… feeding back into a further cycle of planning. This is of course a simplification. Within an individual project there are many processes that are reiterated and that are then effected by feedback from their later consequences (e.g. annual review processes whose focus changes from one year to the next, as old issues are resolved and new ones emerge). “The project cycle” is also usually embedded in larger planning and review cycles, such as country strategies. 

The best way to describe organisational procedures that should also be learning processes is to develop a flow chart or business process map, rather than a simple circle. There is a large body of experience of using these devices, mainly in the private sector
. 

Figure 1 is a process map of what could be called RLP Programme Cycle. This starts with the RLP strategy, and then its implementation, and on to its review and refinement. It also includes the communication of knowledge on to other parties within DFID and outwards within Bangladesh.  Within the process map there are a number of feedback loops, each of which should lead to some form of learning (improved practice). Feedback lines are in red and come to the left and upwards. Feed forward links are in black and come to the right and downwards. The bottom margin lists some of the “guideline” documents that specify how the processes above them should be carried out. The right margin specifies who is responsible for the activities to their left. Individual numbered events in the process map can in themselves be expanded into larger and more detailed process maps. For example,  “M&E of RLP project portfolio by RLP Monitors”.  The whole process map shown in Figure 1 can in turn be seen as a single event box within a larger process map that describe the whole of DFID Bangladesh’s operations. The green arrows show linkages in and out to these wider processes.

There are a number of advantages in using such a process map:

· A process map gives a holistic picture within which specific monitoring and evaluation activities can be located.  We can see what activities should feed into them, and what activities they in turn should feed into. They can’t be seen as stand alone processes. We can also see what is missing.  Any iterated process that does not have a feedback loop coming back into it needs some investigation.

· They are scalable. A set of process maps has already been developed for PETRRA, one of the projects that make up the RLP programme. The same could be done for other RLP projects.

· A process map enables business processes to be documented and communicated to others. Combined with process performance measures (below) it also allows benchmarking with other organisations using similar processes.

Figure 1: [Full size available in a separate Excel file. cycle.xls]
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Performance measures can be developed for the whole process. For example, the degree of transparency involved, the duration and timeliness of specific steps in the process and the whole sequence of events, the complexity of the process (=pages of guidelines), and its responsiveness to experience (guidelines last updated on?).

Process performance measures are important, but often neglected. Decisions made within a programme cycle can involve large sums of money and have major consequences. Successful projects can, and have been, closed down because they no longer fit within a programme strategy that has since changed its focus
. It could therefore be argued that programme level processes (planning, implementation and monitoring and evaluation of the programme objectives) should be at least as rigorous than that required of individual projects. Developing a rigorous programme management process should be seen as the longer term of objective behind the development of the RLP M&E framework. [Recommendation]

The listed process performance measures do not include “throughput” measures such as the amount of money programmed into project activities and then spent. Though perhaps it should, since it is such a dominant concern to management in many aid agencies. Placing it alongside other process management performance criteria may help broaden the view of what constitutes successful programme management”. [Recommendation]
Other relevant long-term goals are also spelled out in Unsworth’s paper on “Understanding pro-poor change” (Unsworth, 2002).  She points out that: “Donors tend to focus on short term issues and formal institutions and to be ahistorical” To what extent will a Programme Management Cycle help DFID RLP move in the other direction, towards greater attention to longer term issues, informal institutions and networks, and a more historical perspective? Some means of doing so are noted later in this report. These relate to including details of completed projects into planning devices (section 6), and building in a more networked perspective into DFID-B’s theory of change being pursued via influencing activities (section 6). 

2.2 Responsibilities for Programme Cycle Components

In this report the Programme Cycle has been used as the basis for describing and developing the proposed M&E framework.

In Figure 1 the sequence of steps is grouped into four blocks, each with a different background color. Each of these is, or will be, managed by a different group of actors. They are as follows

· Programme Development, managed by the RLP staff team. 

· Project Management, managed by individual Project Directors and Project Coordinators

· Programme Monitoring and Evaluation, managed by the Programme Monitor (a company to be contracted for this purpose) 

· Programme Communications, managed by the RLP staff team 

These labels are provisional, especially the last two. 

The roles of the RLP team have also been differentiated in the recently produced RLP Staffing Strategy. These have been listed below, along with a provisional categorisation of the sections of the RLP Programme Cycle they relate to.

Roles of the RLP team
Process map step
Section of this report

Planning and designing programmes
(steps 1 and 2)


Ensuring consistency with higher level objectives
2, but also see note A
Section 4

Developing cross disciplinary approaches
Not included
Not discussed

Fostering external strategic relations with GoB etc
Step 11 and ?
Section 6

Fostering internal strategic relations
Not included
Not discussed

Contributing to achievement of higher level objectives
Step 13
Section 6

Contributing to wider level objectives within DFID B
Not included
Not discussed

Manage  the delivery of projects, by contracting out
Step 3
Not discussed

Manage local funded research portfolio
Step 11
Section 6

Provide advice on NR and environment issues to others within DFB, GoB, partners and donors
Step 12 and 13
Not discussed

The next steps that need to be taken are:         

   [Recommendations]

· The contents of the process map need to be reviewed by the RLP team, so that a final version can then be produced (by this consultant) and which can then be made available to other parties. 

· This should include revision of the listing of staff responsibilities on the right side, and reference to appropriate guidelines and related documentation on the bottom. 

· Revision of the proposed process performance criteria

· Companies bidding for the role of RLP Programme Monitor should be given a copy of Figure 1 and asked to:

· Give their interpretation of how their work would fit within the overall process,

· Develop a process map that would elaborate the processes described in two cells in the Programme M&E block, and any others that they see as an important part of the role of the Programme Monitor.  

· Including process performance criteria that others, such as DFID-B, could use to assess their performance

3. Strategy Development

3.1 Levels of objectives 

Ideally, the number of levels of objectives needs to be kept to a minimum. There more levels there are the more difficult it will be to translate evidence of achievement at one level to evidence of achievement of objectives at the next level.  The RLP team is fortunate that the CAP objectives are now those of the GoB’s Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (IPRSP), and that its own RLP Strategy objectives (called “outcomes”) are almost exactly the same as three of the CAP objectives
. There are however two other levels within some RLP team documentation, referred to as RL Programme Themes and RL project groupings. While these may have been useful in grouping and allocating work responsibilities within the team there does not seem to be any value in treating them as intermediate objectives whose performance has to be assessed. Instead the RLP team should focus on how the 13 projects directly relate to the three RLP objectives.

3.2 Prioritising objectives

The CSP Review noted that “The CSP did not assist prioritisation and it set an agenda that was probably too ambitious. The six CSP objectives were too vague and general to be of operational use for prioritisation”.  Lack of prioritisation not only creates a planning problem, but also a problem of how to assess evidence of achievement. DFID needs to be able to compare results against expectations. That is, "where did we expect to achieve the most (and least) and where did we achieve the most (and least) in practice?"
Both DFID-B and RLP team in particular have two options, in regard to the CAP and RLP objectives:

· Explicitly state that each of objectives are of equal in importance, in terms of the scale of results desired (not the scale of DFID's investments made into each area of change). While this may be internally convenient does it reflect reality of what RLP really want to see?
· Sort out the relative priority of each objective by 
· Asking at an abstract level, which activities feed into which? Is there an identifiable causal chain? The achievement furthest along the chain will be the most significant, because its achievement will take more time and effort.
· Ask which are of highest priority to the host government, and to what extent their views should influence the priorities. There is no prima facie reason why DFID should mirror GoB proprieties, since other donors may well redress the balance by focusing on other IPRSP objectives.
· Ask which objective DFID has most comparative advantage, compared to other donors. This would seem to be the most advisable way of prioritising the objectives.                                                                    [Recommendation]
3.3 Duration of the RLP Strategy

The CSP Review noted that “Longer term time frames are required and we need to be more modest about what we can achieve in a given period”. And that “New initiatives have often taken years to develop. The impact of many new initiatives is as yet unclear and therefore difficult to evaluate at this stage” 

It could be argued that the ideal duration of a strategy should be 2 x average length of projects used to implement that strategy. In the case of the RLP that would be 2 x 4.7 years = 8.6 years
. This would give enough time for all old projects to be phased out and new projects (of the same duration) to be implemented, completed and evaluated. 

[Recommendation]
This is probably a blue-sky ambition. The rarity of strategies with long lifespans suggests that in practice when decisions are made to develop a new strategy they have relatively little to do with a balanced assessment of the achievements of the pre-existing strategy. 

The most recent draft of the RLP Strategy does not indicate how long the strategy objectives will remain in force.  In fact the reference to the strategy as a "living document" suggests that they will be revised if and whenever needed, "in response to the changes within the development process as well as DFID-B".  While this may seem to be very pragmatic it also raises problems. Objectives may end up being changed not because of changed circumstances within Bangladesh, but more because the RLP team has not achieved as much as it had hoped. 

To manage this risk the process of changing strategic objectives, and milestones towards their achievement, needs to be as explicit as possible, so there is an adequate degree of accountability. At the very least there should be documented explanations of why a previous objective, or milestone towards it) is being phased out. Either because: (a) it is no longer appropriate (and this needs explanation); (b) it has been achieved;  (c) it was not achieved and cannot be achieved. Furthermore judgements should be made on the degree of achievement when an old objective (or milestone) is phased out, regardless of reasons for doing so. A commitment to follow an accountable process would be credible if both the strategy and the strategy revision process were publicly available via the web.     

 [Recommendation]

There are still problems even here. Objective statements, like the Purpose level narrative text in a Logical Framework, can suffer a "death by a thousand cuts", whereby none of the many small revisions made seem to justify an explanation on their own. Recognising this possibility it may be best simply to give the most weight to the achievement of those objectives (and milestones) which have remained intact for the longest period.

