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I. Summary of Project Directiontc  \l 1 "I. Summary of Project Direction"
Over the past two and a half years, members of Food Aid Management (FAM), a consortium of PVOs involved in Title II food aid programming, decided to take a closer look at how the PVOs are approaching local capacity building in their development programs. A working group was formed and key questions developed. The general objectives of the FAM Local Capacity Building working group (LCB WG) were to: 1) share experiences, 2) develop a common understanding of capacity building,  3) develop best practices of capacity building approaches in use by Cooperating Sponsors (CSs) in Title II programs, and 4) analyze the methods, tools, and indicators in use by the CSs to monitor and measure impact of CB activities.  

Key questions were developed for further analysis:

1) What frameworks, indicators, tools, and methods are cooperating sponsors using to monitor and evaluate the capacity building aspects of their Title II development programs?  How might these be improved?

2) What similarities or differences exist in the way that the Title II cooperating sponsors collectively approach CB, as compared to approaches used in non-Title II development programs? What does the Title II industry collectively seem to be trying to accomplish, i.e. why are we doing CB, and is what we are trying to do significantly different from those who take a non-Title II approach?

3) What is the range of objectives covered by Title II CB programs? What patterns, trends, or gaps can be observed in this range of objectives? What lessons about CB can be learned from non-Title II programs? 

To answer these questions a set of phased activities was envisioned and a consultant hired to carry out the first two phases (See Annex A: Scope of Work) and build upon elements already completed by the working group, i.e. development of a  capacity building spectrum that shows the range of levels where the FAM members (and especially the Title II CSs) emphasize capacity building at their programmatic levels (Annex A); and an analysis of capacity program indicators used in PVO Institutional Strengthening Agreements (ISAs) conducted by FANTA. (Refer to Report/Presentation to FAM by Dr. Alice Willard, December 2000).
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Development of Conceptual Framework and Databasetc  \l 2 "Development of Conceptual Framework and Database"
The initial task outlined was to conduct an inventory of the body of indicators that cooperating sponsors (CSs) use in their Title II development programs and enter information from CS Annual Reports (CS R4s) into a database developed by a consultant in concert with the Local Capacity Building Working Group. The database structure was modified from the SOW’s structural framework and based upon current LCB WG priorities and resources. Detailed Application Plans (DAPs) were not used chiefly because they did not contain key elements of information needed for the basic database, were more time consuming to find specific data, and more limited in number of DAPs available. A revised framework with two tables of information – one for current data collection, and one for data collection at a later phase in this project can be found in Annex B: Conceptual Framework for Database. The database was developed in Microsoft Excel.

Capturing an inventory of indicators encompassed defining the variables to collect initially. These were:

· PVO (name and assigned DAP number by country)

· Result name (indicator)

· Frequency of reporting (number of times during the DAP the indicator is collected)

· Type of indicator (monitoring, outcome, impact)

· Organizational level for capacity development (level 1: Organizational,  system, or regional capacity; level II: Community capacity for self development; and level III: Clients capacity (individual, household))

· Structural level (results framework level: Strategic objective, intermediate result, or program indicator)

· Capacity building (yes, no or not determined)

· Comments (misc. notes such as three year plan, transitional plan, regional program, etc.)

Additional variables were defined as desirable to collect, but not feasible in the first stages of the project. They included:

· Method of collection (pre-post-test, survey, direct observation, performance-based, evaluation, report, etc.)

· Main users of data (local partners, community, project, headquarters, donors, etc.)

· Use in program (e.g. for training, community development, financial management, program management, other)

Lower-level indicators

Most Title II programs are set up so that many of the lower-order capacity-building indicators (e.g. people trained, tons food delivered) are pervasive and are no longer reported in annual reports or CSR4s nor are they a focus of this project. Additionally, a majority of US PVOs have detailed indicators within their headquarters for enhancing staff capacity through a variety of activities. These are not found in reports or evaluations either, however many PVO capacity indicators were assessed during the ISA analysis mentioned previously. While the LCB WG could request more information from headquarters and the field programs about key indicators and the collection tools/methodologies may uncover more input and process indicators (referred to in the SOW as ‘feeder indicators’), the decision was made for no comprehensive effort to collect all of these indicators.  


Methodology

Prior to establishing a database, general guidance on the elements of capacity building was drafted from PVO documents submitted to the working group and a review of published literature on capacity building. (See Annex C). In addition to the guidance, concepts and terms developed by International Service for National Agricultural Research (ISNAR) were circulated. (The Netherlands, July 2001). (Annex C)

Data was collected from CSR4s from 18 PVOs/NGOs holding 84 programs in FY2001. One regional program and twenty-seven countries are represented. Two countries, Senegal and Indonesia had no CSR4 data available. Hence the total number of CSR4s entered in the database was 76. All 3058 indicators were entered, nearly twice that estimated
, including additional indicators Africare and CRS sent on capacity building
. Of these indicators, 92 were SO level, 8 subgoal or sub-SO level, 375 Intermediate Results, and 2504 lower level indicators. Seventy-nine of the 3058 indicators had no indication of level. The database code sheet information is found in Annex D. 

