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INTRODUCTION 

The Democracy Partnership, comprised of the U S Agency for International Development 
(USAID), The Asla Foundat~on (TAF), and the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Commrttee 
(BRAC), promotes the democratic aspirat~ons of the soc~ally and economically disadvantaged 
The Partnersh~p's current program IS at ~ t s  mitlway point, and was judged by the Partners to 
require a revlew of the performance monitonng system, including recommendat~ons for 
lmprovlng upon current rnd~cators and assrstarice In re-word~ng the DP's strategic objective 
btatement Such a revlew was conducted in late May and early June, 1998, by a team of four 
consultants James Fremm~ng, Management Svstems International (team leader), Dr Zarina 
Rahman Khan Dhaka University, Dr Hablbur Rahman Dhaka University and Dr '3teven 
Rood, Unlvers~ty of the Philippines-Baguto and Associates In Rural Development, Inc 

METHODOLOGY 

The team reviewed a varlety of documents deocriblng the DP's current results framework and 
tndlcators the system for managing data co1lec:tlon and analysis, and the uses of performance 
data The Terms of Reference (TOR) for the consultancy, as well as other preparatory 
documents, outlined concerns and perceived problems with the current performance monltorlng 
system, including 

Ind~cator definit~ons, measurement crlteria and data collection methods are not uniformly 
understood among Partnership staff, NGO' staff and others 
The data collectlon process is very time ccnsuming for some NGOs, to the polnt of 
decreasing the time available for ~mplementing DP actlvltles 
Data collect~on and use are not well matched some data collected are not used by the 
Partnersh~p, and some data that are needed are not collected 
There 1s insufic~ent clar~ty concerning which NGOs are most approprlate for collect~ng 
which subsets of performance data furthe1 the roles and responsibllltles among the Partners 
for data deslgn, collect~on, analysis and report~ng need clarification 
Definlng target populations and maintaining baseline values for ind~cators have become 
problematic, since the program has been e cpand~ng considerably In recent years 
The rap~d appraisals done by DP staff to obta~n "qual~tative" data dlrectly from DP 
customers (I e , the socially and economicc~lly disadvantaged) do not complement the other 
data provlded primarily vla the NGOs Through use of both of these data collection 
channels, the intended comprehensive prct~~re 1s not as clearly drawn as had been expected 
In the DP results framework, the indicators at the Strategic Objective level do not capture 
h~gher-level impact from all five Intermedl 2te Results 

I Vanous terms ,Ire used to refer to the twenty -plus grassroots-level organlzations ~mplementing DP progr 1111s 
In the field Wli~le In a technical sense these organlzations are subgrantees to TAF s overall cooperatne 
agreement w~th  USAID many people ~nvolved wlth the Partnershlp prefer language that more closelq describes 
these groups act~vlties Implementing NGOs was a phrase commonly used dunng our conversations tlie 
consulting team IS comfortable using this term <lnd wc also use the shorter NGOs to refer to these 
llnplementing organlzatlons t 
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The team found these concerns to be generallj valid In add~t~on, a number of other technical 
and organ~zational issues were identified through our discuss~ons w~th Partnership staff, NGOs 
and the NGOs' membership groups These lsc,ues are descr~bed below In our analysis of the 
results framework, assoc~ated indicators and the current system of managing the performance 
monitoring system 

The team was tdsked w~th carrylng out a d~agllosis of the current performance mon~torlng 
system and reviewing the results framework Results of the d~agnosis vetted with Partnerhp 
staff and NGOs, would contribute to the DP's cons~deration of next steps toward upgradrng the 
effect~veness of the monitonng system An upgraded system should be responsive to 
requ~rements both internal (essentially implem~=ntation-focused grants management) and external 
(pnmanly US AID'S reporting vla its annual Results Rev~ew and Resource Request [R4]) 

In addition to collecting technical information and perspect~ves from Partnership staff and 
~mplementing NGOs (In the field as well as m Dhaka), we planned and facil~tated a two-day 
workshop on June 10 and 11 to allow Partner6,hip staff and several representatives from DP 
NGOs the opportun~ty to work together In response to our preliminary recommendations for 
adjustments to the framework and indicators From the workshop, we developed a set of 
recommendat~ons in the form of a draft Performance Monitor~ng Plan and suggestrons for 
short-term and long-term actlons by the Partntarsh~p for sustain~ng an improved approach to 
performance monltortng and report~ng 

The consultancy terms of reference, the daily ~~chedule for the consulting team, the workshop 
agenda and flip-chart notes from the workshop are included as annexes to thrs report 

Our findings and recommendations are presented here In four sectlons 
F~rst 1s a discuss~on of the current DP results framework and proposed refinements to lt as 
discussed and affirmed by DP staff 
Next is the set of performance indicators, ~vith focus on the rbfinements cons~dered jointly 
by the team DP staff, and a representat~ve group of NGOs in our various d~scussions 
Third, we summarize findings concerning management of pefformance mon~tor~ng, these 
issues are in part a consequence of the cho~ces made regarding the indicators themselves 
but they also involve more generic factors to consider in any plan for program performance 
monitoring 
The final qection is a conclusion in the forrn of suggested act~ons for Partnership 
considerat~on in follow-up to our consulta~~cy 
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THE RESULTS FRAMEWORK 

The existlnp framework 

The current DP framework features one strategic objective Broadened Partlcrpatlon In Local 
Dec~s~on Maklng and More Equ~table Justice, Especially for Women In Targeted Areas 
Thrs IS also USAID/13angladesh7s Strategic 0t)jectrve 3, except that the Miss~on's SO includes 
an lntermed~ate Result In strengthen~ng sustairlable garment workers' labor organlzatrons (IR 
6) This IR is not ~ncluded in the DP7s program 

The Partnership's objectrve is supported In the framework by five intermedrate results 

1 Advocacy of customer interests strengthened, 
2 Qual~ty of elections enhanced, 
3 Competence of local elected bodres to iderlt~fL and meet customer needs strengthened 
4 Awareness of legal nghts and obligations increased, 
5 Quality of alternative dlspute resolution improved 

Assoc~ated performance indlcators in the currc nt framework are described In the USAlD R4 
partrcularly the 1997 version that lncludes reporting for all indlcators An additronal source 
which features brref rationale, ind~cators and assumptions in the framework, is the Partnershrp's 
tabular "results" document The reader 1s referred to these documents for description of these 
~ndicators 

An alternative framework 

Through analysis of the existing results framework, and discussions of possible improvements 
with the consulting team and NGO staff, the Partnership has agreed to use a new strategic 
objective and set of intermediate results to guide its planning and reporting in the hture 
Finaliz~ng the performance mdlcators, data collection and analysis approaches, and USAID 
submrssron of a rev~sed framework to USAIDtWashlngton remarn to be done, but the 
Partnership staff has afirmed that the basic structure of the new framework is preferred to the 
ex~stlng one The new framework 1s presented in outline form on the follow~ng page 
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Strateg~c Objecr~ve IMPROVED REPRESENTATION OF INTERESTS OF DISADVANTAGED 
PEOPLE, ESPECIALLY WOMEN, IN TARGET AREAS 

3 1 Cu~ton~er confidence rn loco/ governmental eflertrvene\ c 

3 2 C'u~tomer conjdence m locnl electoral proce~re\ 
3 3 ('ustot~er conJrlen~e rrr local ju slr~e proces \e 5 

3 4 Percent of d~spute resolutron~ rnvolv~ng women rvhrch re~ult 111 decr srons 
favorable to the woman 

3 5 Number ofnrarr~ai:es registered 

Intermediate Result 3 1 Responsiveness of local clected bodies and government instltutlons rncreds~d 

Indrcators 3 1 1 Percent of Local Elected Bodres uslng best practrces 
3 1 2 Number ~Jcollect~ve actron rnrtratrves by DP-supported ,WIO\ that lead to 

sahsfactorv goverrrnlent responJe 
3 1 3 Number ofassocratrons advocatrng member intereAts in target cornnrunltre\ 
3 1 4 Percent of customf rs aware of roles and respon~rhrlrtre~ of I f B  menrbcr5 

Intermed~ate Result 3 2 Quality of elections enhanced2 

Indrcators 3 2 1 Percent of elrgrble voters castlng therr votes accordrng to thew own chorcr 
3 2 2 Percent of voters lravrng knowledge of LEB candrdates electron 

agenda 
3 2 3 Number of NGO gr oup members elected to LEBs 
3 2 4 Number oJperson attendrng locally organrzed meetrngs for projecrron 

of cand~dates 
3 2 5 Percent of LEB candrdates followrng the Electron ('omnusnon s ( orlr of 

Conduct 

Intermediate Result 3 3 Customer access to justic e ~mproved 

Indrcators 3 3 1 Percent of drspute resolutron casesfeaturrng rnrprovetl41lR technrqurc 
3 3 2 Number of women ADR clrents sewed 

Performance reporting for th~s  IR is expected for hme penods that feature elecuons At other tlmes onl, 
narrative report~ng on activ~ties related to voter awareness etc 1s expected 
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The strateg~c objectlve From the USAID Country Strateg~c Plan approved In 1995 the Partnership 
"~nherited" two separate objectives, whlch subsequently were merged into the current objective The 
R4 agreements w~th USAIDIW in 1998 (draft) mcluded an ~nvitatlon to the Mlss~on to cons~der a 
revisron to the SO with the rntentlon of simpl~fylng the framework and clan@ing the scope of Intended 
results at the SO level 

The new SO ~dent~fied by the DP, "Improved represerltatlon of Interests of disadvantaged people, 
espec~ally women In targeted areas," IS thought to be a statement that rematns fa~thful to the stated 
goal of the Partnersh~p - to broaden partlclpatlon by the soc~ally and economically disadvantaged In the 
democrat~c rnstltutions of Bangladesh (see DP Operat~ng Principle # 1) Some d~scussion took place 
with Partnership staff as to whether the new SO adequately captures the part~clpation s~de  of the 
Partnersh~p's goal and activities On balance, the consultants feel the new SO does capture the 
part~c~patory emphasis of the Partnersh~p In additton, part of the appeal of this formulat~on 1s that ~t 
broadens ~ t s  descr~pt~on of democrat~c processes beyond standard not~ons of part~c~pat~on, allowing for 
"interest representation" vla alternative dispute resolut~on and other channels Since the overall results 
framework features intermed~ate results In local governance and elect~ons as well as access to just~ce, 
arguably the core "development hypothesis" of the DI) remalns As noted in the Partnership's "results" 
document of 1997 (SO rat~onale sect~on), "[s]upport IS focused on results that help to empower 
customers to partrc~pate In the democrat~c process, and that encourage democrat~c Instltutlons to be 
more open, just and responsive to expressed customer needs and Interests " We assume that th~s focus 
will be continued (and strengthened) under the new SO, since Improved representat~on of Interests of 
disadvantaged people IS unl~kely to effect~vely occur ~v~thout therr meanlngkl participation in dec~sion 
malung 

