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Introduction

This report summarizes the proceedings of the Local Capacity Building (LCB) workshop conducted at the 1999 FAM Annual Meeting. The workshop was conducted over approximately a day and a half, and included participants from 14 of the 16 FAM member organizations, as well as representatives from USAID/Office of Food for Peace and FANTA (Attachment A). The workshop was lead by consultant James Carney.

The workshop was intended to motivate members of the FAM LCB working group (WG) to define what they hoped to accomplish collaboratively in Fiscal Year 2000.  The group’s original mandate was created at the 1997 FAM Annual Meeting in Coolfont, West Virginia in an exercise focused on setting FAM member priorities for the Institutional Support Assistance (ISA) grant.  For numerous reasons, member participation and action in the working group languished in the two years that followed.  

In planning for the 1999 Annual Meeting, a core group of individuals from FAM worked to renew member commitment to LCB, by encouraging an active and productive WG in the coming year. In preparation for the meeting, a background paper or “Summary of Findings” was developed, briefly outlining what several FAM members are doing in capacity building, and providing documentation summarizing the history of the working group.  The Summary of Findings was shared with participants prior to the workshop.  The workshop achieved successful outcomes, including a recommitment to the LCBWG on the part of the FAM membership, as illustrated by the work plan that was developed at the workshop in a format that can be executed by the FAM LCB working group. A complete copy of the Summary of Findings can be found in Attachment B.

Workshop Objectives

The workshop objectives were to:

· Review the LCB Summary of Findings -Discuss FY2000 Implications

· Establish Common Elements/Skills for LCB

· Identify Areas for FAM Collaboration

· Develop an LCB Working Group Work Plan

· Identify a Working Group Chair

Participant Expectations

The workshop opened with an exercise that encouraged participants to think about what expectations they had formed about the workshop outcomes.  In small groups, participants defined the three most important things they hoped to achieve by the end of the workshop.  Their expectations were then shared with the entire group.  Common expectations included:

· Defining the various PVO approaches to LCB, methodologies, and key program elements

· Defining meaningful performance/impact indicators for LCB

· Sharing lessons learned, best and worst practices, and collective experiences (case studies in collaboration)

· Defining the purpose and objectives of the working group

· Developing a practical work plan for the working group

Summary of Findings

Following the expectations activity, James Carney presented his Summary of Findings paper. The paper is based on interviews with representatives of FAM member organizations and other stakeholders, and took into account an initial FAM survey on LCB activities, funded under Title II in 1998.   

The Summary of Findings revealed that there is a “striking commonality” in how the FAM members see LCB, and that identifying common elements of capacity building is more appropriate than crafting a common definition. FAM member approaches and activities in LCB occur along a spectrum, ranging from individual inputs to supra-national relationships. The differences in how LCB activities are programmed, or organized, (as an input to individuals/hh/communities, via organizational strengthening, or through working with counterparts or chapters) need to be more widely understood. Measurement of capacity building is a topic of universal priority. 

LCB Spectrum Activity

In the LCB Spectrum Activity, participants were asked to write a brief description of three to five of their LCB activities.  The descriptions were then placed on a graphic representation of the LCB spectrum, indicating at which societal or political level the activity was conducted.  Each organization was asked to give a brief synopsis of the activities it chose to use in the exercise.  The graphic on page 4 shows the LCB Spectrum and the distribution of LCB activities as described in the exercise. The spectrum illustrates a useful starting point from which to separate aspects of capacity building. The spectrum does not fully illustrate the rich variety of options possible in capacity building programming. 

Readers of these proceedings should note that the activities listed are merely a sampling of the activities being conducted by the participating organizations, and are not an indication of how many LCB activities are being conducted by the participating organizations overall.  The number of activities conducted by FAM members greatly exceeded the time available for describing them at the workshop. 

Participants in the exercise listed both TII and non-TII activities, and several inherent and implied aspects of capacity building were discussed throughout the exercise. The nature of capacity building is that it can apply not only to outcomes, but also to processes and interactions, therefore it is necessary to consistently define what aspect of capacity building is being discussed. Furthermore, a common underpinning to capacity building is the management of risk.