3.4 Explicit provision for evaluating the RLP strategy

There is not yet any reference to intentions or plans to evaluate the RLP strategy, in the current version of the RLP strategy document. This is not unusual, despite the fact that more money is at stake than in individual projects (See Perversity’s Law of Inverse Attention
). Even strategic planning gurus like Henry Mintzberg (1994, 1998) seem to neglect this task.

However, the ToRs for this consultancy does recognise that  “there will be a need to evaluate the programme” One simple step forward would be building in to the RLP strategy a commitment to carry out an evaluation of the strategy by a particular time, and frequency. For example, that it will be reviewed immediately prior to the next review of the CAPP (which probably will have a fixed lifespan). The rest of this report could be taken as the first step towards developing some guidance on how to review the RLP strategy.                                                                                              [Recommendation]
3.5 Spelling out the theory of change: Milestones and Indicators

The ToRs require consultant to:

· “assist in the process of how to plan and set clear milestones for the programme against which it can be monitored and information can be provided in a  timely manner”

· “develop robust indicators in order to assess achievements of the RLS outcomes and longer term impact”

3.5.1 Definitions: indicators and milestones

In this report an “indicator” will refer to an objectively verifiable item of evidence, agreed in its meaning, about an expected change. An indicator is less context-specific in meaning than milestone, and subject to measurement at different points and locations, whereas a milestone can be seen as more of a once-off event, and unique to a particular setting. 

Two different approaches can be taken with indicators and milestones in the RLP programme context. One is to view indicators as descriptions of a desired end state. That is, evidence of the achievement of the RLP strategy objectives.  Ideally Bangladeshi stakeholders, including the poorest would set these indicators. This has happened to some degree in that the IPRSP has already developed a provisional list of indicators and proposals for adjusting these through “consultations with stakeholders”. Within that set DFID-B may then want to focus on a specific sub-set that it feels best relate to its own interventions. Less desirably, it may also feel the need to track changes in indicators not in the IPRSP set. Hopefully these neglected indicators would have a Bangladeshi constituency arguing for attention to them, which DFID-B would then be responding to. No further attention has been given to the question of indicators in this report

Milestones can be seen as much more immediate developments on the route to IPRSP objectives. These need to be identified by DFID-B, in consultation with its immediate partners who it is working with. Here a theory of change needs to be developed from DFID outwards. This will then provide DFID-B with some means of describing what it has achieved, and which changes are within its reach. The milestones that are used should describe the expected changes in a way that is not too fine grained, given that we are talking about programme level changes, not the implementation of a specific project. 

3.5.2 Multiple routes to objectives

In the CSP Review of the 1998-2002 CSP it was noted that  “The strategy was also weak on the cause and effect logic between intermediate outcomes and the higher level impact on development, which was anticipated in the document”. The same comments could have been made about the 2001 version of the RLP Strategy. There is an overall analysis of the national context effecting peoples’ livelihoods, but no specific theory as to how DFID will seek to enable particular types of change to take place. There are no intermediate outcomes, between where DFID is and the outcomes of final concern. This gap is however recognised in the current draft of the strategy, which explicitly recognises the need to develop milestones.
A strategy can be seen as a route to an objective. It is unlikely that there will be only one route to the achievement of each of the RLP strategy objectives
?  It is also unlikely that DFID-B has enough solid knowledge of Bangladesh to enable them to pick with confidence one route only that they and their partners should take. This judgement reflects the difficulty of the task of investing in development in Bangladesh, not the weakness of DFID staff. Investing in a country’s development, on DFID’s scale, is at least a difficult as investing in stock markets, where measures of success are much more readily available
. In stockmarkets diversification of investments is the main means of managing risk, and the key decisions that have to be made are about asset allocation. This suggests that DFID will also need a portfolio of approaches, with enough diversity to manage the risk of failure (arising from its incomplete knowledge).

If this view is accepted then DFID should not seek to develop a list of milestones representing a linear sequence of specific developments, each of which is dependent on its predecessor. On the contrary there should be plenty of redundancy or slack. A more realistic way of defining milestones for the RLP will be in the form of a list of desired changes in the composition of the portfolio, along with the dates by which these changes will take place.     

[Recommendation] 
3.5.3 Milestones as changes in activities or relationships?

In order to see development activities planned and implemented DFID engages with other actors. They in turn engage with others. At present DFID-B RLP has immediate relationships with:

· International and national NGOs (CARE and RDRS)

· International research institutes (PETRRA, ICLARM)

· Universities and University related bodies (REFPI and SUFER)

· Individual Departments within a GoB ministry (ASIRP, FFP, FTEP2)

· Multiple GoB ministries, with one in the lead (ICZP)

· Specialist GoB agencies (CLP maybe)

Relationships between donors and selected other organisations are the means of implementing development initiatives. Without them nothing happens, and with the wrong partnership nothing, or worse, can happen.  The choice of partners is the most crucial decision made in the lifespan of most projects. However, because these choices are made early in the stage of project design they are often not reflected in Logical Frameworks. The choice of partner simply becomes one of the background givens’ and may not even be subject to examination during a review. 

The low visibility of these choices is also a problem at the programme strategy level. In the review of the 1998-2002 CSP noted that “Although the CSP makes a number of references to partners and partnerships there was no clear strategy or action programme related to the development of such partnerships”. The 2002 RLP strategy does go further and refers to potential partners in a number of sections, but there is not yet a single coherent view about the way forward
 

On the other hand, wider analyses of DFID’s programmes, such as that by Unsworth (2001) and Duncan et al (2002) do highlight the question “who will drive pro-poor change”.  Duncan et al list 9 categories of actors (Government, media, NGOs, rural-based organisations, business organisations, independent policy research centres, professional associations, Bangladeshi disapora, and development partners aka donors). The current RLP project portfolio is focused on three of these.

This analysis would suggest that when DFID-B RLP is setting milestones for changes in its portfolio of investments it should define these primarily in terms of changes in the types of relationships it is investing in, and only secondarily in terms of the activities being implemented through those relationships. 

[Recommendation]
Those milestones could refer to the following types of changes within the portfolio:

· Inclusion of relationships with new types actors within portfolio. For example, with one or more Chambers of Commerce, or with professional associations.

· Removal of old types of relationships from the portfolio. For example, Universities

· Changing the balance of investment amongst existing relationships within the portfolio. For example, less investment into a single Departmental level of Ministries. Or more into the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development. 
· Building explicit linkages between specific partners within the portfolio. For example, those engaged with fisheries issues, or competitive research funds
Changes like these could also be proposed at two other levels

· Micro: Each DFID partner is likely to have a range of relationships with other actors, who are also seen as part of their DFID funded “project”. These could be called DFID’s secondary relationships, in that they are for most of the time at one remove from DFID itself.  Here similar changes could be proposed as above. For example, PETRRA will be moving away from a dominant relationship with BRRI, towards engagement with more NGOs, and within that strategy, towards more smaller NGOs, rather than large NGOs.

· Macro: Other bilateral donors with have their own portfolio of relationships, and will face similar choices as DFID, as categories above. It is conceivable, that as part of an effort at wider donor coordination DFID-B could identify where it should specialise in particular relationships, where it needs to watch for risk of conflicting relationships, and where there is a need for joint relationships with a Bangladesh actor. This probably already happens to some extent, but has not yet been given explicit recognition within the RLP strategy documents. 

These various types of potential changes have different opportunities and limitations. 

· Within DFID’s own portfolio changes in balance of investments amongst existing partners will probably be easier and quicker compared to the inclusion of new partners and the exclusion of old partners. 

· Changes of partners will also be slower to achieve than changes in those partners’ relationships with others. On the other hand the former changes will be more under DFID's control.

· The development of complimentary relationships between DFID's portfolio of relationships with those of other donors may take much more time. 

There may also be a problem with institutionalised incentives within DFID. On the one hand the official emphasis is on partnerships and the ownership of projects and programmes by the Bangladeshi actors
. On the other hand it seems to be easier for DFID staff to develop project proposals that are activity centered first, and then look for appropriate institutional homes for those projects
.

3.5.4 Visualising the alternatives

Identifying the most important relationship changes (that should be given the status of milestones) will require some ability to see the options that are available. The most readily available relationships are those DFID already has with its project partners, along with their relationships with other actors associated with those projects.

These can be visualised in two ways. The first is to develop a nested categorisation of the partners DFID-B RLP is already working with. A non-DFID example is shown in Annex 6 (Christian Aid’s classification of its partners in Burkina Faso).

Such a classification of RLP’s partners should be developed as a team effort
. Within this “treemap” a hierarchy of choices can be made. The largest scale choice is at the trunk, on the left.  Following each new branch to the right brings successfully smaller scale choices that can be made, involving fewer partners.  Because of the numbers of partners involved the larger scale choices are likely to take longer to implement, and will probably therefore be amongst the most distant milestones to be achieved.

The choices are as already spelled out above:

· Including or ending relationships within the category of actors concerned

· Changing the balance of investment within the existing relationships, or other non-financial aspects of those relationships

· Creating or changing the linkages between the actors involved

The same approach can be used in a joint exercise with individual partners, to plan desired changes in the secondary relationships.

There are two risks with this approach. 

· It may be too conservative, and the focus on existing relationships will block out thoughts of the new partners that that could be included in the portfolio. A deliberate step might need to be at the beginning of the above classification exercise to include a few dummy “partners” that have not yet actually been engaged with by DFID but which could be. 

· It may lead to DFID to thinking about its partners as isolated actors, when in fact they are a part of a networks of actors, which may have come into being as a result of implementing DFID funded projects, and other reasons. 

