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IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF THE DFID-SUPPORTED
POOREST AREAS CIVIL SOCIETY (PACS) PROGRAMME

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This assessment draws on interactions with selettohal Advisory Board (NAB) and Project Selectipn

Committee (PSC) members, the State-level Progra®umport Teams (PST), the State Managers (SM), the
State MEAL Coordinators (SMC) and various Resocganisations (ROs); visits to 16 project locati¢és
villages) where Civil Society Organisations (CSAB)mmunity-based Organisations (CBOs) of the paoat [a
Gram Panchayat (GP) representatives were met; amdnge of secondary sources. The findings presgente
herein have been finalised incorporating feedbackived on an earlier draft of the same.

CONTEXT
The discussion on the impacts of the PACS Programemeds to recognise the:

« Challenging environment in the PACS Programme State

« Recent focus on impacts (earlier years were deuvot&dogramme stabilisation)

- Limitations of bilateral support which preclude popt to certain formations and issues
« Emerging evidence of the limitations of SHGs incteag the poorest

PROGRAMME STATUS

As on December 2005, the PACS Programme had reacheder 15,300 villages across 85
districts. Of these, better results are expected in aboutO7yillages that have witnessed
intensive interventiondMany of these villages are remote and might haneessed the first
instance of a non-government development actorvieteng. The 15,300 villages reached
account for about 5 percent of the total numbeviltdges within the districts reached.

The PACS Programme works through 143 projects engagg 474 CSOsAn attempt has

been made to engage small and large CSOs, balamge &nd small projects and work
through individual and network projects (latter poovide ‘spaces for small and new
organisational forms to mature within the umbrebtéarger and longer-established NGOs’).

Over 17,500 CBOs with a total membership of aroun@11,000 have been formedibout

80 percent of these are self-help groups (SHGs)nlynaf women. Other CBOs include
men’s SHGs, mixed SHGs, village-level groups amtfations/ apex bodies.

MAJOR IMPACTS

The poor have been organised and benefitedhis is reflected in the following:

- Project target groupare drawn mainly from the Scheduled Caste (SC),Stigeduled
Tribe (ST), the Other Backward Caste (OBC), largllesuseholds, marginal and small
farmer households, women and, more generally, B&lowverty Line (BPL) households.

- About 60 percent of the CBOs are women’s SHGs ¢atdig significant mobilisation of

women). Further, ‘marginalised’ groups account tmrer 50 percent of the CBO
membership in each of the States.
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- Entitlements realised are mainly for schemes tadyeit the poor and meeting crucial
food, healthcare, pension, housing, etc. requirésnen

- Most importantly, changes are evident with CBOsrtipalarly women’'s SHGs,
interacting with GP representatives and governnagt bank officials and taking the
initiative to attend and participate actively inaBr Sabhas (GSs), voicing grievances
over issues such as BPL and voter identificaticsh land encroachment and the working
of anganwadis GPs, government schemes, health centers, midrdesls, Public
Distribution System (PDS, for foodgrain), scho@i,., and venturing out of the village to
present, and seek solutions to, their concernsotitigal leaders and government and
bank officials. Further, there are instances afcal leadership emerging with some CBO
members contesting, and winning, PRI elections.

A range of credible CSO$have been supported and they have been benefitadvarious
ways. Smaller CSOs have been particularly benefitedcor CSOs, the PACS Programme
has provided a range of opportunities- opportusitie expand and/ or deepen work in
specific districts and/ or sectors; engage withifeer@nt paradigm(about two-thirds of the
PACS Programme-supported CSOs had welfare or sem@ivery orientations)explore
new approaches to familiar sectors; and, develgpamrd and consolidate local networks.
CSOs, particularly smaller ones, estimated to bautB00 in number, have benefited in
terms of reputation and inputs towards programnakfimancial management.

These developments assume special significance he tspecific context of the PACS
Programme areascharacterised by deep social divisions, limitedaspmities for the poor
to interrogate the working of local governments gublic service providers, concerning
status of women, elite capture of local decisiorkimg processes and high leakage from
government programmes and issues of appropriafipnldic resources by the rural elite.

KEY ISSUES
Despite these encouraging developments, the overatipacts can be are mixedThus:

+ CBOs are still in the process of maturing into pues groups. This recognises that (a)
pressure groups are not easy to energise in therhiag environment within which the
Programme operates; and, (b) even if communities vaell-mobilised, entitlement
realisation depends on the larger institutionaliremment and delivery system around the
responsiveness of which issues remain in manyeoP#CS Programme locations.

« While network projects have benefited smaller CSths, overall assessment of such
projects is mixed with issues aroucapacity building and other support provided byllea
partners, opportunities for learning, coordinatma project ownership.

Part of the reason for the mixed impacts clearly &s within the larger context. However,
another set of issueselates to:

- Project designswith limitations of grounding and strategic clgritvhich could have
arisen from CSOs over-reaching themselves, theegrajevelopment process being
rushed and the influence of Project Development BRDEROs) engaged to support CSOs

! ‘Credible CSOs’ alludes to record of financial priegy and is not to be seen as a reflection of citipa.
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« Capacity and perspective limitations among CSOs andnixed results from (the
significant) efforts in this direction with (a) capacity building events not always
relevant to project contexts; (b) MEAL, despite litsnefits, being impacted by larger
difficulties in developing a culture of reflectiomithin organisations and the need for
further CSO orientation and feedback loop clos(egfelt needs of greater CSO voice
and space during Peer Learning Workshops (PLW3)pégr exchange visits needing
better preparation to avoid ‘mutual appreciation”insensitive feedback’; and, (e) the
need for greater analytical content in the docuatétt of experiences for lesson learning

« Underutilisation of RO potential

- Limitations of a SHG-focused approachwhere SHGs while presenting an option for
mobilising the poor, particularly women, in view dfe quicker and more tangible
benefits in terms of credit that they can offermeowith the risk of overwhelming the
larger empowerment agenda given their significgetrational demands

« Limited progress on State-level engagement and poyi advocacyowing to (a) the
largely demand-side orientation of the PACS Prognanwhich has the orientation and
character of the PACS Programme partners; (b) dioihs of relevant experience and
skills within CSOs; and, (c) the limited particigat of ‘non-NGO’ CSOs in the PACS
Programme (mainly due to lack of FCRA registratiamgquirement of bilateral support);
and, (d) the possibilities of certain types of ppliadvocacy efforts being considered
inappropriate for bilateral support

With limited engagement at the State and policyelleand even the thinly-spread village-
level projects having issues around design and €&fcity, it is difficult to claim that the
PACS Programme, despite its achievements, hasded situation where the poor are
empowered to realise their entitlements effectivalg sustainably. Importantly, the absence-
by design (given the demand-orientation of the PAZ&ramme with its focus in generating
‘demand’ for entitlements)- of any systematic eregagnt with the government and/ or
public service providers/ institutions, could haemtributed much to the current situation.

THE WAY FORWARD
Near-term

Encouragingly, the MC and the PSTs are seized of mg of the emergent issueand have
been considering proposals to address the samse Tindude:

- Revisiting project designs in recognition of issuearound the same:This has already
been undertaken in about half the projects andoiggsed in others.

« Capacity building: Issues around this are recognised by the MC andP8iEs.This
recognition needs to be followed up with CSO-ldvaining needs assessments; emphasis
on regional/ project-level capacity building everstsd, addressing issues around MEAL.

« Strengthening State level and policy advocacyEfforts in this direction should ideally

begin with identification of issues that need tophgsued at the State-level in a forum
such as the PLW, an assessment of these issu¢eforappropriateness for bilateral
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support and the likely coalitions of civil socidtyat would be most appropriate to take
forward the agreed agenda.

Greater role for the NAB and PSC:Select NAB and PSC members met have expressed
the view that they need greater space (time anepieradent feedback) for taking a more
considered view on emergent issues.

Beyond the PACS Programme Horizon (2008)- Suggestis

The Programme design envisaged that ‘support utlterPACS (Programme) may be
replaced over time by government-to-government@gagres.’ In view of this and the Impact
Assessment findings, the following suggestions geéor consideration:

There is a need to continue DFID engagement in thEACS Programme States,
particularly Bihar, Jharkhand and UP. The casdHis emerges primarily from the high
poverty in these States and DFID’s commitment teepty reduction in India.

It might be appropriate to consider government-to-gvernment approaches given
the limitations of demand-side approacheslhe option of a government-to-government
approaches being pursued in parallel with civilistycengagement is also available
though this will require a systematic assessmeFdD’s experience in Orissa.

Reaching the poorest may need a different approacfithe PACS Programme design
did not distinguish between the poor and pooredtdid not envisage separate strategies
for the poorest. NAB and PSC Members have arguaidetihgaging with the poorest may
require a service delivery component that respomdseir medium-term needs.

Thematic Areas are useful to specify but need to pported by Position Papers to
avoid ambiguity. In the absence of Thematic Areas, there was tlediliod of efforts
being dissipated in various directions. It is readi that there may be ambiguity around
how, for example, social cohesion is to be intdgmteand pursued in a project frame.
However, Position Papers on Thematic Areas migrifglthese.

A cap on resources intended for Self-help may be wsidered. SHGs presents a
situation whereby they present an option for meimg the poor, particularly women, in
view of the quicker and more tangible benefitsanms of credit that they can offer but
come with the risk of overwhelming the larger empawent agenda given their
significant operational demands. It is perhaps mticgpation of this that the PACS
Programme design discussed the possibility ofrfatlon the proportion of programme
devoted to it to avoid it crowding out longer teempowerment initiatives.’

The current institutional arrangement has several nerits and may be continued.
However, the experience with the PACS Programme algggests that for such an
arrangement to achieve its potential: (a) the NAB the PSC need greater space; and,
(b) contracting issues for ROs need to be resolved.

A balance of village and State-level projects andetwork and individual projects
needs to be maintained and choices exclusivelyawour of either village/ State or
network/ individual projects need not be exercised.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This document presents the findings and emergsoessfrom an Impact Assessment of the
DFIDI-supported Poorest Areas Civil Society (PA®3)gramme. (A brief description of the
PACS Programme is presented as Annex- |I. The baakdrand objectives of the Impact
Assessment are summarised as Annex- Il.) It syitbeseparate State-level reports prepared
for various States where the PACS Programme isatipaal (Bihar, Jharkhand, Maharashtra
and Uttar Pradesh (UP)- as per the Terms of ReferdioR), this does not include
Chattisgarh). All these documents have been fiedlafter incorporating, where appropriate,
comments and suggestions received on an earligrodithe same.

As presented in the Inception Report (June 20066 document draws upon:

« A range of secondary sources, including past AnRealiews, the ongoing National and
State-level Synthesis and data and documentatiaredtby the Management Consultant
(MC), the various State-level Programme Supporimi®&ST), Resource Organisations
(ROs) and Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)

« Interactions with select National Advisory BoardAB) and Project Selection Committee
(PSC) Members, representatives from the MC, thewaPSTs and ROs, including those
for Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEAL) are State-based Communication
Agencies (SBCA)

- Fieldwork in 16 districts/ project locations sekxttin discussion with the MC (A
summary of the study projects is presented as Annkx) involving group and
individual interactions, as appropriate, with CS@luding separate interactions with
field-level personnel), community-based organisa&igCBOs at village-level of groups
that the CSO has been working with, including $elip Groups (SHGs)) and
representatives of Gram Panchayats (GPs) and kelyenformants

Within each State, work typically began with inlitiateractions with the PSTs and separate
interactions with the ROs. Following these, thed$tlieam (comprising three-four members
in each of the States with combined expertise enaileas of social development, governance
and livelihood and experience in engaging withlcsaciety organisations) undertook visits
to project locations and returned for further iat#ions with the ROs and presented its
preliminary findings to the PST. During fieldwonk project locations, the Study Team began
with interactions with nodal CSO personnel, undektaisits to villages (total of 64 villages)
to meet CBO members (collectively and individuallypP representatives and key
informants, interacted separately with CSO fieldspanel and closed with a short de-brief
with nodal CSO personnel.

% The study projects were selected from amongst timselvanced stages (i.e., either completed pject
those in withdrawal or consolidation stages) of lengentation. This focus on projects that have ‘metuwas
considered appropriate for lesson-learning andsagssent of changes enabled by the PACS Programme.
Further, an attempt was made to include projecth warying sizes and implementation arrangemeritse
number of study projects in each State was detemiry the distribution of projects in advanced stagcross
various States and, based on discussions with C#A@d the MC, those that had been covered in thentrece
National and State-level Synthesis were avoided.
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This document is organised into six sections (idicig this ‘Introduction’) supported by the
three Annexes mentioned above. Section 2 titledldwa the challenging ‘Context’ within
which the PACS Programme is located, Section 3egnmtss‘An Overview of the PACS
Programme’ and is followed by a discussion on timepacts of the PACS Programme’
(Section 4) and ‘Emergent Issues’ and their img8ection 5). Drawing upon the lessons
from this assessment, Section 6 discusses ‘TheRayard.’

2. CONTEXT
The discussion on the impacts of the PACS Programeeds to recognise:
The challenging environment in the PACS Programme tatesis reflected in:

- High poverty, constrained State finances and low fmastructure penetration in all
States, barring Maharashtra where regional diffeenexist despite better State-level
aggregates (CIl, 2002; Maharashtra HDR, 2002; Rt@gn@ommission, 2002). In 1999-
2000 (when Chattisgarh was part of MP and Jharkipantof Bihar), the proportion of
the poor in Bihar (about 43 percent) and MP (al®ufpercent) was exceeded only in
Orissa (about 47 percent; national average: ab®pePcent) and estimates of the number
of the poor for 2006-07 suggest Bihar, MP, Maharasand UP as the four States with
the largest population of the poor in the counfyrther, Human Development Index
(HDI) rankings (which treated Chattisgarh as pam® and Jharkhand part of Bihar) of
15 major Indian States over 1981-2001 suggest$Bihat, MP and UP occupied the last
three positions in 1981 and 1991 and three ofakefbur positions in 2001.

- Concerns around the quality of the polity and govemance especially in Bihar,
Jharkhand, MP and UP (which together account fouaB8 percent of the Members of
Parliament in India but nearly half such Memberthwiigh penalty crime cases (PAC,
2004)). These concerns are also reflected in #méicplarly high corruption levels
reported from Bihar and MP (which are ranked 28d 26' respectively among 20 major
Indian States- Transparency International Indig)520and, in a reflection on delivery
systems and capacities, the low infrastructure fpatien in all PACS Programme States,
barring Maharashtra. Together, these suggest inateglelivery systems and processes,
leakage from government programmes and linked sssafeappropriation of public
resources by the rural elite- which, in turn, mayd implications for the realisation of
entitlements for the poor.

- Serious challenges to State authorityleft-wing extremism; law and order) in Bihar,
Chattisgarh, Jharkhand and UP (Ministry of Homeak#, 2004; CIl, 2002).

Further, there are challenges around specific tegha the Programme engages with. Thus:

+ Reflecting thestatus of womenin the PACS Programme States are differentials in
female-male literacy rates (about 20-25 percengh lincidence of domestic violence
(about 20-25 percent) and restrictions on movenighere more than 50 percent of the
women in Maharashtra and about 80 percent of thos¢her States need permission to
go to the market and visit friends/ relatives) (8enof India, 2001; NFHS- 11, 2000). In
such circumstances, the initial act of bringing veonout from their homes can itself be
challenging, and, even when CBOs have been matbjlggender roles and relations may
not realistically be expected to change withinR#e&CS Programme lifespan.
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« Social relations structured around caste and land, are skewetiarelbeen (continue to
be) negotiated in various ways and in varying degracross the PACS Programme
States. Thus, Jharkhand and Maharashtra have semésbal andlalit mobilisation and
popular movements around natural resources even farithe pre-Independence era. In
Maharashtra, these were led by social and religicefermers and civil society
organisations- suggesting a history of active CS@gagement with issue of
empowerment and empancipation. On the other hafj,wWhere feudal tendencies have
been strong, has a limited history of significaebple’s mobilisation and civil society in
the State has ‘emerged more slowly and gainedsliesagth’ (Manor, 2005). Bihar and
UP have their own (going back to pre-Independeimses) history of debates around the
desirability of caste as the basis of community isdiion and instances of Other
Backward Caste (OBC) assertions, and more recetglig, mobilisation (stronger in UP).
These have, in time, been highly politicised makaay for less constructive agendas.

Clearly, the PACS Programme States have varyingres of the mobilisation of the
poor and the disadvantaged (significant in Jhar&heard Maharashtra, limited in MP and
having acquired a narrower caste-driven interpictan time in Bihar and UP).

« Local self-governancejn the three-tier Panchayati Raj frame envisaped, yet to take
off in Jharkhand where elections to PanchayatilRsgtjtutions (PRIs) have not occurred
in 28 years; is finding fresh root in Bihar whergIRelections were held in 2001 after 23
years; made some progress in UP with the tran$fselect functions to PRIs (Planning
Commission, 2002); witnessed major advances in 1880s in MP; and, can be
considered mature in Maharashtra (Ghosh and Kug@03). Notably, even in States
such as MP and Maharashtra, PRI potential remairtgaly realised.

« Self-help initiatives are in different stages across the PACS Programiate;Shis is
reflected in the proportion of Swarnajayanti Grawafzgar Yojana (SGSY) SHGs rated
eligible for assistance- about 30 percent in Madtara and less than 20 percent (ranging
from 11-19 percent) in other PACS Programme Stkesnational average is around 27
percent and the figure for Andhra Pradesh (AP) ab0wpercent) (www.indiastat.com).