Most of the organizations that participated in the workshop were active on multiple levels of the Spectrum, and many of their activities were targeted at more than one level (denoted by an asterisk* in the following graphic). Participation in a capacity building activity implies movement, as the focus of a programmatic input may be targeted to the community level, but that same activity may be moving toward linking into a regional network. 

FAM member activities were distributed across the Spectrum, although activities tended to cluster at the community, local trust, and national organization/partner/chapter level. A source of confusion was making the distinction between internal capacity building within PVO staff (at various levels field, partners, HQ), and capacity building activities focused outside of the organization (internal vs. external). 


Participant LCB Activities

The following are brief descriptions of the LCB activities listed by each participating organization and shown in the graphic on the previous page.

ACDI-VOCA

Spectrum Level: National

ACDI-VOCA builds the capacity of Rwandan national agricultural organizations and the Rwandan Ministry of Agriculture to enhance their agricultural strategy and to conduct monetization activities.

Spectrum Level: Community

By conducting small-lot auctions, small-scale private traders are able to service the staple food needs of consumers in rural Uganda.  This program also provides grants to Ugandan farms larger than one household to improve agricultural techniques.

Spectrum Level: Community

The proceeds of ACDI-VOCA's monetization program in Cape Verde have enabled the training and registration of community-based watershed associations that contract as independent construction entities to build soil and water conservation infrastructure.  Additionally, ACDI/VOCA has capitalized a small-business lending program that provides loans to individuals in various communities.

Adventist Development & Relief Agency (ADRA)

Spectrum Level: Community/Regional/National

The ADRA Professional Leadership Institute (APLI), a partnership with Andrews University in Michigan, provides training and certificates in food security-related fields for ADRA employees (field and domestic staff) and other interested professionals.  Participants can also earn a Master’s Degree from Andrews through APLI.

Spectrum Level: Community

ADRA conducts agricultural and sanitation education activities at the village level through a Maternal/Child Health program.

Spectrum Level: Regional

ADRA conducts sectoral workshops for staff in various countries.

Africare

Spectrum Level: Household/Community

Community capacity building is the foundation of Africare's food security activities (agricultural productivity and Household nutrition) and an activity objective.  All programs begin with Rapid Rural Appraisals and continue with Participatory Rural Appraisals and utilize community based information systems and action planning.  Household nutrition and agriculture productivity activities implemented in relation to these community capacity building activities are tailored to the local conditions.  In Mozambique an initiative to increase oil seed production and oil processing is being implemented in combination with activities to promote improved nutrition of children including the use of the Hearth Model to rehabilitate malnourished children.  Guinea has a similar community based nutrition program combined with a post harvest handling activity to increase the quantity and quality of food available.

Spectrum Level: Community/Supra-National

Africare's West and Central Africa/Regional Food Security Initiative builds capacity in and across several countries, including Chad, Mali, and Burkina Faso.  The regional program includes community level local capacity building activities which in addition to strengthening local capacity improve agricultural productivity and household nutrition in the individual country programs.

Spectrum Level: National - Non-Title II 

The non-Title II  BINGO's program operates in Benin.  This program concentrates on regional and national entities, working to strengthen NGO's.

American Red Cross (ARC)

Spectrum Level: Individual/Community/National

The Hurricane Georges feeding program in the Dominican Republic uses a "shadowing" program to train local staff, where each ARC position is assigned a local counterpart who works actively with the ARC representatives.

Spectrum Level: Regional/National

The Russian winter feeding program builds internal Red Cross capacity within the regions of Russia where it operates, spreading the notoriety and reputation of the Russian Red Cross, and thereby increasing local donations, volunteering, and community trust in the organization.

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional/National/Supra-National

Red Cross/Red Crescent Societies focus on institutional development as an organization-wide priority, promoting skills and resource development and transfer through a structured, results oriented local, regional, and globally capacity building programs.

CARE

Spectrum Level: Local/National

CARE/Bangladesh builds capacity of local government and local NGOs by providing training in planning and infrastructure maintenance, such as road maintenance, and disaster preparedness.