In this case it may be useful for each RLP project to develop a social network diagram showing all the relationships they are involved in with other organisations. In the field of social network analysis these diagrams are normally accompanied by a matrix showing actors a…z in the right column and again across the top row (See Annex 7 for examples). This enables all possible combinations of connections between the actors to be displayed. Details of each relationship can be described in the cell representing the interaction of two actors.  As well as giving the RLP team a more holistic picture of what it was connected to through each project partnership this graphic representation could help with the induction of the company that will be contracted to take over Programme Monitoring responsibilities form DFID in early 2003.  

The same form of network representation, but at the next level up, showing linkages between all of DFID's project partners might not only be of value to the contracted company, but also to other donors thinking of trying to synchronise their set of relationships with those of DFID. This could be a complementary form of donor co-ordination to that seen when donors engage in a collective buy-in to a major new projects

All the above suggestions involving growing the RLP strategy out from where it is at present, through changes in relationships at what could be called the micro (project partners’ partners), meso (DFID's project partners) and macro (other donors' project partner networks) level. 

3.5.5 Testing the theory of change

Achieving the milestones will be commendable, but by itself it will not be enough. The plan to develop and change the existing set of relationships is a theory of change. We are saying some thing like "If we make changes a, b, c,… to our portfolio of relationships then we (collectively) are more likely to achieve strategic objectives x, y and z." We then need to see if this was in fact the case. 

The simplest way forward here may be to compare those parts of the RLP portfolio where milestones referring to relationships change have been achieved with those that have not, or less so. Where the changes have been made as planned we should ask if there is now better evidence available of the achievement of the RLP objectives, from the actors who are now involved?  Even amongst the milestones that have been achieved it would probably be within the RLP team's capacity to estimate which were expected to have greater consequences for reaching the RLP strategy objectives.

Behind the theory is an assumption: If the right set of actors are engaged in the right way then there will a better alignment of objectives and more effective joint action. Improved availability of evidence about desired changes (e.g. on IRSP indicators)  should then be one result of this better alignment. Here news of development achievements is being treated as a symptom of the relationships involved, rather than something that can be engineered into existence despite differences in organisational interests. 

There is also a theory of change built into the existing differences in the scale of DFID’s investment with various partners. More evidence of achievement of RLP objectives, should be evident though those relationships the RLP has invested in most heavily. And less from where investments have been smaller in scale. Exceptions will be expected (big results from small investments and small results from big investments), but a complete reversal would be a dramatic finding with major consequences for programme design. 

3.6 Rural Livelihoods Strategy Fund Budget

The RLP has a small Strategy Fund Budget (£380,000 spent to date). On this scale simple M&E procedures are needed. The simplest approach would be for the RLP team to undertake an annual success ranking of the results of the investments made in the past year, based on all documentation and experience available to date. The main aim should be to pull out and reflect on the success criteria that are used to generate the ranking. These can be identified by pair comparisons of adjacent items on the success ranking, asking, “In what way was this activity more success full than this one?” Then the RLP team need to ask how appropriate are the criteria they have used, given the wider aims of the RLP. In a related exercise with one RLP project it became clear that while the project Logical Framework focused on improvements in access, effectiveness and efficiency the project manager was most concerned about innovation. Where there are differences in criteria being applied then something needs to be changed to reduce the difference. For example, either the use of the Strategy Fund, or the objectives of the RLP. This is probably more the case with Strategy Fund investments that have been judged as most successful, rather than those are seen as most unsuccessful.

4 Alignment of objectives

The ToRs point out that “The rural livelihoods programme will also need to report on, and be evaluated against, its overall contribution towards DFID-B’s Country Assistance Plan, DFID’s Public Sector and Service Delivery Agreements and ensue coherence with Government of Bangladesh’s plans and policies and the National  Strategy for Poverty Reduction and Economic (sic) (PRSP)”

4.1 Measuring alignment

A successful Rural Livelihoods project will be of limited value if it is not addressing the objectives of the overarching RLP objectives. Therefore it is essential that the RLP team have a means of monitoring the extent to which its individual projects address programme objectives. Alignment between the RLP strategy objectives and the CAP and IPRSP is less problematic since the CAP has adopted the IPRSP objectives and because the RLP objectives are a sub-set of the new CA objectives.

A method of monitoring alignment between two adjacent levels of objectives has been has been introduced to the RLP team during this consultancy, and partially applied. That method is summarised in the box below

Measuring the alignment of objectives

1. Start with the highest of two levels of objectives being compared e.g. RLP objectives

2. Ask the RLP staff responsible for reporting on those objectives to rank these objectives in terms of their relative importance. 

· Relative importance in terms of where achievements are needed, not where money has been invested

· If this is too difficult, ask if them if the objectives can be treated as all being of equal importance.

· If this is not the case then the method proposed here will not be applicable

3. Go to the next level of objectives below e.g. individual project’s objectives

4. Ask the staff responsible for reporting the achievement of these objectives to rank the RLP objectives in terms of which are most-to-least important within their project. As above, importance is in terms of where they think they should be showing most evidence of achievement. Not where are they are making the most investment.

5. Take all the project level rankings and calculate the average ranking for each RLP objective.

6. Compare this average ranking with the initial ranking from step 2 above

· If both rankings are identical then the portfolio is aligned

· If not, then focus on those objectives that are the “outliers”. That is, they are given more importance by projects than are expected in the overall programme (step 2), or less importance than expected overall (step 2). 

· Look at the individual projects involved and what can be done about them (see outside this box)

Because some projects are much larger than others are it may be necessary to weight the rankings given to programme objectives by each project. A means of doing so is shown in Annex 2.

4.2 Improving alignment

The RLP can achieve alignment between RLP projects and RLP objectives though a number of mechanisms:

· Changes in the RLP strategy objectives. This is the least favored option in that it may cause mis-alignment with the CAP objective above. 

· Closure of old projects. Six will close down in the next 2½  years

· Development of new projects. Two are under development at present. Changing alignment this way will be come more difficult if the RLP continues its moves towards larger scale projects. They will take longer to get off the ground and be less frequent. The CLP is four times bigger than the median sized of all RLP projects. One possible mitigating factor is that there may be room to close down and open up components within the CLP that are the equivalent of past RLP projects or smaller.

· Alteration of the direction of existing projects. This has happened, especially in the early stages of a project’s life (See Rural Livelihoods Staffing Strategy, 2001, p4). However, it becomes more difficult the older a project becomes. Given the proposed approach to RLP strategy milestones, the most appropriate form of change to aim for would be in the type of actors engaged by the project and how they are engaged. 

5 Outsourced Programme Monitoring 

The ToRs ask for proposals on “types, levels and frequency of project monitoring and evaluation activities (including internal and external review), and clearly assign responsibilities for these”. In the following section three types of monitoring will be proposed: individual project focused, portfolio focused, and company focused monitoring.

5.1 Project focused

The outsourcing of responsibility for the monitoring and evaluation of the 13 RLP projects should not lead to the imposition of additional M&E requirements on existing projects. Wherever possible the contracted company (called programme Monitors, herein) should aim to build on or use existing systems.

5.1.1 Current practice

The current range of M&E mechanisms includes:

· Field visits to project sites by DFID-B staff, diminishing in frequency

· Quarterly reports sent by projects to DFID-B. A comprehensive format was used up to July 2002,but a stripped down 3 page format ahs been in use since then.

· Ah hoc and periodic publications produced by some projects, which are directed to a wider audiences, but also copied to DFID-B

· Joint meetings with DFID-B along with representatives from other DFID RLP funded projects

· Annual review processes, including an Inception review in the first year of a project, Output to Purpose reviews each year thereafter, and in some cases a Mid-term review. These have included teams of varying size and composition ( Bangladeshi and Foreign consultants, and DFID members). More recently there have been experiments with joint review of similar projects. 

Responses to these mechanisms vary from project to project. Some would like to see more field visits, others not. Some are happy with the 3 page quarterly reporting, other want to provide more information. However, the recent experiment with joint reviews was not seen as a positive development.

5.1.2 Proposed practice

Based on discussions with a number of Project Coordinators
 two broad proposals are have been put forward for consideration by the RLP team, and the companies competing for the Programme Monitor contract:

· Bare minimum reporting requirements. The contents of these requirements should be identified, primarily with accountability requirements in mind. These are likely to include some financial reporting and progress as per the Logical Framework, and periodic review processes Minimal requirements need to be specified in terms of frequency as well as contents

· Flexible reporting requirements. The Programme Monitors should allocate a time budget (in their staff person days) to each RLP project. This will represent the minimum number of days per year the Programme Monitor will spend attending to each project.  Individual projects should then nominate how they would like to that time to be used by the Programme Monitor, in the sense of amounts of time to be spent doing field visits, reading documents, face to face communications with staff, elsewhere than field visits, joint meetings with other projects and annual review processes. These would then be subject to agreement by the Programme Monitors. The focus here should be on information exchange that would be useful for learning and influencing purposes.

The provision of information to the Programme Monitor should be assessed annually in two ways: 

1.  Use an information demand and supply matrix, to identify the degree of fit between what is supplied by projects and needed by the Programme Monitors



Supply by Project



Provided
Not provided

Demand by Programme Monitor
Wanted
1. Named info….


2. Named info…


Not wanted
3. Named info…


4. No info here

The best outcome would be that all identified information (documents or events) was in cell 1. The worst outcome would be where all the information provided was in cells 2 and 3.

2.  Undertake a periodic audit of each project's M&E systems. The focus should be on the adequacy of the sources and analysis of the information that has been provided. This should include feedback to projects and feed forward to DFID RLP on where changes are needed, plus proposals for capacity building assistance where appropriate.