These not only underline the potential difficultiesin organising communities but also
suggest that even better-organised CBOs (and CSOsjay be constrained inrealising
entittements and their own potential due to existing power relons, policy inertia,
perverse institutional incentives and inadequate ifmastructure and delivery systems.
This may impinge on the outcomes of the PACS Progname which is demand-oriented
(i.e., focused on generating demand for entitlemes)t and envisages, by design, limited
systematic engagement with the government (at vaus levels) and/ or public service
providers/ institutions.

The PACS Programme focus on impacts and outcomes liscent and earlier years were
devoted to establishing systems, vertical linkagesencourage projects and horizontal
support processes. These would have had their ballenges in the backdrop of varied CSO
capacities to develop and implement projects, ikelihood of distortions and ‘over-
reaching’ given the significant funding availabledaconcerns over corruption (DFID, 1999) .
One indication of the challenge in encouragingvate projects from credible CSOs is the
number of districts (23 out of the 108 originallyvesaged; most of these are in Bihar and
MP) where the PACS Programme had not reached ditleinber 2005. It is understood that
proposals of desired quality could not be obtaiinech these despite the MC'’s efforts.
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Bilateral support has its limitations precluding support to certain formations, appreach
and issues. Cross-country studies have pointechatlenges for DFID in engaging with
CSOs with ‘'some CSOs... keen to maintain their inddpace from the State and donors;’
and, ‘host country governments... (being)... reluctan@llow funding in sensitive areas
(National Accounts Office, Government of UK, 2006jhe PACS Programme may have
been constrained in working with a larger varietyomganisations, given the need to work
with organisations registered under the Foreignt@mrtions Regulation Act- FCRA, and on
certain themes, particularly those related to golidvocacy and social cohesion, given the
likelihood of these being considered inappropriatebilateral support. Notably, an effort has
been made to engage organisations that do not R&RA registration through network
projects and, less commonly, through NGOs workiiith wo-operatives and unions.

Larger debates around donor support to civil socigt have mentioned how ‘donor civil
society strengthening programs, with their bluegtiechnical solutions and indicators of
achievement run the risk of inhibiting and ultimgtdestroying the most important purposes
of civil society, namely the freedom to imaginetttizat world could be different (Manor
quoting Howell and Pearce, nd)’ and depoliticisiaices of change (Kamat, 2003).

SHGs have limitations in reaching the poorestStudies in Orissa and MP suggest that
SHGs do not always include the poorest on accotisboial (‘the poorest are often those
who are socially marginalised because of castdiadiffin and...the most sceptical of the
potential benefits of collective action’) and ecomo reasons (‘the poorest often to not have
the financial resources to contribute to the saviagd pay membership fees; they are often
the ones who migrate during the lean season, tlaksngn group membership difficult’) and
‘intrinsic biases’ of implementing organisationag‘the poorest of the poor are most difficult
to reach and motivate, implementing agencies terldave them out, preferring to work on
the next wealth category’) (Dasgupta, Marter eR@03). This is supported by an evaluation
of the MP District Poverty Initiatives Project (MPPIP) which found that ‘very poor
households often could not pay their mandatoryrdmutions (to Common Interest Groups-
CIGs) (Programme Evaluation Organisation (PEO)nileg Commission, 2005).It is
important to note in this context that the PACS dPamnme design did not distinguish
between the poor and the poorest and envisageiddfapproaches to engaging with them.

3. AN OVERVIEW OF THE PACS PROGRAMME (Further details are available as Annex IV.)

Data from the Second National Synthesis ReportftD8¢ February 2006, as summarised in
Table (1), suggests the following:

The PACS Programme reaches over 15,300 villages ass 85 districts and 435 blocks.
Of these, better reach and results are expected iabout 7,000 villages that have
witnessed intensive interventions The 15,300 villages reached account for about 12
percent of the total number of villages in the klbceached and about 5 percent of the total
number of villages within the districts reacheds(asing equal distribution of villages across

% According to the Second National Synthesis Repdraft- 3), February 2006, ‘not all villages wherenk
happens have received equal intensive focus’ ammeésexperiential estimate(s) suggest that only &#0t50
percent (of the) villages are receiving intensimeetiventions.” This, in turn, ‘reduces the reachtbg) PACS
Programme’ as locations ‘where interventions hagenbminimal cannot be considered as actual reatheto
poor’ and ‘better reach to (the) poor... and... bete=mults in improving their quality of life are exgted in
about 7,000 villages.’

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment taber 2006 8



blocks). The number of villages reached is highesiharkhand (about 4,600), lowest in
Maharashtra (about 1,900) and ranges from 2,30003r6other States.

The PACS Programme works through 143 projects engagg 474 CSOs. An attempt has
been made to engage small and large CSOs and balantarge and small projects.
Further, projects in varying stages of implementatbn provide opportunities for

improved performance based on experience and leamg. Thus:

« About 60 percent of the projects are smaller (Gate@ and D) projects These account
for about half or more of the projects in all that8s. At the other end of the scale are
projects with proposed coverage exceeding a thaugidlages (for example, Network of
Entrepreneurship and Economic Development (NEEDJharkhand or Samarthan in
MP) or the Rs. 50 million-plus multi-State projgdiSP) being implemented by the
Voluntary Health Association of India (VHAI).

TABLE (1): THE PACS PROGRAMME- AN OVERVIEW

States*
Item Total
BH JH MP MH UpP
Geographical Coverage

No. of districts to reached 21 18 17 9 2( 8p
Total no. of blocks in districts reached 507 140 812 118 232 1,125
No. of blocks reached 106 89 66 69 105 435
Proportion of blocks reached within districts reagth 21% 64% | 52% | 58% | 45% | 39%
Total no. of villages in blocks reachéd 000s) 45.1 294 219 11.0 25.7 1331
No. of villages reachefin 000s) 2.3 4.6 3.6 1.9 2.9 15.3
Proportion of villages reached within blocks reathe 5% 16% | 17% | 17% | 11% | 12%
PO o g penched i e oo 190 | 10 | o% | 10 | 50 | o

Project Profile

Total no. of projects 32 25 19 22 45 143

No. of CSOs engaged in projects 84 91 47 187 1112 4 47

* Project Grants are for: (a) Category A Projectiéh(wudget more than Rs. 15 million) run by regioaad
State-level CSOs with large networks; (b) Categdrywith budget between Rs. 5-15 million) and C [fwit
budget between Rs. 2-5 million) projects run by GS@th district-level networks and/ or good gras$so
presence; and, (c) Category D (with budget less B& 2 million) projects run by small grassroagel CSOs.

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment taber 2006 9



TABLE (1): THE PACS PROGRAMME- AN OVERVIEW
States*
Item Total
BH JH MP MH UP
No. of small (Category C & D) projects 21 13 9 14 4 2| 81
Proportion of small (Category C & D) projects 66% | 52% | 47% | 64% | 53% | 57%
No. of network projects 16 17 7 8 20 68
Proportion of network projects 50% 68% | 37% | 36% | 44% | 48%
No. of projects in advanced stages of implemematio 16 16 8 13 14 67
Proportion of projects in advanced stages of impletattion | 50% 64% | 42% | 59% | 31% | 47%
CBO Profile
Total no. of CBOgin 000s) 24 5.0 2.8 2.9 4.4 17.5
Total no. of CBO membei# 000s) 31.6 59.2 37.7] 334 49.1 221
No. of SHGs (women, men and mixead;0009 2.4 3.7 25 2.1 3.6 14.2
Proportion of SHGs among the total no. of CBOs 100% | 74% | 87% | 71% | 81% | 81%
No. of women’s SHGs 2.0 3.0 1.4 1.9 2.7 11.1
Proportion of women’s SHGs among the total no. BOS 87% 60% | 50% | 65% | 61% | 63%
oo o et srours, iderstonmex bodes | g | 130 | 20w | 0% | 10%
CSO Staffing

Total staff working on PACS Programme projects 374 622 459 423 818 2,69
Average no. of staff per project 12 25 24 19 18 19
No. of women staff working on PACS Programme prigje¢ 169 195 85 135 343 927
Errc())jzcggon of women staff working on PACS Program 45% | 31% | 19% | 32% | 420 | 34%
Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgtr$); MH= Maharashtra
Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falbyr2006
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« About half the projects are network projects (iexecuted by networks of CSOs). These
were envisaged to provide ‘spaces for small and peganisational forms to mature
within the umbrellas of larger and longer-estalddiNGOs (Second Annual Review,
2003).” These also provided opportunities to suppogdible CSOs that might not have
had FCRA registration. More than a third of thej@cts in each of the States are network
projects and the proportion of such projects ipé@ent or more in Bihar and Jharkhand.

- About half the projects are in advanced stagempfamentation The proportion of such
projects range from about 30 percent in UP, abOupercent in MP (and Chattisgarh),
about 50 percent in Bihar and about 60 percentayerm Jharkhand and Maharashtra.

Over 17,500 CBOs with a total membership around 21000 have been formed. About
80 percent of these are SHGs, mainly those of womeiihe CBOs formed include
women'’s self-help groups (SHGs), men’s SHGs, migiGs, village-level groups and
federations/ apex bodies. SHGs account for aboupe8Bent of the CBOs (more than 70
percent in all the States) and women’s SHGs acdoumtbout 63 percent of the CBOs (more
than 50 percent in all States). (Data for Biharegpp incomplete for even in the study
projects, there are instances of ‘non-SHG’ CBOshsagAapada Sahjeevan Sami{i§BOs
working on flood-related issueBglit Sangharsh Morcha€BOs ofdalits.))

Attempts have been made to create a climate of laang, reflection and working
together. This has been attempted through a series of kngelethd experience-sharing
events (such as project and Programme-level ev®ast Learning Workshops (PLWSs),
national and State-level Livelihood Consultatiorasangement for RO support to CSOs;
State-level campaigns and fora that have soughting together PACS Programme partners
(e.g., the Bihar Badh Mukti Abhiyan (Flood Foruniharkhand Swashashan Manch (JSM;
Self-governance Forum), the Maharashtra DroughuriprPre-election Voter Awareness
Campaigns (PEVAC), National Rural Employment Guegarscheme (NREGS) Week, etc.);
and, the Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEAlystem.

4. IMPACTS OF THE PACS PROGRAMME
4.1 Impacts on the Poor

A serious effort has been made to reach and orgamiswvomen and the poor.This is
reflected in:

- A review of the project proposals for the 16 styslpjects and the target groups
envisaged therein (either explicitly or implicitlglggests that project target growse
drawn mainly from the often overlapping categordéshe Scheduled Caste (SC), the
Scheduled Tribe (ST), the OBC, landless househahdarginal and small farmer
households, women and, more generally, Below PgpJarte (BPL) households. PST
and RO interactions confirm this. Importantly, tlnas been balanced by engagement
with the larger community in all study projects.whyver, the degree of such engagement
varies depending on whether this emanates fromCiB©®’s acknowledgement of the

® Advanced stage of implementation refers to projesrted to be in the consolidation (projects amgdor
about 50-75 percent of their estimated time fraam®) withdrawal stages (projects ongoing for moentfi5
percent of their estimated time frame) or those lthae been completed (and await or granted extenpsDther
stages are initiation (projects ongoing for lesntR0 percent of their estimated timeframe) andbéishment
(projects ongoing for about 20-50 percent of tksiimated time frame).
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limitations of beingseenas working with only a section of the communitgr(éxample,
CSOs, in many cases, needed to engage with ther leogymunity to allay apprehensions
of women being ‘poisoned’), project requirements @xample, in projects where GSs
are sought to be energised, greater engagemenvisaged with the larger community)
or the CSO’s belief (as held, for example, by thar&dthwada Sheti Sahayya Mandal
(MSSM) in Maharashtra) that working with specifiecons of the population might
constrain community action.

The above should not suggest that projects focgssm specific demographic groups
(other than women) such as children, the diffeyealiled or the elderly; formations such
as co-operatives, trade unions and unions of lassd&bourers; and, specific occupational
groups such as hawkers and vendors, do nofexist

The profile of CBOs and CBO membership of the PAR&gramme projects, as reported
in Section 3 above, suggests that special eff@stlieen made to organise women. This
mobilisation of women into SHGs in the PACS ProgmanStates is notable given the
generally concerning status of women in these Statdflected in, for example, male-
female literacy differentials (about 20-25 percehiyh incidence of domestic violence
(about 20-25 percent) and reportage of restrictionsmobility (where more than 50
percent of the women in Maharashtra and about 8¥ptof those in other States need
permission to go to the market and visit frien@$atives) (Census of India, 2001; NFHS-
[I, 2000). Further, data on CBO membership andiarsehold reach/ coverage from 33
projects, as presented in Table (2) suggests thatginalised’ groups account for a high
proportion of the CBOs and CBO membership. Fietitviand discussions with ROs and
CSOs suggest few instances of individuals exclddad CBOs on account of their caste,
faith or differently-abled status.

TABLE (2): THE PACS PROGRAMME- ORGANISING THE POOR

State

Proportion of
Women’s SHGs Remarks
in CBOs

No. of CBOs | CBO Membership
(in 000s) (in 000s)

Data from 5 projects suggests mare
2.4 31.6 87% than 75 percent of ‘marginalised’
groups with CBO membership

Data from 9 projects suggests mare
5.0 59.2 60% than 50 percent of ‘marginalised’
groups with CBO membership

Data from 2 projects suggests mare

MH 2.9 334 65% than 60 percent of ‘marginalised’
groups with CBO membership

® Such projects are fewer but not entirely absedtianlude projects working with children (Socio BEoonic
Development Trust (SEDT) in Maharashtra), the déifely-abled (Concerned Action Now (CAN) in MP)eth

elderly (HelpAge India’s MSP), co-operatives (Maagisak Sewa Sansthan (MSS) in MP and Vikas Sahayog

Sansthan (VSS) in Maharashtra), trade unions af@hsiof landless labourers (Sankalp Manav VikassBen
(SMVS) and Kalapandhari Magasvargiya and Adivasar@in Vikas Sanstha (KMAGVS), respectively, in
Maharashtra) and hawkers and vendors (Nidan inrBiha
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TABLE (2): THE PACS PROGRAMME- ORGANISING THE POOR

Proportion of
Women’s SHGs Remarks
in CBOs

No. of CBOs | CBO Membership

State | i 000s) (in 000s)

Data from 8 projects suggests mare
MP 2.8 37.7 50% than 95 percent of households
reached from the SC, ST and OBC

Data from 17 projects suggests more
uUpP 4.4 49.1 61% than 50 percent of ‘marginalised’
groups with CBO membership

Total 17.5 211.0 63%

Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgtrt); MH= Maharashtra

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Fabyr2006; DIIS, 2006; TARU Primary Study, 2006

« An analysis of entitlements realised from 33 prtge@ in Bihar, 5 in Jharkhand, 3 in
Maharashtra, 8 in MP (and Chattisgarh) and 9 in kéWgals that schemes accessed are
mainly those for the poor and meet food, healthgagasion, housing, maternity benefit,
etc. requirements. (These are discussed in datail ih this Section.)

« The effort to reach the poor has ‘taken’ the PAC&Ramme to remote locations. Data
on 650 villages from MP, for example, reveals thghhproportion (between 60-80
percent) of PACS Programme villages located moaam th km from the nearest bank,
post office, public health center apdccaroad. A similar analysis in UP reveals the high
proportion (between 60-70 percent) of PACS Programwitiages located 3-5 km from
the nearest bank, bus stand, police station, schndlpucca road. The situation in
Jharkhand, a State marked by poor connectivityhimlog similar. Field visits in Bihar
and Maharashtra also confirm this. It is likelyttttee PACS Programme projects in many
villages may have marked among the first instadées ‘non-government’ development
actor intervening.

The poor have benefited in several way3.hese include:

Formation of groups: The high proportion of SHGs, particularly womenld@&s, among the
CBOs in the PACS Programme is reflected in theystjects as well. Women’s SHGs
have been formed in 15 of the 16 study projedtsirther, 13 of the 16 the study projects
reports other types of CBOs (besides SHGS), th@asgthe Programme-level data suggests,
these are fewer. These include village-level ctiles Samitis, SanghsSangathansetc.),
collectives of specific groups (such as adolesagaris, dalits and youth) and collectives
working on specific issues (such as flood). The®0O€, including SHGs, often formed
amidst considerable scepticism (and sometimes, sifpm@), have provided the poor an
opportunity to come together and discuss issuesmimon concern.

" The lone exception among the 16 study projediseédnstitute for Youth, Women and Child (IDYWC) P
which made a conscious decision not to work withGSHn line with ‘organisational belief’ that SHGave
their limitations in realising entitlements. IDYWEChose instead to work through village-level CBOs
(Sangathans
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Higher confidence levelsSustained CSO input and presence has led to ircteanfidence
among CBO members, particularly SHG members whodstaut as more confident in each
of the 16 study projects. This is evident most ificgntly among women who are less
diffident about interacting with males within andtside the community, GP representatives
and government and bank officials and, who, in soases, have taken the initiative to attend
and participate actively in GSs, intervened in anses of domestic violence, voiced
grievances over issues such as BPL and voter fabatiton and land encroachment and the
working of anganwadis GPs, government schemes, health centers, midvdésls, PDS,
schools, etc., and ventured out of the villageresent, and seek solutions to, their concerns
to political leaders and government and bank affeci This marks a departure from the
general situation in the PACS Programme States eviibe poor have rarely had
opportunities to interrogate the working of localvgrnments and public service providers/
institutions.