Spectrum Level: Local/National

CARE/Honduras focuses on building the capacity of local government in planning, resource use, and implementation in a direct feeding program.

Spectrum Level: Community

CARE/Madagascar builds capacity of community groups in urban settings by providing training and assistance in DAP design, development of program objectives, and measurement indicators.

Catholic Relief Services (CRS)

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional

CRS builds local capacity through a Safe Motherhood/Child Survival program in India which works in partnership with Indian social service organizations.  This program focuses on strategic planning, proposal development, and provides training to trainers from local organizations.

Spectrum Level: National

This is a food-assisted education program in Burkina Faso that concentrates on curriculum development and teacher training.

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional/National/Supra-National

This peacebuilding program in the Balkans focuses on bringing parents of different ethnic backgrounds together on the common ground of their children’s education, and works through the Ministries of Education in various Balkan states.

Counterpart International

Spectrum Level: Supra-National - Non-Title II

Counterpart International builds the capacity of regional sector-specific coalitions and associations of NGOs to develop and implement cross-border strategies for NGO capacity building and refugee reintegration and reconciliation.

Spectrum Level: Community/Regional/National - Non-Title II

Counterpart International builds the capacity of local non-governmental organizations to: 1) design, manage and evaluate community-level programs that meet community needs, 2) partner with government and the private sector to ensure the sustainability of impacts, and 3) build constituencies at the community level to successfully advocate for public policy reform. 

Spectrum Level: Individual/Household/Community

Counterpart International trains cadres of trainers -- caretakers, health care workers, extension agents, micro-entrepreneurs and NGO staff -- to ensure the sustainability of services in the sectors in which it works; e.g. humanitarian aid, microenterprise/micro-credit, primary health/reproductive health/child survival, environmental resource management and civil society development.

Spectrum Level: Regional

Counterpart strengthens the capacity of the NGO sector through Civil Society Resource Centers, Professional Associations, sector-specific coalitions, public education through the media and public policy reform. Its integrated package of services to the NGO sector is provided through capital city-based centers and their rural satellites.  Mutually reinforcing services include training, technical assistance, and grants.

Mercy Corps International (MC Int.)

Spectrum Level: Community/Local

This Food-for-Work program in Indonesia builds the capacity through partnership with a local organization based in Jakarta.

Spectrum Level: Household/Community/Local/Regional

This Kosovo Relief program builds capacity through partnership with a local NGO, the Mother Theresa Society.

Spectrum Level: Community/Local

This Food-for-Progress monetization/distribution program in Kyrgystan focuses on developing farming associations and women’s cooperatives.

Opportunities Industrialization Centers International (OICI)

Spectrum Level: Individual/Community/National

OICI  Guinea focuses on building the organizational capacity of its local affiliate OIC-Guinea and also its individual project beneficiaries through project interventions in microenterprise development, agriculture training and extension, and credit with education for women.

Spectrum Level: Individual/Community/Local/National

OIC Cote D'Ivoire builds the capacity of both its rural and urban target beneficiaries. Its urban beneficiaries through job training in computer technology and also small enterprise development and management. Its rural target population through community empowerment, agricultural extension, and rural enterprise development. OIC Cote d'Ivoire also provides training to government workers.

Spectrum Level: Community/Local

OIC Poland builds the local capacity of its clients through entrepreneurial and business management training.  OIC Poland has build its organizational capacity to achieve close to 100% financial sustainability.

Project Concern International (PCI)

Spectrum Level: Community/Local

PCI Nicaragua has focused on developing community boards for food distribution.  In addition, PCI staff have received training to improve agricultural techniques, with emphasis on prevention of soil degradation and sustainability.

Spectrum Level: Community/Local

PCI Guatemala, in its efforts to improve maternal child health, provides training to local NGOs in data collection, technical skills, and funding accountability techniques.

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional/Supra-National

PCI’s Border Health Initiative in the U.S.-Mexico border region provides technical and organizational development training to local NGOs and encourages networking for improved utilization of resources.

Save the Children Federation (SCF)

Spectrum Level: Regional

SCF works with a regional NGO in Ethiopia, the Pastoralist Cooperative of Ethiopia Association (PCEA).