The new SO continues the emphas~s on the interests of women, wh~ch has been a feature of the earlier 
objectlve The overall "customer map" of the SO, as a matter of fact, IS not Intended to change as a 
consequence of the change in the objective statement While the speclfic articulation of target groups 1s 
a relat~vely recent phenomenon for the DP's performance momtor~ng, the desire for clanty regarding 
the Intended scope of Impact of the Partnershp's program has been ongoing for some tlme The new 
SO'S spec~ficatlon to "target areas" delineates the fact that the objectlve is not ~ntended, at this stage at 
least, to be nat~onal In scope The coverage of DP programs Includes a w~de varrety of democracy- 
related issues and groups around the country, but the strlct size of DP ~nterventlons 1s l~m~ted to some 
300 to 400 of the country's approximately 4,000 unlons W~th unlons averaging about 25,000 or 
persons, the est~mated scope of impact IS less than one-tenth the total populat~on of Bangladesh Thus 
"In target areas" is warranted In add~tion, this spec~ficat~on allows for ind~cators and ~ntermed~ate 
results to be ips0 fncto also specified to target areas Thls adds clar~ty and consistency to the 
framework 

We should note that the llm~tation to target areas IS not to be interpreted as a lrm~tat~on In Importance 
or long-term srgn~ficance of the objectlve Gwen the ,Ize of Bangladesh, the magn~tude of needs for 
democrat~c development, and the level of resources available to the Partnership, a targeting of 
~nterventlons may be v~ewed as a suitable management response to current cond~t~ons Further from a 
strategic perspective the SO IS "located" at the local level (with the per~od~c except~on of nat~onal-level 
electoral and selected locally relevant pollcy ~ntervent~ons) because ~t has been th~s level at wh~ch 
democrat~c reforms have been seen m recent years to offer espec~ally good prospects The hrther 
repl~cat~on of exemplary practices to areas beyond DP intervention areas, and the "bubble-up' of 
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democratic innovation to the national level are theorel ically possible to envlslon Such expansion of 
Impact IS expllcltly not part of the current program, but In fbture strategic planning discuss~ons the 
Partnership would be advised to consider the "optlmu ation" of results reached In target areas through 
replication or expansion 

Intermed~ate results The Partnership has internally 3greed to consolidate IRs fiom five in number to 
three, without implylng any change m the DP activlty plan Such consol~dation was a natural 
outgrowth of discuss~ons at the performance measurement workshop on June 10 and 1 1 The formel 
IR 1 (Advocacy of customer Interests strengthened) was judged to be captured under the new IRs 
(especially IR 3 I ,  Responslveness of local elected bodies and government institutions Increased) 
Former IR 2 (Quallty of elections enhanced) remains 'is IR 2 in the new framework Former IR 3 
(Competence of local elected bodles to Identie and meet customer needs strengthened) is incorporated 
in the new IR 1 Former lntermedlate results 4 and 5 (Awareness of legal rights and obligations 
increased, and Quallty of alternative dispute resolution improved) are captured in the new IR 3 
(Customer access to justlce improved) 

As suggested above, no immediate implication for the DP's program approach is apparent fiom these 
changes Sw~tchlng to three IRs is seen as a way of malung the results framework slmpler and clearer 
Some implementing NGOs at first expressed some coi~cern in our workshop that the new framework 
may call for implementers to be d~rectly assoc~ated with grassroots membership groups, but others 
responded that the references to "representatlon of interests" (the SO) and "responsiveness of local 
elected bodies and government ~nstitutions" (IR 1) cal-ry the assumption that these processes may be 
supported through a vanety of Interventions 

Others asked if the elimination of one or more of the t xistlng IRs may throw into questlon the 
importance of some ongoing or planned DP actlvltles The consultant team feels that this IS not the 
case, since conceptually the IRs tend to be broader in meatung than m the earller version, and a 
prelimnary revlew by the Partnerslzlp suggests that the contents of the current workplan IS not affected 
by the modification in IRs 

At the workshop, participants noted potentlal advantages to the new IR structure 
The reduction In overlap across IRs helps to strengthen the focus of activities 
Changes in wordlng help to clarify the prlmary locus of advocacy (local institut~ons) 
Responslveness of local elected bodies is glven an appropr~ately more broad context, and 
The consol~dation of IRs encourages the prospect of captunng both "supply" and "demand" factors 
wlthin each IR 

In addit~on the smaller number of results in the overall framework offers an ' efficiency opportunity 
for managing performance measurement In that fewel indlcators are l~kely to be necessary to 
adequately capture four results (1 SO plus 3 IRs) tharr six (1 SO plus 5 IRs) 

INDICATORS AND DATA COLLECTION 

As we engaged the Partnership m revislng indlcators and identiGing steps for lmprovrng data 
management, tt became evtdent that clar~ty In measurement, efficiency in data collect~on and user- 
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fi-tendliness tn reporttng are priorities With these factors In mind, we offer the ind~cators discussed 
below (and summarized in the draft performance monitoring plan) as suggestlons for inclus~on in the 
new framework While not all the necessary DP decisions have been made concerning indicators to 
select or Instruments of data collection to use, the cor~sulting team finds these indicators to meet the 
clarlty efficiency and user-friendhness pnorlties From the efficiency standpoint in particular, we note 
that the total number of lndlcators m the new framework (those labeled " P  in the performance 
monitoring plan are considered the mnimum to include, others are supplementary suggestlons for the 
Partnersh~p to discuss and consider) is markedly less than that rn the old one Nlne In the new nineteen 
In the old 
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PERFORhlANCE hlONITORING PLA3 FOR THE DEICIOCIWC3 PARTNERSHIP 
Strategc Objechve and Intermed~ate Resalts 4 Ju$1998 

PERFOrnUNCE 
INDICATOR 

INDICATOR 
DEFINITION LYD UNIT 

OF MMSVREbIENT 

DATA I DlETHOD/*PPROACH OF 
SOURCE DATA COLLECTION OR 

USAIDlBangladesh Strate~c Objectme 3 IhlPRO\-ED REPRESENTATION OF INTERESTS OF DISADVANTAGED PEOPLE ESPECIALLY WOMEN 
IN T =GET AREAS 

CALCULATION 

confidence m 
local 
govanmental 
effectlveness 

PI 

3 2 Customer 
confidence m 
local electoral 
processes 

DATA ACQUISITION BY DP 
I 

I Defuution \lean ratmg of 

ANALYSIS USE & REPORTING 
I 

SCHEDULE/ 
FREQUENCY 

local go~emment 
effectlveness b\ a probabdm 
sample of adults m target 
Ulllons 
(dlsaggregated bt sex) 

the qualrb of local electoral 

RESPONSI 
BLE 

PERSON(S)& 
TEAM 

I pro~&es bv a probabilm 
sample of adults m target 
L1nions (dlsaggregated bv seu) 

h u a l  
probabll~tv 
sun e\ of adults 
m target 
unlons 
conducted b) 
an external 
contractor 
and or BR4C 

SCHEDULE BY 
MANAGEMEN 

T EVENT 

Usmg a pre tested checkl~st of 
local needs and government 
responses (see Phllppmes GOLD 
Project) survet collects mdix rdual 
ratmgs of local gobemment 
(Umon) effectlveness Ind~vldual 
respondents ratmgs m several kev 
toplcal areas are gathered m each 
Umon Scores are reported for 
total adult population m the DP 
coverage area, and dlsaggregated 
b\ sex 

RESPON- 
SIBLE 

PERSON(S) 
& TEAM 

-\n dlustrat~ve samplmg 
procedure 1s the following Ftve 
respondents chosen bv probability 
methods are mtervlewed m each 
Umon, resultmg m a total sample 
of about 2000 In the full DP 
coverage area From this 
approach, statlstlcallv powerful 
data may be collected concermng 
the o\ erall coverage area, but 
generalizations concemg 
customer confidence m md~vidual 
L mom would not be val~d To 
collect data generaluable on a 
L1mOn bv U N O ~  basis would 
requue a much larger (and more 
costlv) sample 

A s  w~th 3 1 but mith a checkl~st 
onented to select mt~cal electoral 
processes jomtl\ tdentlfied b\ the 
DP and NGOs wlth te~hmcal 
assistance as needed 

UnIlkeh to be annual 

a u a l  m tlme for R4 
analvsts and reportmg 

slnce &ta are onl) 
mearun&lh collected 
surrounding tune of 
electlorn Data for this 

T and 
,onmctor 

4nnual (ca 
November 
December) 

keved to 
elections Ifan 

Itutlal data 
presentation by 
T M  analysts 
for R4 b\ RGT 

4s w~th 3 1 , ;llmTo; :; not 
taken place m I II 





3 4  Percent of 
dtspute resolut~ons 
mvohmg aomen 
whch result m 
dec~srons falorable to 
the woman 

PERFOR\[ \VCE 
IliDIC ATOR 

3 5 humber of 
marnages regrstered 

Deht ron  Of all shaltsh or 
LEB sponsored dtspute 
resolutrons unol\-mg a 
women disputant the pacent 
whlch result m denstons 
whch, at least m balance 
support the woman s case 

INDICATOR 
DEFINITIOI LliD LhIT 

OF ME ASL REhIEPtT 

Note As defined, h s  
mdtcator assuma that few to 
none of dtspute resoluttons 
mu\ ohe woman to-woman 
dlsputes .In\ such cases 
would need to be evcluded 
ftom data for ttus mdrcator 

DATA 
bOLfRCE 

Unit Percent 

Defmtton Number of nea 
marnages re@ered wrth 
local qazr (offiaal marnage 
regstram) 

Note Wlule DP actn ares do 
not duecth address rnamage 
regstratron, the DP fmds the 
number of re-tons a 
useful mdrcator of unproved 
legal awareness m target 
areas 

L1nlt Number of regstrattons 

NGO records 

Evtemal 
contrac 
tor B R X  

CALCULATION 

kIETHOD/-\PPROAC H OF DATA ACQL ISITIOU BY DP 

NGOs may alreadb collect raw 
data for calculatmg the 
percentage DP and NGOs wtll 
need to c o n h  that judgments 
regardtng 'fax orable to the 
woman are relebant, accurate and 
unlform across NGOs 

ANAL'U SIS 'SE & REPORTIYG 

Sune\ of regtstrars m all Umons 
m \+hch DP supported NGOs 
implement programs 

DATA COLLECTION OR 

NGOs to TAF 

I 
SCHEDULE1 

FREQUENCk 

Fall m tune for 
R4 anal.isrs 

In tune for R4 
reportmg 

RESPONSI 
BLE 

PERSON(S)& 
TEAM 

T -\F \+ tth data 
collectmg orgarmatron 

Raw data ftom TAF 
to RGT for anahsts 

SCHEDULE B\ 
MAN AGEhIENT 

EVENT 

Collectron and ram 
reporting b\ T 4F 
analts~s for R4 b\ 

RESPONSIBLE 
PERSON(S) & 

TEAM 
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- 
I 

COXIMENTS NOTES Icronvms and abbrex tattons DP Dmocrac\ Partnersh~p T 4F The Asla Foundattom Bangladesh BrWC Bangladesh Rural Advancement Comm~ttee [PI stgnlfies a suggested pnortt\ 
lndlcator for DP constderatton as ~t finaltzes ~ t s  pertorman~e monltortng plan 



PERFOR\I&NCE 
I\DIC-\TOR 

3 1 1 Percent of 
Local Elected Bod~es 
usmg Best 
Pract~ces 

[PI 

I 

3 1 2 Number of 
collectit e action 
mtlatl\ es b\ DP 
supported NGOs that 
lead to satlsfacton 
got ernment response 

IUDICATOR DEFIUITIOI AVD 
I. \IT 

OF \IE.SLRE\IE?tT 

INTERhlEDLATE RESULT *I RESPONSnTNESS OF LOCAL ELECTED BODIES AND GOIXRNMENT INSTITUTIONS INCREASED 
I I I I I I I 

asso~ratlons 
adto~atmg member 
mterests m target 
commumtctres 

Defmtion Percent of llmon Panshads 
among all target LTs for h s  

1 tntermedlate result uhch implement at 
least four from a DP-deteloped list of 
Best Practices 