In October 2002, when Krishak Sahayog Sansthan (K&®$ted work in Sunwaha village of Raisen distric
women were ‘hesitant, even afraid’ to come togeth&rmally ‘wondering what the men at home and the
village would construe of this’ and, even when thayne together, most were ‘too apprehensive arglstied
to even utter a complete sentence.” Worse, theseomacern of KSS-supported meetings ‘poisoning wosn
ears to question the authority of men.” The presesfcthe KSS representative and his constant ‘trendding
(and) cajoling,” has, over time, allowed the grdagfind its voice’ and discover, ‘to their surpeisthat often
speaking about issues and concerns amongst theraseas... helpful.” By 2005, the women had startethsal
regularly but continued to be frustrated in théfempts to open a bank account and seek bank loans.

D

Source:PACS People Speak: Stories from PACS Villages adWa Pradesh and Chattisgarh, Volume |, 2005

A woman in Sankral village (Ausa block, Latur distr Maharashtra) was suffering abused at homednyirt
laws and one day, was asked to leave the house.df@ahayog Nirmitee’s trained women leaders dstith
solve this issue. They informed the police and thetfather-in-law of the victim and warned thatytveould
pursue their police complaint if abuse continuelde Wictim returned home soon after and is not atbasgy
more. The women in the group got her the job oparieg food at theanganwadiand she is ‘now standing gn
her own feet.’

Source:Sahayog Nirmitee, 2006

Aruna is 32 years old, a mother of two, an extamsiorker for Purvanchal Gram Sewa Samiti (PGSS, aj)
a GP Member. As we walk with her, she is approadheseveral women asking for information about #fed
schemes. Aruna quickly responds with a list of $hpporting documentation needed for applying faious
schemes. Aruna goes on to narrate how she ach#&ttacharound’ in the case of Prema Pandey, a woGrRn
Pradhan who succeeded her spouse after the seat¢seaged for women. Even though Prema has beeted|e
Aruna observed that it was her husband who chdiredSP Meetings and took decisions. Deciding toexir
this situation, Aruna continued to meet Prema sdpbr and talk to her about her roles and powerghas
Pradhan and on one occasion, when Prema’s husbhasdaway, Aruna organised a GP Meeting- enahling
Prema to conduct one for the first time! Later,riRaewas encouraged to attend a Jan Priya Sewa 8ansth
(JPSS) training outside the village, much to hewusp’s discomfort.

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006

Further, there are instances of a local leadersimprging with some CBO members actively
participating in, contesting, and winning, PRI &l@es. This assumes special significance
given the widely reported concerns over the vidakection process and elite capture of local
decision-making processes in most of the PACS Rrogre States. While instances of CBO
members contesting and winning PRI elections argleav in all the States (barring

Jharkhand where elections to PRIs have not beed fwl nearly three decades), the
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systematic effort in this direction undertaken inhd& (through the Bihar Panchayat
Sashaktikaran Abhiyan (BPSAheeds special mention. Information from about &s
covered by 36 PACS Programme CSOs reveals thatg¢e0 CBO-supported candidates
won, including about 1,000 CBO-supported candidates won unopposed. Further, polling
percentages in PACS Programme areas were estin@atédve increased by about 5-7
percent and nomination rejections were as low psr2ent (compared to about 14 percent for
the State).

Twenty-seven SHG members in Asmita’s project vélagMaharasthra) contested elections, of whom 14, Wwo
including a Sarpanch and an Up-Sarpanch. Sahayogitdé encouraged 7 of its trained women leaders to
contest, of whom four won. Mahila (women’s) GSg (fichich there is a separate provision in Maharagtare
being held for the first time in many project vijiss. The issues reported to be commonly raiseddoyem have
been the public nuisance and domestic violenceechliguor consumption, the lack of drinking waterdd
environmental sanitation and better beneficiarga@n for government schemes.

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006

Each of the CSOs implementing the 16 study projeletsns (though acknowledging that
these might not have happened to the desired esimthtacross all project villages) an
improvement in GS attendance of CBO members, eslheaiomen; at least one instance of
CBO members, especially women, intervening in losaues such as BPL and voter
identification, domestic violence and land encraaeht or the working ocAnganwadis GPs,
government schemes, health centers, mid-day mRBIS, schools; at least one instance of
CBO members, including women, venturing out of thikeage present, and seek solutions to,
their concerns to political leaders and governnagrat bank officials; and, instances of CBO
members, including women, contesting and winniegtens to PRIS.

Increased awareness and realisation of entittement&mphasis on realising entitlements,
particularly government schemes and rights vissatlve GP, has led to instances of the poor
being more aware of their entittements and seethiegsame. Access has been enabled to a
range of schemes. Coming as this does amidst egmondf high leakage from government
programmes (Bihar, as mentioned earlier, has baaked the most corrupt among 20 major
Indian States) and linked issues of appropriatibpublic resources by the rural elite, this is
especially noteworthy. Perhaps more importantlyarawess has also been created regarding
rights and entitlements as citizens. The lattetunhes efforts towards greater awareness
regarding the powers of the GS (particularly it o identification of BPL households and
beneficiaries eligible for various schemes and psopg various development works) and
work undertaken as part of the voter awareness agmgin Bihar, UP and MP.

Among the schemes to which access has been commoalbfed are those targeting the poor
and vulnerable such as the:

- Antyodaya Anna Yojana (AAY) which envisages higldybsidised foodgrain for the
poorest of the poor households

® Started in December 2005, the PACS-supported BB&Xks to strengthen PRIs in Bihar with a view to
intensify the development process in the Stataints to achieve this through massive awarenessajene
(through village-level interactions, radio progragsncommunication material and street plays), ifatihg
genuine and marginalised candidates in contestRigeiections (through around 2,000 field-level parsel,
around 100 Block Information Centers, a 24 houpHigle- when the recent elections to PRIs were heldhe
State) and building their capacities as PRI repitegiges thereafter.
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- Annapurna Yojana which envisages subsidised foaudpa senior citizens

- Balika Samriddhi Yojana (BSY) which, provides (five first two live births) a Rs. 500
grant to the mother of a girl child born on or af#igust 15 1997

- Deendayal Antyodaya Upachar Yojana (DAUP) whichisayes free treatment upto Rs.
20,000 for BPL households from the SC and the ST

- Indira Awaas Yojana (IAY) which envisages a onediassistance of Rs. 20,000 for BPL
households for construction of homes

« National Family Benefit Scheme (NFBS) which envesag one-time assistance of Rs.
10,000 to BPL households on the death of the primeadwinner’

- National Maternity Benefit Scheme (NMBS) which esages a one-time assistance of
Rs. 500 for pregnant women from BPL householdsHeffirst two live births

« National Old Age Pension Scheme (NOAPS) which eages a monthly pension of Rs.
125 for those more than 65 years of age with naleegneans of subsistence

About 12 villages where Samajik Sewa Sansthan (ABS®twork partner Paragi Lal Vidya Dham Samiti
(PLVDS) works are separated from the mainland biwer. A bridge had been sanctioned over a decgde a
and though work was initiated, it was abandoneddasons not clear to the residents. Every yeaalfoost 3-4
months, these 12 villages get completely cut affriféthe mainland. PLVDS, together wi@hingari Sangthang
observed ‘mourning’ on January 26 2006 (Republig)ad later marched to the Divisional Commissishe
office at Banda seeking action in this regard. ptiat media was invited on the occasion and thegqume thus
created led to a public hearing by the District Magte and funds for a road, the incomplete bridige a new
bridge was sanctioned. The incomplete bridge ha=edbeen constructed and the villagers now havesado
the mainland all year round.

-

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006

Meeting credit needs:Data from 25 projects (4 in Bihar, 3 in JharkhaBdn Maharashtra,
10 in MP and 5 in UP) on about 4,700 with a totalmbership of over 67,000 suggests total
funds exceeding Rs. 31 million- though fund avaligbper member ranges from Rs. 30 to
over Rs. 3,000. These SHGs formed are in diffesgages of maturity. While a high
proportion of these meet and save regularly ance lsarted inter-loaning to meet small
credit needs, as presented in Table (3), thereireissues around the pace of bank linkages
and the forward and backward linkages for incomegaion activities.

Discussions with SHG members reflect that SHGs Hadeto reduced dependence on
moneylenders for petty loans (varying from Rs. 500R) for illness, food, purchase of
agricultural input and social functions. This redd dependence on moneylenders has meant
that asset mortgage (in Jharkhand, there are wesareported of land being mortgaged for
loans of Rs. 50-100!) or exorbitant interest busdéwarying across locations from 5-10
percent per month against interest rates of 2-8emerper month agreed within SHGs) are
avoided.
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TABLE (3): THE PACS PROGEAMME SHGs IN STUDY PROJECT S

CSO

Reported No.
of SHGs

Reported SHG
Membership

Total Funds
Available
(Rs.; rounded)

Remarks

AARAMBH

39

504

375,000

On December 2005; About 80

percent meet and save regularly;
have received bank loans; are
the process of being federated

14
in

ABSSS

314

3,497

116,000

Meetings and savings
regular and inter-loanin

satisfactory; mixed progress an

bank linkages and federating

reported

i

Asmita

55

667

567,000

On December 2005; yet to recei
bank loans and be federated

ve

GENVP

56

662

144,000

On July 2006, most meet b
issues around regular saving

GPSVS

120

2,537

320,000

On July 2006, about two-thir
meet and save regularly; potent

risk of benefits being cornered by|a

few members

=

al

JPSS

64

777

1,111,000

Meetings and savings
mixed progress on bank linkag
and federating

regular;

£S

LIK

253

3,107

782,724

About 80 percent meet, save a
inter-loan regularly; mixeq
progress on bank linkages a
federating

nd

nd

MSSM

482

5,515

8,350,000

As on February 28 2006 (end-g
project); more than 90 percent
these meet regularly; 115 ha
received bank loans

=)
1

Ve

MVS

42

447

200,000*

Meetings and savings
mixed progress on bank linkag
and federating

regular;

£S

NEED

100

1301

1,837,000

More than 80 percent meet, save

and inter-loan regularly; mixe
progress on bank linkages a
federating

Nidan

462

4,218

1,613,000

More than 80 percent meet, sa
and inter-loan regularly; mixe
progress on bank linkages a
federating
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TABLE (3): THE PACS PROGEAMME SHGs IN STUDY PROJECT S

Total Funds
CSsO Re&ogtsg;\lo. RI\(/Iazcr)r:E)ee(:si?G Available Remarks
P (Rs.; rounded)

All meet, save and inter-loan
PL 26 364 109,535 regulfflrly; only 2-3 have recelv_ed

loans; process of federating

initiated

More than 90 percent meet, save
SPAR 283 3.569 3.943,000 and inter-loan regula.rly; Less than

10 percent have availed loan from

banks

Most formed prior to PACS
Sahqyog 319 3.685 NA Programme; CSO work; with them
Nirmitee on leadership training and

entitlements realisation

Most meet and save regularly;
Shramjeevi 116 1,740 400,000 about 30 .percent _have received
Unnayan bank loans; federating process yet

to be initiated

Source:Various CSOs

4.2 Impacts on CSOs

A range of generally credible CSOs have been supged and they have benefited in
different ways. (Note that the reference to credible CSOs alluddseir record of financial
propriety (around which risk was anticipated by tRACS Programme during the design
stage) and is not to be interpreted as a reflectértheir capacities which may be varigd
Most CSOs supported by the PACS Programme eithgry emational-level profile and
recognition or have an established presence adisitiect/ sub-regional level having worked
in their respective States for more than a decbugeneral, they are perceived as credible.
Importantly, the CSOs supported include those whg have lacked formal proposal writing
skills (MP PST, November 2005).

The PACS Programme has benefited these CSOs irougarivays. These include
opportunities for (including non-study projectstormation on study projects is presented in

Table (4)):

- Expanding their presence and/ or deepening theiryark in specific districts and areas
for organisations such as Bharat Gramodyog Vikasis4BGVS, UP), Bharatiya Jan
Sewa Ashram (BJSA, UP), Ghoghardiha Prakhand Syaardjkas Sangh (GPSVS,
Bihar), Grameen Vikas Mandal (GVM, MP), IDYWC (MPJan Priya Sewa Samiti
(JPSS, UP), Lok Jagriti Kendra (LJK, Jharkhand)hNéaSamiti (MP), Mahila Vikas
Samiti (MVS, Bihar), MSSM (Maharashtra), Nav Bhardagriti Kendra (NBJK,
Jharkhand), Nidan (Bihar), Samarthan (MP), Sampunam Vikas Kendra (SGVK,
Jharkhand), Satpura Integrated Rural Developmaestitution (SIRDI, MP), Society for
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Participatory Action and Reflection (SPAR, JharkiharSociety for Rural Upliftment,
Betul (SRUB, MP)

Engaging with a different paradigm (making tramsitirom welfare and service-delivery
based approaches) and/ or newer issues (suchasédiegovernance or ‘softer’ issues in
general) and/ or newer approaches to familiar tlserf@ organisations such as
AARAMBH (MP), Asha Niketan Welfare Center (ANWC, NIPBhartiya Dnyanpith
Bahuudeshiya Gramin Vikas Sanstha (BDBGVS, MaharashCenter for Advanced
Research and Development (CARD, MP), Cheshire H@harkhand), Gramin Evam
Nagar Vikas Parishad (GENVP, Bihar), Grassrootsiokctfor Social Participation
(GRASP, Maharashtra), MSS (MP), MSSM (Maharashttd)/S (Bihar), Pragati
Luyadih (PL, Jharkhand), Self Employed Women’'s Assion (SEWA, UP) and
Shramjeevi Unnayan (Jharkhandl);is estimated that about two-thirds of the PACS
Programme-supported CSOs has not worked on rigasedb approaches earliein some
cases, notably CSOs with activist orientations sagldan Vikas Samajik Sanstha (JVSS)
and Rural Development Center (RDC) have had theorbypity to work in a more
‘professional’ environment with structured intertiens

Developing/ expanding, consolidating and strengtigepre-existing formal and informal
networks for NGOs such as Akhil Bhartiya SamajikwdeSansthan (ABSSS, UP),
Gandhi Peace Center (GPC, Jharkhand), GVM (MP), (Uh&rkhand), NBJ (Jharkhand),
Samarthan (MP), Sahayog Nirmitee (Maharashtra)jeBodor Rural Industrialisation

(SR, Jharkhand) and Youth for Unity and Voluntagtion (YUVA, MP)

The above are reflected in the impacts reportatiealCSO-level from the study projects, as
presented in Table (4).

TABLE (4): THE PACS PROGRAMME PARTNER CSOs:
CSO-LEVEL IMPACTS REPORTED BY SELECT CSOS

CSsO CSO-level Impacts Reported/ Acknowledged

AARAMBH Programme provided opportunity to engage with nbemntes/ paradigms, has led |to

Registered in 1992; earlier work was mainly withlaten in urban areas; the PAGS

increased credibility and contributed to strengthgrof management systems

ABSSS

Registered in 1978; the PACS Programme providedmppity to expand geographical
coverage, strengthen its local network and reirfbbeild upon its existing work

Asmita that the CSO itself had excluded earlier; inputarduproject development and through

Registered in 1995; the PACS Programme provideappity to reach remote locations

the Maharashtra Drought Forum valued

GENVP

Registered in 1987; earlier work was welfare-oedntthe PACS Programme provided
opportunity to engage with new themes/ paradigms

Registered in 1978; the PACS Programme provideappities to expand presence and

GPSVS deepen past work; network partners have developgantational systems and project

management capabilities

IDYWC

Registered in 1988; the PACS Programme providedppity to expand presence and
deepen past work in specific district (Chhindward/iP)
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TABLE (4): THE PACS PROGRAMME PARTNER CSOs:
CSO-LEVEL IMPACTS REPORTED BY SELECT CSOS

CSO CSO-level Impacts Reported/ Acknowledged

Registered in 1991; the PACS Programme providedoxppity to expand presence
deepen past work in specific district (PratapgarbliP) and develop local network

JPSS

Registered in 1980; the PACS Programme provideappities to expand presence and
LIK deepen past work; network partners have developgantational systems and project
management capabilities

Registered in 1968; earlier worked on communityebasvatershed development apd
MSSM agricultural development; the PACS Programme offemeportunity to work engage with
new themes/ paradigms

Registered in 1995; the PACS Programme has helpeelap organisational systems and
MVS project management capabilities and lent visibilityd credibility leading to additional
funding support

Registered in 1995; the PACS Programme providedorppity to expand presence,
NEED deepen past work in specific block (Mehmudabadiiap®r district) and lent credibility
which has, in turn, led to new projects

Registered in 1996; the PACS Programme providedorppity to expand presenc
deepen past work and strengthen network

D

Nidan

Registered in 1985; earlier work was welfare-oedntthe PACS Programme provided

PL opportunity to engage with new themes/ paradigms

Registered in 1991; the PACS Programme providedorppity to expand presence,
SPAR deepen past work and lent credibility which hastum, led to new projects; network
partners have developed organisational systemgmaject management capabilities

Registered in 1996; the PACS Programme providedppity to strengthen network;
Sahayog Nirmitee| network partners have strengthened organisatiopsterms and project management

capabilities
Shramjeevi Registered in 1984; the PACS Programme providedppity to expand presence and
Unnayan engage with new themes/ paradigms

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006

The most significant benefits are acknowledged bynsaller CSOs (300 of the 474 CSOs
supported by the PACS Programme), including thosekiwg as network partners to more
established lead partners, such as ABSSS (UP), GP®fhar), JPSS (UP), LIK
(Jharkhand), Nidan (Bihar), Sahayog Nirmitee (Makhtra) and SPAR (Jharkhand). The
benefits cited by the smaller CSOs (one estimaggests that 300 of the 474 CSOs engaged
with the PACS Programme are smaller CSOs), sudhA&AMBH (MP), Agragati (SPAR
network partner- Jharkhand), Ambava Mahila ManddVif1- Sahayog Nirmitee network
partner, Maharashtra), Bundelkhand Sewa Sansth&$-(BABSSS network partner, UP),
Chotanagpur Craft Development Society (CCDS- SPARvark partner, Jharkhand), GVM
(MP), Integrated Development Action for SolidariyDAS- SPAR network partner,
Jharkhand), Krishnarpit Sewa Ashram (KSA- ABSSSwoet partner, UP), Lokpriya Jan
Seva Sasthan (LJSS- JPSS network partner, UP)giRaakVidya Dham Samiti (PLVDS-
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ABSSS network partner, UP), MVS (Bihar) and Redeand Action Institute for Social

Empowerment (RAISE- SPAR network partner, Jharkhaadd Vihar Samaj Kalyan

Sansthan (VISKASAN- SPAR network partner, Jharkhamttlude increased reputation,
credibility and recognition and strengthened proced, practices and systems for
programme and financial management. Table (5) ptesas an illustration, the changes
reported by network partners of SPAR, Jharkhand.