Spectrum Level: Supra-National

Each national SCF organization may be a member of the International Save the Children Alliance.  This contributes to capacity building by enhancing the organization’s fiscal capacity at the national level and by building internal SCF capacity to qualify as a cooperating sponsor (for example, Save the Children – Guatemala).

Spectrum Level: Community

SCF continues local capacity building at the community level through positive deviance inquiries, reflecting locally-developed “best practices” and using them in community mobilization.  Positive deviance inquiries are included in all SCF DAPs.

Spectrum Level: National

SCF builds capacity in Guatemala by working with a national sister organization in implementing a DAP.

TechnoServe

Spectrum Level: Community/Local/Regional

The TREND program in Mozambique focuses on building capacity of private sector business and the PVO community in three different agricultural products.

Spectrum Level: Community/National

The TechnoServe Ghana DAP helps local societies build a national organizational structure which is intended to supercede the assistance heretofore provided by TechnoServe.

World SHARE

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional/National

The Integrated Local Development Program in Guatemala built local capacity by founding a local organization (SHARE de Guatemala), and continues by providing training in monitoring and evaluation, finance, and technical skills.

Spectrum Level: Local

This program in Mexico set up a credit fund for a local coffee cooperative.

World Vision International (WVI)

Spectrum Level: Local/National

WVI builds internal capacity of local boards and national offices.

Spectrum Level: Community/National

This is an emergency program that works with village and community groups in Indonesia.

Spectrum Level: Local/Regional

WVI’s Northern Uganda DAP focuses on strengthening local agricultural marketing groups.

Common Elements of LCB

After the presentations of participant LCB activities, the group was then asked to identify the common elements they saw overall across the spectrum and the activities described by each organization.  Common elements ranged from the type of activities participants were involved in to the issues and challenges that participants faced in conducting their LCB activities.  Examples of the common elements of LCB among the participants include:

· Programs which are relevant to more than one level of the Spectrum

· LCB programs which involve relationships with local partner organizations

· The challenge of developing meaningful indicators and evaluation techniques of program performance and long-term sustainability

Identification of Working Group Topics

Having discussed and recognized shared experiences and common approaches in conducting LCB activities, workshop participants moved on to identifying topics that they felt the LCB working group should address in FY2000 and beyond.  In their small groups, participants identified the following broad topics that the working group should address in both the short- and the long-term:

· Enhance the capacity of national staff/affiliates to address food security issues through a distance learning system which provides accredited certification.

· Gather a summary of the current status of LCB by organization.

· What are the LCB structures used in each spectrum level?

· How do organizational structures influence LCB approach?

· Define common LCB principles.

· Find an LCB structure which enables easy creation of indicators.

· Survey FAM members for available LCB tools and resources and provide these, where possible, to the FSRC.

· Determine how best to disseminate this information to members

· Compile indicators used by members

· Categorize the LCB activities of FAM members

· Promote shared training and exchanges at the national and local level.

· Build capacity of members relating to food aid and sustainability.

· Document “pretty good practices” of strengthening/enhancing capacity of counterpart organizations, local communities, households, and individuals.

LCB Working Group Tasks

Members then chose four areas on which they wanted the working group to concentrate in FY2000 from the general ideas presented in the previous exercise.  These four areas were chosen to be the focus of the LCB working group’s work plan for 2000.

Participants separated into four break-out groups.  Using a simple, two-page planning worksheet as a basis for discussion, each break-out group was assigned to come up with specific actions that the working group should take to accomplish the task the break-out group chose.  The break-out groups were asked to assign completion dates and responsibility for each action.  This information was compiled together to form a rough outline for the LCB working group work plan, which the working group members are expected to further clarify and define. There was a clear overlap of some activities identified by break-out groups. 

Task 1: Enhancement of national and affiliate staff development (curriculum development and training certification)

This break-out group’s task evolved from ADRA’s presentation of the APLI Masters Degree program and training certification project through Andrews University.  Many PVOs represented at the workshop felt that this program was extremely successful and vital to improving skills of both U.S.- and field-based staff.  Although the program is already available to PVOs and professionals outside ADRA, participants in the break-out group were particularly interested in the implications of expanding and standardizing a food security curriculum for acceptance within and outside of the PVO and donor communities.