DAT -\ SOL RCE 

L h t  Percent 

Defmt~on h officlal !?om a 
go\ernment entm (erther a LEB or a 
local letel office of a nat~onal 
government agena ) takes actlon 
deemed satdimon b~ petltloners m 
response to some collective actlon 
mt~atlve 

hlETHODlAPPRO-\CH OF 
DAT4 COLLECTION OR 

CALCL LATION 

Defmrtron An\ lmal assoc~at~on 
(People s Orgamzat~on) m a target 
 omm mu nib ahch ad\ ocates elther 
~oIIectl\e or m&\-idual mterest of thelr 
members to some unlt of got ernance 

Implementmg NGOs 

Implementrng NGOs 

DATA ACQL ISITION B\ DP 

Implementrng NGOs - SCHEDL LEI 
FREQUENO 

ANALYSIS, USE & REPORTING 

DP and NGOs wlll jomtlv ~dentlfv 
a 1st of best practices (whch 
would be expandable and 

RESPONSIBLE 
PERSON@)& 

TEAiI 

SCHEDULE 
BY MANAGE 
MENT E W N T  

adaptable to c h a n p g  I 

RESPOhSIBLE 
PERSON@)& 

TEAM 

cucumstances) 
NGOs will use t h s  checkl~st 
(utllform m format awoss all DP 
supported NGOs) for each LEB m 
theu target cornmumties and 
suhrntt a lms  wth a 1 n a r a p h  
explanat~on of theu ratmg 
Implementmg NGOs rvlll keep a 
l~s t  of theu groups mtltlatlves and 
government (t\picaIl) LEB but 
poss~blv nat~onal government 
agenq ) responses that are 
sat~sfactoq Each subrmss~on 
should mclude a narratlve to allow 
broad understandmg of the 
mearung of the mtlatlte and the 
slgn~ficance of the response 

Irnplementrng NGOs rc111 track 
the actnltles of all associations m 
thelr target communltles For 
e a ~ h  local organlzatlon counted as 
ad\ocatmg a short narratlve IS 

subrmtted 

1 early 

Senu annual 

TAF and 
unplementmg 
NGOs 

NGOs to TAF 

NGO S U s  

NGOs Include 
these data 
(along w ~ t h  
narrative 
descnpt~ons) 
w ~ t h  thelr S ARs 
to T4F 

I Unit -\ssonat~ons I I I I I I 

NGOs TAF 

3 1 4  Ooof 
Customers arcare of 
roles m d  
respons~bli~tres of 

See 3 1 1 

See 3 1 1 

Defin~t~on The percentage of 
respondents m a  probab~l~b sample 
surceb who are arrare of most items on 
a list of LEB roles and respons~b~l~t~es 

RGT External  ont tractor BR 4C From LEB manuals drawn up b\ 
Implenlentlng 'vGOs a list of 
cnt~cal roles and respons~b~l~t~es 
(e g 6 in number) would be 

1 earl\ Evternal 
contractor BR \ C  
to TAF 

In trme for R4 
reporting 
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11 PERFORU4YCE I IVDICATOR DEFINITIOY / DATA SOL RC E 
IhDICATOR LllD L \IT I 

INTERMEDUTE I 
3 2 1 Percent of 
eltgible voters 
castmg theu botes 
accordmg to then 
own chotce 

3 2 2 Percent of 
\ oters ha\ mg 
knoaledge of LEB 
candtdates electton 
agenda 

[PI 

3 2 3 \umber ot 
NGO group members 
elected to LEBs 

:SULT 3 2 QL14LITY OF ELEC 
1 Defmtton Percent of eltgble 

\ oters who report that the) \ oted 
m the most recent electton for 
candtdates of t h m  ~hotce ntth 
no soctal or polnl~al pressure 
mcludmg bnben 
(dtsaggregatsd b\ seu) 

Umt Percent 

Defimtlon Percent of eltgible 
\ oters \%ho sa\ the\ actualh 
L oted for parttcular candtdates at 
least tn part due to candtdate 
agenda (posttlons on Issues) 
(drsaggregated b\ sex) 

Lnlt Percent 

Dettntt~on Cumber of members 
of DP supported soter educatton 
or legal axbareness goups getttng 

I sample sune) of eltgble \oters m the 
Umons of DP NGOs conductmg actn tttes 

IONS ENHANCED 

mtended to reinforce unencumbered \ oter 
chotce 

BR4C or external 
contractor 

External contractor 
and or BR I\C 

Dunng electtom BR.4C or evtemal 
contractor wtll conduct a probabtlm 

l,.-AA "" I . - n D  1 1 "  1 ..- .. -c.- 1 
U YYY " * U I Y  --..I ,A" .. 

surve) of NGO leadershtp and customers 
to tdentlfy mttcal pressures on the 
mdependence of voter chotce The 
resultmg ltst wtll be used to rdent~fi cntena 
to be used m the probabtltt~ sune\ for 
assessmg the extent to whtch xoters cast 
ballots accordmg to theu own cho~ce 

Probabtl~h sample sun  e\s m target 
L~mom 

DATA 4CQLISITION BI. PIRTNERSHIP AYALYSIS, LYE & 

I I 

\GO records CGOs keep record ot them group members 
and those \rho run and get elected 

As relevant wtthm 
one month after each 
electton m Umom 

SCHEDULE1 
FREQUENCY 

After each electton m 
local target areas 

External contractor or 
BRAC to TAF 

I( 

RESPON SIBLE 
PERSON & TEAM 

Results of 
the 
probabtlln 
survey on an 
occastonal 
bas~s m 
response to 
electtons 
Informal 
sunex m 
NGO 
sermannual 
reports 

DP to re\ tew 
evpected 
tunelme of 
elect~ons and 
relatton of 
h s  to R4 
reportmg 

SCHE 
DULE B'L 
ILIANAGE 

MENT 
EVENT 

T4F and 
coordmatto 
n wtth 
RGT for 
R4 
reportmg 

BR4Cleu 
temal 
contractor 
to TAF 
then to 
RGT 

RTO 

RESPON 
SIBLE 

PERSON( 
s)Br 

TEAM 





3 2 4 Number of 
persons attendmg 
localh orgamed 
meetmgs for 
projection of 
candldates 

3 2 5 Percent of 
LEB candldates 
follo\vmg the 
Elect~on 
Comrmsslon s Code 
of Conduct 

I INTERMEDIATE RESULT 2 QL iLITk OF ELECTIONS ENHANCED (CONTINUED) 1 

4'4 4L\ SIS I. SE & REPORTING 

T Defmtton &umber of toter 
aged md~ttduals \ h o  attend 
meetmgs for lntroducmg 
candldates and shvlnrz 

\IETHODIAPPROAC H OF D AT A 
COLLECTIO\ OR C \LC 1 LATION 

DATA $OI RCE PERFORIIOCE 
IIDIC ATOR 

%HE 
DULE BY 
M 4N 4 G E  

MENT 
EVENT 

I knowledge of election-rules and 
procedures YGOs cornmum& 

IVDICATOR DEFIVITIOU 
A\D L \IT 

OF bfE4SI. REhIENT 
RESPONSI 

BLE 
PERSON(S)& 

TEAM 

orgarwatlons or local 
government admmstratlon ma\ 
orgarwe these meetmgs 
(dlsaggregated b\ sex) 

D4TA ACQUISITION B\ 
PlRTNERbHIP 

1 Lrmt Number of mdslduals 

SCHEDULE/ 
FREQUENCY 

m LEB electtons who ab~de b\ 
the electlon code of conduct 

RESPON 
SIBLE 

PERSON & 
TEAM 

1 Note DP currentlt does not 
feature actn ltles m t h ~ s  area th~s  
mdlcator 1s offered for potentla1 
use ~f such actltxtles are 
deleloped (dtsagregated sex) 

NGOs 

NGOs posslblj 
wlth t e c h c a l  
assistance &om 
BRAC or external 
contractor 

NGOs counts of tndl\ tduals attendmg 
meetmgs 

DP and NGOs will consult electoral 
evperts to develop a slmple document 
s u m m m m g  adherence to the Code 
Ut~lumg tius document, Urnon lekel 
c o m t t e e s  formed b\ the DP affiliated 
NGO and local leaders \w11 obsene and 
record electoral actn dies of candldates ~n 
the NGO target areas 

Lmt Percent 

hote These mdtcators do not m~lude mea,uremmt of results ot actlrttler conducted outslde the electorll redson (e g \oter a\\armrss programs) S u ~ h  reportmg can be done narratltcl\ b\ \GOs to T -\F and pased on to the 
RGT tor reportlng m the R4 te\t or In the ~omrnenrs se~tlon ot the R4 s Performance Data Tables 
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PERFOR\IANCE 
IUDICITOR 

I'rDICATOR DEFIhtITIO\ 
ihiD L\IT 

OF MEASLRE\lEhT 

DATA 3OURCE 

SCHEDULE1 RESPON SCHEDULE B t  RESPOYSIBLE 
FREQllrENCI 1 SIBLE 1 LIANALE PERSON(S)& 

PERSON & LIENT ELTENT 1 TEAM 

hlETHOD14PPROICH OF DATA 
C OLLECTIOIL OR CALCI LATION 

D I T  4 ACQUISITION B\ 
PARTNERSHIP 

I 

INTERMEDIATE R 
3 3 1 Percent of 
dlspute resolution 
cases featumg 
mpro\  ed ADR 
techmques 

AY ALYSI3 U'SE & REPORTING 

1 

3 3 2 Numberof 
women m R  cllents 

SULT 3 3 CUSTO\IER ACCES 
Defmt~on Of all local d~svutz 
resolutlon (shahsh and LEB) 
cases m target umons percent 
whch are obsened to apph on 
a ~ontlnulng basls at least 4 of 
the DP s slx cntena for 
unprot ed ADR (disaggregated 
b\ sex of complamant) 

Umt Percent of cases 
Defmtron Number of uomen 
cllents In DP supported ADR 
cases 

L h t  Number of women 

TO JUSTICE IM 
hGOs 

T;ED 
DP and NGOs together identfi and 
operat~onalue mtical mtena for 
tmproked 4DR techniques NGOs 

habe suggested that appromatel\ slx of 
these probabk could be agreed upon far11 
east\ Some of these m t m a  ma\ 
reasonabh lnclude features of tradd~onal 
shalrsh Slnce the target group of cl~ents 1s 

c m q  the QP zd .hlc+r -2 rh tc 

lnclude a cntenon that captures qualm of 
treatment of women m d~spute resolutlon 

NGOs report number of uomen sen  ed 
through theu 1DR servlces If cases 
undergo an) appeals or remed~atlon, 
ind~vldual women are not counted more 
than once If a woman 1s served more than 
once under separate cases she 1s counted 
more than once 

h u a l l y  cons~der 
benefit of mcludlng 
at least qual~tatne 
reportmg of h s  m 
NGOs sem annual 
reports to T-V 

See 3 3 1 See 3 3 1 

NGOs to 
T AF 

See 3 3 1 

For annual R4 
reportmg poss~blc 
on a senu annual 
basis for lnternal 
reportmg to T4F 

NGOs to T4F to 
RGT 

See 3 3 1 
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Strategic Oblectlve ~ndicators 