TABLE (5): CHANGE IN STATUS OF NETWORK PARTNERS
— A CASE OF SPAR PARTNERS IN JHARKHAND

Network Status Before PACS Status as of Now Remarks
Partner (March 2003) (July 2006)
Agragati Manpower: 7 people; Manpower: 90 people;| Other benefits mentioned include
Annual Turnover: Less | Annual Turnover: strengthening of management
than Rs. 300,000 (in More than Rs. 500,000 systems and increased credibility
Jharkhand); Working in | (in Jharkhand); which has led to support from other
10 villages Working in 150 donor agencies and recognition
villages from the government by way of
involving them as active partner to
help undertake development work
in the district
Chotanagpur | Manpower: 6 people; Manpower: 33 people;| Other benefits mentioned include
Craft Annual Turnover: Rs. 1.4 Annual Turnover: Over strengthening of management
Development | million Rs. 5 million systems and increased credibility
Society which has led to support from other
(CCDS) donor organisations
Integrated Manpower: 2-3 people | Manpower: 9-10 Other benefits mentioned included

Development
Action for
Solidarity
(IDAS)

Annual Turnover: Rs.
100,000

people;
Annual Turnover: Rs.
700,000

strengthening of management
systems and increased credibility
which has led to support from
organisations such as Evangelische
Zentralstelle fur Entwicklungshilfe
(EZE), Oxfam and United Nations
Children’s Education Fund
(UNICEF)

Research and

Manpower: 3-4 people

Manpower: 5 people;

Other benefits mentioned include

Action informally working PACS was the first strengthening of organisational
Institute for together support of its kind management systems and increased
Social credibility which has helped
Empowerment obtaining FCRA clearance and
(RAISE) recognition from other agencies
working in the area
Vihar Samaj| Manpower: 10-14 people Manpower: 39 people;| Other benefits mentioned include
Kalyan Annual Turnover: Less | Annual Turnover: strengthening of management
Sansthan than Rs. 300,000 More than Rs. 2 systems and increased credibility
(VISKASAN) million which has led to support from othe

donor organisations

Source:TARU Primary Study, August 2006
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Though Leela Kumari registered MVS (Bihar) in 19€% organisation obtained its first funding in 2q@rom
the National Foundation of India- NFI). Supporntioued from NFI, increasing every year (Rs. 100,00
2001; Rs. 250,000 in 2002; and, Rs. 400,000 in p0&3d later support came from Pathfinder Inteometi
(PFI), the Council for Promotion of Advancementafral Technologies (CAPART) and the State Governmen
While this support was useful for MVS to intensity work, the PACS Programme support is acknowlddge
the contribution it has to made to strengthenirgaaisational systems and record keeping.

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006

4.3 Overall Assessment of Impacts

The PACS Programme has made a serious effort ¢t tb@ poor and the mobilisation of the

poor, particularly women, into CBOs has provided finoject target groups opportunities to

come together, discuss and raise concerns in \&afara and with various stakeholders and
meet small credit needs. Entitlements, by way eegoment schemes, are increasingly being
sought and realised. More importantly, this hastted marked increase in confidence levels
and enhanced self-image among CBO members, somkarh have even gone on to contest
and win local PRI elections

Further, credible CSOs have been supported and lilagg benefited in various ways,
including opportunities to expand and/ or deepemkwo specific districts and/ or sectors;
engage with a different paradigm; explore new apghnes to familiar sectors; and, develop/
expand and consolidate local networks. CSOs, peaitly smaller ones, have benefited in
terms of reputation from their association with fR&ACS Programme and inputs towards
procedures, practices and systems for programmérarttial management.

These are impressive achievements given the clgaligrenvironment in which the PACS
Programme operates- often marked by deep (andigmed) social divisions, limited
opportunities for the poor to interrogate the wogkof local governments and public service
providers/ institutions, concerning status of womelite capture of local decision-making
processes and high leakage from government progesnamd linked issues of appropriation
of public resources by the rural elite.

Despite these encouraging developments, the ouerpdct is mixed. The larger situation is
reflected in the realistic PST assessments (thdazarand learning spirit of which needs to
be appreciated) in:

« Bihar, where the PST has scored itself 3.2 overalh scale of 10 (10 indicating desired
performance levels) and where overall output amalfrem 8 projects has a middling
rating of 2.8 on a scale of 5 (5 indicating desmetput) (Bihar PST, December 2005)

« Jharkhand, where the PST has scored itself 4.2atbvam a scale of 10 (10 indicating
desired performance levels) and where overall dugmalysis from 8 projects has a
middling rating of 2.8 on a scale of 5 (5 indicatidesired output) (Jharkhand PST,
December 2005)
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« Maharashtra, where 5 of the 13 projects recentheveed are recognised to have weak
linkages between project objectives and implemantaplans (Maharashtra PST,
December 2005)

+ MP, where the PST acknowledged the absence of nsgie-level advocacy, lack of
initiative with regard to social cohesion and femdaeclectic’ signs of change vis-a-vis
women’s empowerment and local self-governance teesne estimates that only about
half the project outputs from 6 projects have ‘tarnigling performance’ or outputs rated
‘done reasonably well’ (MP PST, November 2005)

« UP, where output analysis for 14 projects sugg#dsas none of these have assessed
themselves as Grade 3 (indicating status as dg¢saed where RO Reports have
identified 8 projects (of 29 projects for which Buaformation is available) which need
immediate improvement (UP PST, December 2005)

Thus:

While the poor have been reached and organised asBOs, the CBOs are still in the
process of maturing into effective pressure groupand there are issues around reach to
the poorest. This has been observed in the field visits and iomeid in discussions with
ROs. It is further reflected in the analysis/ sdsessments of various PSTs where the PSTs
such as those in Bihar and Jharkhand have rateastiees low (less than 4 on a scale of 10
with 10 indicating desired performance) on ‘inclusiof the poorest’ and have identified
parameters such as ‘CBOs working as pressure gidupseased effectiveness of GSs,’
‘awareness building of women’ and/ or ‘women’s m@pation in governance’ as areas for
improvement (where scores of less than 2.5 have bsgigned on a scale of 5; 5 indicating
desired output) (Bihar PST, December 2005; Jhadkh@BT, 2005). (These issues are
discussed in further detail later in this document.

SHGs too are in various stages of maturityWhile many SHGs meet and save regularly
and have started inter-loaning to meet small creeltds, there remain issues around the pace
of bank credit linkages and the forward and backwimkages for income generation
activities- suggesting varying levels of maturity.Bihar and Jharkhand, for example, output
analysis for 14 projects (8 in Bihar and 6 in Jharkd) suggests that while about 60-80
percent of the SHGs have started regular meetsaysngs, inter-loaning and record-keeping
and participating in community-level fora, only aibd5-20 percent have credit linkages with
banks and other agencies. Further, in MP, CSOsasi&dARAMBH, CARD, GVM, SIRDI,
SRUB and YUVA report being challenged by a mix sdues relating to ensuring regular
meetings and savings and proper record keepindaliagabank linkages; federating SHGs;
and, identifying and taking forward robust inconanegration activities. This is also reflected
in the status of SHGs in the study projects- asnted in Table (3) earlier.

While network projects have benefited smaller CSOshe overall assessment of network
projects is mixed. Network projects were to provide ‘spaces for smalid new
organisational forms to mature within the umbrelifidarger and longer-established NGOs
(Second Annual Review, 2003).” As reported abdiis, has partly been realised wgmmaller
CSOs citing benefits of increased reputation, ¢niétyi and recognition and strengthened
procedures, practices and systems for programmefiagudcial management. Despite this,
there are concerns, particularly in instances whete/orks were not ‘organic’ but formed to
meet FCRA requirements, over the capacity buildang other support provided by lead
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partners, opportunities for experience sharing l@adhing, coordination levels and limited
project ownership among network partners (MP PS3cdmber 2005).

Thus, ‘several of the network projects are workiag loose groups of independent
organisations which only consolidate reports areldhginal proposal... and... sharing and
synergy that ought to happen inside networks isimgs(Bhopal Rehabilitation, September
2004). Supporting this is an analysis of 6 netwoarijects in Maharashtra where capacity-
building efforts were considered satisfactory omytwo (Maharashtra PST, December
2005). The earlier Maharashtra State-level Synsh@sily 2005) also observed that capacity-
building of network partners had been an issue thatl most networks promoted by the
PACS Programme and are unlikely to continue aftesaa

When referring to the maturity of various CBOs and whether these have grown into
effective pressure groups, it is important to beam mind two factors:

Pressure groups are not easy to energise in the dleamging environment within which

the PACS Programme operatesPressure groups at the community level need te &ind
sustained support. This is best reflected in threegely more active groups observed in cases
where the PACS Programme opportunities were usedC8Ps (such as ABSSS, UP;
IDYWC, MP; LJK, Jharkhand; MVS, Bihar; and, NidaBihar) to work with pre-existing
CBOs. Also more active groups where CSOs have chtusevork intensively in a smaller
number of villages.

Even if communities are well mobilised, the realiggon of entitlements they seek is
crucially dependent on the larger institutional enwonment and delivery systems.For
example, some of the CBOs of MVS in Bihar and Aamand Sahayog Nirmitee in
Maharashtra, despite their sustained efforts hav®d®en able to ensure regular attendance of
health personnel and additional teachers in tha&l lechool. It is important then to appreciate
that the concerns around the emergence of CBOseasyse groups or the effectiveness of
GSs need not always reflect the implementationityuaf the PACS Programme and could
arise from the limited responsiveness of local goreents and public service providers/
institutions. The absence- by design (given the atelvorientation of the PACS Programme
with its focus in generating ‘demand’ for entitlem®)- of any systematic engagement with
the government (at various levels) and/ or puldivise providers/ institutions, in retrospect,
could have contributed significantly to the currsigiation.

Clearly, part of the reason why the PACS Programmeampacts have been mixed lies
within the larger context. However, acknowledged (by PSTs) and reported (&g Rnd
CSOs) issues around project design and implementatirategies, CSO capacities and
limited engagement at the State and policy-levahtpom another set of ‘internal’ factors and
strategic issues that need to be discussed. Thegeesented in Section 5 below.
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5. EMERGENT ISSUES
5.1 Emergent Issues

Discussions with ROs and CSOs, observations frad fvisits and secondary references
point to the following emergent issues, in additienthose arising from the challenging
Programme context and the limitations of a demadé-approach (where ‘supply-side’
responses are not always forthcoming and few effgere envisaged- it needs to emphasised
again, by design- to ensure this):

Project design and implementation strategyProject designs and implementation strategies
have had limitations though this is less eviderthim study projects. In Maharashtra, 5 of the
13 projects recently reviewed were recognised teehaeak linkages between project
objectives and implementation plans (Maharashtr&, F8cember 2005). The MP State-
level Synthesis (November 2005) has pointed to‘sheface level’ problem analyses and
baselines, lack of ‘clarity in strategy’ and ‘vagared generalised outputs and indicators.” RO
Reports from MP corroborate the absence of ‘releaaalysis’ of baseline data and focus on
‘inputs and not on outputs and processes’ (BhopaiaRilitation, September 2004).” RO
Reports from UP for CSOs such as Gender Trainisttinne (GTI), Manila Magritte Munch
(MJM) and Sarvodaya Ashram and the UP State Syisti{ttay 2005) point to gaps in
design and the lack of strategic focus in projects.

The study projects in Bihar reflect a similar pretuHere, GENVP, realised that its initial
focus on capacity building of GP representatives imaufficient to ensure better local self-
governance and its subsequent attempts at workithgSHGs to ensure the same had their
own limitations (as acknowledged by GENVP) leadiongfacilitation of Dalit Sangharsh
Morchas (DSM). Further, CSOs such as GENVP and MVS adhat their envisaged
coverage was unrealistic leading to energies belisgipated across a larger number of
villages rather than focused work in a smaller nendf locations. (Notably, GENVP works
intensively in only 60 of its proposed 156 villagasd MVS in 20 of its 160.) In the case of
GPSVS (where a central objective was to ensuretpteparedness against recurrent flood),
training on diving, swimming and rescue operatiormsidered important from the CSO
perspective, is not supported by the PACS Programme

Issues around project design and implementaticategty could have arisen from several
reasons, including CSOs over-reaching themselies. risk was anticipated (‘risk that an
influx of substantial DFID funds will distort... (C&p..by encouraging them to work
outside their existing area of focus, expand mapgidly than desirable or create new
artificial consortia to absorb funds (DFID, 1999nhd RO Reports have confirmed it
suggesting that ‘groups have probably taken uprtaoh work and are not able to do justice’
to the same and that ‘groups that have focuse@warf but very well defined main tasks are
doing better’ while others ‘trying to achieve toauch by carrying out lots of activities are
losing energy and initiative (Bhopal Rehabilitati®@eptember 2004).” This is consistent with
the positive findings in the case of SPAR (Jharkhamd the two ‘casualties’ in Maharashtra
(the CSOs BDBGVS and GRASP whose projects wereedcdbwn, and in the case of
BDBGVS later terminated).

Further, the project development process itselfhinigave been rushed (some proposals

reportedly came only a month before scheduled P®€tiklgs) and dependence on Project
Development ROs (PDROSs), engaged to support CSPwjact development partly because
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of the need to submit proposals in English, coadehresulted in PDROSs influencing project
design and the proposals not being fully understpothe CSOs (MP PST, December 2005).

Negotiations on technical aspects owing to budgetanstraints and limited appreciation in
the early stages of the project of how these counfuinge on outputs could have contributed
to the situation further. For example, CSOs suclGENVP, GPSVS and MVS in Bihar
believe that the project activities they settled ieere with unrealistic budgets. Evaluations
and RO Reports of projects implemented by the méhatitute of Social Development (1ISD
and MJM in UP, corroborate the issue of budgetanstraints.

Limitations of capacity and perspective among CSOand limited effectiveness of efforts

in this direction: Limitations are observed with respect to perspestivon poverty,
empowerment and entitlement and capacities to baldongoing work to achieve stated
outputs. This is confirmed in discussions with R@w the PSTs and reflected in the
concerns expressed by the Bihar PST about addge$sal’ concerns of the poor, the MP
PST which has pointed to the limited perspectived skills and inappropriate attitudes
among CSO personnel and RO assessments and dekitewas of projects implemented by
ABSSS, GTI, JPSS, MIJM, PGSS and Sarvodaya AshrartyRn This applies less to
Maharashtra where civil society, including PACS gPamnme-supported CSOs, have had a
significant history of engaging with issues of emypoment. These limitations are most
visibly manifest in a situation where women’s empowent is equated, in the interpretation
of field personnel in particular, with formation &HGs and ensuring their smooth
functioning (rather than SHG formation being intetpd as the first step towards larger
empowerment goals)- an issue that is discussedifatieis Section.

Even the National Synthesis Report, Draft- 3, Fabr2006 mentions that ‘there are several
key areas where partners will benefit form capabityding, including management skills,
perspectives on governance and livelihoods andemiarbetween poverty and entitlements.’
In response to these limitations of capacity andspgetive, much effort has been made.
These including project-level capacity building etgeat the CSO level and Programme-level
capacity building events at TARAgram on a rangéhemes. Further, learning and reflection
opportunities have been afforded through MEAL, PL\scumentation and dissemination
of experiences and peer exchange visits. Howevas, likely that the results from these
efforts are mixed.

Capacity building events: Discussions with ROs and CSOs suggest that thecitgmauilding
events, while appreciated in terms of their intendy not always have had desired results.
Interactions with nodal CSO personnel and others dd attended such events suggest that
the principal concern was over the appropriateléstbe themes and ‘how what has been
learnt is to be used within the project.” Among Key issues suggested by CSOs (and ROSs)
is the need for more systematic training needssassent (TNA); better participant selection
(so that field personnel have opportunities torattand participants of different (skill and
hierarchical) levels are not mixed); administrat&rel logistical improvements (to ensure that
information about events is made available on teme not delayed); arrangements for
training reinforcement (for internalisation of laarg may not happen on a single occasion);
and, systematic analysis of training impacts. Theggestions have been echoed in various
State-level Syntheses too (Various PSTs, Novembe¢ember 2005). The National
Synthesis Report, Draft- 3, February 2006 also askedged that while ‘a large number of
capacity building efforts have been undertakenheyprojects or by the (PACS) Programme’,
‘there have been lesser efforts to match (suchteweith) what the CSOs really require.’