Given that each project is also communicating to other stakeholders within Bangladesh, as well as DFID it would also be useful if the Programme Monitors could periodically review project's communications strategies, possibly on a cross project basis, primarily with a focus on exchanging lessons earned and building overall capacity.

Regarding annual project review processes it is already expected that the contracted company will be responsible for: (a) establishing the review TORs (in consultation), (b) identifying, briefing and hiring review team members, (c) ensuring quality and timeliness of their reports, (d) ensuring results are documented and disseminated to the project and DFID, and (e) Proposals are made to DFID regarding wider dissemination of findings, where appropriate

I

In addition they should seek to ensure that the review results are compared to previous findings in other related projects / programmes within and outside Bangladesh, as is available from existing documentation. Reviews should not be stand-alone assessments. They should also promote cross participation in reviews, with staff of one or more projects joining in as review team members of another (but in a minority role).

There are two types of activity which people who were interviewed felt it would not be appropriate for the Programme Monitor's to be involved in:   

· Giving directive feedback about what a project should and should not be doing. Advice would be acceptable so long as it was recognised as advice only.

· External communications about project progress, unless specifically authorised by DFID

On unresolved issue was how the Programme Monitors should respond to financial reports sent in by the projects. Should the Programme Monitors simply receive copies of financial reports (sent to DFID), or actually be responsible for approving them before they are then sent on to DFID?

5.2 Portfolio focused

5.2.1 Consistency and coherence

The ToRs expressed need for M&E systems to help “…ensure the consistency and coherence across the programme…”  

While consistency of approach will be important in some area of practice (e.g. finances) and in some relationships, (e.g. the same GoB ministry involved in more than one project) this concern needs to be balanced by awareness of the value of diversity across projects. With too much consistency across projects there will be limited innovation and higher risk. With too much diversity there will be unnecessary costs and inefficiencies.

In order to minimise the need for the Programme Monitor to take on a central coordinating role the best means of facilitating coherence and cohesion would be to help individual projects do this themselves. This could be done by ensuring that they were adequately networked with each other and their partners. 

In order to do this the Programme Monitor will need to build up a comprehensive knowledge of each project's network of relationships, and the linkages between these networks. Cross project links will be important in enabling mutual adjustment of strategies and exchange of useful information. Individual projects will also have unique links to other actors in Bangladesh that will also be a useful collective resource for the RLP programme as whole. But only if their existence is known to others. 

Looking further ahead the Programme Monitor's networking facilitation role may help the programme move in the direction of a more pluralistic approach suggested by Unsworth (2002). One where there will be “different forms of pluralism – different ways of encouraging the development of diverse centers of social and economic power, and involving a much broader range of people…” p6.  A similar point was also made in CSP Review, that "Increasingly donors (and government) are being challenged to find ways to support the dynamic network of actors (including private businesses and associations), agencies and organisations that need to operate together to support sustainable growth in rural areas". In other words, more towards networked pluralism instead of more stand-alone projects, or multi-donor mega-projects. Methods assessing achievements in this area are still under development, but one measure already of evident interest will be the range of stakeholders that are engaged. 

Another way of achieving increased consistency is to identify best management practices and to promote the wider acceptance of these practices. The need for this type of process has been pointed out in the ToRs, which refer to need to “initiate the process of developing best practices and checklists (as an operating manual) for the guidance of DFID-B staff, and more importantly programme monitoring and management sub-contractors”

The development of best project management practice could be facilitated by a central agent such as the Programme Monitor. One way of doing so would be to promote the voluntary adoption of process mapping of key management processes in each of the RLP projects, in the way introduced during this consultancy. Then comparisons could be made across projects, and best practices identified and promoted. One such area of practice where processes could be compared is in the use of competitive research funds and small grant funds. Other could relate to personnel practices, and financial management. 

5.2.2 Portfolio performance measures

There are a number of simple methods (combining rankings and graphs) by which a portfolio of projects with common overall objectives can be analysed to assess:

· The relationship between plans versus achievements across projects 

· Relative cost-effectiveness

These have been outlined in earlier consultancy reports to the Civil Society Department (2001) and to PETRRA (2002). These are briefly detailed in Annex 3.

The results generated include:

· Quantitative (correlation) measures of trends which are useful for accountability purposes

· Qualitative analysis of positive and negative outliers, which are good for organisational learning purposes. 

An annual analysis of this kind would be of immediate value for two audiences

· Individual projects, who could see where they stand in relation to other projects

· The RLP staff who need to make decisions about which projects to invest their scarce time in and how to improve the composition of the existing portfolio through the addition of new projects (aka…)

5.3 The performance of the Programme Monitor 

The ToRs for the Programme Monitor contract should give some indication of how a company's performance will be assessed, and ask proposals to comment and elaborate on these. There are two immediate stakeholders in the performance of the Programme Monitor. One is the set of RLP projects, whose reputation will be in the hands of the Programme Monitor. They will be expecting fair representation of their achievements, and quality capacity building support in the area that the Programmer Monitor is expected to be competent in, i.e. monitoring and evaluation. 

The second immediate stakeholder will be the RLT team. They will be expecting timely identification of problems within individual projects, and information about project processes and achievements which is of wider use for learning and influencing purposes within and beyond DFID. Until now the RLP team's attention seems to have been more focused on the former type of information. Successfully moving their focus to the latter type of information could represent a double achievement, reflecting both on project and programme.

In section 5.1.2 an information demand and supply matrix was proposed as a tool to monitor the fit between information supplied by projects and that requested by the Programme Monitor. The same type of tool could be used to monitor the fit between information supplied by the Programme Monitor and that requested by the RLP team.  This tool would help capture some wider aspects of the Programme Monitor's performance, such as the ability to provide updates on what other donors are doing and how this relates to the plans and progress of the RLP projects.

Finally, there are three other performance criteria that will be of concern to DFID-B:

· The ability to maintain good relations with each project and to facilitate good relations between the projects and DFID. 

· The ability to respond to their TORs in a flexible manner as DFID-B's requirements develop over time.

· The ability to all of the above in a way that is cost effective, especially in comparison to the present system, where the RLP is directly responsible for project monitoring and evaluation. Costs might be higher, but benefits delivered would need to be higher still.

6 Using Programme Experience

6.2 The Communications Strategy

Two efforts have been made so far to develop a communications strategy. One for the FAR/NR programme in 2001 and one for DFID Bangladesh as a whole in 2002
, neither of these seems to have yet been completed.  Both were very ambitious in scope, especially the FRS/NR that expected the study to also serve the needs of other organisations with the same strategic objectives e.g. civil society. Both distinguished  “influencing and advocacy” from “dissemination and publicity”. The DFID-B wide proposal also included attention to internal communication issues as well as external communications, the development communications strategies for “certain programmes and projects” as well as DFID-B as a whole, and the identification of who to communicate to and how, in respect to influencing.

A communications strategy could be use in two respects, amongst others:

· Enabling staff to cope with the vast quantities of information being produced by the RLP
.  A good strategy would spell out priorities in terms of contents and target groups, and assign responsibilities for managing that content.

· An explicit communication strategy would also be of value to the Programme Monitors. They will have a clearer idea of the nature of the demand for information by RLP. It will also help provide a fairer basis for assessing their ability to deliver useful information and analyses, in addition to post hoc reflections by RLP staff

6.3 Interim steps: Categorising and analysing the use of information

In the absence of a RLP Communications Strategy there a number of steps that could be taken. 

The RL Programme Cycle process map indicated that information coming from the RLP projects could be sent in a number of directions

· Upwards 

· Outwards 

· Downwards

· Internal to the RLP team  (not explicitly stated in the process map) 

It suggests three types of functions for the information being sent in these directions

· Accountability: upward, downward and outwards

· Influencing: upward and externally

· Learning: downward and internally 

These processes are already happening at present. Even in the absence of an explicit communications strategy it seems likely that RLP staff would be able to make some comparative judgements as to where they have been more and less successful, based on their own experience to date. Doing so would be useful in that it would help explicate a range of performance criteria that could then be discussed and incorporated in a more explicit communications strategy. The process of ranking might also prompt discussion and agreement about how the direction and purpose of existing pattern of communication pattern might need to be changed. 

[Recommendation]

Communications:
Purpose

Direction
Learning
Influencing
Accountability
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Note: Ranking can be down columns and across rows. After a ranking has been completed pair comparisons should be made between the items ranked, to make explicit the criteria on which one item was ranked higher (or lower) than the other.

In this table information for learning is differentiated from information for influencing in that the former is more likely to be wanted and accepted, where the latter is more likely to need to be promoted. Information for accountability is differentiated from learning in that while the provision of information serving this need may make no difference, its absence can make a difference (mainly negative). These differences could be interpreted to suggest that there is a continuum of information quality required. That is, with

· Influencing being the most demanding

· Learning being moderately so

· Accountability being less so

Accountability demands will be the most difficult to meet in relation to influencing activity, because in the first instance those actors being influenced may not be willing to recognise any influence having taken place, even if it has. Nor would asking about it always be sensible. ToRs for this consultancy have asked for advice on attribution issues, like this. See Annex 8 for some specific guidance.  

Another set of distinctions, which may also be useful to the RLP team, has been made in a DFID funded study of NGO advocacy activities (Davies, 2001).

Awareness raising
Capacity building
Campaigning


Lobbying



Advocacy




Influencing

All communications

In awareness raising there is not necessarily any directed intention to change peoples behavior in a particular direction. With capacity building there is, but it is expected to be consensual. Campaigning and lobbying both involve directed persuasion, with the latter involving more complex and targeted messages than the former.

As with the above distinctions, it would be possible for the RLP team to make some retrospective comparisons of where it has been more and less successful to date
. In doing so the criteria for achievement could be explicated and agreed upon, and agreement reached about where changes in emphasis were needed in the future. As with the other ranking exercise above, the results would also be useful to the Programme Monitor, in that it would help them develop a better understanding of the likely future demand for information by the RLP team.