The six SO lndlcators under the old framework were of two types Ftrst was two perceptlon- 
based (customer confidence) ~ndicators the data for which are collected by the Partnership stat1 
uslng its protocol for the annual customer appra~sal Second were four lndlcators that addrebsed 
results of actlvltles in the LEB and alternative dlspute resolution (ADR) arenas 

Data collectlon for the customer appralsal has sr rved two purposes 

To provlde general-population, survey-like data for the Partnership and the R4 and 
To allow the Partnersh~p staff to renew ~ t s  awareness of customer needs through dlrect and 
focused lnteractlon wlth customers 

These two purposes are merltonous and should contlnue to be promoted They are however 
not entirely complementary In pract~ce Slnce the customer appralsal currently applies rapld 
appralsal techniques w~thln a non-statistical sanlpllng frame, generalizing findlngs for R4 
reporting is problematic Second, whle the protocol for gathering data on customer confidence 
In access to equal justice and their abll~ty to influence local decisions allows for collectlon of 
falrly in-depth lnformatlon the scallng method for categorizing responses and the lntervlew 
setting allow ~ubstantlal room for measurement error 

We suggest, then, that the partnership separate the two purposes of the customer appraisal Use a 
contractor or BRAC to deslgn and conduct a probablllty survey on customer confidence Issues 
applylng statlstlcal sampllng methods and a refined version of the current data collectlon 
Instrument The sampllng frame would be mtended to produce data generalizable to the adult 
populations of all of the unlons m whlch the Partnership IS worklng For the customer appra~sal, 
continue wlth RRA techniques, but conslder custom~z~ng the data collect~on to partlcular Issues or 
customer subgroups of current annual Interest Slnce the appralsal would not be constrained by 
rlgorous sampling methods, ~t may be ut~lized for exploring new areas of intervention learn~ng 
lessons from part~cular act~v~tles or s~tes and so on 

For the partlcular SO ~ndicators regarding customer confidence, we suggest 

Indlcator 3 1 Customer confidence In local governmental effect~veness 
Indlcator 3 2 Customer confidence In local electoral processes 
Indlcator 3 3 Customer confidence in local justice processes 

These indicators would utlllze a pre-tested checltlist of "behaviorally anchored" Items to derlve 
lndlvrdual respondents' confidence rat~ngs, as used In USAIDIPh~llppines GOLD project and 
elsewhere The team finds these to be appropriate SO-level lndlcators In that customer 
confidence' 1s one fa~rly d~rect attr~bute of the rc sponslveness of local lnstltutions espec~ally when 
such confidence is measured In terms of actual access to servlces and experience w~th the 
~nstltutlons' effectiveness 

The sampling procedure for collecting data for these lndlcators wlll require some carehl 
conslderatlon of the balance of survey cost and the Partnership's need for ~nformat~on In~t~ally 

Previous Pa=;! Elank 
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our suggestton 1s to plan for statistlcal generahz,ibility to all customers across all Unlons In the DP 
actlvrty area We do not recommend annually collectlng data that would provlde statistlcal 
representat~veness at a Unlon-by-Un~on level, slnce thls would require an impracticably large 
overall sample Collecting lnformatlon from, fol example, five probabll~st~cally selected 
rnd~viduals In each of the 400 Unlons should res~~l t  In general~zabllity of survey results to the 
overall coverage area, wlth sampllng error within standard professional polling llmits (e g , 3 to 5 
pet cent) If statlstlcally rellitble ~nformatlon IS needed at the Union level, occas~onal focu~ed 
srudtes should be applled to thls need 

We consider these three indlcators to be a "minimum set" of lndlcators for the SO I eflectlng as a 
group the level of public confidence affected by the three intermediate results From a technicdl 
standpoint, however, our preference would be to add one or two indicators that rely on some 
other (non-perception-based) data collectlon approach Thus the PMP Includes two other SO- 
level ind~cators for DP consideration 

Ind~cator 3 4 Percent of d~spu te  resolutions lr~volvlng women whlch result In decls~ons 
favorable to the woman, and 

Indicator 3 5 Number of marriages reg~stered 

Indicator 3 4 represents an attempt to capture people-level impact in the dispute resolution area 
(alternative or other) Slnce DP-supported NGOs already do monltor ADR results closely the 
added burden for data collect~on here may be mintma1 But whlle the act of collectlng the data 
may not be difficult, interpreting the meaning of results and settlng of targets are llkely to be more 
dlficult Assumlng that we can ldenttfL with the NGOs a feasible operational definltlon of 
declsion favorable to the woman " 1s it necessal iPy the case that all such decisions are compatible 

with the SO? To the extent that non-dlsadvantaged women are lnvolved In the populatton of DP- 
targeted disputes for example, the results may be dlstortlve In addltlon would we be reallstlc to 
assume that the percentage of declslons favorable to women would proceed on some 
incrementally lncreaslng path? These Issues are beyond our team's abllity to address at thls polnt 
and thus we present thls indicator as an optlon fi3r consideration 

Wlth indicator 3 5, the sltuatlon is different This indlcator 1s currently part of the DP's PMP but 
some NGOs found data collectlon dlficult m thcrr localities This problem could be addressed by 
tasklng a contractor or BRAC to collect data If the Partnership were to find ~t usehl to continue 
collecting data for this ~ndlcator, ~t probably should be used at the SO level In the framework 
(rather than at the IR level as In the old framework) since marriage registration may be an act of 
lnstltutlonal respons~veness" that reflects cultural and attitudinal changes not closely associated 

wlth any current DP activities A focused evalu itlve study may enhance DP understanding of the 
relevance of t h ~ s  indlcator to the SO 

Finally we recognize that the proposed SO-level tndlcators display some Imbalance In that the 
priority lndlcators are exclusively perception-based and the optlonal two just described focus on 
results prlmarlly derived from IR 3 Since from a methodolog~cal standpoint we would prefer to 
Include a mixture of opinion and other data at the SO level, we do advlse that the Partnersh~p look 
carefblly for non-opinion-based indlcators to add to Indicators 3 1 through 3 3 At the same tlme 
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we are aware of the need to contain performance measurement costs, one way of dolng so is by 
keep the overall number of lndlcators low One option for resolving thls would be to conduct an 
evaluative study focused on marrlage registrations, but to omlt thls from the routine performance 
monitoring system This would allow "performclnce management space" for an addltlonal SO- 
level indicator Ainong the candidates ava~lable, Indlcator 3 1 2 (Number of collective actlon 
lnitlatlves by DP-supported NGOs that lead to satisfactory government response) described 
below is a possiblltty since arguably ~t captures "representation of interests" rather dlrectly Aq 

the DP continues it5 dlscuss~on of performance measurement opt~ons ~t might include discus\ion 
oi this approach to reachlng a better balance in measurement method at the strategic objective 
level 

Ind~cators for Intermedrate Result 3 1 (Res~onsiveness of local elected bodres and 
government rnstitutrons increased) 

Indicator 3 1 1 Percent of local elected bodies using "best pract~ces" A similar indlcator 1s 
currently being used by the Partnershlp The current proposal, as detalled in the PMP table 
makes use of the data collection capability of tht NGOs to develop, along wlth Partnershlp staff a 
checklist of best practices that could be pre-tested and un~formly utillzed across all NGOs 
Instead of a count of LEBs, the lnd~cator is a percentage, so that the "saturation level' of best 
practices w ~ t h ~ n  the target areas can be derived In add~tion, using a percentage in lieu of a count 
prevents targets from belng met as an artlfact of program expanston The suggested reportlng 
procedure Includes brief explanations from NGC)s for thelr best practice ratings of LEBs t h ~ s  
offers the opportunity of qualitative reportlng on thls critlcal area of local democracy 

Indlcator 3 1 2 Number of collectrve actlon ~nit~atives by DP-supported NGOs that lead to 
satrsfactory government response As with tht previous indicator thls calls for short narratives 

from the NGOs to allow for Interpretation A5 they become more experienced w~th  advocacy and 
with data collection some uniformity and smoofhness In collect~ng the information should evolve 
The focus of the indicator IS on advocacy efforts that elic~t preferred government response rather 

than just on counts of the number of efforts made Targets wlll need to be set caut~ously 
espec~ally at first when responsiveness of inst~tutions IS especially uncertain 

In addltion to these two pr~orlty indicators, the team suggests that the DP conslder the following 

lndlcator 3 1 3 Number of assocrations advocating member rnterests rn target communit~es 
Th~s  indicator may be taken as a complement to 3 1 2, slnce the volume of advocacy is an Input to 
collect~ve actions resulting In positlve governmental response Data for a similar indlcator is 
currently be~ng collected by the NGOs If lt IS not included In the R4 reportlng it may be a useful 
plece of ~nformation for semiannual NGO reportlng to TAF 

Indicator 3 1 4 Percent of customers aware ol roles and resgonsibilit~es of LEB members 
This would call for a probability-sample survey including each of the target Unlons conducted by 
BRAC or a contractor Intention of the ind~catclr is to capture legal and political awareness 
through a unlform checklist in the data collectio~~ instrument As we have noted above we would 
expect the probability survey to provide reliable data on customer awareness across all DP target 
Unions as a group, but not wlthin each of them 
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lnd~cators for lntermedrate Result 3 2 (Oual~tv of electrons enhanced) 

The lndrcators we suggest for thls IR include two "pnority" measures and three that are suggested 
as supplements to these two Note that all lndlcators for thls IR are electron-focused, so that 
collection and reportlng are ltmlted to the tlmrng of elect~ons Thus Internal and external 
performance report~ng for thts result IS l~kely no1 to be done every year, and data collectton may 
be necessary on occaston more than once per year DP-supported legal awareness and voter 
awareness activities do not appear drrectly in tht framework Instead the Impacts of these 
activltles are assumed to be ev~dent m the ~ndicators that are included To provlde performance 
reviewers wlth additional information on the voter awareness and legal awareness actlvltles the 
partnership may narratrvely describe key results In these areas to accompany the quantitative 

reportlng The prlorlty tndtcators are 

Indlcator 3 2 1 Percent of elrgible voters castrng them votes accord~ng to thew own cho~ce 
Thls is Intended to capture the extent to whtch those who voted 111 the most recent electlon In 
target areas did so wtth no socral or polttical pressure, thus displaying a level of legal and polltical 
awareness BRAC or an external contractor would survey probabtltty samples of adults In 
targeted areas uslng a pre-tested checkltst of potenttal pressures on voters as a basls for the 
survey tntervlews 

Indlcator 3 2 2 Percent of voters having knowledge of LEB candrdates' elect~on agenda 
Also to be based on a probabtllty sample survey in DP Untons, thls indicator would provrde a 
gauge of the extent to wh~ch voters In the DP coverage area choose cand~dates based (at least in 

part) on what they understand to be candidates' posltlons on Issues The accuracy of voter 
descrrptrons of cand~dates' agenda 1s not the focus here, and ~t will not be assessed Instead, the 
data collection Instrument may ask the respondent (a) if helshe voted In the recent electlon (b) if 

yes, dtd respondent conslder cand~dates' agenda tn the deciston to vote, and (c) lf yes again can 
the voter glve at least one posttlon of one of the candtdates As wlth Indrcator 3 1 4, the expected 
sample size of the survey would allow statrsttcal generaltzatton to the entlre DP coverage area for 
voter awareness but not to individual Unions 