Goals:  Establish LCB curriculum


 Ensure training is appropriate to and transferable among multiple organizations

A. Conduct needs assessment at national and local level (April-Sept., 2000)

B. Ensure training is transferable among all organizations (no dates given)

C. Review and present selected partner candidates, educational institutions (no dates given)

Task 2: Gather information from FAM member PVOs on LCB process/steps, case studies, and best/worst practices

Some participants found the LCB Spectrum activity extremely helpful in clarifying what LCB activities other PVOs were undertaking and what their unique philosophies were with regard to how LCB is practiced in their organizations.  This task represents the interest of some PVOs in collecting a broad range of information about the types of LCB activities undertaken by the PVO community in general. The collection of this information is intended to make trends in LCB approaches and use of tools more apparent, and will inform how to better monitor LCB activities and overall program standards. 

Goal:  Improve LCB among FAM members

A. Identify LCB working group members (Nov. 10, 1999)

B. Identify purpose for and format of information gathering (Jan. 30, 2000)

C. Gather information (March 31, 2000)

D. Organize information (June 30, 2000)

E. Disseminate information to FAM members and receive feedback (Aug. 1, 2000)

F. Implement purpose of information gathering (no dates given)

G. Create the FY20001 work plan (Oct. 1, 2000)

Task 3: LCB Measurement – gathering and defining indicators, tools, impact assessments, and measuring change by strategy

This break-out group’s purpose was to help FAM member PVOs improve their assessment of their LCB approaches  and the measurement of LCB outcomes.

A. Take an inventory of the available tools focusing on monitoring and evaluation of LCB

i. Develop criteria and draft request for tools (Jan. 15, 2000)

ii. Tools gathered (Mar. 15, 2000)

B. Analyze tools – sort, analyze, and determine gaps (involve donor community in analysis)

i. Determine need for and hire consultant (May 31, 2000)

ii. Define cost and labor considerations for this task (no date given)

C. Screen tools

i. Develop an available menu of “pretty good” tools (July 15, 2000) that can be applied in food security programs; develop a product/tools matrix (menu of tools) that take cost into account

D. Present tools gathered

i. FAM 2000 Annual Meeting (TBD)

Task 4: Resource sharing and information dissemination

This break-out group noted that their task overlapped with Task 2.  Both this group and the Task 2 group suggested some combination of their recommendations and work plan outlines to eliminate redundancy.

Goals:  Facilitate access to useful LCB resources


 Diversify the resources that are currently available

A. Debrief with consultant Jim Carney concerning the survey conducted prior to the LCB work shop (Responsible: Working Group Chair, Jan. 2000)

B. Survey what LCB resources FAM members have and what they need (May 2000)

C. Identify resources available outside FAM membership (May 2000)

D. Organize and house the information gathered (May 2000)

E. Disseminate the information (Feb. 2001)

Each break-out group presented its work plan to the participants in a general session.  Participants commented and the break-out groups revised their work plans based on the suggestions they received from other groups.  In the general session, participants noted that there are three general tasks which the LCB working group must also consider in the implementation of its work plan:

· Seek funding from FAM members and ISAs for working group activities

· Determine availability of funds (in addition to staff support and resources, FAM has up to $2000 to contribute to LCB activities in FY2000)

· Seek involvement from USAID, FANTA, and other organizations in and outside of the donor community

· In gathering and disseminating information, particularly with regard to measurement tools:

· Seek recommendations from the Monitoring & Evaluation working group, which recently completed a similar task (Review of Agriculture Project Surveying Methods - Socio-economic and Bio-physical methods.)