6.4 Identifying who to communicate to

In the previous section what has been recommended is an inductive approach to developing some aspects of RLP communication strategy. That involves reflecting on prior experience and assessing what was more and less successful, reflecting on the relative importance of the criteria used to make those judgements, and then thinking about where changes in emphasis were needed in the future (which should also be given some rationale).

There is a good argument for extending that process to choices about whom to communicate with, especially outside of DFID and within Bangladesh. As staff have indicated there can often be a considerable element of opportunism in decisions about what actions to take forward next. Blockages to plans can appear without notice and opportunities to take issues foreword can appear without notice. Although it has been recommended that the RLP milestones should be defined in terms of changes in the RLP’s relationships with different actors these can only be expected to give broad guidance to RLP’s day-to-day communications.

While recognising the need to be able to respond opportunistically it is also important that the RLP team has some means of distinguishing their day-to-day responses from “ad hocracy”.  One way forward is to make sure that the responses that are made are documented in a way that leaves a visible trail, and a pattern that can be reviewed in retrospect, not only by the RLP team, but also by others who may take over their roles in future. This information may also be of value to the Programme Monitors, in building up a picture of the kinds of information used by the RLP.

One related proposal has already been made by the authors of the “Influencing Study” (DFID, 2002), which is “the need for an office-wide contacts register, and procedures for maintaining it”

Another would be to use some simple social network analysis tools to document (in diagram, matrix and text form) the following information:

· Who within the RLP is in contact with whom? This would need to differentiate:

· Within individual RLP projects

· Outside of RLP projects

· And the nature of each relationship (qualitative and quantitative aspects)

· And what is known about the connections between these identified contacts (who has contact with whom and how)

As with the nested categories of partners in the RLP project portfolio (section 3.5.4), these representational tools can be extended to incorporate future plans, and past activities. For example, by including information on:

· Who RLP does not have contact with at present, but would like to

· Who RLP used to have contact with but does not now.

Annex 7 shows a simple network diagram and associated matrix, with some comments on its use, and references available on the web. If necessary this consultant could provide more detailed guidance, ideally in association with a practical exercise involving the documentation of some RLP relationships with other actors in Bangladesh.                                                                 [Recommendation]

Once important relationships have been documented a network diagram and matrix can also be used to prioritise how new and existing relationships should be developed in future, in a more explicit manner.

6.5 The theory of change behind influencing expectations

The Influencing Study makes a number of recommendations about how DFID-B should take its influencing responsibilities foreword, given the expectations set out in the Draft Guidance Note on Country Assistance Plans. These recommendations include an implicit theory of change.  Some of the elements make sense. Such as the comment that “It [DFID-B] also needs to monitor its relationships and regularly evaluate how effectively they are working”. 

Others do not. There are two problems. One is the box listing “Basic Questions in Framing an Influencing Strategy”, where it is suggested that DFID-B start by asking “What changes are we looking for?" then “How could that happen”, then “Who could make it happen" This is both very instrumentalist
 and seems to assume much more power to effect change than DFID-B seems to have achieved in the past. The alternative would be to ask:

· What types of policy changes are different interest groups with Bangladesh seeking? For example, within the private sector.

· Which of those groups’ view on changes does DFID have the most sympathy with?

· How big is the group’s constituency and how well are they linked with others that can help them?

· How can DFID help that group pursue their agenda? For example, by funding research that will support their arguments? By providing exposure to projects with relevant experience, by providing links to other parties with similar agenda, etc. 

This approach involves a much more decentred view of DFID’s role in Bangladesh, which is probably closer to reality.

The second problem with the theory of change built into the Influencing Study recommendations is the proposed role of DFID as a channel of messages from the grassroots level of society to GoB level. The authors propose that “At the grassroots level: The influence here would primarily be On DFID, not by DFID, but it is critical to its future credibility.”  This theory of change is similar to that used by some INGOs in their relationship to the development and implementation of IRSPSs.  While it is important that DFID has access to credible information about what is happening at grassroots level, a more sustainable approach would seem to require a more decentred role in this relationship as well.  That is, DFID’s role could be more focused on developing and assisting linkages between grassroots level networks and those at the Dhaka level with similar interests. The two alternative theories of change that can be summarised in network diagrams, as shown below. 

A. The Influencing Study view of DFID's role

[image: image7.wmf]Figure 1

Process map of the

 Rural Livelihoods Programme Cycle 

Draft: As of 

23/10/02

Programme Development

Projects Management

Legend

Feed foreward links

Feed back links

 See notes in text of report

Input from or to process off this diagram

Guidelines on steps above

RLP Strategy

Concept Notes

Contracts

Budgets

Project Logical Frameworks

Projects' Comm's

Project Proposals

Workplans

DFID B reporting requirements

strategies

Agreed capacity development plans

1. Development of RLP Strategy 

by DFID RLP staff

2. Development of new RLP 

projects, to improve the 

alignment of the portfolio with 

RLP objectives

3. Contracting out of the 

management of individual new 

projects

4. Implementation of existing and 

new RLP projects

9. M&E capacity development, 

provided by RLP PMonitor

Wider DFID-B   

objectives

(CAP +)

6. Communication of progress and 

lessons learned  

5. Monitoring and Evaluation of 

and by individual RLP projects

A

A


B.  A more decentred role for DFID

[image: image8.wmf]Process performance measures

Responsible persons

1. Transparency:  No. steps publicly visible

2. Timeliness: No. of  deadlines set and met

3. Complexity: Page of Guidelines needed

4. Responsiveness: Date Guidleines last updated 

RLP staff

ML leads

Advisory staff

 

PB + 

Projects Management

Project 

Managers

& NK

Programme Monitoring and Evaluation

Programme 

Monitors

 

Programme Communications

RLP staff

Projects' Comm's

See separate process map

RLP 

CAP 

RLP Communication srtategy

strategies

developed by Programme Monitors

SDA

PSA

11. Analysis for 

programme 

improvement and 

downward 

accountability

8. M&E of RLP project portfolio  

against individual project 

objectives

6. Communication of progress and 

lessons learned  

13.  Internal influencing 

and upward accountablity

12. External 

influencing and 

outward 

accountability

7.  External 

influencing and 

outward 

accountability

10.  RLP  

Communications 

strategy


The decision about which theory of change DFID-B RLP) is pursuing has implications for how its programme level goals can be monitored and evaluated, and therefore the information that is needed to enable it do so (from the Programme Monitors and others).  In each of the two models above DFID has to compare the information it is getting from multiple sources. But in the second model there are more sources whose information needs to be compared, and it is the local and national networks whose knowledge is most critical. This difference has implications for the role of the Programme Monitors.   DFID-B and the RLP team need to make a choice between these (or other) theories of change.      

                                                                [Recommendation]
6.6  Linking Communications back to Programme Development and Management

What should the relationship be between the Rural Livelihoods Programme Strategy and its Communication Strategy? The Programme Strategy can only give broad guidelines regarding communications, in the form of information about future kinds of relationships that need to be developed between different actors (i.e. the proposed milestones). The rest has to be based on current analysis of opportunities and risks, in the light of what is known about the RLP at present.

Perhaps one way of viewing RLP’s communications activities is to see them as the organisation’s current focus of attention and short term memory. The challenge then is to make sure that what it attends to be then selectively translated into longer-term memory, through changes being made to RLP plans and procedures. In the RLP process map this is show as happening through a number of feedback loops which are of varying frequency. They link back into:

· RLP strategy revisions

· Development of new projects

· Contracting out of the management of individual projects

· Implementation of individual projects, and the 

· Monitoring and evaluation of RLP projects by the Programme Monitor

· Revisions to the Communications Strategy

One means of assessing the extent to which the RLP is learning from experience would be try to identify any changes that had taken place in any of the above processes, that could be identified as being associated with knowledge arising from external communications (and internal communications via the Programme Monitor). 

6.7   Who should be responsible for RLP communications?

The RLP process map shows external communications being generated by individual RLP projects and by the RLP team, but not by the Programme Monitor. Many of the projects are already involved in communicating their achievements, their interpretation of the issues they are engaged with, and the implications for policy and practice
. In section 5 above I have suggested that these practices should be peer reviewed on a periodic basis, mainly with the aim of improving projects’ communications capacity.

It has not been proposed that the programme Monitor should get involved in external communications. If they were involved in addition to the RLP team and individual projects the potential for mixed and contradictory messages would be substantial.

Passing responsibility for RLP communications from the RLP team to the Programme Monitors could easily have the effect of reinforcing a front-end bias within DFID (designing projects and spending money). Keeping responsibility within the RLP team may require some explicit thinking about communications strategy, especially if the Programme Monitors will be inquiring about the RLP team's information needs.  

Separating the roles of information broker (RLP Monitors) from that of the users of information (DFD) should also help assess the performance of Programme monitors. Can they deliver the information that is needed?

7. Developing the M&E Framework: Recommendations

7.1 Reviewing this paper

1. This report should be sent to:

· All members of the RLP team in the first instance, to enable them to check the arguments, evidence and proposals, and to seek any necessary changes in the text

· To the members of the RLP Group, and others within DFID-B who may be interested, for their comments.

· To all RLP parties that DFID has ongoing contractual relationships concerning the implementation of the various RLP projects. The appearance of a new layer of responsibility between them and DFID-B was not foreseen when they signed their contracts with DFID, and it seems reasonable they should be allowed to see and comment on the proposals made

· They should be asked to discuss the possible implications of the proposals with other parties to their projects, and send back feedback to the RLP team on same. 

· When all necessary changes to the text have been agreed upon and made, the report should be made available to the companies who have submitted expressions of interest for the Programme Monitoring contract. Their attention should be drawn to section 5 especially.