PRIVATE 
What is the range of objectives covered by Title II programs?tc  \l 2 "What are the range of objectives covered by Title II programs?"
Strategic Objectives (SO) and sub-SOs span a diverse variety of performance results: improved food security through increased food availability (yields, crop diversity, seeds, post-harvest loss, production), food access and livelihood security (safety nets, income, credit, savings, microenterprise, access to markets, farm profits) and food utilization (improved health, access to potable water, immunization and nutrition status); increased school enrollment for girls and general school support; increased community ability to solve food security problems; flood proofing and disaster management;  improved agricultural environment and natural resource management (NRM).
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III. Summary of Key Variablestc  \l 5 "III. Summary of Key Variables"
PRIVATE 
 Summary Information from Databasetc  \l 2 " Summary Information from Database"
Data obtained from the CSR4s were grouped and analyzed in two ways:  by the Type of indicator, i.e.; level of measurement within the strategic framework and Organizational level i.e.; the person/group targeted for activities (individuals, partner agencies etc).  Following this initial sorting, indicators measuring capacity building were identified.

1. Type of Indicator
Nomenclature for Type of Indicator varied greatly in the CSR4s. To the extent possible, common types were grouped together.  Below is a summary of this variable:

	PRIVATE 


PRIVATE 
                   Type Indicator                                Number Indicatorstc  \l 1 "                   Type Indicator                                Number Indicators"


	Monitoring/ annual/annual monitoring                                         544

	Effect                                                                                               20

	Objectively verifiable  (mix of all levels)                                        31

	Output                                                                                             169

	Performance                                                                                       8 

	Process  (mostly monitoring indicators)                                           13

	Impact and process                                                                           78

	Impact/ proxy/ proxy impact                                                           588


2. PRIVATE 
Organizational Leveltc  \l 4 "Organizational Level"
The Organizational Levels entered in the database were consolidated from seven to four, (then later to three) based on what could be discerned from the CSR4s indicator wording. The working group is analyzing the following for strengthening capacities: Individual and household; community, groups, or associations; regional or more than one areas; and national or international. The number of indicators found for each of these levels is as follows:

	Name of Indicator
	Number

	Program indicators directed to measuring results from individual or household 
	655



	Indicators that measured results from community or groups, and associations 
	1099

	Regional level indicators 
	20

	National level 

International 


	9

None clearly stated

	Indicators that had no level attached.
	415


Additionally, combinations of the four levels were possible, in some cases it was clear, others were not. Twenty-three combinations of the four levels were determined, with most falling into the individual, household, and community levels. Few PVO programs reported on system, national or regional level impacts, hence in essence reflecting that the bulk of Title II work is at the community, organizational, or household levels.

PRIVATE 
Frequency of Reportingtc  \l 4 "Frequency of Reporting"
While data for Frequency of Reporting was initially entered into the database, the decision was to stop entering this information as it was deemed unreliable.  This is because the period of reporting was variable- CSR4s and the related DAPs covered periods from 1-5 years etc. making it difficult to determine precision.
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Method of Collectiontc  \l 4 "Method of Collection"
PRIVATE 
Another variable that may be entered and tabulated later is Method of Collection.tc  \l 1 "Another variable that may be entered and tabulated later is Method of Collection."
PRIVATE 
Preliminary information from DAPs or CSR4s were available for 327 indicators. Method of collection of data consisted of evaluation; performance-based measures, reports; surveys, direct observation; and pre- or post- test or other means. Although only generalizations can be drawn from this small sample, almost all data came from a mix of methods including surveys and/or evaluations and reports. Direct observation, performance-based measures and pre- or post-tests were not used  (or reported) as frequently.tc  \l 2 "Preliminary information from DAPs or CSR4s  were available for 327 indicators. Method of collection of data consisted of evaluation; performance-based measures, reports; surveys, direct observation; and pre- or post- test or other means. Although only generalizations can be drawn from this small sample, almost all data came from a mix of methods including primarily surveys/evaluations and reports. Direct observation, performance-based measures and pre- or post-tests were not used as frequently."
PRIVATE 
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    Selection of Capacity/Non-capacity Indicators

The first cut for Capacity Building indicators was done by the consultant and input from the LCBWG occurred in subsequent meetings. Based upon discussions with working group members, for the purposes of this project, land productivity capacities (such as increased agricultural production and yields, culverts built acres irrigated, etc.); logistics such as delivery of seed, tons of food, and trainings conducted; and improvement of physical capacities (such as nutritional status, weight gain, improved health status) were not considered “people capacity building”
. However if the indicator wording was tied to improved practices by an individual, household, community, or group -- that resulted in better health, improved yields, higher incomes -- then they were considered capacity building performance indicators.