Working Group Membership

With a rough outline of the LCB working group FY2000 work plan complete, the final workshop activity was the identification of members of the working group from among the workshop participants and FAM member PVO staff, and the identification of a working group chairperson.  The following individuals volunteered to commit to the LCBWG:

Appointed Chairperson:  Meg Kinghorn, Catholic Relief Services

Working Group Members:

Maura Brazill, Counterpart International (can not participate directly, but willing to serve as organization’s contact person until a representative from Counterpart is designated)

Gary Brendel, ADRA

Judy Bryson, Africare

Jeanne Downen, CARE

Jonathan Evans, Catholic Relief Services

Cristina Gagliardi, Project Concern International (can not participate directly, but willing to serve as organization’s contact person until a representative from PCI is designated)

Tilahun Giday, OICI

Luc Greeves, American Red Cross

Jennifer Miller, ACDI-VOCA

Margaret Schuler, World Vision 

Harold Tarver, Africare

Tim Frankenberger (CARE) and Thoric Cederstrom (SCF) volunteered to be liaisons between the M&E working group and the LCB working group.

The working group identified the following initial meeting date at the close of the session:

Wednesday, December 15, 1999 meeting of the LCB, to crystallize objectives,  finalize workplan and discuss next steps.
ATTACHMENT A

LCB Workshop Attendees

Name
Organization

Jennifer Miller
ACDI-VOCA

Jeremy Strauss
ACDI-VOCA

David Ameyaw
Adventist Development & Relief Agency

Gary Brendel
Adventist Development & Relief Agency

Randy Purviance
Adventist Development & Relief Agency

Judy Bryson
Africare

Harold Tarver
Africare

Luke Greeves
American Red Cross

Bob Bell
CARE

Jeanne Downen
CARE

Tim Frankenberger
CARE

Jonathan Evans
Catholic Relief Services

Gayle Carlson
Counterpart International

Maura Brazill
Counterpart International

Alice Willard
FANTA

Tom Ewert
Mercy Corps International

Carla Denizard
OIC International

Tilahun Giday
OIC International

Ron Howard
OIC International

Ellen Wertheimer
OIC International

Cristina Gagliardi
Project Concern International

Rachel Bird Anderson
Save the Children Federation

Thoric Cederstrom
Save the Children Federation

Amy Volz
TechnoServe

Rene Berger
USAID/Food for Peace

John Lundine
World SHARE

Carol Horst
World Vision International

Margaret Schuler
World Vision International

Paige Harrigan
Food Aid Management

Jessica Graef 
Food Aid Management

Trish Schmirler
Food Aid Management

James Carney
Behavioral Management, Inc.

Attachment B

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Local Capacity Building

Based on Interviews with members of the LCB Working Group and representatives of FANta and Food for Peace

A.  PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER

This Summary is intended to provide a background for the work on Local Capacity Building at the FAM Annual meeting on November 9 and 10, 1999. It is not intended to be an in-depth research paper, fully annotated. Rather, it is an assessment of the current situation in local capacity building among the members of the FAM, what the common understanding of LCB is, and what kinds of activities the member organizations undertake that are either totally or in part local capacity building in nature. This assessment constitutes the update of the initial survey of a year plus ago.

With this assessment, we hope to begin to develop at the meeting a stronger sense of direction in LCB among FAM members, and a revised work plan for the local capacity building working group. This background Summary should help address the four major questions raised by FAM about LCB activities, as well as provide a general overview for all the members as to what is happening in LCB within and by the various organizations involved.

The four major questions are:

· How does you organization define local capacity building and what priority does it have in the work of your organization?

· What kinds of activities does your organization undertake that are wholly or in part local capacity building?

· How does your organization use Title II resources in local capacity building programs and activities?

· How are these activities measured (if at all), and what indicators have been developed for measuring effectiveness in capacity building

B.  INTERVIEWS

The consultant conducted eight interviews between September 14 and 24, five in person and three over the phone. An additional three interviews were conducted during the week of Oct 25th . These interviews were with:

· Judy Bryson  -  Africare

· Meg Kinghorn  -  CRS

· Ron Howard  -  OICI

· Thoric Cederstrom  -  Save the Children

· Ross Jaax   -   ACDI -VOCA

· Rene B
erger  -  USAID/ FFP

· Gilles Bergeron and Alice Willard  -  FANta

· Margaret Stansberry and Edward Tschan   -   American Red Cross

· Jean Downen  -  CARE

· Gail Carlson, Maura Brazill, Kimberli Brown and Joel Levin  -  Counterpart International

· Paige Harrigan   -  FAM

The interviews went very well, as people were interested in the questions and in updating where his/her organization is now in terms of LCB. Most of those interviewed were not the ones who had responded to the original Survey, so they were interested in what had been said before.