The supplementary ~ndicators Include 

lndlcator 3 2 3 Number of NGO group members elected to LEBs Thts Indicator IS applred to 
thls IR srnce it 1s expected that electron of NGO group members is a srgn of the fairness of 
elect~ons NGOs collect these data currently, and a baselme exists Expansion of the legal 
awareness and voter education programs to additronal Unlons should not requlre ident~fication ot 
a new basellne, but targets may need to be adjusted 

Indicator 3 2 4 Number of persons attend~ng locally organ~zed meet~ngs for project~on of 
cand~dates Such meetrngs do take place in the target Unlons at least sometimes sponsored by 
DP-supported NGOs In terms of tmprovlng tht quallty of electtons, Increased attendance at such 
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gather~ngs arguably IS only an output (rather than impact) ind~cator, but ~t complements the other 
~ndlcators and represents data that typically would readtly be collect~ble by the NGOs 

Ind~cator 3 2 5 Percent of LEB candidates follow~ng the Electlon Comm~ss~on's Code of 
Conduct In this case, Unton-level committees t ormed by the DP-supported NGOs and local 
leaders would observe and record candidates' conduct, gutded by a simple document that 
summarizes the elements of adherence to the Code Thls indtcator, or one s~m~lar  to it, could be 
used by the Partnership should tt at some po~nt tn the future be ~nvolved In the improvement of 
electoral competition and cand~dac~es 

Indicators for Intermediate Result 3 3 (Customer Access to Just~ce Improved) 

For th~s  IR, we suggest two prtor~ty tndtcators 

lndicator 3 3 1 Percent of d~spute resolution t ases featuring Improved ADR techn~ques 
There are a variety of d~spute resolution mechantsms applied m the local Bangladesh settlng -- 
through trad~t~onal shalish and under the aegis of LEBs, for example The focus of ~ndicators for 
this arena in the old DP framework has been ADR, but t h ~ s  tndicator represents a refinement by 
being d~rected at percentage of cases featuring ADR techntques, rather than at the number of 
~halrsh or LEBs uslng them Thts should allow for a more accurate gauge of the extent of 
appl~cation of ADR Note that a cr~ter~a-based ( hecklist can be developed w~th  the part~c~patlon 
of the NGOs ~nvolved in ADR act~vlt~es, so that uniform counting rules are applted in the data 
collect~on 

Indicator 3 3 2 Number of women ADR cl~ents As w~th  several other indicators data for thls 
currently are collected by the NGOs While number of cl~ents reveals only a crude level of 
information concerning "access to justlce," data on case decis~ons and customer perceptions ot 
the justlce system are to be made available through SO-level ~ndicators 

MANAGEMENT OF PERFORMANCE MONITORING 

Before movlng on to suggested next steps, it may be usefbl to summarize our findings concerning 
the DP's performance monitoring system 

. The situation could be worse, data are In fact belng collected there IS coordination among 
Partners and wtth the NGOs on data collectton and reporting needs the RGT successfblly 
subm~tted its R4 report to Misslon leadershtp and USAIDMash~ngton thts sprlng . Data collection weaknesses Include 

Some of the currently applied ~ndicators are not as d~rect as they might be in relation to 
their results t h ~ s  leads to confusion about tndtcator definitions ("meanings") and mtved 
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organlzatlonal and lndivrdual lncentlves for supporting the performance measurement 
system Itself 
The groups or communltles covered by some tndicators are not suficrently clear Thrs 
threatens reliability of data collect~on and utility of annual reportlng against targets 
While accompl~shments m the field have been considerable, even at this mlddle stage of the 
program, many of these achievements have not been captured by the relatlvely narrow 
"reportlng space" offered by the focus on R4 reporting 
There is some conFuslon between "exteri~al" reporting (for the R4) and internal data needs 
(e g , performance monitoring for grants management) Thls contributes to the mixture of 
incentives noted above 
Data collection schemes could be more usefully informed of opportunlt~es for improving 

both qualrty and eficlency In performance measurement through more systematic 
application of sampling techniques 
Techn~ques for collectlng data suffer from insufficient uniformity across NGOs a general 
lack of clear measurement criteria, and ir~sufficlent training and technical assistance to 
those responsible for collectlng data 

The dlficultres encountered over thls past yc ar In collectlng data and reportlng on 
results need to be avolded In hture years - starting wth this summer 
The quallty of data overall in the DP fiamemork features strong points and weak polnts 
Srgnlficant strldes - at least to address short term problems --can be made by taking some 
relatlvely slmple technical actlons Longer-term Issues will need some more strategic thlnklng 
about the management of performance rnforrnation 
Eficlent, effectlve management of performance information calls for basic agreement among 
the Partners regarding 

What the pnorlty problems are that need fixlng, 
Who wrll be responsible for whlch perf01 mance measurement - related task areas In the 
comlng months and years, and 
How the future of the Partnershlp may be optimized through a strengthened team 
approach to performance measurement 

CONCLUSION SUGGESTED FOLLOW-ON ACTIONS 

Next steps for the DP to take have been dlscussed at some length wrth Partnershlp staff The 
team finds that, overall, the Partnershp came some distance during our technlcai assistance In 
diagnosing problems in the performance measurement system and considering solutions through 
revlsrons to the results framework, indicators and data collect~on approaches Following 1s a 
summary of the proposed actlons (short-term and long-term) that have been dlscussed 



Performance Measurement for the Denrocracv Partnershtp 

Short Term Stem (to AugustISe~tember 199% 

Flnallze ldentlfication of R4 lndrcato~ s for the next R4 using the new Results 
Framework or the current R4 indlcators as refined, for a starting polnt To add 
context to thls, we should address the l~kely level of effort needed to address the key 
weaknesses In the system Our comparison of the "old indicator set with the new' 
one shows that ~f we cons~der a "new" lnd~cator to be one wh~ch will requlre fairly 
substantla1 "re-tool~ng" In crlterla settlng and data collect~on refinement the Indicator \ 
proposed In this report should call for only a modest amount of staff t~me assumlng 
some add~t~onal investment IS made in  BRAC or contractor assistance Out of the 
total of 16 indlcators In the PMP, we ldentif) four "new" ones at the SO level and two 
at the IR level (Ths assumes that no rnd~cator-based data collect~on will be called for 
In the quality of elections area) The four "new" indicators Include three SO-level 
lndlcators that are expected to call for survey act~vity by BRAC or a contractor 
Based on this admittedly preliminary analysis, utilization of the new lnd~cator set 
appears not to be overly burdensome for appllcat~on in the next R4 

Identify actlons for clar~fL~ng roles atnong partners and re-lnvlgoratlng the team 
process among Partnerslup staff These could Include use of external facllltators 
exper~enced In working mth organlzat~onal strengthening and team process 
improvement In slrmlar contexts Alternat~vely, the DP could decide that external 
facil~tation IS not necessary for these needed improvements to be accompl~shed 

Cons~der formation of an "NGO Reference Group" to provide the Partnershlp staff 
w~th systematic, field-based input m ,ireas such as dissemination of NGO best 
practices collective advocacy among NGOs in selected pollcy areas, and particlpatlon 
In the plannlng for and assessment of performance monltonng and program evaluat~on 

For any new ~nd~cators, establ~sh baselines and targets The USAID TIPS document 
on developing lnd~cator targets, dlstrlbuted at the workshop, can be an rnformat~on 
resource for thls task In add~t~on, Jim Frernrnlng and possibly other members of the 
team may be available in the future for "v~rtual" consultat~on on such toplcs 

. Draft, discuss, and agree upon a time llne for R4 data collect~on events to reduce 
perlodlc pressures on staff time of partners and encourage common expectations 
regarding performance measurement tasking By the team's final brlefing w~th the 
Partnershlp on June 17, the DP was tl~scussing both the clarlficatlon of partner roles 
for the R4 reporting and the related tlmellne of actlv~tres 

Contlnue dlscuss~on with BRAC concerning a formal commitment to take the lead role 
In performance monltonng Initiate 'my Identified necessary management actions (e g 
subgrant or separate agreement) to niake better use of BRAC as a partner Such 
d~scuss~ons may benefit, at Initial stages at least, from d~scussions among BRAC the 
RGT and TAF at the senlor level, broader d~scuss~ons among the full DP staff could 
follow after init~al agreements have been reached 
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Draft uniform data collection instrurr~ents (DCIs) and data collection lnstructrons 
recelve Input form NGOs, pretest and revlse in preparation for next round of data 
collection This probably requtres acttve technical parttc~patlon by BRAC and/or a 
contractor 

Cons~der a format for qualitative "domain reportlng" to be Included w~th NGO semr-annual 
reports recelve NGO Input on the format, and prov~de short training to NGOs and selected 
DP staff on use of this reportlng format Such reporting should be easy to incorporate Into 
the semr-annual report format, yet usehi for TAF use In performance monitoring Severdl 
optrons are ava~lable for a reporting jormat, but one approach would be for a "menu of 
doma~ns to be made available to all NGOs and for TAF to come to agreement wrth each 
organizatron concerning whlch domains are most appropriate for semi-annual reporting 
There might be a few cr~tical perforniance indicators for whlch the NGO prov~des semr- 
annual data, but the core of the performance report~ng would be qual~tative and diagnostic 
w~th such components as 

Outstanding achievements for this report~ng perrod 

Special challenges in the work environment, 

Examples of best practice (if any) to share w~th other DP organizatrons and 

. Expected accomplishments for the year, including antlc~pated perforlnance levels vis- 
a-vls cntical indicators 

Once revlsed DCIs are in place, develop a plan for translating them, and associated 
~nstruct~ons, into Bangla Two-way translation and field pretesting w~ll be necessary 
to ensure val~dity of the translation 

LONG TERM STEPS 

Cons~der developing a PMP to gu~de data collection for any internal reportlng needed 
by the Partnership 

Annually review status of the PMP for relevance, quahty, and eficlency of data 
collection Th~s need not be a large-investment, intense exercise once the performance 
measurement system IS more routm~zed 

Include resource requirements for performance measurement TA and training in the  
DP's annual resource allocatron process 

Identi@ who the longer-term provtdtrs of techn~cal assistance and tralnrng for 
performance measurement (e g BRAC or contractor) will be using knowledge 
gamed from experience of the latter half of CY 1998 
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. Establish and support a permanent schedule for (a) technical asslstance In data 
collection and analysis, and (b) tralmng to partner and NGO stafTtn performance 
measurement 

Develop a short, simple evaluation plan for the DP, to maxlmize the usehlness of 
performance monitoring for discrete evaluations and to confirm common expectations 
In the DP regarding program/project evaluattons Possible areas of exploration for 
evaluat~ons tnclude (a) Relat~onshrp of DP efforts to levels in marrtage reglstratlons 
and (b) Paths through which 1R-level accomplishments, such as LEBs apply~ng best 
practices or collective actions recelvlng posit~ve government response, are translated 
to customer confidence at the SO lekel 

Dp~ndsh  do^ jf- 04ju198 



Performance Men~urenrent for the Democrocv I'nrmer\hrp 

Annex I 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 
CONSULTANCY TO IDENTIFY IMPROVED INDICATORS FOR THE DEMOCRACY 