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment taber 2006 26



Further, ‘experience reveals that we (the PACS mRrage) have not answered such
guestions as to who needs what kind of CB (capdmiiiding) inputs within each CSO...
(and)... in what way they will use the... (input)... re@ in their local context.’

Peer Learning Workshops (PLWSs): Over time, the PLWs have served as platforms toesha
experiences, issues and strategies to addresaihe ®rganise ‘perspective’ presentations
(often by external resource persons) on themes sscladvocacy, CSO- government
engagement, child rights, communication, identifa@a of BPL households, land rights,

NREGS, networking, RTI, service delivery and wonseampowerment; clarify issues and
concerns around MEAL,; take stock of the PACS Pnogne at the National and State-levels;
and, reinforce the larger objectives of the PACSgRamme. In principle, the PLWs have
been recognised as presenting significant oppdrésnior learning and experience-sharing.
However, all the 16 CSOs met perceive that the Pt&gsesent an opportunity that has been
underutilised.

In most cases, this has been traced to the diffelibW foci over time- the First PLW
introduced the PACS Programme, the Second PLW é&tas sharing findings from peer
learning visits, the Third PLW centred around MEAbge Fourth PLW was devoted to
discussing issues around LSG and RTI, the Fifth Riantered around livelihoods and the
Sixth PLW on the National Rural Employment Guararfeheme- NREGS - and the limited
opportunities these are perceived to have proviiedfollow-up. Further, participants’
feedback on Third (September 2004) and Fourth (M&@05) PLWs in MP refers to the
need for limiting ‘subjects for discussion rathlean (opting for) a wide array (of subjects)’
so that there are greater opportunities for CSO&peak out, share problems and find
solutions’ (‘the CSOs should get a full-day to tlsetwes where they can choose what they
want to share and discuss’). Also, external resoyrersons have not always expressed
‘thoughts clearly and briefly’ and tended to gooiftonfusing debates which did not provide
clear learning at the end of the day.” CSOs Ilik8FPLJSS, NEED and PLVDS in UP have
also highlighted the need for greater CSO parttmpan deciding the PLW agenda.

MEAL: Mixed CSO responses have been received on MEALISAMEAL is acknowledged
as useful for introspection, analysis and leartipgnost CSOs met (and there are indications
that internal reflections as part of MEAL have waléal field personnel to find a ‘voice’ on
where the projects are headed and the kind of ciwres they may need (Bhopal
Rehabilitation, March 2005)), concerns have begmressed regarding (a) the workload it
entails; and, (b) closure of feedback loops.

Concerns over workload might be arising on accaidrhe periodicity of reporting and the
need for additional orientation on MEAL formats.€Tissue relating to closure of feedback
loops is perhaps more crucial. Currently, the raspdo CSOs on emerging issues and needs
is less swift than desired leading to concerns Gwko is learning’ and ‘what is being used’
from MEAL Reports. Even the proceedings of the ISRLW in MP (March 2006) report this
issue and the MP State-level Synthesis (Novemb@b)2Bas listed the need for providing
‘regular feedback on MEAL Reports’ under its ‘fududtirections.’

However, it is acknowledged that the culture ofe&tfon that MEAL seeks to introduce is
difficult to establish in a short period of timehds it is realised that ‘much more needs to be
done to improve the quality and spirit of the impéntation, more so as the system is
focused on reflection and self-analysis’, partidylasince ‘some CSOs have started
implementing MEAL in their non-PACS (Programme)jputs,... others are focused only on
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submitting reports in MEAL formats rather than wsin as (a) tool for reflection and

learning.” Further, some CSOs may continue to stickhe earlier version of ... (their)...

projects and may not be keen about redefining asitpBhopal Rehabilitation, March 2005).

Difficulties in reworking committed and agreed mcj budgets, durations, activities, etc.
may also be contributing to the latter.

Importantly, for some ROs and CSOs, concerns dweravailability of feedback on MEAL
Reports are reflective of a larger situation whetevant documentation is not always shared
widely. Thus, some ROs report difficultly in acdegspast Annual Reviews and several
CSOs have reported difficultly in accessing RO Regppertaining to their work, delayed
information about training and capacity buildingeets and clarification on contractual and
financial issues and the documentation of PLW Rrditeys. This is at variance with the
PACS Programme’s emphasis on transparency ang@sness in acknowledging its own
deficiencies (as reflected in the content and tohéhe National and various State-level
Synthesis Reports).

Peer exchange visits. Views on this are available from the Third (Sepgtem2004) and
Fourth (March 2005) PLW Proceedings in MP. The diLW Proceedings in MP suggest
that these visits tended to focus on positive aspaed less on areas for improvement. The
Fourth PLW saw participants ‘divided in their ominion the utility of the visits as they
produced either useless mutual appreciation repmrt;nsensitive feedback resulting in
organisational conflicts’ and concluded that ‘ifetleross learning visits are to start, they
should follow a comprehensive preparation of syst@ifeedback, terms of reference and
relevant choice of the visited and the visiting CS@his is supported by interactions with
CSOs and ROs in other States which suggest thate wleer exchange visits had the
potential benefits of learning and knowledge shgrithese typically ended up in mutual
appreciation of each others work or in discoverimghlighting weakness of others.

Documentation and dissemination of experiences. Efforts have focused on documenting
success stories, and, even within this, there tase for systematic analysis of context,
outcome determinants and lessons.

Limitations of an SHG-focused Approach:As mentioned above, the limitations of capacity
and perspective ammost visibly manifest in a situation where womertmpowerment is
equated, in the interpretation of field personmeparticular, with formation of SHGs and
ensuring their smooth functioning (rather than Std@nation being interpreted as the first
step towards larger empowerment goals). The resiltthis are evident in the concern
expressed over the emergence of CBOs as pressaupsgin Bihar and Jharkhand (reported
earlier in this document); RO assessments and @8€)-Reports for CSOs such as BGVS,
NEED, Peoples Network for National Integration (ARNSEWA and Sarvodaya Ashram in
UP (UP PST, December 2005) which have suggestedabe for SHGs to go beyond their
usual saving and agenda and engage with issuesroomg the community at large; and, in
CSO-level Reports for CSOs such as AARAMBH, CARD/NG NIWYCD, SIRDI, SRUB
and YUVA in MP which appear consumed by a mix &luis relating to ensuring regular
meetings and savings and proper record keepindgliagabank linkages; federating SHGs;
and, identifying and taking forward robust incomengration activities. Much the same
situation obtains in the study projects in Bihad dharkhand.

Importantly, these activities, while being legiti@attempts to take forward the SHG activity
and having the possibilities of ensuring benefits/e their own (and significant) operational
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demands that, along with limitations of capacityd grerspective, have overwhelmed the
focus on empowerment. Even in instances such asBC&RI GVM in MP where the larger
import of SHGs is recognised by the CSOs, futureations remain unclear. CARD, for
example, has acknowledged the ‘lack of clarity aber strategy to develop pressure groups
(DIIS, 2006).’

The focus on SHGs thus presents a challengingtsituarhereby SHGs present an option for
mobilising the poor, particularly women, in viewtte quicker and more tangible benefits in
terms of credit that they can offer but come wikie trisk of overwhelming the larger
empowerment agenda given their significant opematidemands.

Under-utilisation of RO Potential: ROs engaged for supportive supervision are expdoted
understand requirements of, and hand-hold, CSQ#wework plans and relate plans to
actual implementation; correlate activities to beidg provide inputs for planning and
orientation; and, identify capacity building need<CSOs. They are thus envisaged to play a
‘critical intermediary role’ in the PACS Programmehannelling and transforming the ideas
and directions offered by the DA/ PwC into actioithm local contexts in the State, re-
interpreting and modulating inputs from Delhi intsable and actionable elements for the
networks and partners’ and, also, the ‘sensitite o representing the partners’ concerns
upwards to Delhi while providing process and comgaipsupport for their growth and
institutionalisation process (Second Annual Revi2d03).’

The ROs, particularly those in Maharashtra and N#¥e an established reputation within,
and nuanced understanding of, the State and hase, tome, principally through their
quarterly visits to CSOs and their presence in RIS, have been instrumental in hand-
holding, sharing their insights with and providirigedback to CSOs; tracking project
progress; supporting the refinement of project giesiand identifying CSOs with high
support and project re-orientation requirementsniiying capacity building needs of CSOs;
and (in their role as PST Members), preliminarysoing of proposals and reflections on the
course the PACS Programme is taking in the State.

Despite this, there is reason to believe that thtergial of the ROs engaged in supportive
supervision could have been utilised better. Thida be on account of the following:

« RO inputs of even the highest quality may not yeégired results in the context of weak
proposals, constraints of capacity and perspeetitlein CSOs and the mixed results of
capacity building, reflection and learning efforfthe key issues discussed above).
Further, project re-orientation and capacity bmiddneeds identified by ROs have not
always been systematically addressed. This cowd Adasen from the (pre-MEAL) ‘lack
of a system for monitoring CSO response’ to RO liee#d (MP PST, November 2005)
and the reluctance of some CSOs about ‘redefinimigputs’ (Bhopal Rehabilitation,
September 2005) (partly on account of the diffieslin reworking committed and agreed
project budgets, durations, activities, etc.). MBIAL, this is expected to have improved
but revisiting project designs may still be a chiadje.

- The wide ranging support requirements of CSOs neagfitficult for even established and
competent ROs to meet. ROs with dedicated teamalg@igo by thematic area experts
could have been in a better position to meet tihegeirements but the current quarterly
contracts (short-term contracts with associate@xainties) have not permitted the same.
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« Bihar and Jharkhand have witnessed high RO turndvas recently that supportive
supervision arrangements through ROs has stahilided has meant that not all CSOs
have enjoyed regular RO support.

+ CSOs, despite efforts to correct the impressiory avatinue to view ROs as ‘monitors’
rather than those engaged to provide ‘supportiyEisision.” High RO turnover which
has meant changes in RO personnel engaging withsG®@ contractual issues which
have constrained dedicated teams, may have addkeid {gerception.

Progress on State-level engagement and policy adaoy: The PACS Programme design
recognised that ‘it is not sufficient to work aetlocal level alone... (as) ... State, national
and international policies and practices can bestheces of the problems facing the poor’
and mentioned the need to ‘identify those policielsich work against the poor, or
alternatively, those which can be made to worktpagy in the interests of the poor’ so that
‘the policy advocacy component would... help CSOfotiby for changes in such policies.’
Further, ‘policy advocacy, particularly at Statelarational levels... (was felt) ...necessary to
break the patterns of public inertia’ in certairat8s. Elsewhere, the PACS Programme
design posited that ‘influencing policy requirefeefive advocacy at all levels... (and that)...
advocacy is not just about lobbying and campaigring also about generating grassroots
awareness of entitlements and state obligatioseareh and documentation, communication,
development of advocacy methods and skills andifg@gmetworks and alliances.” Crucially,
the possibilities of ‘advocacy and social cohesotvities’ leading to ‘political controversy’
were discussed (DFID, 1999).

A gap appears to be emerging in the PACS Prograwitheegard to State-level engagement
and policy advocacy. NAB and PSC members, ROs @&@have pointed to this though
the articulations differ across States. This istnguggest that efforts have not been made. In
Bihar, while notable success has been achieved th&lBPSA, there has, according to the
Bihar PST, emerged the need for wider strategitnpeships and stakeholder co-operation.
In Jharkhand, the JSM marks an initiative to wankissues of local self-governance but has
been delayed in ‘take-off’ with time taken in agrepan agenda and on account of financial
constraints. In MP, the PEVAC met success but B€ #self has acknowledged the limited
work in the area of policy advocacy and engagenag¢rihe State-level. The Maharashtra
Drought Forum has achieved significant succesaashér, in almost all States, efforts have
been made to engage with State-level governmentfinadcial and academic institutions
through the State Core Group (SCG); and, Statd-tmresultations have drawn participation
from individuals from a range of backgrounds.

However, these efforts at the State-level and pa@imgagement need to be strengthened. The
current status could owe to a mix of reasons inndimitations of experience and skill
among the CSOs and the possibilities of certairesypf policy advocacy efforts being
deemed inappropriate for bilateral support.

The orientation and character of the PACS Programpartners may be another reason for
some CSOs opting for activities that yield demaide results rather than engage in the
more difficult terrain of policy which, at the pegt level, may involve negotiating with and/
or confronting the powerful local elite. (As memtex earlier in another context, about two-
thirds of the CSOs that the PACS Programme supgate backgrounds in welfare and
service delivery approaches and limited experierafe working with rights-based

approaches.) In instances where CSOs have mad#oanie this direction- for example,
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ABSSS has sought to lobby at the district-level better implementation of schemes and
NEED has approached trade unions- they admit lac&levant skills and expertise and seek
capacity building support.

Clearly, this is a vexed issue, particularly sit@®0Os are increasingly realising the need for
working at the State level to seek solutions tagssthey are confronted with locally. Thus,
for example, CSOs in MP have suggested the neednfigagement at the State-level on a
range of issues such as land rights and transpaiengocal) government (AARAMBH),
allowing differently-abled children from non-ST ms&holds accommodation in school
hostels for STs (CAN), financing of income genemnatefforts (GVM), etc (DIIS, 2006). A
similar need is observed among communities in Madtdara where even well-mobilised
CBOs have not been able to pressure changes latadlyo larger constraints that GP, block
and district-level stakeholders have cited.

Notably, the discussion around the issue of Stadepalicy-level engagement is more mature
in Maharashtra. While some PST members in the Shtatee maintained that such
engagement is not really a mandate of the PACSr&muyge, others appear to subscribe to
the idea of ‘people-centred advocacy.” Though aexaaptionable idea, the experience of
Sahayog Nirmitee illustrates the limits of such@chcy.

In the drought of 2005, Sahayog Nirmitee and it¢rgas carried out a humber of training programoeshe
Employment Guarantee Scheme (EGS) procedures tiketb apply for work, what types of work could be
taken up under the EGS and how work is measuredbitnitted the EGS work demand forms from 53 vékag
of Tuljapur and Ausa talukas. In many of theseagidls, every household applied for work. An agitatias
organised for issuance of receipts against EGS wappiications but despite this EGS works were athanly
in 23 of the 53 villages that applied. When Saha\ogqitee organised protests, the bureaucracynmpéed the
works leading to greater hardship for those who hedmigrated and had chosen to work at the EGS.5it
Sahayog Nirmitee then organised tresta rokos(road blockades) under the aegis of the Mahama$htought
Forum. Detailed village data collected by the C3@ eertified by GPs convinced the District Collectaho

ordered a detailed enquiry. Sahayog Nirmitee’sreffon EGS have been remarkably successful toxtente
that women were mobilised and took the lead inabiations. Information combined with collectivetian

yielded results in many cases, for example, foremirmeasurement of work and rightful wages. Mahthe

agitations did not, however, yield results. Forrapée, the women of village Killaj had to wait ngadn year
before the 15 days wages due to them were paid.i§hess a limitation of Sahayog Nirmitee’s worldanore
due to the heavy odds against it.

Source:TARU Primary Study, 2006.

HRM issues within CSOs:These relate to emoluments of field personnel asdes and
concerns of female CSO personnel. Emoluments dd feersonnel may be below the
stipulated minimum wage in certain projects andlevthis can be ‘explained’ as ‘honoraria’
and relating to ‘part-time’ work, it is inconsistewith the PACS Programme’s values and
could be an embarrassment for the Programme, lfecigeed. It is understood that the MC is
seized of the matter. Proposals to address the resed tracking.

At a workshop on ‘Women Employees Working in PACSS: Opportunities and
Challenges’ (March 2006) and, later, at the SiXxteiVFin MP, issues and concerns of female
CSO personnel were discussed and principles/ meslsaction points such as avoiding
‘personal questions targeted to female candidaths during job interviews, assessing the
division of labour between men and women employeethe principle of work-life balance,
ensuring ‘greater representation of women in oggional decision-making pertaining to
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planning and implementation schedules,” developiags and policies for ‘equal access and
comfort to the male and female employees,’ statsmgcific facilities to be provided to
women employees... in the administrative manual &4 these appear as entitlements,’
assuming responsibility for the security of femataployees and identifying specific steps
relating to this in organisational rules and teraisemployment, adopting the Vishakha
guidelines and constituting organisational comregtéo address issues of sexual harassment
at the work place, developing robust assessmertemgsand gender training for all
employees, agreed. These hint at significant HRdas within CSOs that need to be taken
forward.

5.2 The Import of Emergent Issues
It follows from the above that:

Most projects have focused at the village-level anthere is little evidence of systematic,
sustained engagement at the State and policy levés opposed to events that draw
participation from policy makers and State-levebksholders) without which larger
conditions that contribute to poverty can be adsidsonly in a limited manner. This could
owe to the limitations of a demand-side approaclkerethby design (given the demand-
orientation of the PACS Programme)- systematic gegent with the government (at
various levels) and/ or public service providenstitutions, was not envisaged.