The interviews also served not only to educate the consultant on what the current situation is in each organization, but also to focus the attention of the participants themselves on the issues and actions of local capacity building that will be addressed in the LCB portion of the FAM meeting. As a result, the interview process positively influenced both the design of the LCB workshop portion of the meeting and the approach to the content of the sessions.

C.  OVERVIEW

There was surprising convergence of perceptions among the interviewees of what constitutes local capacity building. Even though the organizations perform different activities and provide services to different clients and beneficiaries, there is a striking commonality in how they see local capacity building. The main difference is whether they do LCB directly, at the grass root level to individuals, households and village groups, or whether they do it through strengthening local and/or national organizations and institutions (partners, chapters, etc.) which then provide LCB through their own activities. This commonality should contribute to the development of a FY 2000 work plan for the FAM local capacity building working group.

All of the organizations’ representatives say they see LCB as a major focus, a high priority, and an important element of their program activity. For some, LCB is central to what they do. For others, capacity building means that they provide the means for their members, partners or chapters to be effective in delivering their services and be institutionally sustainable over the longer haul.

The question of “measurement” led to a more mixed response. The issue is, in part, indicators -  what are they, who establishes them, how accurate are they, and who wants to know. How to measure whether local groups, institutions or households are increasing their capacity to have food in an on-going and sustainable way has been a problem of “sustainability” ever since development assistance people realized that “learning to fish” is more effective than just providing the “fish” directly. Some of the organizations, particularly those who are doing institution strengthening (e.g. CRS, Save and CARE), have fairly clear criteria for measuring how well those institutions are functioning and providing the services for which they are responsible. Grass roots measurements have been improved considerably in the last five years, so that assessment here is more credible. But much still depends on the willingness of field people to both measure and be measured, as well as the frequency of the assessments themselves.

The Title II questions garnered generalized positive responses. Several people said that they had not really studied these questions in the first survey, so that some of the distinctions were not as clear at that time. Virtually every person interviewed said that his/her organization was using the Title II funding effectively and as it was intended. Since it is difficult to know the details of Title II activities without getting more deeply into each organization’s programs, this subject should be a significant part of the discussion at the workshop.

The following sections provide a more in-depth look at each of the elements mentioned above.

D.  DEFINITION OF LOCAL CAPACITY BUILDING AND ACTIVITIES

There is a general consensus that developing a common single definition of Local Capacity Building is not necessary from an operational viewpoint. Given the convergence of perceptions among the interviewees about what local capacity building is and how it is being applied and implemented, a more appropriate approach may be to look at the entire spectrum of local capacity building approaches and activities, and come to an understanding that all of these methods constitute LCB and are each useful in developing capacity for that constituent and in its own way.

Initially, at the time of the first survey, the data was seen to indicate a multi-level approach to local capacity building, from individual and household to national level partnerships. Today, following the interviews, it appears that the activities do form a wide spectrum along which all of the various and diverse approaches, programs and activities can be arrayed, compared and understood in their appropriate context.

This spectrum of LCB activities ranges from grass roots household and community development activities to formal partnerships and organizational strengthening efforts at the local, regional, national and even international levels. The PVOs interviewed have activities from women’s water groups and farmer co-ops to the institutional development of chapters and national organizations which carry out the work of the PVO in that country. In some cases there is direct affiliation (Red Cross); in others, there is a partner institution which is national and independent, but which is a major player in the activities of that PVO (Save the Children).