2. The RLP Programme Cycle process map should be reviewed by the RLP team so that a final version can then be produced (by this consultant) and which can then be made available to other parties. 

· This should include revision of the listing of staff responsibilities on the right side, and reference to appropriate guidelines and related documentation on the bottom. 

· Revision of the proposed process performance criteria

3. Companies bidding for the role of RLP Programme Monitor should be given a copy of Figure 1 and asked to:

· Give their interpretation of how their work would fit within the overall process,

· Develop a process map that would elaborate the processes described in two cells in the Programme M&E block, and any others that they see as an important part of the role of the Programme Monitor.  

· Including process performance criteria that others, such as DFID-B, could use to assess their performance

7.2 Identifying the milestones

The RLP team should take steps to 

4. Prioritise the RLP Strategy objectives in terms of which the RLP team expects to deliver the most information about achievements (both on impact the ground and policy relevant knowledge).

· If they cannot do this then they need to state explicitly to the Programme Monitors (and bidders for that contract) that all three objectives will be of equal importance.

5. Measure the alignment of their current portfolio of projects with the RLP objectives, using the method outlined in 4.1 

6. Identify, prioritise and document the type of changes they expect to make in the RLP portfolio of projects over the next five years, in terms of the types of relationships they want to have with new and existing project partners and other actors, as listed on in section 3.5.3 

· Use a nested category structure as shown in  section Annex 6 to separate out the changes will effect from large groups of partners, from those effecting smaller groups, which may be achievable in the shorter term 

7. Identify a time by when the achievements of the RLP strategy will be evaluated, preferably linked into the timing of the review of the CAP. And then publicise the RLP strategy and the commitment to evaluate it on the DFID website.

7.3 Communications strategy

8. Before April next year
  the RLP should develop a  communication strategy that articulates at least the following:

· Priorities in terms of target audiences, and the information that needs to go to and come from them

· How these link back to the milestones developed for the RLP strategy

· How these relate to either of the two theory of changes about DFID-B's influencing role in Bangladesh in section 6.5, or any other theory of change that is preferred.

· Who within the RLP team will be responsible for what

Interim steps could include some comparisons of the relative effectiveness of RLP's various types of communications in the way suggested in section 6.3

9. The RLT should set up a contacts database, with priority being given to the contacts information held by the RLT team members who will be soon leaving.

10. This consultant should be used to help develop a network diagram out of the (proposed) contacts data base information which will give the RLP team an overview of all the contacts they have, and did have. This can then be used for more comprehensive planning of future contacts, in the light of the communications strategy (to be). This could be done in early 2003.

7.4 Guidance for potential Programme Monitors

11. This should include

· A copy of the final version of this report

· An up to  date version of the RLP Programme Cycle process map

· RLP Communications Strategy, if available

· Update version of the RLP Strategy

7.5 Timing of further consultancy inputs

12. This consultant is available to do:

· limited amounts of desk based work in the first week of December, and early January

· 1 or 2 days inputs while working for PETRRA in Dhaka in December

· For availability after then please consult the 2003 calendar at www.mande.co.uk/admin/programme.htm
9.  Inputs from the consultant may be of help in respect to

· Searching throughout DFID for any other examples of country level RLP strategies and associated M&E frameworks, that could inform plans in DFID-B

· Refining the design of the RLP programme cycle process map

· Development of milestones for the RLP Strategy objectives

· Network diagramming of RLP Dhaka level contacts essential to their influencing strategy.

8. Annexes

1. Terms of Reference

Rural Livelihoods Strategy: Scoping Study to Assess Monitoring & Evaluation Options . 

Draft 2 September 19

1.
Background

1.1
Bangladesh until recently, had a predominately rural based population with gross national product and employment opportunities linked closely to it’s natural resource (both land and water) base. Economic development and national food security policies were based on exploitation of these resources. In recognition of this, DFID Bangladesh has developed a substantial natural and aquatic resources programme over the past 15 years with a predominantly technical focus on production issues and the sustainability of the natural resource base. For management reasons, these programmes were developed and implemented separately. 

1.2
However, as Bangladesh moves to a more urban and industrialised society, the contribution of natural resources to economic development and poverty reduction will still be important but its role will change. As the natural and aquatic resources programme evolved, it was clear that high quality, innovative but technically focused projects are not enough if poverty impact on the scale needed in Bangladesh is to be achieved.  

1.3

Therefore, a Rural Livelihoods Strategy (RLS) was developed
 during 2000-1 within which natural resources entry points can be identified but also the broader issues to which any outcome is linked. The final document was produced in May 2001 outlining its priorities and approach to programme development for the medium term that placed natural resources within a broader context. The RLS recognises the changing face of rural livelihoods (migration, diversification, communication), the importance of governance and institutional issues and also the linkages with other sectors (social, human development, health, rural infrastructure) and the need to move from an output focused to an outcome-focused approach that responds to the increasing complexity and options of the rural poor’s livelihood strategies.  At the centre of this is the need for understanding and engagement in the deeper structures and processes that affect the lives of the poorest.

1.4
The development of the strategy is a process that can respond to changes within the development process as well as DFID-B. It will address evolving issues and approaches that impact on the livelihoods of the rural poor and sets out a vision and principles based on new knowledge and understanding with The strategy has three cross-cutting objectives: a dynamic rural economy, reduced vulnerability, and responsive rural governance as outlined in Appendix 1. 

1.5
DFID-B is now in the process of developing wider teams and programmes to respond to these and using the strategy to develop a new generation of programmes
 and, as a platform for much closer integration of the existing aquatic and natural resources projects. In order to manage this process the current portfolio of projects have been grouped under four programmatic themes that will contribute towards the RLS outcomes. These are given in Appendix 2 with the existing projects listed under the most appropriate theme
. 

2. 
Overall Objectives

2.1
The overall objective of the consultancy is to critical assess the scope for establishing an M&E system
 to evaluate the performance of the programme in achieving its outcomes and its overall contribution to higher level targets and to outline a clearly defined process and framework for achieving this based on the three stands of work listed below 

2.2
In order to achieve this a process-approach will be taken and, the initial inputs in October will be essentially to begin to think through, and map-out, the process starting from a bottom-up perspective, to assess how the projects (and programme) feed into the Rural Livelihoods Strategy and, how a framework can be developed in terms of when the monitoring of the projects/programme is contracted out.    

3. 
Scope of Work

3.1   A review of the roles and responsibilities of the rural livelihoods team identified the need to develop systems for sub-contracting the management and monitoring of project implementation in order to handle the portfolio with only one Programme Adviser in post from mid-2003 and one Rural Livelihoods Support Officer. In order to ensure consistency and coherence across the programme this needs to be underpinned by the development of an explicit DFID-B programme and project monitoring and evaluation policy and strategy. 

The aim will be to initiate a process to:

· outline an approach to assist in the process of how to plan and set clear milestones for the programme against which it can be monitored and information can be provided in a timely manner; 

· provide guidance on the question of attribution, whether it is possible to determine attribution at the programme-level and measures that need to be in place to achieve this at a programme-level;

· develop and map out a framework for internalising, institutionalising experiences and lessons throughout the programme, building on what we are good at and ensuring that our partners learn from our experiences;

· develop robust indicators in order to assess achievement of the RLS outcomes and longer term impact 

3.2
The development of a new rural livelihoods strategy has meant that there will be a need to evaluate the programme and to begin to map out a process for establishing a system to evaluate the performance, impact and sustainability of the rural livelihoods programme. 

The aim will be to begin to:

· outline a process for mapping out clear a policy should set out the objectives, rationale and context for programme and project monitoring and evaluation.  

· outline and begin the process of developing a strategy that should clearly set out monitoring points, and the types, levels and frequency of monitoring and evaluation activities (including internal and external review), and clearly assign roles and responsibilities for these.  

· ensure that lesson learning, best practices and experiences are incorporated and shared throughout the programme and DFID.

· initiate the process of developing best practices and checklist (as an operating manual) for the guidance of DFID-B staff and, more importantly perhaps, programme monitoring and management sub-contractors. 

3.3
The rural livelihoods programme will also need to report on, and be evaluated against, its overall contribution towards DFID-B’s Country Assistance Plan, DFID’s Public Sector and Service Delivery Agreements and ensure coherence with Government of Bangladesh’s plans and policies and the National Strategy for Poverty Reduction & Economic (PRSP). Therefore, there needs to be established systems and processes in place to measure progress
 and performance against these more macro-level targets.

4 Conduct of Work & Methodology

4.1
Although the work has been separated into three strands for ease of reference it is acknowledged that they are interlinked and very careful consideration will be required to sequencing of actual inputs.

4.2
In order to achieve the scope of work presented above it may well require more innovative approaches than before, present significant challenges to the team and require new ways of working across the office and with external partners. Thus, without discouraging, or constraining the consultant, it must be emphasised that there is a need to realistically examine the implications of undertaking any design process and, to ensure that the process can easily be understood, that they will be tangible and achievable end-products that can be easily applied within the context of the rural livelihoods programme and DFIDB office (and a financial and human resource framework).  

4.3
The consultant will receive a briefing from the DFID-B Senior Rural Livelihood Adviser with regard to these TORs and other members of the team. This will also be an opportunity to discuss these in more depth and ensure a common understanding and perspective of the tasks, the itinerary will be finalised on arrival in Bangladesh in October.  