In addition to this, the limited engagement at $tate and policy-level could also owe to the
character and orientation of PACS Programme patrienitations of skill and capacity,
issues around the appropriateness of bilateral stigpr certain activities in the policy
advocacy domain and the limited participation afifiNGO’ CSOs in the PACS Programme.
The latter has been traced to a variety of reagumscipally the lack of FCRA registration
(another limitation of bilateral support that haseb worked around through arrangements
such as network projects). This is not to sugdest the potential does not exist- it is amply
demonstrated in the themes selected and achievenwi@d of the BPSA and the
Maharashtra Drought Forum- but to underline th#trgely demand-side approach has its
limitations (especially in environments where ‘slypgide’ responsiveness is not always
assured).

Even at the village-level, the ‘spread’ is thin.Though the number of villages reached
(about 15,300) is impressive, they constitute abput 5 percent of all villages within the
districts reached. If only the 7,000-odd intenspvebvered villages are considered, the
proportion of villages reached (within districteched) could be as low as 2 percent.

These essentially point to the significant challergg aheadWith limited engagement at the
State and policy level and with wider civil societgd focus on village-level projects with
varied interpretations of empowerment and entitleingarising from limitations of capacity
and perspective) and inadequate projects designis, difficult to claim that the PACS
Programme has led to a situation where the pooem@wered to realise their entitlements
effectively and sustainably and where effectival @aciety partnerships have been enabled
(with even the experience of ‘internal’ partnershtprough network projects being mixed).
This is not to deny the impressive change catalysedhe PACS Programme in select
locations and the opportunity it has afforded toOSSto consolidate their work and
strengthen their management systems but to emehtms’limits’ of village-level projects
and management system improvements in CS@portantly, the NAB and PSC, both
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comprising individuals more than capable of stegiine PACS Programme, have not always
had the space to take a more considered view (@isiindicated in interactions with select
NAB and PSC members).

6. THE WAY FORWARD
6.1 Near-term Agenda

Encouragingly, the MC and the PSTs are seized ofynoé the emergent issues highlighted
above and have been considering proposals to adiesame. These include:

Reuvisiting project designs in recognition of issuearound the same:This has already been
undertaken in about half the projects- includingwtb40 percent of the projects in Bihar,
about 60 percent of the projects in Jharkhand, @80upercent of the projects in MP (and
Chattisgarh), about 10 percent of the projects shdashtra and about 55 percent of the
projects in UP (National Synthesis, Draft- 3, Fetopu2006). Importantly, the MP State-level
Synthesis has pointed to ‘indicators (that) aretgetnake (project designs) result oriented’
despite project design changes and some CSOs pugtihue to ‘stick to the earlier version
of ... (their)... projects and may not be keen abodéfi@ing outputs (Bhopal Rehabilitation,
March 2005).” This could have been the reason fones of these changes being time
consuming but these are essential and need to ditiawed, for these, particularly outputs
agreed, could have a bearing on future assessn{éhts.is discussed later in this section.)
Moreover, accent needs to be placed on agreeitigtiedas opposed to over-ambitious or
convenient-to-achieve ones) outputs.

Capacity building: In recognition of the limitations of capacity anckrgpective, the
limitations observed in capacity building efforte far and their bearing on the PACS
Programme, formation of a Capacity Building Core@r (CBCG) has been discussed and
issues around matching inputs to what CSOs ‘raaljuire’ and ‘who needs what kind of
capacity building inputs within each CSO (Natio®inthesis, Draft- 3, February 2006).’
This recognition needs to be followed up with thaghneeds assessments at the CSO-level so
that critical issues around relevance and partimpaare addressed. RO inputs and MEAL
Reports can be drawn upon for the training neesissament.

Further, the balance of training and capacity bagdevents probably needs to be revisited to
ensure that more of these occur at the regionajégirlevel so that relevant participation is
higher and CSO representatives working in spedfieas have an opportunity to come
together and discuss (common) issues confrontieig tBspective projects. This is consistent
with the emerging thinking on opting for a cluskerb approach where lead CSOs ‘manage
hubs in a resource center approach where poolirrgsafurces are enabled and coordinated
thematically and geographically (National SyntheBisft- 3, February 2006).’

The two issues around MEAL, of reporting qualitydaegular feedback to CSOs, also need
to be addressed. It is understood that these amgoped through a second version of a
Facilitator Manual for ROs (under development) arfelO refresher orientation (proposed) to
address some of these issues.

Strengthening State level and policy advocacysome efforts have already been made in

this direction (as mentioned above) and a rangstakeholders are sought to be involved
through the SCGs and during various events. Thesdde a platform to build upon in an
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area that needs attention. While fora such as tA8A the JSM and the Maharashtra
Drought Forum need to be encouraged, a space mebdssearched for others to ensure that
policies not consistent with to the interests & oor are identified and pursued. This is
likely to be challenging given the constraints dfateral support, the character and
orientation of the PACS Programme CSOs and thdiraskd capacity limitations. However,
the experience of the BPSA and the Maharashtradhtodorum suggests that despite these
limitations, there can be opportunities to engagh ®tate-level policy issues.

Efforts in this direction should ideally begin witdentification of issues that need to be
pursued at the State-level in a forum like the P(S&/'that issues pursued are consistent with
ongoing CSO work), an assessment of these issuethdo appropriateness for bilateral
support and the likely coalitions of civil socidipcluding academic and research institutions
at the State and national-level and the PACS Progiersupported CSOs) that would be
most appropriate to take forward the agreed agdndalihoods, a theme which the PACS
Programme partners have shown much interest irdand initial work around, could be one
area where carefully-identified issues could besped at the State-level. Parallel efforts, as
have been envisaged by the MC and various PSThuftiting CSO capacities in the area of
policy advocacy will provide the added edge to ¢hefforts.

Greater role for the NAB and PSC:As mentioned above, select NAB and PSC members
met have expressed the view that they need grepsare (time and independent feedback)
for taking a more considered view on emergent ss@ven the composition of the NAB
and the PSC it is likely that many of the emergssties may have been assessed at earlier
stages, had independent and regular feedback owndheng of the PACS Programme, and
time to discuss the same, been available.

A case has been made for greater DFID involvemenlAB and PSC Members and ROs
and CSOsecall close DFID involvement in the PACS Programinigally and observe that,
over time, DFID has chosen to maintain a ‘distana#hile this is appreciated by the MC for
the operational latitude it provides, the otherssehanade a case for greater DFID
involvement to ensure that strategic issues sucthe®nes described above receive early
attention and issues among PACS Programme parameracted upon more fairly. Such
DFID involvement has been suggested, besides tH& &l the PSC, in the various PSTs.

On future assessmentsThe range of themes, activities, partners and gtt@vhich can
vary at the village, let alone regional or Stateelg with which the PACS Programme
engages implies that future impact assessmentotaenenvisaged as conventional impact
assessments but as exercises that will draw updtiptatsources. These include:

- Various National and State-level Syntheses whikk &ock of the developments within
the PACS Programme and draw on CSO-level dataewtifg issues impinging on the
PACS Programme performance (the PST-level assessmsanh as those initiated in
Bihar and Jharkhand, if taken forward in other &atvould be valuable)

- End-of-project evaluations of completed projectsiclvhsystematically assess what
projects have achieved on outputs agreed duringgirdesign revisions (and hence, the
importance of well-defined, realistic outputs)-gbeshould ideally be done independently
and not through ROs or other CSOs because of paitennflict of interest issues
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+  MEAL Reports from projects which will enable a leetappreciation of the project inputs,
processes and outpwtgthin the specific project context and design

Given that many of these sources, such as the iNdtamd State-level Syntheses and MEAL
Reports, are essentially self-assessments, it waeiidhportant for future impact assessments
to include a component of primary study where wites in the National and State-level
Syntheses and MEAL Reports are verified on ground.

Note that this is different from conventional impassessments that draw on a sample of
representative projects, secondary data and sthlexhperceptions of changes. These have
their own limitations of representativeness of ecbjselection and biased stakeholder
perceptions. On the other hand, with the PACS Rragre, having moved ahead with
practices such as National and State-level Synsheswl-of-project evaluations and MEAL,
it is only appropriate that future assessment dvauthese.

6.2 Beyond the PACS Programme Horizon (2008)- Suggie®ns

That the PACS Programme agenda of empowering tbetparealise their entittiements and
strengthening civil society is relevant is beyomdilok. However, the discussion on the future
beyond the envisaged PACS Programme horizon neexssider the following:

- Bilateral support, as mentioned earlier, has itatéitions precluding support to certain
formations, approaches and issues. Cross-countdyest have pointed to challenges for
DFID in engaging with CSOs with ‘'some CSOs... keemmi@intain their independence
from the State and donors; and, ‘host country goweents... (being)... reluctant to
allow funding in sensitive areas (National Accou@ffice, Government of UK, 2006).’
The PACS Programme may have been constrained ikivgowith a larger variety of
organisations, given the need to work with orgaiosa registered under the FCRA, and
on certain themes, particularly those related l@wp@advocacy and social cohesion, given
the likelihood of these being considered inapptprfor bilateral support.

- The PACS Programme was envisaged primarily foreStathere DFID was not engaged
with the State Government (the non-DFID Focus Statéhere DFID working with the
State Governments was not a ‘realistic option’- DF1999) and where there was a case
for working given high poverty levels. The PACS ghaamme design envisaged that
‘support under the PACS (Programme) may be replased time by government-to-
government approaches (DFID, 1999).’

In view of the above and in line with the findingsfrom this Impact Assessment, the
following suggestions emerge for consideration fahe future beyond 2008:

- There is a need to continue DFID engagement in thEACS Programme States,
particularly Bihar, Jharkhand and UP. The casdHis emerges primarily from the high
poverty in these States, DFID’s commitment to ptweeduction in India and the
implications of poverty in these States for achiegat of India’s MDGs. In case, further
prioritisation is required within the States of BihJharkhand and UP, a stronger case for
engagement emerges in the case of Bihar and URanusat of the large numbers of the
poor in these States (over 100 million as per ptamas for 2006-07). MP, it is noted is
already a DFID Focus State, and Maharashtra, @egpisignificant regional inequities,
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is relatively better off and will occupy lower prity among the PACS Programme States
when rated along most developmental parameters.

- It might be appropriate to consider government-to-gvernment approaches given
the limitations of demand-side approachesThe PACS Programme, as mentioned
above, was initiated in the non-DFID Focus Statdsre DFID working with the State
Governments was not a ‘realistic option’ (DFID, 29%nd where there was a case for
working given high poverty levels. Further, the espnce of the PACS Programme
suggests that a demand-oriented approach hasnitatlons in environments where the
responsiveness of governments (at all levels) anuig service providers/ institutions
need improvement- bringing sharply to focus, thednéo engage in parallel, on the
supply-side too. It is opportune then to assesdhveinghe PACS Programme States now
present realistic options for government-to-govegnmapproaches. The option of a
government-to-government approaches being pursuoegarallel with civil society
engagement is also available though this will rexj@a systematic assessment of the
experience in Orissa- a DFID Focus State wherevé Ebciety Programme also runs.

- Reaching the poorest may require a different approeh. This is an important lesson
from the experience of the PACS Programme. The PR@gyramme design did not
distinguish between the poor and the poorest athchali envisage separate strategies for
engaging with the poorest. NAB and PSC Membersdughg the course of the Impact
Assessment have argued that engaging with the gtooright require a service delivery
component that responds to their immediate and umederm needs rather than an
approach where potential benefits are non-tangibtelikely to be long-term.

- Thematic Areas are useful to specify but need to pported by Position Papers to
avoid ambiguity. These have laid the broad agenda within which th€$ Programme
efforts have been located. In the absence of sheimatic Areas, there was the likelihood
of efforts being dissipated in various directionsd athemes. It is realised that the
Thematic Areas often overlap in real-life situai@nd that there may be some ambiguity
around how, for example, social cohesion or womemgowerment is to be interpreted
and pursued in a project frame. However, a setasiti®n Papers on Thematic Areas
might serve to clarify issues around the latter.

« A cap on resources intended for Self-help may be wsidered. The discussion on
Thematic Areas is also the appropriate place fecudising the Thematic Area of Self-
help and issues around SH&HGs presents a situation whereby they presenptono
for mobilising the poor, particularly women, in wieof the quicker and more tangible
benefits in terms of credit that they can offer boine with the risk of overwhelming the
larger empowerment agenda given their significeemd( at one level, legitimate)
operational demands. It is perhaps in anticipabbrthis that the PACS Programme
design envisaged support for self-help initiati@kere it is sustainable, complements
the actions of governments and supports the thenmtorities’ and discussed the
possibility of ‘a limit on the proportion of prograne devoted to it to avoid it crowding
out longer term empowerment initiatives.’ It midgig appropriate to consider this option
in the future.

- The current institutional arrangement has several nerits and may be continuedThe

current arrangement ensures that a body of empesbns guides the Programme (as the
NAB) and selects projects (as the PSC) while a deprofessionals manage the
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Programme with support from State-level Resourcga@isations. Such an arrangement
has the potential to ensure that the Programmefitenboth at the strategic and
operational level. However, the experience withR#&CS Programme also suggests that
for such an arrangement to achieve its potentgliffe NAB and the PSC need greater
space (time and independent feedback) for takingoee considered view on emergent
issues; and, (b) contracting issues for Resourgarsations need to be resolved so that
uncertainties are minimised. A competitive procEssRO selection with a long-term
contract (such as the one envisaged for the Manage@onsultants) might address the
latter.

« Choices are available with respect to projects andProgramme location. The
experience of the PACS Programme suggests that:

- A balance of village and State-level projects woultbe more appropriate so that
not only are empowerment processes unleashed ogrolied (as appears to be the
case currently in select locations) but are algutalised upon through systematic
State-level engagement where larger constraintsrtipange on realising entitlements
are addressed.

- A balance of network and individual projects needsto be maintained and a
choice need not be made exclusively in favour oftleer. Some of the most
significant benefits to smaller CSOs supported iy PACS Programme have been
through network projects. There is case for enapoca such implementation
arrangements (especially since these provide aortppty to reach smaller CSOs
who might not have FCRA registration) bearing imehthough that several network
projects have not achieved desired objectives gatiterns over the capacity building
and other support provided by lead partners, oppdaies for experience sharing and
learning, coordination levels and limited projeain@rship among network partners.

- National or State-level Programme location needs fther investigation. A State-
level location is perceived to have the advantaggwoximity that will enable better
hand-holding, responsiveness and communication flivam the Programme
Managers. However, this will have to weigh the cépes available for Programme
Management at the State-level and the risk of sunchrrangement leading to certain
networks (and these are strong in some States)ndimg the agenda and affording
fewer opportunities to others.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AARAMBH
ABSSS
AMM
ANWC
BDBGVS
BGVS
BJSA
BPL
BSS
CAN
CAP
CARD
CBIA
CBO
CCDS
CIG
Cli

CM
CMS
CPPI
CSsO
DA
DFID
DIIS
DSM
FCRA
Gol
GENVP
GP
GPC
GPSVS
GRASP
GS
GTI
GVM
HDR
IDAS
IDYWC
IT
JPSS
JSM
KMAGVS
KSA
KSS
LIJK
LJSS
MC
MCG

DFIDI/ TARU

Advocacy for Alternative Resources ActiondWilisation & Brotherhood
Akhil Bhartiya Samajik Sewa Sansthan
Ambava Mahila Mandal
Asha Niketan Welfare Center
Bhartiya Dnyanpith Bahuudeshiya Gramin VilGsnstha
Bharat Gramodyog Vikas Samiti
Bharatiya Jan Sewa Ashram
Below Poverty Line
Bundelkhand Sewa Sansthan
Concerned Action Now
Communication Advisory Panel
Center for Advanced Research and Development
Community-based Impact Assessment
Community-based Organisation
Chotanagpur Craft Development Society
Common Interest Group
Confederation of Indian Industry
Chief Minister
Catalyst Management Services
CSO Project Performance Index
Civil Society Organisation
Development Alternatives
Department for International Development
Desktop Interactive Information System
Dalit Sangharsh Morcha
Foreign Contributions Regulation Act
Government of India
Gramin Evam Nagar Vikas Parishad
Gram Panchayat
Gandhi Peace Center
Ghoghardiha Prakhand Swarajya Vikas Sangh
Grassroots Action for Social Participation
Gram Sabha
Gender Training Institute
Grameen Vikas Mandal
Human Development Report
Integrated Development Action for Solidarity
Institute for Development of Youth, Women a@dild
Information Technology
Jan Priya Sewa Sansthan
Jharkhand Swashashan Manch
Kalapandhari Magasvargiya and Adivasi Graiikas Sanstha
Krishnarpit Sewa Ashram
Krishak Sahayog Sansthan
Lok Jagriti Kendra
Lokpriya Jan Seva Sasthan
Management Consultant
MEAL Core Group
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MEAL
MoU
MIS
MJIM
MP
MSP
MSS
MSSM
MVS
NAB
NBJK
NEED
NFHS
NFI
NGO
NREGS
OoBC
oD
ODSA
PACS
PANI
PC
PDS
PEO
PEVAC
PFI
PGSS
PL
PLVDS
PLW
PRI
PSC
PST
PwC
RAISE
RO
SBCA
SC
SCG
SEDT
SEWA
SHG
SGSY
SGVK
SIRDI
SM
SMC
SMVS
SPAR
SRUB

DFIDI/ TARU

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning
Memorandum of Understanding
Management Information System

Mabhila Jagriti Manch

Madhya Pradesh

Multi-state Project

Margdarhsak Sewa Sansthan

Marathwada Sheti Sahayya Mandal

Mabhila Vikas Samiti
National Advisory Board

Nav Bharat Jagriti Kendra

Network of Entrepreneurship and Economic Dew@ent
National Family Health Survey

National Foundation of India
Non-government Organisation

National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme
Other Backward Caste

Organisational Development

Organisational Development Self-assessment
Poorest Areas Civil Society (Programme)
Peoples Network for National Integration
Planning Commission

Public Distribution System

Programme Evaluation Organisation
Pre-election Voter Awareness Campaign
Pathfinder International

Purvanchal Gram Sewa Samiti

(Jan) Pragati Luyadih

Paragi Lal Vidya Dham Samiti

Peer Learning Workshop

Panchayati Raj Institution

Project Selection Committee

Programme Support Team
PricewaterhouseCoopers

Research and Action Institute for Social Baprment
Resource Organisation

State-based Communication Agency
Scheduled Caste

State Core Group

Socio Economic Development Trust

Self Employed Women’s Association
Self-help Group

Swarnajayanti Gram Swarozgar Yojana
Sampurna Gram Vikas Kendra

Satpura Integrated Rural Development Institu
State Manager

State MEAL Coordinator

Sankalp Manav Vikas Sanstha

Society for Participatory Action and Refleati
Society for Rural Upliftment, Betul
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ST Scheduled Tribe

ToR Terms of Reference

TA Thematic Area

TNA Training Needs Assessment

UP Uttar Pradesh

VHAI Voluntary Health Association of India
VISKASAN Vihar Samaj Kalyan Sansthan

VSS Vikas Sahyog Sansthan
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ANNEX- I: THE PACS PROGRAMME- A BRIEF INTRODUCTION

The seven year (2001-08), DFID-supported PACS Rrogre was initiated with the
intention to cover 108 of India’s most poor didiiin a largely contiguous area of Central
and Eastern India. It aims to strengthen the céipaaf the poor in these areas so that they
can influence policy; advocate their rights; demamditlements and services; overcome
social and economic barriers; and, create oppdigsnfor a better life for themselves. It
seeks to achieve this by strengthening CSOs workitigthe poor.