PARTNERSHIP'S PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM 

Tht Deniocr?cy Partntrsh~p IS comprlstd of tht Un~ttd Statts Agency for Inttrrlatronal D ~ v ~ l o p m ~ n r  
(USAID), The Asta Foundat~on (TAF), and the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Comnl~ttee (BRAC) 
Formed In 1995 and focused on the democratic isplratlons of the soc~ally and econom~call\ d~sadvantagtd 
(currently referred to as "customers"), the partnership's strategic objectlve IS broadened partrctpat~on 111 
local dec~s~on maklng and more equitable justice espec~ally for women The partnershrp has atmed to 
achteve progress in five "intermed~ate results" (Ill) areas ~t belleves will contr~bute measurably to the 
achtevement of thls strateglc objectlve over a fivc-year penod The core values of customer focus 
teamwork, empowerment and accountabll~ty and managing for results underhe the Partnershlp's operattng 
pr~nc~ples 

The three partners have jolnt dec~s~on-making m selecting and managlng a portfolio of projects to Inlprobt 
local governance and rural justice through greater lnteract~on between comrnun~ty assocratlons and local 
clected bodles result~ng In better advocacy of "customer" Interests, enhanced performanct and 
accountablllty of local elected bodies to better serve the~r const~tuents' needs better electlon admln~strat~on 
and voter educat~on, greater awareness of legal r~ghts and responstb~l~t~es, and lmprovenients tn the quallt~ 
of mformal/alternat~ve d~spute resolutton by village med~at~on comm~ttees (shal~sh) and local elected 
bodles 

The program IS currently at ~ t s  midway polnt ancl requlres the services of a team of consultants to revlei\ 
the Democracy Partnershlp's performance monttonng system and exrsttng ~ndicators (both qualitat~vt and 
quant~tatlve) make recommendatrons for Improving the ~ndicators, and asslst the Partnersh~p In rc~ordrng 
tts strateglc objectlve statement 

Problems 

I The results framework lncludlng the performmce monltonng system and current ~ndtcators icas 
developed m September 1995 and revrsed in Aprll 1997 Collection of quantrtative results data is carrted 
out by NGO subgrantees and qualitative data IS obtalned through rapid appratsals conducted b\ DP staff 
1997 was the first year that subgrantee NGOs were requ~red to collect and subm~t actual results data 

Many problems w~th  thls data were found and as a result data for some IR ~nd~cators could not be used 

The Partnership has ldentlfied the follow~ng problems w~th  its performance mon~tonng lnd~cators which 
need to be addressed 

. The understanhng among Partnersh~p staff subgrantee headquarters staff and subgrantce fitld 
staff of the md~cators' meantng, measurement cnterla and methodology to be used varlcs 
greatly 
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For some subgrantees the data collec tlon process 1s very time consuming, and decreases tht 
tlme ava~lable to the subgrantees for ~mplement~ng the projects 

Some data collected by the subgrantees is not used by the DP and some data we need is not 
collected 

It 1s not always clear wh~ch subgrantees should be supplying results data for which indicators 
In other words wh~ch programs devote a suffic~ent amount of t~me  and resources to an nrcn 
t h ~ t  thty should be cons~dered respons~ble for producrng measurablt resillts ~n that arm 

There 1s uncertainty about how to dc fine and quant~fy target populatlons and how to adjust 
baselrne and target figures In IRs when new subgrantees are added and where target 
populatlons change or expand after the program has begun 

The rap~d appraisals done by DP staff to obta~n qualitatlve data do not alwaqs compltmcr~t or 
prov~de a cross-check on the quant~tat~ve data collect~on system 

Several IRs are not captured by SO-level ~ndlcators 

11 The Mlsslon has consol~dated its two prevlous strateg~c objectives Into one new SO by more or l ~ s s  
combln~ng the two previous SO statements Into one The Mlss~on needs to express ~ t s  consol~dated 
strategic objective In a clearer manner as pomted out in a form of agreement reached during the reccnt R4 

The consultants wlll revlew the Democracy Partnersh~p's current results framework, the performance 
monltorlng and evaluat~on system, and the ind~cators (both quant~tative and qualitatlve) - understanding 
how the information feeds Into the R4 exerclse, how the system 1s used to mon~tor the performance of the 
Partnersh~p Itself and how the data IS used to mon~tor subgrantee performance Where appropnate 
lessons to date lncludmng best practices, ~nnovatlve ideas, pnmary obstacles to ~mplementat~on, ~ d t a s  about 
replicab~l~ty and the c r~ t~ca l  lngredlents for ach~evlng greatest Impact will be ~dent~fied and assessed 
aga~nst the current performance monltonng and c,valuat~on system The team w~ll  d~agnose the varltth of 
problems encountered when uslng the current set of ~nd~cators from the perspectives of both the Partnership 
as well as the NGOs The team of consultants n 111 then make recommendat~ons to the Democrac~ 
Partnership about potentlal changes to the ind~cators The exercise will culminate In a planned uorhshop 
w~th the Democracy Partnersh~p staff to modlfy exlstlng indicators to make them more effectwe and 
Identify and operat~onal~ze new lnd~cators where necessary If time pennits recommendat~ons will b t  
d~scussed on how to Improve the overall mon~toring system for gather~ng and analyzing r~sults in a 
standard~zed esclent, stmple and useful fash~on F~nally the exerclse will result In recomrntndat~or~s for a 
restatement of the strateg~c objective 

Upon signlng the contract the team of consultants w~ll  undertake the follow~ng activities dur~ng tht 
contract perlod 

30 
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1 Rev~ew project documents to get an overall understanding of the current results framework tts cort 
components ~ t s  design process and its intended purpose 

2 Interv~ew Democracy Partnersh~p staff about the overall strategic objectlve of the Partnership 

3 Intcrvicw n sample of NGO subgrantces across all IRs about their D~mocracy Partn~rshlp proj~ct5 
to dettrnl~ne their organlzattons' goals and objectlves, lnnovatlons best practlcts lessons lcarntd 
obstacles In goals 

4 Rev~tw p~rtor~nance monltorlng system d,lta, forms si~bgrantet reportlng rtqulrLm~nts computtr 
database system, and latest R4 report to get an overview of the type of data collected and used 
(both quant~tat~ve and qualitative) 

5 Interview Democracy Partnership staff and a sample of NGO subgrantees about the data collect~on 
approach and the quality of data produc~d (baselme, targets, actuals) Identlfv problems from both 
DP perspectlves and NGO perspectlves 

6 Incorporat~ng dlscoverles about the DP's and NGOs' overall objectives the strengths and wtakn~ssts 
of the current performance monitonng svstem, problems associated w~th the indlcators and data 
collection methods, and the lessons from the field, recommend changes or adjustments to currtnt 
ind~cators (tncluding wording, key definlt~ons measurement cnteria and methodology) and skttch 
out potent~al new lnd~cators to replace evisttng ones which are not useful Tht ind~cators should it 
possible also capture some of the lessons and best practtces Identified 

7 Prov~de some trainlng to Partnersh~p staff on how to identifjr and evaluate indicators for the R4 
reportlng process, and asslst them In conung up with Ideas for a reworded strategic objectlve 
statement 

8 If t ~ m t  pernllts, make recommendat~ons about the overall mon~torlng and evaluation svstem as it 
relates to mon~tonng performance of suhgrantees, reporting for the R4 exerclse collecting data 
across mult~ple NGOs uslng dlverse approaches In a standard~zed fashion and ensurlng 
mtanlngful data that 1s able to capture complex change processes w~th a small sct of kc\ 
lnd~cators 
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9 Partic~pate In a two day workshop w ~ t h  Democracy Partnersh~p staff Make formal presentations ot 

the find~ngs and recommendat~ons, and work jo~ntly w~th  the Democracy Partnersh~p to 
operational~ze an improved set of ~nd~cators and if t ~ m e  permits establ~sh new monitoring and 
evaluat~on system parameters for collect~ng, analyzing and reporting on data from the fitld 

10 During the same two day workshop, asslst the Partnersh~p staff m ~dent~fylng one or more optlons 
for a more clearly worded strategic objetR~vt 

I I Prepare a final report of summarlztng these various steps and documenting the final outputs of tht 
workshop 

Output 

The final output will be a document that summallzes the find~ngs from each of the steps described above a 
final draft of a rev~sed set of ~ndicators The newly rev~sed set of ~ndicators will be a simple universal tool 
that enables the effect~ve and effic~ent monitonng of ongo~ng activities by multiple implement~ng agencres 
as well as cons~stent qual~ty reporting to Washington, D C It will be a tool that NGOs can e a s ~ l ~  
adm~n~ster as a requlred report~ng instrument, allowing for effic~ent collect~on of data at low cost 111 tliiit 

and resources and that 1s cons~stent w~th  then own programming goals and objectives The documtnt 
should also ~nclude recommendat~ons for a reworded strateg~c objectlve statement 

Time frame 

The consultancy w~ll  involve approximately a m,iximum of 20 person workdays of wh~ch 3 person 
workdays 1t1 the U S as required for preparatory work to revlew mater~als and documents Rema~ning 15 
person workdays in Bangladesh and 2 person workdays more days should that be requ~red to fmal~ze and 
subm~t the final reportfproduct The effect~ve stlrt and completion dates of the consultancy are Ma) 26 
through June 20 1998 The consultant from Management Systems Internat~onal who w~ll  lead the ttam 
and be respons~ble for prepanng the final report, wlll subm~t the final document/product to the Asia 
Foundat~onIBangladesh no later than June 24, 1998 

The composition of the team of consultants wtll tnsure the follow~ng sklll mli 

1 knowledge of and experience of USAID rtsults frameworks and performance measurement sLsten1s 

2 specialized expertise In designrng and evaluating monitoring and evaluat~on frameworks includ~ng 
operat~onal~z~ng ind~cators that allow fol scient~fic empir~cal analys~s of Impact and results 
establishing sound and effic~ent data management systems and user-fnendly feedback loops 
between data collection and analys~s 

3 local understand~ng of the Bangladesh cultural context recent developments in the area of 
governance, democrat~zat~on, legal aid and med~at~on, and women's development issues 



Performance Measurement for the Denzocracv Pnrmet shrp 

4 exposure to some of the subgrantee progrms and baslc understanding of some their dlst~nct~vt 
programming approaches 

5 field research experience and knowledge of the best practices, key ingredients of success and 
common obstacles in good governance programming 

6 workshop facilitation skills 

Tentatwe Sciledule of Workdavs 

Days 1-3 PREPARATORY REVIEW OF DOCUMENTSIMATERIALS AT MSIIUSA 

Days 4-5 DEMOCRACY PARTNERSHIP STAFF BRIEFING CONSULTATIVE TEAM AND 
UNDERSTANDING THE SUEISTANTIVE PURPOSES OF THE DEMOCRACY 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

Days 6-7 DIAGNOSIS OF CURRENT PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTEM 

Days 8-9 PRELIMINARY REVIEW AND DRAFT MODIFICATION OF INDICATORS 

Days 10-1 1 TRAINING OF PARTNERSHIP STAFF IN IDENTIFICATION OF USEFUL 
INDICATORS, AND ASSIST THEM IN COMING UP WITH IDEAS FOR A 
REWORDED STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE STATEMENT IF TIME PERMITS 
PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MODIFICATION OF 
PERFORMANCE MONITORlNG AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Days 12 WORKSHOP PREPARATION 

Days 13-14 WORKSHOP 

Days 15-16 REPORT WRITE-UP AND FINAL SUBMISSION 

5/07/98 DOC ID FILENAME msl-sow md 
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Annex I1 

SCHEDULE FOR CONSULTANTS - (618198) 
Dr James Fremm~ng, Dr Steven Rood, Dr Zarlna Rahman Khan, Dr H a b ~ b u r  Rahman 