 IV.   Development of Indicator Matrices

Data runs were first done by key word search, where over 150 key words relating to capacity were conducted. Sector-related analysis was also done. This process did not prove as fruitful in terms of simplifying and prioritizing capacity building indicators as developing indicator matrices. 

A review of the MEASURE Project reports
 and capacity index proved a useful model to adapt and categorize Title II programming indicators. About 1550 CB indicators were categorized into four levels and revised later into three levels (organization, system and regional capacities; community capacities for self development; and client capacities) and then divided into subcategories of inputs, process, outcomes and impacts. They were then further divided into subcategories under each of these non-linear capacity processes. The LCB WG then reviewed the draft matrices to:

· determine if the indicators are capacity indicators (yes/no/uncertain)

· determine if the conceptual framework suggested and its components are suitable (suggest other names/ indicator types)

· determine if the indicators are in the right place

· highlight indicators that best capture the types of capacity Title II programs develop (step not completed)

· define priority areas (areas LCB WG would like more detailed information)

· identify gaps (where are there gaps in capturing the types of indicators of interest)

These matrices were reviewed and revised over three meetings. They are found in Annex E.

All indicators determined as capacity building (and these could be reduced in number even further) were placed in one of the three matrices based upon the level they were directed at (organization, community, or client) and what stage in the project development process they were a best fit. It should be emphasized that the input-process-outcomes-impacts program processes are not considered linear processes, and in developing the matrices, it made sense to place some indicators in two, sometimes three areas such as input and process or outcome and impacts.

V. Priority Areas and Performance Indicator Gaps for Capacity Building

Based upon the matrices and a consensus within the working group priority areas identified in order are:

Level II: Community Capacity for Self Development; and

Level I: Organization, System and regional capacities.

Within the two priority levels, the working group defined Outcomes and Impacts as priority process areas. Subcategory priorities under each of these two processes are not yet fully defined.

Although one half of the indicators in the database represents an interest on behalf of the PVOs actual work in the field, for the purposes of this project, Level III: Client (household and individual capacities) were not selected as a focus. This is in part because many indicators at that level are well defined and have been in use for decades.

Gaps in capacity measures/indicators noted according to the Level of matrix are as follows:

Level I
(organization)  

Level II (community)

      Level III (client)+
  Inputs+



Outcomes                                     Outcomes

    - Leadership


  -Perceptions of need/risk *          -Intention to use services

     -Organizational structure                 - Intention to use services
       -Past experiences with

     -Material resources

    




service providers

     -Human resources                           Impacts  


       - Behavior change






  -Awareness and utilization of services*   

+ Not a priority area for this project.              

Gaps in information about what the PVO/NGO is measuring also are revealed through the

development of the three matrices. Areas with few or no indicators exist were initially labeled ’gap areas’, however these areas need to be re-examined. Some of these gap areas with few or no indicators such as ‘inputs’ are not actually gaps since PVOs may collect information through baseline surveys, initial assessments or other methods, and not report on them because USAID/FFP does not require PVOs to do so.

These indicator gaps should be re-assessed in terms of sub-priority areas
. Gaps with an asterisk (*) indicate PVOs should determine, based on experience from other disciplines and the literature, why the performance measures do not exist. One source from another discipline may be the New Partner’s Initiative (NPI) index developed by the USAID democracy sector.

VI.  Capacity Indicators by Level of Target Audience (organization, community, client)

Figure One shows an overall breakdown of where PVO Title II programming capacity performance measures are found. Half of the indicators are in measuring impacts at the individual and household levels. Forty percent of the indicators measure outcomes and impacts at the organizational level, while ten percent ascertain community performance. While the later category reflects a smaller amount of performance monitoring, improving communities’ capacities for self-determination, and advocating for resources and programs to assure food and livelihood security is becoming of increasing importance in the PVO community.

Figure One


[image: image1.wmf]Capacity Indicators by Level

40%

10%

50%

Organizational                 

656 Indicators

Community                      

160 Indicators

Clients                            

832 Indicators


Below is a breakdown of the performance capacity indicators for the three levels (Charts I-III). The data are taken from the three matrices in Annex E. Generally, few input indictors are reported in the CSR4s, however the working group is aware that organizations measure partner capacities with a variety of tools, from USAID/DCHA/Private and Voluntary Cooperation, from their own agency and other sources available on the internet. Most PVO/NGO programs are measuring performance and capacities at the outcome and impact levels and, as reflected in each chart below. The greatest percent of indicators fall into these two categories. 