THE PACS PROGRAMME: GOAL, PURPOSE AND OUTPUTS ENVISAGED

Goal: Poor people in the most backward and poorestiaistof India are empowered to realise their
entitlements more effectively and in ways in whézin be sustained

Purpose: CSOs in the most backward and poorest districtsidifi are more effective in helping poor peop
realise their entitlements

e
Output 1: Successful interventions promoting self-governangemen’s empowerment, policy advocagy,
social cohesion and self-help to meet basic needs
Output 2: Effective partnerships of civil society

Output 3: Lessons learnt and disseminated

Source:India: Poorest Areas Civil Society Programme, PR®mission, DFID India, September 1999

The focus of the PACS Programme is on strengthesivayeness and capabilities of the poor
to demand better services and entitlements thraughempowering rather than service
delivery orientation. The objectives of the PAC®damme are to: (a) support the poor to
help them access as well as demand their righis;influence governments to adopt

successful methods for reducing poverty; (c) makjogernment at all levels more effective

and accountable; and, (d) making society more resipe to the problems and aspirations of
the poor (Second National Synthesis Report (DBftFebruary 2006).

The PACS Programme currently supports 143 projesfgemented by carefully selected
CSOs. These projects are in five broad thematiasar@) local governance; (b) women’s
empowerment; (c) social cohesion; (d) policy adegcand, (e) self-help. These core themes
are addressed through more than 75 generic aesvitroadly classified as awareness
generation (through meetings, rallies and campsnneunication (through wall paintings,
posters, puppet shows and newsletters); CSO cggragiting (through training programmes
and exposure visits); advocacy (through public ingar media exposure and protest);
strengthening linkages with government departmantsother agencies; and, monitoring and
supporting smaller CSOs involved in the programivithin the framework of its broad
objectives, the Programme has created space fos@s®@ork on critical areas such as land
rights; flood preparedness; child rights; livelildotor the differently-abled; and, short and
long-term drought management.
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CSO ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND PROJECT SELECTION PROC ESS
CSO Eligibility and Selection Criteria

In the PACS Programme framework, the term ‘CSOludes: international, national and local non-goweznt
organisations (NGOs), trade unions, cooperativesiniess and cultural groups, community organisatipn
farmers’ associations and looser forms of assaciatsuch as movements.

To be eligible for support, a CSO needs to fulfie tfollowing criteria: (a) registration under thecgties
Registration Act, Trust Act, Cooperatives Act, Teadnions Act, etc.; (b) registration under the fkgme
Contributions Regulation Act (FCRA); (c) Registaatiunder Section 12 A of the I-T Act; (d) estabdigh
procedures, practices and systems for programmdiauocial management; (e) proven expertise in ciéypa
building and grasp of the PACS Programme thematiasa (f) track record of implementing poverty aklion
projects; (g) existing network and capability oflling networks; and, (h) focus in identified dists.

CSOs that fulfil the above criteria can ally witther CSOs in the implementation of projects. Farepgle, a
large CSO working in several States or districts ally with small CSOs working in particular geoghécal or
thematic areas. (These are referred to as netwoikqgts.) In such networks, the lead CSO is fullgauntable
and responsible for the project. The PACS Programmaeagers deal only with the lead CSO.

Project Selection Process

The project selection process has seven steps:

e Outreach: The PACS Programme Managers contact CSOs thatngalement the Programme through
outreach workshops and other efforts. Alternatiyelierested CSOs contact the Programme Managers.

o

e Submission of Concept PaperCSOs that meet the selection criteria submit ac€pnPaper in a specifie
format for a project that could be considered f&CB Programme funding. Decisions (acceptance/
rejection) on the Concept Paper are made withinnsinths from the date of submission. If a CSQ’s
Concept Paper is rejected, it can re-apply a yiar @eceiving feedback.

» Support for Making a Detailed Proposal: If the Concept Paper is complete and acceptabeCSO is
provided guidelines for making a detailed propo#ahecessary, the CSO is given a planning gramt|no
exceeding Rs. 200,000 to build its capacity to tigvand formulate projects.

e Submission of Detailed ProposalThe CSO submits a detailed project proposal foraipal. If necessary,
the CSO is given a planning grant not exceeding2R6,000 to fine tune its proposal. However, CSOs
given planning grants are not assured of receiftinging under the PACS Programme.

» Preliminary Appraisal: Detailed project proposals are scrutinised. CS@y be asked to review thejr
proposals. Acceptable proposals are sent to thed®®election Committee (PSC) for final appraisal.

» Appraisal by the PSC:Detailed project proposals are scrutinised by t8€ Rvhich may ask for revisions.
The proposals are then accepted or rejected. C3senproposals are rejected by the PSC cannot be
considered for PACS Programme funding again.

e Signing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU):The PACS Programme managers and the CSO whose
proposal has been accepted sign a MoU for progéudiement and use of funds.

Source:www.empowerpoor.org

The Programme is managed by the MC- guided by ashatAdvisory Board (NAB) and a
Project Selection Committee (PSC; which reviewgpsals received for PACS Programme
support) and supported by national and State-IBeslource Organisations (ROs). The ROs
support CSOs in project development, carry out eup@ supervision, develop
communication strategies, undertake process dodatm@mm prepare strategy papers and
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analyse CSO proposals. Further, an RO has beeffispécidentified to take forward the
Information Technology (IT)-based monitoring, ewalon and learning system (MEAL) to
improve programme efficiency and ensure reflecind knowledge and experience sharing.

PACS PROGRAMME: INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS
National-level

« National Advisory Board (NAB): Guides the PACS Programme; represents a cross+setfil society,
academia, the private sector and government

» Project Selection Committee (PSC)Reviews proposals from CSOs seeking PACS Prograsumgort

* Management Consultant (MC): Responsible for overall management and implemientat

e MEAL Core Group (MCG): Responsible for devising MEAL policies and proaesuand National and
State-level synthesis; comprises representatives the MC, State Managers (SM), ROs and State MEAL
Coordinators (SMC)

e Communication Advisory Panel (CAP):Renders advice on strategic communication issues

State-level

» State Core Group (SCG):State-specific advisory group that governs the BAZogramme at the State-
level

e State Managers (SM):Responsible for overall management of the PACSarome at State-level; from
the MC

e State MEAL Coordinator (SMC): Responsible for managing the State Office of tA&® Programme
and facilitating MEAL implementation in the State

* Resource Organisations (RO)Provide management and programme support to C&®rable them tg
enhance their capacities and achieve their outcoal®s monitor CSO progress

» Programme Support Team (PST):A team of ROs, SM and SMC together implementing arahaging
the State Programme and MEAL

e State Based Communication Agency (SCBA)ngaged with the purpose of facilitating learningl ats
dissemination

Local-level
» CSOs:Includes NGOs and CBOs who implement the PACS iarome projects

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falyr2006

DFID funding for the Programme includes GBP 20.8iam of Project Grants and GBP 4.5
million of Planning Grants. The Project Grants suppgCSO projects while the Planning
Grants are aimed at strengthening CSOs for bettplementation through communication,
capacity building and MEAL. Project Grants are Various types of projects: (a) Category A
Projects (more than Rs. 15 million) are run by segl and State-level CSOs with large
networks; (b) Category B (between Rs. 5-15 milli@md C (between Rs. 2-5 million)
projects are run by CSOs with district-level netkgoand/ or good grassroots presence; and,
(c) Category D (less than Rs. 2 million) projeats imn by small grassroots-level CSOs.
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ANNEX- Il: IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF THE PACS PROGRAMME-
BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

As the PACS Programme completes five years, ibisiclered opportune to evaluate signs of
its impact and effectiveness in empowering the @oal recommend mid-course corrections.
In brief, the specific objectives and tasks to utalen as part of the Impact Assessment are:

Benchmark Project Information

« Develop a baseline on project coverage and reach

- Describe primary stakeholders based on operataefalition used

« Analyse socio-political institutional climate ingpect areas in study States

Assess Programme Impact on Institutional Statusngth and Performance of CSOs

« CSO capacity to undertake long duration projectslanerage greater accountability

« CSO capacity to internalise OD process and monigo&i learning mechanisms

« CSO capacity to establish, sustain CBO networkslusters; analyse cluster approach-
success, constraints

- Assess fulfilment of capacity building needs ofrtitme staff and limitations thereof

- Difference in approach between CSOs that existédrébd>ACS and those specifically
floated by PACS

« Analyse effectiveness of CSO spend in consonaniteoutput delivery and outcome

- Assess specific initiatives that can be scaled syggest opportunities where PACS
support may be drawn

- Assess impact of other government /CSO-supporigdtiaes on the poor in study States

Assess Programme Impact on Government Programniatsit/ District/Local PRI Level

« Analyse institutional provisions such as GSs, parabmmittees, social audit etc.

- Assess accountability and responsiveness of purdditutions to needs of local people
« Assess effectiveness in improving quality of lifepeople

Assess Overall Programme Impact

- Analyse overall quality and reach

+ Assess whether CSOs are partners in progress opaeans

- Assess effectiveness in addressing gender and saciasion

+ Analyse MEAL in the development and use of newgaoich as output tracking

- Lessons from State & national-level consultatioasalyse effectiveness in lobbying,
forming alliances

- Comment on ability to raise profile of poorest dids, getting poverty issues focussed in
public fora

- ldentify unintended impacts, both positive and niega

Assess Achievement of Empowerment Indicators

» Highlight success (or failure) stories of poor r®aly entitlements and attribute factors to
the same

« Assess extent of people’s participation and coati@n in processes and activities

« Articulation of individual and community interesend perception of poor towards
change in their status
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ANNEX- Ill: PROFILE OF STUDY PROJECTS

cso | Dsnt | Category | "erenian| Themsicnes) Sugeot
Bihar

GENVP Nalanda cC Individual LSG, PA, WE Extended

GPSVS Madhubani B Network LSG, SC, WE Withdrawal

MVS Nawada D Individual LSG, SC, WE Extended

NIDAN I\\/ﬂ:?;f;rpur B Network PA, SHI, WE | Withdrawal

Jharkhand

LIK gﬁ%ﬁﬁm’ B Network All but PA Extended

PL Saraikela D Individual LSG, SHI, WH  Withdrawal

SPAR ﬁgg;ﬂgagh B Network All Extended

Sgrnzr;fne‘” ‘Qi’ﬁ;]bhum A (MSP) Network Al Withdrawal
MP

AARAMBH Raisen C Individual All but PA Consolidatio

IDYWC Chhindwara C Individual All Extended

Mabharashtra
Asmita Yavatmal D Individual LSG, SHI, WH  Withdralv
MSSM Aurangabad, | g Individual LSG Extended
Jalna

zﬁﬁfgg gast#:énaba d C Network LSG, WE Withdrawal
UP

ABSSS Chitrakoot A Network All but SHI Withdrawal

JPSS Pratapgarh B Network LSG Extended

NEED Sitapur C Individual WE Withdrawal
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ANNEX- IV: THE PACS PROGRAMME-PROGRESS AND STATUS

(This draws significantly from the Second NatioBghthesis Report (Draft- 3), February
2006. All data, issues and quotes are drawn frasigburce unless reported otherwise.)

THREE PHASES OF IMPLEMENTATION
The PACS Programme has been implemented in thieseph
Phase | (2002-03): Intervention Planning and Startyp which focused on:

- Establishing systems and structures within the MC
« Grounding the PACS Programme and starting interoesitwith various thematic foci

Phase Il (2004-05): Sound Interventionsvhich focused on:

« Adding livelihood and disability dimensions to ttieematic foci
« Capacity building for CSOs and CBOs
+ Introduction of MEAL as a tool for reflection anellrning

Phase Il (2005-07): Managing for Better Impactwhich focuses on:

« Strengthening leveraging, convergence and partipsrsih local, State and national levels
« Cluster hubs
« Advocacy and communication

It emerges from that above that while the initiahgs were spent on setting up systems and
processes, more recent efforts have concentrateehbancing the developmental impacts
and outcomes of various interventions within tfarfework in place.

GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE

Key geographical coverage related data is presantddble (IV.1). The following are of
special note:

The PACS Programme reaches 85 of the 108 districiabout 80 percent) it intended to.
The number of districts where the PACS Programmaehres is highest in Bihar and UP (21
and 20 districts, respectively), slightly lowerMP (and Chattisgarh) and Jharkhand (17 and
18 districts, respectively) and lowest in Mahares@® districts).

Reach to districts is lesser than envisaged primdyi on account of the status in Bihar
and MP (and Chattisgarh). This is not considered a cause for concern atchégd mainly
to the lack of sound proposals from credible CSfesgite the MC’s extra outreach efforts).

The PACS Programme reaches 435 of the 1,125 blockabout 40 percent) in the 85
districts it extends to.Of the 435 blocks where the PACS Programme extandbe largest
number is in Bihar and UP (over 100 blocks eaatl)pded by Jharkhand (89 blocks) and
Madhya Pradesh (and Chattisgarh) and Maharashtwan@ 70 blocks, respectivelyJhe
proportion of blocks covered within the districthave the PACS Programme reaches, ranges
from about 45-65 percent in most States, barrin@Bivhere it is about 20 percent.
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TABLE (IV.1): PACS PROGRAMME- GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE AND REACH

States*
Iltem Total

BH JH MP MH UpP

Total no. of districts within State 37 22 62 34 70 226
No. of districts originally identified for PACS Ryoamme 34 19 24 11 20 10¢
No. of districts to which the PACS Programme reache 21 18 17 9 20 85

No. of districts originally identified to which thBACS

Programme has not reached 13 1 7 2 - 23

Total no. of blocks in districts to which the PACS

507 140 128 118 232 1,125
Programme reaches

No. of blocks to which the PACS Programme reaches 06 1 89 66 69 105 435

Proportion of blocks to which the PACS Program

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
reaches within the districts reached 2t e e e

State share in the total no. of blocks to which F&CS

24% 20% | 15% | 16% 24% | 100%
Programme reaches

Total no. of villages in blocks to which the PACS
Programme reachém 000s; rounded off) 451 2941 219 11.0 251 1331

No. of villages to which the PACS Programme readfves

2
000s; rounded off) 2.3 4.6 3.6 1.9 2.9 15.3

Proportion of villages to which the PACS Program

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
reaches within the blocks reached P Legn | Live | e LY L2

State share in the total no. of villages to whicb PACS

15% 30% | 24% | 12% 19% | 100%
Programme reaches

Average no. of villages reached per district to akhthe

PACS Programme reaches =il 2oy ZLe - = i

Proportion of villages to which the PACS Program
reaches within the districts reachg@ssuming equal 1% 10% | 9% 10% 5% 4%
distribution of villages across blocks)

Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgti$); MH= Maharashtra

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falyr2006

The PACS Programme reaches more than 15,000 villagevithin the 435 blocks (about
12 percent) in the 85 districts it extends toOf the more than 15,000 villages the PACS
Programme extends to, the largest number is inkbad (about 4,600 villages) and the
lowest in Maharashtra (about 1,800 villages). Thmber of villages the PACS Programme
extends to ranges from 2,300-3,600 in the otheteStéhe proportion of villages covered
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within the blocks where the PACS Programme readtages from about 16-17 percent in
most States, barring Bihar and UP where it is atbopercent and 11 percent, respectively.
Importantly, ‘not all villages where work happenavk received equal intensive focus’ and
‘some experiential estimate(s) suggest that onlgual?l0-50 percent (of the) villages are
receiving intensive interventions.” This, in turfreduces the reach of (the) PACS
Programme’ as locations ‘where interventions haeerb minimal cannot be considered as
actual reach to the poor’ and ‘better reach to (tip@or... and... better results in improving
their quality of life are expected in about 7,00itages.’