Jini Fremm~ng and Steve Rood wtll stay at 

Hotel Sheratoil 
1 ,  Mrnto Road 
Dhaka - 1000 
Tel 880-2-863391 -9 86 1 19 1 
Fax 880-2-832915 

Emergency phone numbers 

TAF office phone 88694 1,886942,884504 
Karen Casper 883673 (home) and N~lan Fernando 883047 (home) 

Sunday, May 31 

3 4 0 p m  Jim Fremmlng arrlves on Br~tlsh Always flight (BA-145) 

evenlng Consultants' t ~ m e  

Monday, June 1 

9 00 - 12 noon D~scussions w t h  TAF and USAID 

1 2 3 0 - 1 3 0 p m  Lunch 

1 2 5 0 p m  Steve Rood arrlves on T h a ~  ll~nvays fllght (TG-322) 

3 00 - 4 30 p m Welcome tea with all Partnel s h ~ p  staff (see attached distr~but~on 11st) to revien 
~tmerary, at TAF office 

evening Consultants' time 
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Tuesday, June 2 

8 00 - 9 30 a m Get acquainted breakfast mectrng among consultants at Sheraton James Fremming 
Steven Rood, Zanna Rahnan Khan, Habibur Rahrnan 

10 00 - I2 30 p ni Bnefing on the Democracy Partnership at TAF office wlth all BRAC TAF arid 
USAID Partnersh~p staff 

12 30 - 1 30 p 111 Lunch for consultants and all Partnersh~p staff at TAF ofice 

1 30 - 4 30 p m Prel~rmnary diagnost~c of inhcators and systems problems through group and 
mhvldual meetings with BRAC and USAID staff Consultants will dec~dt whtrt 
to have meetings 

Wednesday, June 3 

8 4 5 a m  Jlm Fremmmg and Steve Rood leave Sheraton for airport to take them to Jessore Will 
be jorned at airport by Zanna, Hablbur, Nawshad Ahmed (TAF), and Rezaul 
Haque (USAID) Field tnp to 3 NGOs (Banchte Shekha, Uttaran, and 
International Voluntary Services) operating m all 5 intermediate results artas 

See attached for detaileti ltrnerary 

1020am Flight departs for Jessore 

Thursday, June 4 

In the fieldBSathlura and Bagerhat Districts 

Fr~day, June 5 

12 00 noon Return to Dhaka 

3 0 0 p m  Rescheduled d~agnostlc meeting with TAF 

Saturday, June 6 

Roundtable meetlngs 'it TAF office for consultants with all sub-grantees In each 
mtermehate result (IR) area 

9 30 a m - 12 00 noon IR 1 Advocacy 



Performance Measurement for the Denzocracy E'artner~hlp 

12 30 p m - 1 30 p m Lunch at TAF office for consultants 

1 3 0 a m - 4 0 0 p m  IR3LEBs 

4 0 0 p m  Consultants' tune 

Sunday, June 7 

More roundtable meetlngs for consultants at TAF office w~th sub-granttt~ 

9 00 a m - 1 1 00 a m IR 2 Elections 

1 1 00 a m - 1 00 p m IR 4 Legal Awareness 

1 00 p m - 2 00 p m Lunch at TAF office for consultants 

2 00 p m - 4 00 p m IR 5 Alternative D~spute Resolut~on 

4 00 p m Consultants' t~me 

Monday, June 8 

9 00 a m - 12 30 a m Assessment of DP systems and workshop preparation by co~isulriu~ts 0111) 

12 30 p m - 1 30 p m Lunch for consultants at TAF office 

2 00 p m - 4 30 p m Pre-bnefing on the workshop for Partnership staff at TAF office 

4 3 0 p m  Consultants' tune 
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Tuesday, June 9 

8 30 a m - 4 00 p m Workshop preparation 

4 3 0 p m  Consultants leave for BRAC Trarnrng Center m Rajendrapur 

Wednesday, June 10 

Partnersh~p staff meet at TAF office to go to BRAC Tralnlng Center In 
Rajendrapi~r Group w ~ l l  travel together in r~nted vans 

8 0 0 a m  Partnership staff leav~ for Rajendrapur 

9 15 a m - 9 45 a m Arrive and check m to rooms 

10 00 a m - 12 30 noon Morn~ng sesslon 

12 30p  m - 130 p m  Lunch 

2 0 0 p m - 6 0 0 p m  Afternoonsesslon 

6 00 p m - 7 30 p m Free tune 

7 3 0 p m  - 8  3 0 p m  Dinner 

Thursday, June 11 

7 30 a m - 8 30 a m Breakfast 

9 00 a m - 12 00 noon Morning session 

1230pm - 1 3 0 p m  Lunch 

1 30 p m - 3 30 p m Afternoon session 

4 0 0 p m  Leave Rajendrapur for Dhaka 

Friday, June 12 

Consultants' day 

Saturday, June 13 

Consultants day 

Closlng dlnner at Kartn Casper's res~dence for all Partnership staff and 
representat~ves from sub-grantee organizations 
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Sunday, June 14 

8 30 a m - 10 30 a m Consultants debrief P,irtnership staff before Steve Rood leaves 

11 3 0 a m  Steve Rood leaves for airport 

1 5 5 p m  Steve leaves for Bangkok on Thai Always flight (TG-32 1) 

Monday, June 15 

Consultants day 

Tuesday, June 16 

Consultants' day 

Wednesday, June 17 

2 0 0 - 4 0 0 p m  Fmal consultants' debnefing for Partnership staff at TAF office 

5 3 0 p m  Jun Fremmlng leaves for alrport 

8 3 0 p m  Jlm leaves for London on British hrways flight 
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Annex 111 

DEMOCRACY PARTNERSHIP PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT WORKSHOP 
BRAC Tralnlng Center (Rajendrapur, Bangladesh) 

10-11 June 1998 

Wednesday, 10 June 1998 

9 15 Arrival of Part~cipants 
10 00 Opening Plenary 

Introduct~on of Part~clpants 
Consultant Inputs 

General Issues 
Qual~ties of Good In&c,~tors 
Polnts about the ACustomer Surveys/Qual~tat~ve Ind~cators 

Open D~scuss~on of Strategic Objectwe Levtl 
Suggested New Wordng 
S 0 Ind~cators D~scuss~on 

1 00 Lunch 
2 00 Work Groups on Intermed~ate Results Ind~cators 

Onentat~on of Work Groups 
Breakout Groups by Intermediate Results 
One group each IR 1, IR 2, IR 3, IR 4, IR 5 

Each composed of TAF/USAID/BRAC and Implementing NGOs 
4 00 Tea Break 
5 00 Plenary Session 

Reporting by Groups 
Questions of Clar~fication only 

6 00 Session Ends 
8 00 D~nner 

Thursday, 11 June 
7 30 to 8 30 Breakfast 
9 00 Plenary D~scuss~on of Workshop Outputs 

Consultant Team Processmg of Day One Results 
Plenary Responses 

10 30 Tea Break 
12 30 Lunch 
1 20 Breakout Groups 

Onentat~on of Two Groups 
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Democracy Partnersh~p 
(TAFIUSAIDJBRAC) 

Momtonng Plan 
Data Management 
ExpectationsNisions of Partnership 

lmplement~ng NGOs 
Shar~ng Best Practices 

• ExpectationsNisions of Partnership 
2 30 Plenary Session 

Reporting by Breakout Groups 
IdentifLing Critical Actions 
3 3 0  End 



Performance Measurement for the Democracy Pnrtnersh~p 

ANNEX IV - PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT WORKSHOP FLIPCIFART 
NOTES 

OBJECTIVES 

Idenl~fy Best Pr,lct~ces [or Measurllig and Reportllig Democr,icy Pdrtliersli~p Results 

Assess Current Indicators & Performance Measurement Pract~ces 

Cons~der Opttons for Improving Democracy Partnersh~p Performance Measure 

Cons~der Alternatives to Current Strategic Objective 

Share ExpectatlonsNlstons of the Democracy Partnersh~p wlth Implement~ng NGOs 

Identlfy Next Steps for the Democracy Partnership to Improve Managlng for Results 

PRINCIPLES OF DEMOCRACY PARTNERSHIP 

Customer Focus 

Collaboration 

a Empowerment 

a Management 

Charactenstlcs 

-+ Cooperation 

-+ Consensus 

-+ Co~lzplementarity 

'-+ Sharing 

Resources 

h s k s  

Accountability 
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"GOOD INDICATORS" 

F I ~  needs of collectors and other users 

Are products of collaborat~on in planmng, collecting and interpret~ng performance informat~on 

Are continuously managed through use of a perForrnance momtonng plan 

Are v~ewed as cnt~cal elements in program plann~ng 

Are mlnlmum number necessary to describe results 

Meet crlterla for techn~cal quality 

Dlrect 

Objective 

Un~dimensional 

Quantltat~ve where tt fits 

D~saggregated where usehl 

Ava~lable/eficient 

Pract~cal 

Meanlnghl 

Educative 



Perforntance Measurement for the Denrocracv I'rrrtt~crdrrl~ 

GENERAL ISSUES 

Overall context 

It could be worse 
D~ficultles tn collecting data 
We're not confident ~n data qual~ty 
Performance monitonng system & overall management need improvement 

Partner needs 

TAF better balance of R4 reporting & ~nternal data needs 
USAID continue to re-examine lndlcators, build up confidence of Democracy Partnership in 

data quality, reformulate results framework as needed 
BRAC clarlfjr role 

Data collect~on 

Relevance, directness 
Defin~t~ons 
Coverage of groups/commun~ties 
Adequately captunng accomphshments 
Sampllng procedures 
Techn~ques for collecting data 

GENERAL SUGGESTIONS 

A s s e s ~ / ~ r m  role of performance measures in what Democracy Partnership does glven openlng 
principles 

Clarify what changes (to lndlct , to framework) are needed now vs later 
Conslder capturing cross - IR results (e g , justice advocacy) 
Use qual~tat~velnarrative reporting to "show off' specla1 results 
Apply tralnlng & T A to strengthen performance measures and reporting 
5a Spec~fy roles & resources necessary for performance measures 
Look for opportunities to reduce total number of lndlcators for R4 
Instltutlonalize Indicator dlagnosls, esp through a performance monltorlng plan 
Look at what performance data tell us about program effectiveness, approaches, etc Look at 

lmpllcat~ons for lmplementlng NGO reports 
Conslder ~nter-dependence of the performance measures process and dynamlcs of the partnersh~p 

Itself 



Perfnrnzance Mea~urementfor the Dernocracv Pot t t ~ e r \ / ~ r p  

CUSTOMER SURVEYS 

Strategic Objective 

Confidence 111 ab~ l~ ty  to influence local dec~s~ons" 
"Confidence 111 , ~ c c ~ s s  lo eqiotable justrce" 

intermediate Resull 
"Confidence In abll~ty of assoc~at~ons to advocate their mterest" 
"Confidence in Electoral Process" [In target communrt~es] 
"Satlsfact~on w~th performance of LEBs" 

["BIGUF members sense of empowerment vls-a-vls ~:mployers"] 

Appropnate for 

+ Mlsslon's overall goal 
strategrc objective 

+ Intermedrate results 

Objectives of appraisal are mixed 

Who does 
-+ Outside contractor (e g BUP) 
-+ Democracy Partnersh~p 

How select respondents 
+ Probab~l~ty sample 
-* Conven~ence sample of * Individuals * Or, In Group 