Some organizations appear to cover the entire spectrum from grass roots to national institution building (e.g. CARE and Save the Children). To others, capacity building is the central point of implementation and is the major component across all functional areas of activity (e.g. Counterpart International). For Africare and ACDI, the major focus is on capacity building at the household and community level, yet from a programming standpoint, Africare’s link is more to nutritional programs, while ACDI is more focused on agricultural production. On the other hand, the American Red Cross works largely through its Chapters and sees them as the primary target of capacity building programs. CRS has strategies for both ends of the LCB spectrum, which include long-term organizational development of local partners, as well as collaborative partnering relationships with other major PVO’s and FAM members to develop standard protocols for food security interventions.


Summary
· No single definition of Local Capacity Building is necessary.

· There is a wide spectrum of activities in LCB – from grass roots development to national and international institution strengthening.

· Some member organizations focus the majority of their efforts at one end of this spectrum or the other. Others have programs and activities that fall all along this capacity building spectrum.

· The value of the spectrum is that it defines the range of local capacity building activities without delimiting what the member organizations can do. 

· As a result, developing a collaborative work plan for the LCB working group can encompass the entire array of possible activities defined as local capacity building applications and implementation.

E.  TITLE II PROGRAMS AND RESOURCES
Without going into the details of every FAM member’s program activities, every organization interviewed felt that it was utilizing its Title II resources in an appropriate and effective manner. Neither the donor nor the TA representative disagreed. The nuances in the questions from the initial survey were not fully appreciated at the time, but now, over a year later, the organizations have a much clearer picture of what the ISA-funded projects and programs are all about and many are well underway in implementing them. Some organizations are newer to the program and are just beginning efforts to initiate their Title II programs. Importantly, it was also noted that not all capacity building projects are Title II funded.

Given the experience of to date, and the richness and variety of the activities, it is clearly  appropriate to have Title II projects as a major part of the agenda for the meeting in November. At such a session, the FAM members will be able to present and discuss their various efforts under the Title II program. These discussion would further the common understanding not only of Title II activities but also of capacity building in general,  and would provide some guidelines for the LCB working group for its work plan for the coming year.


Summary

· Title II activities are underway and are seen to be effective and appropriate.

· Not all local capacity building projects are funded by Title II.

· The activities are varied, and the session on Title II efforts at the November meeting will enable members to explore some of the variety in the Title II activities.

F.  MEASUREMENT

The issue of measurement and appropriate indicators is considered challenging by nearly everyone interviewed. It is a challenge partly because measuring increased capacity is difficult at the human level. While we can measure numbers of things produced and numbers of people trained, it is more difficult to measure whether people have improved their capacity to sustain their activities over time. 

It is also partly the issue of indicators; what they are, who establishes them, how accurate are they and who are they for. The issue of how to measure whether local households and communities have increased their capacity to have food in an on-going and sustainable way has been difficult from the beginning. The question of “sustainability” has been with us for at least the last 25 years, and while we have improved our methods for determining sustainability, it remains elusive in terms of measuring changes in human behavior.

Several organizations are working on community-based M&E systems, and Africare is trying to develop impact measurement guidelines.  AID has its own set of indicators and reporting requirements for Title II that require the attention of the grant’s managers in the various FAM member organizations, but the development of capacity building indicators is a current and future activity for FANta and potentially for the FAM membership. What is clear from the above is that the questions of measurements and the various approaches to them is another major topic for the November meeting.


Summary
· Measurement is challenging for all the organizations, but most are working on it.

· Measuring changes in human behavior is a the heart of local capacity building, but is difficult to do well.

· The subject of indicators is a major issue, but how to create them and then how to use them for effective measurement in impact and results is the on-going challenge.

· AID has Title II measurement and reporting requirements that also impact these issues around monitoring and evaluation.

· Measurement therefore is another topic that will be on the agenda for the November meeting.

G. CONCLUSION 

This Summary of Findings has attempted to address the major questions facing the FAM member organizations concerning local capacity building for their annual meeting in November. From this final set of Findings, the consultant and the workshop planners will be able to create a design for the 1 ½ day LCB workshop. This design, and subsequent facilitation of the workshop, will enable the participants to address these issues and move ahead with the development of a work plan for the LCB working group. This plan will provide a vehicle to increase the collaboration of FAM members on LCB activities, and ultimately the improved implementation of local capacity building activities.
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