4.4
The overall objective will be approached by
· working very closely with the core DFID-B rural livelihoods team and group in focusing on the areas outlined in the TORs,  to reflect on, in order to reach a common understanding of the scope of work, the design process, way forward and how to manage this within the context of the rural livelihoods programme. Experiences from other teams may be useful to inform the process (for example education/health);

· review key documentation (key briefing material highlighted in point 9) relating to the programme/projects, major DFID-B documents and literature of DFIDB’s country programme and drawing on relevant experience, lessons learnt and best practice of other donors in Bangladesh and more widely;

· conduct interviews/discussions/meeting/focus groups with DFID-B staff and Advisers and extensive consultation with key informants in DFIDB’s Rural Livelihoods programme;  

5.
Expected Outcomes & Deliverables

5.1
Before departure the consultant will present his initial findings a meeting of project/programme staff and DFIDB Advisers from the Rural Livelihoods team and group. A decision nearer the date will be made as to whether the presentation should be more widely presented in DFIDB. The meeting will take in the High Commission, date to be confirmed and organised by the RL team. This will present an opportunity to discuss the findings to a wider audience, incorporate feedback into the report and to reach agreement (depending on the outcome) on the design process, the way forward with clearly identified benchmarks. 

6.
Competencies & Expertise required

A consultant will be appointed with the following competencies.

· A very good understanding and knowledge of monitoring & evaluation tools and systems at both project/programme level but also at the macro-policy level.

· Good understanding of institutional and social issues and knowledge of governance issues in Bangladesh

· Experience of working with donor agencies in Bangladesh

· Good understanding of wider international development policy and experience of DFID’s policy and commitment to the international development agenda;

· Understanding of change management and organisational, institutional process in development agencies;

· Good understanding and some familiarity of using the sustainable livelihoods approach.

· Excellent drafting, communication skills and team working will be required

7.
Inputs & Timing

7.1
The initial visit will be for 8 days in Bangladesh from the 19 October 2002. There will be an additional two working days for reviewing key documents, preparation and finalising the report. The consultant will report directly Rural Livelihoods Programme Adviser.

8.
Briefing information

DFIDB Rural Livelihood Strategy

DFID Public Service Agreement
DFID Service Delivery Agreement

DFIDB Country Strategy Paper

GoB National Strategy for Poverty Reduction & Economic Growth

Rural Livelihood Project Memoranda/documentation.

Appendix 1

Key Outcomes of Rural Livelihoods Strategy

1.
Responsive Rural Institutions and Improved Governance
Greater understanding is needed of the causes of rural poverty and the links to policies, institutions and processes which affect people’s livelihood decisions. There is a dynamic institutional landscape with new actors emerging continuously. Unresponsive institutions and processes prevent a common approach to addressing the underlying causes of poverty. A dynamic rural economy needs an improved institutional and governance framework to ensure equity and markets that work for poor people. Building social and political capabilities of poor men and women, through groups, associations and networks that enhance their voice, are important mechanisms to increase demand for better and more equitable access. Rural institutions and policies must understand and respond to the effects of globalisation.

2.
A Dynamic and Sustainable Rural Economy 

Greater opportunities for sustainable growth are needed to create new employment opportunities for the women and to the extreme poor.  The private sector must be given the space and environment to play a key role in this. The rural economy must adapt to changing economic and social conditions and link effectively to opportunities available through increasing globalisation. Infrastructure, finance and access to better social services will also be important.   A regulatory framework is also required that protects the rights of women and the poor, prevents environmental degradation and supports equitable access for poor people to these opportunities so as to reduce inequalities and increase the impact of growth on poverty reduction. 

3.
Reduced Vulnerability

Poor people need capacity to manage and respond to longer term trends and short term shocks (including natural and economic). Within the context of globalisation, the poor are likely to be even more vulnerable and social safety nets will be important to protect those who lose out. The extreme poor and particularly women headed households need the confidence, voice, and capacity to access basic services, secure resource and other entitlements, and participate in democratic processes.   The poor need at the least to ensure household food security. The poor need access to the skills and knowledge to sustain their livelihoods and access new opportunities in the rural economy. 

Appendix 2.


Programmatic Themes

1. Access of poor people to appropriate technology and knowledge



Project Name
End Date

PETRRA- Poverty Elimination Through Rice Research Assistance
December 2003

SUFER- Support to the University Fisheries and Extension Project
September 2004

REFPI- Research and Extension in Farm Power Issues
March 2003

2. Improved Responsiveness of delivery agreed



ASIRP- Agricultural Support Innovation and Research Project 
December 2003

FFP- Fourth Fisheries Project
January 2005

FTEP-2 – Fisheries Training and Extension Project
June 2003

3. Pro-Poor policy development



CBFM II- Community Based Fisheries Management- II
November 2005

FFP- Fourth Fisheries Project
January 2005

ASIRP- Agricultural Support Innovation and Research Project
December 2003

LMP- Livelihoods Monitoring Project
March 2005

4. Improved livelihoods for poor and vulnerable people



SHABGE- Strengthening Household Access to Bari Gardening Extension
June 2005

RDRS- Rangpur Dinajpur Rural Service-Aquaculture
June 2003

Go-INTERFISH- Greater Opportunities for Integrated Rice and Fish
March 2004

LMP- Livelihoods Monitoring Project
March 2005

                                                                                          Appendix 3

 


2. Weighted measures of alignment

· Having each project rank the relative importance of each RLP objective within their project 

· Weight the rank they give to each objective by the % of the total RLP budget they are spending in their project

· Add up the weighted rank values given to each objective by each project

Example


Share of  RLP budget
Weighted rankings given to each objective



Objective 1
Objective 2
Objective 3

Project 1
30%
3 x 30% = 0.9
1 x 30% = 0.3
2 x 30% = 0.6

Project 2
20%
2 x 20% = 0.4
3 x 20% = 0.6
1 x 20% = 0.2

Project 3
40%
2 x 40% = 0.8
1 x 40% = 0.4
3 x 40% = 1.2

Project 4
10%
3 x 10% = 0.3
2 x 10% = 0.2
1 x 10% = 0.1

All
100%
2.4 
1.5
2.1

3. Portfolio performance measures

Note: The following (edited) text has been taken from the Davies June 2002 report to PETRRA "DEVELOPING THE PETRRA MONITORING AND EVALUATION STRATEGY: Analysis and conclusions of the first of two consultancy inputs to the PETRRA project" 
Portfolio performance measures

Five potentially useful performance measure are explained below, along with an explanation of how to apply them.  While these could be used by individual members of the PETRRA PMU, there is likely to be more collective learning if they are tested out via a group exercise, at least in the first instance. 

1. Alignment

Alignment can be measured by constructing two sets of rankings, then creating a graph, and plotting one against the other, to identify the relationship (or the lack of). The first ranking is of the ideal, a ranking of the relative importance of various attributes of research projects. These attributes may include:

· The type of impact achieved

· The method used to generate that impact

· The types of farmers and others to be involved

PETRRA already has such a list, which is used in the assessment of Concept Notes and Project Proposals. This lists 23 attributes grouped into four categories (Developmental Relevance, Technical Quality, Finance, and Other). Each Concept Note and Project Proposal is given a 1-5 score on each of these attributes.  As far as I know, these attributes have not been ranked in terms of their relative importance.

The second ranking should be of the relative importance of these attributes as present in each of the currently funded sub-projects. Those rankings should then be combined into an average for all those projects. This data is available from the Project Proposal assessment sheets of funded projects, and of non-funded projects.

The ideal and (average) actual ranking of each project attribute can then be plotted on a graph. The ideal result would be to find a perfect correlation, a straight line going up the middle of the graph (see below). In practice there will be some attributes that are more present in the portfolio than their importance justifies, and some that are not present enough. Those “outliers” point to how the portfolio’s contents need to be changed in the future (less of the former, more of the latter).

Recommendation: PMU staff should test this method. They should construct an ideal ranking for the contents of each of the three sets of sub-projects. Data should then be taken from the funded Project Proposals to calculate average actual rankings, using the rating data on record. The relationship between the actual should then be examined and discussed, looking for the implications of what type of sub-projects are needed in the future, if there to be any further funding rounds. 

There may be other important criteria to take into account that are not necessarily captured by the list mentioned above.  For example, the scale of the sub-project, and the type and size of the organisation managing the sub-project. 

PS: There is one attributes of the portfolio as a whole that PETRRA may want to bear in mind when planning the ideal portfolio. That is diversity within the portfolio. Within investment planning diversity is a universally recognised way of minimising risk.  Diversity is also a way of enhancing the prospects of innovation. It is a means of preventing the dominance of any one world view on how to do things. 

2. Portfolio Plans versus Achievements

In an ideal world, actual achievements would be consistent with expected achievements. In practice PETRRA should be able to develop some expectations about the likely relative achievements of different sub-projects, from the project appraisal process, and then from subsequent progress reports. Their predictions should then ideally have some relationship to their actual achievements. Where there is variance in actual results then an analysis of the reasons should provide useful feedback into the design of the appraisal process.

As above, two sets of rankings can be constructed then the results graphed against each other. The first would be a ranking of recently funded projects according to their expected relative success. Success here can be defined as success in relation to their stated objectives, which in practice may vary substantially in their ambition. The second ranking is on the basis of actual achievements to date, again relative to their stated objectives.  Overall achievement can be described by the rank order correlation of the two measures. Implications for future project funding can be obtained by looking at the “outliers”, the sub-projects where the gap between expected and actual achievements is the greatest (thus including both under-and over achievers).

The practicality of this method may depend on the extent to which PETRRA does batch rather than continuous processing of proposals. Batch processing allows a number of projects to be ranked at the same starting time. This seems to be the norm in PETRRA, though some batches are not very big.  In the case of the Uptake pathways sub-projects a form of ranking of success to date has already been partially developed. Annex C in the April 2002 “Lessons Learned….” Working Paper shows 11 projects rated on 15 performance criteria. Seven of these relate to the criteria used in the assessments of Concept Notes and Project Proposals, mentioned above. Surprisingly, none of these seem to refer specifically to whether the sub-project achieved, or did not achieve, its objective. Process seemed to be a dominant concern.