Pa~r  of I capture general sentiments 

How ask indicator questlon 

-+ Current 
+ Anchored, e g concrete s~tuatlon 

Anclior levels in behav~or 

Very Low 
Low 

Medium 
High 

Very H~gh 



Performance Measurenlent for the Den~ocracv I'm tnerihrp 

WORK GROUP PROCESS 

Facilitator reads "Issues Considerations" flipchart 

Preliminary discussion 
* When a potnt needs recording, wr~te ~t on a VIPP card (yellow) 

Facilitator Reads "Suggest~ons" flipchart 

+ General dtscuss~on of proposed indicators 
* Output [Template] 

1 ) Four Indicators [Priontyl 
2) Proposals for system/process/orgaruzation for collection 

Note Dunng the discussron there may arrse 

Questions to address to the plenary [Whlte] 
Comments on the S 0 level wording or indicators [Green] 
Comments on the General Issues outlined m the morning [Blue) 

-+ When a point needs recording wrlte ~t on a VIPP card 

By 4 00 Tea break, group should be almost done 

+ Try to reach consensus by 4 00 
+ After Tea break prep'lre for 7 to 10 minute presentation 



Performance Measurement for the Der~roct ncv Pcrrrn~r\h~p 

ADVANTAGES TO COLLAPSING IR'S 

* Reducing overlap Improves focus * Refines who they advocate to 
* Activities to Improve * Respons~veness of LEBs could be at all levels * So include both supply & demand in one IR 

ADVANTAGES TO COLLAPSING IR'S 

c* Not as good for I-NGOs wlthout grclups 
-+ Hard to get both demand & supply [depends on model] 
+ Any Reduct~on In IR may through some activities into quest~on 

Improv~ng Accountab~l~ty Recognize Weakness & Strengthen - Publlc Office 

Democracy is a Process [not outcome] 



Performance Measurenlent for the Denrocracv Parmer\h~p 

BALANCING REPORTING 

INTERNAL - EXTERNAL REPORTING ISSUES 

Int lNGO 6 months and 12 months reports 

"Seasonal" pressure of R4 

Get real meanlng B'hind numbers 

External request are onerous 

INTERNAL - EXTERNAL REPORTING RESPONSES 

Focus R4 ind~cators for R4 only 
Free UP Internal reporting 
Use contractor(s) for R4 data collect~on/analysis 
Change format, content & use of 6 nionths reporting 
Capture I-NGO best practices and results in narrative 

B practices 
Anecdotes 
Case stud~es 

Spread R4 tasks across year 
Got to make it easy for I-NGO's 



PROPOSED DATA COLLECTION PROCESSISYSTEM 
(FROM GROUP DISCUSSIONS) 

IR- I - Organ~zauon capac~ty-bullding (I-NGOsIAssoc~ahons) 
(Advocacy) - Urnform guideline pangla Vers~on) 

- Onentat~onltraning to data collectors 
(Basically Endorsing the Present Structure/Technical Support) 

IR-2 - Survey @P & NGOs) 
(Electton) - Data collect~on/stat~st~cal analysts (external organi7atlon) 

(Based on la blend oTq\~al~t,~five & qud~l~itdt~ve ind ) 
IR-3 - Idenbficauon of best prachces O P  & 1-NGOs) 
(LEBs) - How lo use new set of IRSIInd~cators 

( W I ~ I  checkl~sl of Dev In~t~atives (VGA cardlplcs) 
IR-4 - Follow-up plan for monltonng (by whom?) 
(Legal) - Evaluat~on form (wlth definitior~s of key terms e g partlcipatlon etc ) (By 

whom?) (Process) 
(New Ideas) 

IR-5 - I-NGO reporting (of records) 
(ADR) To DP 

- Survey In target areas @P) 

GENERAL ISSUES (DATA COLLECTIONl 

* Relevance/directness * Definltlons * Coverage of groups/commun~ties 
(control area) (non-~nterven~ng area) * Capturing accomplishments * Sampling procedures 
(Probab~l~ty/convenrence/~) * Techniques for data collection 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

I Disproportionate burden (on I-NGOs?) 
I Complementarity 

(Between quanhtahve/qualitat~ve/NGO reports) 
(Through penodlc coordination) 

rn Output vs impact 
(NGOs) (Quant~tativelquahtat~ve) 

rn Experlmentatton 
(BRACIS 'part~c~patory' approach) 

rn Un~form~ty 
(Checklist/Quesbonnaire Des~gning) * Not addressed in group d~scussions 

rn Not addressed In group dlscusslons 



Performance Measurement for the Dewzocracv Portnerthrp 

IMPLEMENTING NGOs 

ExpectationsNisions for Democracy Partnership 

Focal points for I-NGO's accountability 
Long term re1 with DP & I-NGO 
Participat~on of DP members in Some of the prograrnh of I-NGOs 
Periodical bl-annual meeting between Dl' & I-NGO 

Exposure vis~t to I-NGO - I-NGO cross visit 
Findlng best practices In country/abroad (budget provision) 
Assist in linking w~th similar organizatioils in the Raelene 

Uniform reporting guide llne 
Please reduce reporting 
Flexible grant contract 
DP should issue intent letter at least 2 months before starting project 

Sustainabllity of the project 
Jolnt efforts for changes at pollcy level 
Resource allocation for legal aid & assislance to the d~sadvantaged 
Technical assistance for data collection & compilation (~mpact assessment) 



Performance Measuren~ent for the Denlocr~cv Pnrmt r\hrp 

IR 1 INDICATORS 

Number of collect~ve act~on initiatives that l ~ a d  to policy change 

Number of advocacy in~tiatives by Partnersh~p-supported groups (v~a NGOs) 

Number of assoc~ations (1 e , peoples' organizations) advocating customer Interests In target 
communltles 

Customer confidence In the ablllty of associat~ons and Partnersh~p-supported groups to advocate 
thelr Interests In target communtt~es (Need to clan5 definlt~ons collectlve actlon Partnersh~p- 
supported groups, assoc~ation) 

SYSTEMS/PROCESS/ORGANIZATION OF COLLECTION 

Capacity building polltical process, lobbying, administrative structure 
I R -wise sharing and collective efforts lam revision pollcy change 

Capacity bu~ldlng WGOs 

Capacity bu~ldlng assoc~ations 

Tlme gap In fil~ng case versus result 

Feed-~n cr~terla C~te  the last successful collectlve action initiat~ve 



Performance Measurement for the Democracv Parrnershrp 

IR 1 INDICATORS 

Number of collectlve actlon initiatives that lead to policy change 

Number of advocacy inltiatlves by Partnersh~p-supported groups (v~a NGOs) 

Number of assoc~at~ons (1 e , peoples' organizations) advocating customer interests In target 
colnmunltles 

Customer confidence In the abllity of assoclatlons and Partnership-supported groups to advocate 
the~r Interests In target communities (Need to clan@ definltlons collective act~on, Partnersh~p- 
supported groups, assoc~at~on) 

SYSTEMS/PROCESS/ORGANIZATION OF COLLECTION 

Capaclty budding political process, lobby~ng, administrative structure 
I R -wise sharing and collectlve efforts  la^ revlslon pol~cy change 

Capacity bullding associat~ons 

T~me gap in fillng case versus result 

Feed-~n crlter~a Clte the last successfU1 collectlve action imtiative 



IR 2 QUALITY OF ELECTIONS ENHANC ED 

Adequacy of lndlcator to capture level of achievement in IR area In terms of words used 

-What constitutes customer confidence - to be able to cast a vote or 
able to cast vote accordmg to own choice? 

-What elements of electoral process to be considered In medsurtng 
customer confidence In 1t7 Higher voter turnout? 

-Fa~r elect~on adm~nrstr,it~on 
-V~olence/intlmidahon free vote-cashng environment 
-Reduction of elect~on expend~ture of cand~dates 

Lack of complementarlty of qualltatlve and quantitative lnd~cators 

Data collection format and methodology 
-Lack of un~formlty of data cc~llect~on tool of I-NGOs in same IR 
-Low techmcal skill levels of actual data collectors (grassroots 
program implementers of I-NGO activihes) 
-Data collection activlty not integrated with I-NGOs programs 



Perforn~ance Measurenlentfor the Den~ocracv I'artncrrhrp 

IR 2 INDICATOR SUGGESTIONS 

I For new ~nd~catorslre-wordlng current ones 

1 Percentage cashng vote accorhng to own cho~ce 
2 Reduced numbers of reporting of unfa~r acbons of elect~on admnlstration 
3 Reduced lnc~dence of v~olence/~nt~m~datron m vote castlng 
4 Reduced election expenditure of candidates 

1 Vote cast free of ~nfluence 
2 Elect~on admlnlstrators abiding by rules or procedures 
3 Adherence to r~ght to vote by all 
4 Greater voter confidence m capab~l~ty of candidates 

III Systems/process/organ~zation of data collection 

I Un~form data collect~on tool for same rnlcator for all I-NGOs 
2 Sklll onentation of actual (grassroots) data collectors as part of own ~mplementatron 

tralnrng 
3 Overall rnonltoring pollcy for ensuring complernentar~ty between qualltatrve 

quantrtabve and I-NGO reports 
1 Performance and impact evahtat~on for contract renewal 



Perforn~ance Measurement for the Deniocracy Partner~h~p 

INDICATORS IR 2 

1 Percent af customers confident In the electoral process In target areas (#) 

System/process/organ~zat~on of data collect~on 

1 Survey (des~gn t o  be worked out  with DP and I-NGOs), data collection and 
statist~cal analysis (done from outside) 

(hn ~~(Iernf~onc nntl I c.suec. 

How to combine quantitative and qual~tahve lnd~cators 
Survey design is key 
Opportun~ty to use an outs~de contractor 



Perfornlnnce hleasurement for the Democrtlcb Partnershrp 

IR 3 COMPETENCE OF LEBs TO IDENlIFY AND MEET CUSTOMER NEEDS 

Who defines customer needs 
--DP Ilst? 
--Customers? 

W11,it IS tile list of best practices ' I 

How characterize LEB 
--Any one pracllce 

Characterl~e LEB vs customer evaluation of LEB 



Performance Measurement for the Democracv I'nt tnersh~p 

1R 3 SUGGESTIONS 

For new or re-worded lnd~cators 

(Note Drop increased") 

1 Keep # of LEBs using best practices' 
2 Retain customer sat~sfact~on" 
3 Drop #2 Number of women 

For content/understandrng 

1 Develop list of "best practices" but continually mod~fy 
2 us~ng' define 
3 Clanfy question wordlng and procedure 

For system/process/organlzatlon for data collect~on 

1 For each U P , I-NGOs submit a 1-pag~ checkl~st with comment 
2 Consider outs~de organlzaoon to do "probab~llty sample' 



Performance Measurement for the Democracv Partner~hrp 

IR 3 INDICATORS 

1 Number of LEBs in target areas uslng best practices 
2 Percent of customers who cons~der that women LEB members partlclpate in development 

lnltiatives 

1 Througl~ Jolnt ~denuficalon of a l~s t  of (grow~ng) best prnclces by DP and INGOs Best 
practices will be tdenlfied by INGOs from the LEBs In the~r project areas 

2 Present respondent wltli a list of develc~pii~ent initiatives (e g VGD card Project I~uple~nent t t ~ o ~ i  
Comm~ttee etc ) DP w~ll  contract out the survey 