Charts I-III
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 VII.   Discussion, Next Steps and Recommendations

Discussion
The process of pulling together all US Title II PVO indicators in one single database has been an ambitious undertaking, never before accomplished. It will serve as an important source of information and resource for all PVOs, USAID and interested parties. Having all ISA indicators in another database, housed in the same location is similarly useful. There is a wealth of information in the databases that could be captured, interest and resources permitting. The Title II program database shows the diversity of activities PVOs are addressing in their 83 programs world-wide as well as a strong relational ability to build capacities with their partners at the NGO, organizational, regional and community levels, 50 percent of the indicators in the database are directed to measuring performance at these levels. While performance results have not been directly linked to certain capacities developed, more is known about important factors to consider in achieving impacts. The LCB WG attempted to list out those factors in a mapping exercise with the Measure Project staff for one topic area. This may be a worthwhile exercise to do for each main Strategic Objective area, developing checklists of capacities to consider strengthening for development programs. Each development situation is unique and must be addressed individually, i.e. one checklist for all, or one set of capacity indicators for all will not suffice.

Recommendations (From Consultant)
Continue with next phases of project, taking into account activities the LCB WG would like to modify given the outcome of the first two phases.

Allocate more time and resources to finish the next phases of the project. This is an important task, and strengthening and defining local capacities, what agencies are doing and doing well will complement work funded by other Bureaus at USAID. USAID is putting a greater emphasis on developing and strengthening partner capacities. The work of the LCB WG and best practices for measuring capacities and performance over time, along with work being done at developing community capacities for self determination level (about a third of US PVOs), such as that of Africare, OICI, CRS, CARE and others should be brought to the fore.

 Next Steps (with input from LCB Chair and FAM)

Based on the discussions following the results of the report and the consultant’s recommendations, two broad strategies have been identified for continuing the work on indicators and the WG: 

1. Dissemination and developing a vision

· The immediate next step is the wider dissemination of the results and the report from Phase I and II. Target audience for dissemination includes PVOs, FFP and other donors as well as FANta.  

· In consultation with interested parties design a product that is valuable to the group- there is strong agreement in the group that the definition of an end product needs to be clearly articulated.

· Based on the current work, WG members have identified two final products: 

a. Guidance for  developing, measuring and analyzing capacity building indicators pertinent to Title II programs, with particular attention to the contextual factors essential to achieve desired response

b. Tool kit that maps out critical components for capacity building for desired outcomes at the community and organizational level 

· Stronger participation and interest from PVO, FAM Committee members, donors is essential for the work to continue. It is critical for members to know WHY the LCB WG IS IMPORTANT. Only that will keep the work of the LCB WG relevant and valuable. This is also the only way to attract and secure additional sources of funding for continuing the important work that has started.
c. Refinement of matrix and completion of pending tasks 

· Prioritize further areas for concentration within the two levels and within the develop processes (outcomes and impacts – subcategories)

· Prioritize and select 10 to 15 well-phrased, representative indicators for each level to collect additional information on for the next phase. (3 levels x 4 processes x 10 = 120 indicators)

· Draft mapping exercise for three or four SO areas (e.g. improved health, agriculture, improving income, developing community capacities) and develop checklists of factors that are important to consider to obtain that goal or objective

· Elicit inquires from field programs to obtain indicator in priority gap areas (draft letter has been generated and will need modification to reflect recent changes)

Endnotes







�. These levels evolved over the past eight months after numerous discussions with the LCB WG and further determination 


of priorities and in combination with data that was readily available in the CSR4s. These three levels represent a paring 


down of the seven levels outlined in the SOW Rainbow Spectrum. 


�. Many different names were given for these. They were adjusted to fit into SO, Sub SO, IR and indicator levels)


�. The LCBWG determined that people capacities would be the focus, not building physical capacities such as some health indicators would measure, and not building the capacity for land to improve production such as irrigation, building culverts, applying fertilizers, etc.


� This averages 40 indicators per DAP, however some DAPs had as few as 15-20 and others over 100 program indicators.


�. An assistant was hired to photocopy CSR4s and enter data in Excel. Data was cleaned for out-lyers, consolidation of terminology, spelling, etc. Additional refinements could be done, resources permitting.


�. Initial matrices developed contained all these capacity indicator indicators and were circulated to FAM LCB WG 


members. They have been excluded in subsequent matrices.


�. MEASURE Project is a USAID/Global Bureau-Supported project. Matrices were adapted from a draft paper entitled   


Measuring Capacity Building  by Lisanne Brown, Anne LaFond, Kate Macintyre, Chapel Hill, NC. March 2001.


� Some indicator gaps are simply a result of not having to report them to USAID, however they are typically measured.
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