Recommendation: PETRRA should experiment with this method. Current achievements could be ranked as part of an annual review process, suggested above. It may be worthwhile attempting a retrospective ranking of expectations of the operating sub-projects. However, results would be more objective if the ranking of expected achievements was implemented with all sub-projects funded from now on (there are a number in the pipeline).

All the above measures can be tried with each of the three-sub portfolios (technology, uptake, policy) and the results compared. Again, expectations of relative success at this level could also be compared with actual success. Would technology development be expected to be the most successful, and policy research the least? 

3. Cost-effectiveness

The achievements of a sub-project may or may not be in proportion to the amount invested. Ideally it would. The latter would include both the amount granted plus the costs of capacity building inputs). Sub-projects can be ranked by actual achievements to date, in absolute terms. The can also be ranked according to their costs. The graph of both rankings can then be compared to identify the degree of correlation (higher being better), and the outliers where there conspicuously high- and low cost effectiveness
.  Again, the analysis of positive variants should provide important feedback into the appraisal process. Over time this could lead to more cost-effective research.

Recommendation: This sort of analysis requires the availability of cost data in addition to the size of the grant (which is already known), most notably the costs of capacity building. This knowledge in turn requires some means of defining what are capacity building activities and what are not, and then capturing that information in PETRRA’s financial information system. [Is this possible?]

4. Efficiency

Other competitive research funds have been compared in terms of the management costs as a percentage of total costs (management plus grants disbursed). Percentages are reported to range from 5–6 per cent with larger research funds, to 36–43 per cent in the case of smaller research funds
. As with cost-effectiveness, this measure relies on the ability of finance records to discriminate these types of costs.  Other measures of efficiency may be more available, such as the time taken between request for Concept Notes and disbursement of funds to an approved proposal (average, maximum and minimum). This aspect of performance is discussed further in section 5.6 below.
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5. People contacted

  

  6.     Nested classification of partners

Hierarchical  classification of Burkinabe NGOs funded by Christian Aid in 1993, by Abiy Hailu.

All NGOs in Burkina Faso funded by Christian Aid in 1993
Beneficiaries are other people. They do things for others. They are managers.
Clients are grassroots people, the organisation mobilises funds from external donors. It is involved in project implementation
Organised within the context of church outreach programmes
Small uni-sectoral programmes
Has health components, targeted to specific groups, disabled people
NGO 1






Only agricultural activities, with ordinary people
NGO 2





Large, covers all provinces, multi-sectoral. It receives requests from village groups promoted by member churches
NGO 3




Lay organisations
They only implement their own projects
NGO 4





They will execute projects conceived by others as well as their own
NGO 5



They work with structured organisations. They provide technical services rather than funding.


Provide services on request to whoever requires them e.g NGOs, well structured groups, etc
A consultancy service, makes profits, wants to be more rigorous in its work
NGO 6





Set up as an NGO. Not supposed to do consultancy work but they do.
NGO 7




It has registered members who are organisations. It should live off their contributions. It provides services to them - training, workshops, representation of their views, negotiations with government and promotes members interests.
NGO 8


The members of these organisations are producers. Hopefully they are run by themselves and for themselves
In principal they are producer groups, run by members and expected to live off their own resources. They are not registered as NGOs
A credit union, free from government influence
NGO 9




A producers union. There is a lot of government interference in them because they are big. They have an umbrella structure of cooperatives
NGO 10



They have registered as NGOs. The top structure behaves like an NGO
This organisation is younger and extends more credit
NGO 11




This organisation is older and gives more subsidies to its members
NGO 12

7. Simple network analysis: Representational tools

Network diagrams have nodes and ties, representing actors and their relationships.

Ties can be directed, or undirected (arrows or non). This example is a composite or “factional” description, based on a recent field visit to a PETRRA research sub-project. It illustrates a small part of the complexity of many development projects, in terms of the actors involved, and DFID’s  relationships with them. The matrix below summarises the diagram, and the next below expands on the cell contents of the matrix


Website references on social network analysis (next page):

Professional studies

Burt, R.S. (2000) "The Network Structure of Social Capital" in Research in Organisational Behavior, Volume 22, edited by Sutton, R.I, and Staw, B.M. JAI Press. Greenwich, CT. at http://gsbwww.uchicago.edu/fac/ronald.burt/research/NSSC.pdf
Freeman, L.C. (1999) Visualizing Social Networks. Journal of Social Structure. See http://zeeb.library.cmu.edu:7850/JoSS/article.html
Hanneman, R.A. (2002) Social Network Analysis. An online text book for undergraduate sociology students at http://wizard.ucr.edu/~rhannema/networks/ 
See also the Social Network Analysis Bibliography  at http://wizard.ucr.edu/~rhannema/networks/text/biblio.html
Scott, J. (2002) Social Network Analysis: A Handbook. Sage. London at http://www.amazon.com 

Popular science 

Barabasi, A-L. (2002) Linked: The New Science Of Networks. Perseus Publishing. Cambridge, Mass.

8. Guidance on attribution issues

A good claim to having caused some outcome will:

1.  Be open to disproof

· A claim about how x has caused y should be open to disproof.  If some one is making a claim of having caused something, but cannot explain what evidence would show that claim to be false, then their claim is a weak one.

2.  Be able to show a correlation
· It should be possible to show a correlation between the occurrence of x and the occurrence of y This can be in two forms, and hopefully both:

· External comparison: With x present y does occur, and without x present y does not occur

· Internal comparison: With the most successful form of x present y is present in its strongest form, and with x in is least successful form y is present in its weakest form.

3.  Be able to put forward a plausible story line (causal process) that shows how the correlation works.

· The more steps in the story, the more vulnerable to disproof it will be. This is good.

· The more public the proposed explanation is made the more vulnerable to disproof it will be. This is good.  
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� Expressions of Interest were called for by DFID on October 17th, 2002


� According to staff comments. 


� The Basics of Process Mapping, Robert Damelio, Process Mastering: How to Establish and Document the Best Known Way to Do a Job, Ray W. Wilson, P.E.,Paul,  Harsin,   Process Mapping: How to Reengineer Your Business Processes, V. Daniel Hunt, Daniel V. Hunt Process Reengineering in Action: A Practical Guide to Achieving Breakthrough Results, Richard Y. Chang Workflow Management: Models, Methods, and Systems, Wil van der Aalst,Kees Van Hee Mapping Work Processes                    Dianne Galloway


� My most recent examples being an SCF and AusAid project in Vietnam.


� Terminology seems to vary across projects, but here these two terms are used to refer to the Bangladeshi officer in charge of the project and their expatriate counterpart or chief adviser.


� With the exception of CAP objective 1, which is not built into the RLP Strategy as a separate objective ("Supporting the GoB to develop its Poverty Reduction Strategy")


� This estimate includes the CHARS project, with an initial expected lifespan of 7 years.


� � HYPERLINK http://www.mande.co.uk/#Perversity ��http://www.mande.co.uk/#Perversity� 


� See Sue Unsworth’s (2001) comments about the likelihood of different pathways to development.


� ENRON notwithstanding, in developed economies feedback about performance of stockmarket-listed companies is available in comparable quantitative form (sales, yields, dividends, return on capital, debt ratios, etc), in the relatively short term. Rules of reporting are established and the players are smaller in number than in the economy as a whole


� See P13: Pro-poor gains in agriculture depend on new entry points and responsive and new institutions and linkages P11 New ways of working within DFID_B and with Development Partners P6: Rural institutions and governance P4: Development Agenda and Process


� See step 2 in "Suggestion for new priority Check-list" for choosing projects/activities


� Is this what has happened with the CHARS project?


� This can be done through a card sorting technique described at � HYPERLINK http://www.swan.ac.uk/cds/rd/hierarch.htm ��www.swan.ac.uk/cds/rd/hierarch.htm� and � HYPERLINK http://www.swan.ac.uk/cds/rd/treemap.htm ��www.swan.ac.uk/cds/rd/treemap.htm� 


� See Glossary for terminology use here.


� Scoping Study for the preparation of a Communications Strategy for the FAR/NR Programme (2001), and DFID Bangladesh:  Developing an External Communications Strategy (2002)


� RLP staff have also managed to cope by slimming down the quarterly reporting requirements of each of the 13 RLP projects.


� Defined in terms of the direction of money flow into smaller and smaller units, of money and authority over that money


� There is some overlap between the two ranking exercises, in that in communications for capacity building there is an assumed desire for the information by the recipient, the same attribute used to distinguish learning from influencing in the first of the two tables above.


� I have not checked to see if such a register now exists.


� This should not include confidential  information


� Using other people as tools to our own ends.


� Though how many I am not yet clear on.


� By which time the Programme Monitors may have been appointed


� The DFID Sustainable Livelihoods Approach provides a useful framework within which to develop this strategy. 





� The Chars and Coastal Programmes, Agriculture Research and Poverty Challenge Fund, Agri-Business and Trade. 


� Whilst it is recognised that projects could be grouped under one or more themes the rationale was to be able to manage the process and assign responsibilities to one Programme Adviser  


� A schematic diagram is given in Appendix 3 mapping this out.


� If we cannot tell with any accuracy whether development efforts are proving effective, the public has no way of judging progress. But if we can measure success and show where development works, we are much better placed to increase public support and the political will for further action. DFID White Paper Two: paragraph 351.


� Cost-effectiveness is defined here as the relative amount of benefit gained from a given investment. 


� Competitive Agricultural Technology Funds in Developing Countries. By Gerard J. Gill and Diana Carney (1999) at http://www.odi.org.uk/nrp/41.html
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