The PACS Programme reaches about 5 percent of thellages in the districts reached
by the PACS Programme (assuming equal distribution of villages acrossckd). This
proportion is particularly low in Bihar (about 1rpent) and ranges from 5-10 percent in the
other States.

The number of villages reached is highest in Jharkind and MP (and Chattisgarh).
Jharkhand accounts for nearly 30 percent of tred vitages to which the PACS Programme
reaches. The average number of villages reachedigteict in Jharkhand (258) is also the
highest. MP (and Chattisgarh) account for aboubuatl of the total villages to which the
PACS Programme reaches. The average number ofaslleeached per district in MP (and
Chattisgarh) (213) is also significant. Thus, bewethem, Jharkhand and MP (and
Chattisgarh) account for about 55 percent of tha tollages the PACS Programme reaches.
In contrast, Bihar, Maharashtra and UP, accountlf20 percent of the total villages to
which the PACS Programme reaches with the averagwer of villages reached per district
in these States ranging from 110-200.

PROJECT COVERAGE
Key project coverage related data is presentecbi€el(IV.2). The following are of note:

The PACS Programme works through 143 projects withthe largest number in UP and
Bihar. UP has the largest number of project (43 projdoitowed by Bihar (32 projects).
Jharkhand, MP (and Chattisgarh) and Maharashti@uat¢or about 20-25 projects each.

The average number of villages reached per projeds over 100; the figure is highest in
Jharkhand and MP (and Chattisgarh). The average number of villages reached per project
is about 107. It is highest in Jharkhand and MRI (@hattisgarh)- about 185-190 villages
reached per project. In contrast, the number tdgals reached per project ranges from 65-85
in the other States.

The 143 projects are undertaken through 474 CSOs-nhaaverage of about 3 CSOs per
project. However, Maharashtra has an average of about 6sGf#®O project compared to
other States (where the average number of CSQmpject is 3-4).

Network projects account for nearly half the projeds; the proportion of network

projects is highest in Jharkhand. While about two-thirds of the projects in Jharkhand
network projects, the proportion of such projestkwer in other States.
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TABLE (IV.2): PACS PROGRAMME- PROJECT COVERAGE AND REACH

States*
Item Total
BH JH MP MH UP

No. gf villages to which the PACS Programme readhes 23 46 36 19 29 15.3
000s; rounded off)
Total no. of projects 32 25 19 22 45 143
State share in total no. of projects 22% 17% | 13% | 15% | 31% | 100%
Average no. of villages reached per project 73 185 191 85 64 107
No. of CSOs engaged in projects 84 94 4 187 112 4 47
State share in total no. of CSOs engaged in pject 18% | 20% | 10% | 29% | 24% | 100%
Average no. of CSOs per project 3 4 3 6 3 3
No. of network projects 16 17 7 8 20 68
Proportion of network projects 50% 68% | 37% | 36% | 44% | 48%
State share in total no. of network projects 24% | 25% | 10% | 12% | 29% | 100%
No. of projects in advanced stages of implementa(as 16 16 8 13 14 67
defined above)
P_roportlon of projects in advanced stages of impletation 50% 64% | 429% | 590 | 319 | 47%
within the State
_State share_ln total no. of projects in advancedest of 2a% | 24% | 12% | 199% | 21% | 100%
implementation
No. of small (Category C & D) projects 21 13 9 14 4 2| 81
gtrgfeortlon of small (Category C & D) projects withihe 66% | 5206 | 47% | 64% | 53% | 57%

Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgtr$); MH= Maharashtra

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falbyr2006

About half the projects are in advanced stages ofmplementation’; Bihar and
Jharkhand have the highest number of such projectsOf the 67 projects in advanced

° Advanced stage of implementation refers to projegp®rted to be in the consolidation (where prajérive
been ongoing for about 50-75 percent of their et time frame) and withdrawal stages where projeave
been ongoing for more than 75 percent of theimesd time frame). Other stages are the initiafiwhere
projects have been ongoing for less than 20 percktheir estimated timeframe) and establishmenereh
projects have been ongoing for about 20-50 pemfethieir estimated time frame).

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment

taber 2006

49



stages of implementation, the largest numbersmaBshar and Jharkhand (16 projects each),
followed by UP (14 projects), Maharashtra (13 potge and MP (and Chattisgarh) (8

projects). The significant proportion of projeatsadvanced stages of implementation offers
‘opportunities for gain consolidation and posstiiliof extension in new thematic and

geographical areas.” On the other hand, the pwjecthe early stages offer ‘windows of

opportunities... for improving project performanceséd on experience and learning
available till date.’

About 57 percent of the projects are smaller (Categy C and D) projects. The
proportion of smaller projects is around 50 peraaninore in all the States. Further, with
about 60 percent of the Category A & B projectsngenetwork projects, this suggests that a
large proportion of PACS Programme projects aradgearried out by small and medium-
sized CSOs. This is corroborated by the fact th#the 474 CSOs associated with the PACS
Programme, at least are ‘small’ organisations, a@0‘medium-size’ organisations and 74
are large organisations.

CBO COVERAGE
Key CBO coverage related data is presented in T#l8). The following are of note:

The PACS Programme works through a range of CBOsThese include women’s self-help
groups (SHGs), men’s SHGs, mixed SHGs, villagelley®ups and federations/ apex
bodies. About 60 percent of these CBOs were alreadsting while others have been
specifically facilitated by PACS Programme partners

The PACS Programme works with about 17,500 CBOs whta total CBO membership of
about 211,000The average membership per CBO ranges from 11-%8rinus States. The
average number of CBOs per village reached is abefitacross various States and the
average CBO membership per village reached ramges0-18.

The largest number of CBOs and CBO members are inharkhand and UP. These
States, with about 5,000 and 4,000 CBOs and 5%60019,000 CBO members respectively,
account for over 50 percent of the CBOs and CBO bsem In other States, the number of
CBOs ranges from about 2,300-2,900 and the CBO raeship from 32-38,000.

The average number of CBOs per project is around 12 and the average number of
CBO members per project 1,500; the average numberf €BOs and CBO members per
project in highest in Jharkhand and MP (and Chattiggarh). In Jharkhand and MP (and
Chattisgarh), the average number of CBOs per pgrggearound 150 or more and the average
CBO membership per project is around 2,000 or miorecontrast, the average number of
CBOs and CBO members per project ranges from 75at851,000-1500, respectively, in
the other States.

The average number of CBOs per CSO is around 37 anithe average number of CBO
members per CSO is about 450; the average number &BOs and CBO members per
CSO in also highest in Jharkhand and MP (and Chatsgarh). In these States, the average
number of CBOs per CSO exceeds 50 and the averB@erfiembership per CSO exceeds
600. In contrast, the average number of CBOs an@ @#&mbers per CSO ranges from 20-
40 and 250-450, respectively, in the other States.

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment taber 2006 50



TABLE (1V.3): PACS PROGRAMME- CBO COVERAGE AND MEMB ERSHIP

States*
Item Total
BH | JH | MP | MH | UP

lalgdsc?fr;/ulggees (t)%which the PACS Programme readhes 23 46 36 19 29 15.3
Total no. of projects 32 25 19 22 45 143
No. of CSOs engaged in projects 84 9 4 187 112 4 47
Total no. of CBOgin 000s; rounded off) 2.4 5.0 2.8 2.9 4.4 17.5
State share in total no. of CBOs 13% | 29% | 16% | 17% | 24% | 100%
Average no. CBOs per project 74 201 149 134 99 123
Average no. of CBOs per CSO 28 53 60 21 40 37
Total no. of CBO membef# 000s; rounded off) 31.6 59.2 37.7] 33.4 49.1 22110
State share in total no. CBO members 15% | 28% | 18% | 16% | 23% | 100%
Average no. of CBO members per project 987 | 2,367 | 1,986 | 1,520 | 1,090 | 1,476
Average no. of CBO members per CSO 376 629 803 244 438 445
No. of women’s SHGs 2.0 3.0 14 1.9 2.7 11.1
State share in total no. of women’s SHGs 18% | 27% | 13% | 17% | 24% | 100%
Proportion of women’s SHGs among the total no. BOS 87% 60% | 50% | 65% | 61% | 63%

Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgti$); MH= Maharashtra

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falyr2006

Women’s SHGs account for over 60 percent of the CB©O The proportion of women’s

SHGs ranges from 50 percent in MP (and Chattisgewhabout 87 percent in Bihar.
Jharkhand and UP, with about 3,000 and 2,700 wasn8HRIGs, account for nearly half the
women’s SHGs. The number of women’s SHGs in othateS ranges from about 1,400-

2,000.
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CSO STAFFING
Key CSO staffing related data is presented in TAM#!). The following are of special note:

About 2,700 personnel work on PACS Programme projds- an average of about 20
personnel per project and 6 personnel per CSOThe average number of personnel per
project is highest in Jharkhand and MP (and Cluattly)- about 25- and lowest in Bihar (12).
The average number of personnel per CSO is 10 irfavie Chattisgarh), 7 in Jharkhand and
UP and 3-4 in Bihar and MP (and Chattisgarh).

TABLE (IV.4): PACS PROGRAMME- CSO STAFFING

States*
Item Total

BH JH MP MH UpP

No. of villages to which the PACS Programme readves

e
000s; rounded off) 2.3 4.6 3.6 1.9 2.9 15.3

Total no. of projects 32 25 19 22 45 143
No. of CSOs engaged in projects 84 91 47 187 112 4 47
Total no. of CBOgin 000s; rounded off) 2.4 5.0 2.8 2.9 4.4 17.5
Total no. of CBO membef# 000s; rounded off) 31.6 59.2 37.7| 33.4 49.1 221i0
Total staff working on PACS Programme projects 374 622 459 423 818 2,696
Average no. of staff per project 12 25 24 19 18 19
Average no. of staff per CSO 4 7 10 3 7 6
Average no. of villages covered per staff member 6 7 8 4 3 6
Average no. of CBOs covered per staff member 7 8 8 5 4 6

Average no. of CBO members covered per staff membe| 84 95 82 79 60 78

No. of women staff working on PACS Programme prigje¢ 169 195 85 135 343 927

Err(())jré(():;gon of women staff working on PACS Program 5% | 319% | 19% | 3206 | 4206 | 34%

No. of women staff at field level 151 177 10 294 729

Proportion of women staff at field level of totabmen staff| 89% | 91% 79% | 86% | 79%

Note: BH= Bihar; JH= Jharkhand; MP= MP (and Chgti$); MH= Maharashtra

Source:Second National Synthesis Report (Draft- 3), Falbyr2006
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At an average, an individual ‘covers’ 6 villages ad CBOs and about 80 CBO members.
The average number of villages and CBOs coveredtadir ranges from 3-8 across various
States (lower in UP compared to other States). dverage number of CBO members
covered per staff ranges from 60 in UP to aboutr8B®ihar, MP (and Chattisgarh) and
Maharashtra and is as high as 95 in Jharkhand.

About a third of the personnel working on PACS Progamme projects are women,;
about 80 percent of them work at the field levelBarring MP (and Chattisgarh) where the
proportion of female personnel working on PACS Paagme projects is about 20 percent,
the proportion of female personnel working on PABSgramme projects ranges from 30-45
percent in the other States. Most female perscemghged on PACS Programme projects are
at the field level- their proportion ranges from®0 percent across the States. Only about 10
percent of the female personnel are in the middéetap management- the largest proportion
of such personnel is in Maharashtra (about 20 p&rcéhe lowest in Jharkhand (about 4
percent).

MEAL IMPLEMENTATION

Anchored by Catalyst Management Services (CMS), ME#plementation has been
proposed in two phases:

- Phase I: Input Activity, Process and Output Monitoring Systems (IAPO):Phase | has
been completed in about three-fourths of the CS{ih, most of the CSOs that have not
been covered being those awardawjects in recent months. The Phase | MEAL
implementation have been completed for all the CBQdaharashtra, about 80 percent
of those in Jharkhand and MP (and Chattisgarh)a@nplercent of those in Bihar and UP.
The slow progress in Bihar has been traced largeiyne high turnover of ROs in the
State and that in UP to the large number of regewarded projects.

- Phase II: Community-based Impact Assessment (CBIA)and Organisational
Development Self-assessment (ODSAProgress vis-a-vis this has been slow, including
the workload and capacities of ROs and the betaf €CSOs ‘should not be overloaded
with a variety of new tools at once.” CBIA has beeitiated in 25 projects in Jharkhand
and Maharashtra and ODSA piloted among 7 CSOs. €&ensmver the approach to OD,
resource constraints and RO capacities, whichurim, ted to the realisation that ODSA
‘in isolation would be detrimental’, followed by ggiificant internal discussion and
debate, have now led to the decision that ODSAbelimplemented only in 25 CSOs.

At the CSO-level, MEAL is reported to have ‘provided an opporturfity CSOs... to reflect
in depth on various project issues’ and the prooé$4EAL facilitation (over October 2004-
June 2005, 128 MEAL workshops were conducted f04 projects to ‘orient, build
capacities and customise systems’) across CSCsdde have led to ‘capacity building of
the project teams on project design and strategefgiement and concretisation of the
project design, framing of guidelines for trackiggality of processes, streamlining of
internal Management Information Systems (MIS) oé tprojects, reflection on project
outputs, etc.’
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Some of the key illustrations of the culture offsmsessment that MEAL and other OD
processes could have encouraged include:

- Identification of five key processes and 15 indicatfor quality of process by CSOs (this
has the acknowledged limitation of over-statemeumt BO reports and data for 26
projects suggest that over-statement has beencapton)

« A CBO grading technique developed by the Bihar PST

« A self-evaluation undertaken by the Jharkhand P&3eth on a set of 10 parameters for
the entire State Programme and a set of six paesgiel its role and achievements

« An analysis of CSO Project performance based on ®&Gect Performance Index
(CPPI) by the UP PST

However, it is realised that ‘much more needs tadee to improve the quality and spirit of
the implementation, more so as the system is facuse reflection and self-analysis’,
particularly since ‘some CSOs have started implemgnMEAL in their non-PACS
(Programme) projects,... others are focused only umgting reports in MEAL formats
rather than using it as (a) tool for reflection aeaarning.’ It is felt that ‘CSOs need for more
follow up support and motivations from (the) ROseffectively reflecting on processes and
outputs and in documentation of their experiences.’

Among the requirements identified for improved ayadf MEAL implementation are:

« ‘Regular feedback to CSO reports to improve thaaligy

+ Increased follow up support and motivation by RRST

- Facilitation of output-level tracking workshops aipdoject-level impact assessment
workshops (after CBIA) by ROs

- Improving process guidelines and project design

«  Supporting network projects in building internal $/flor better reporting

« Adherence to communication flow chart by CSOs/ R&&I/ CMS/ MC’

A second version of a Facilitator Manual for ROsh&ng developed and a RO refresher
orientation is proposed to address some of thesess

At the State and national-levelsMEAL has contributedinter alia, to the Second National
and State Synthesis Reports, analysis and mairter@nState and national-level databases
and new methods and approaches of analysis. A leotaltiative has been the Desktop
Interactive Information System (DIIS)- a ‘user-filly interactive system for information
sharing and data mining at various levels’ withmple front-end software that links all
information on (the) PACS (Programme) in a syst&@matnner so that it can be effectively
used by a variety of stakeholders’ and act asad{reeckoner that links data and analysis in
a usable form.” In the near future, the focus @ft&and national-level initiatives would be on
updating the National and State Synthesis Repadstee DIIS.

DFIDI/ TARU Final Report;: PACS Impact Assessment taber 2006 54



CSO CAPACITY BUILDING
Four broad approaches to capacity building have mntified:

+ ROs as capacity building providers:Here, ROs working closely with a set of CSOs will
be primarily responsible for identifying the capggduilding needs of each CSO and will
provide on-the-job support to CSOs on technicalnagarial and community facilitation
aspects.

- Centralised capacity building: This refers to State/ regional/ cluster-level ciya
building fora and events that are to be coordinatetifacilitated by the PST with support
from the MC.

- Project-initiated capacity building: This refers to CSOs organising their in-house
capacity building efforts with tie-up with exterregencies as and when required.

« PST as capacity building node:Here, CSOs can seek support from the PST for any
support in the capacity building process. The PSExpected to ‘proactively support’
CSOs in effectively running their capacity buildiegents, maintaining capacity building
resources and databases, monitoring the qualitgmdcity building efforts and compiling
and using the best practices that have emerged.

In line with the above, State Capacity BuildingaBtgies have been developed for each of
the States, PSTs and ROs have identified capadciltgdilg needs and finalised capacity
building plans for their allocated projects. Amahg key areas identified where CSOs may
benefit from capacity building efforts are ‘managarnskills, perspective on governance and
livelihoods, connects between poverty and entitl@syand rights-based approaches.” These
are important as more than two-thirds of the CSOking with the PACS Programme ‘have
not worked on rights-based issues and have experief working with the ‘welfare and
service delivery approach’.’

Till date, capacity building efforts have been ualeen at three-levels:
« CSO/ project-initiated capacity building efforts

- PACS Programme-initiated capacity building effofteainly those organised by the
PSTs/ ROs or centralised efforts of the MC at TAR#g, Orchha)

« Other donor/ institution/ agency- initiated capadtilding efforts

Analysis of recent capacity building dagartaining to a six month peridgho systematic data

is available for the past and the data presentsgirhdoes not take into account the progress
in Bihar on which information is reportedly awaiydtbm 54 projects from all States barring
Bihar reveals the following:

- A total of 206 capacity building events were orgased with participation from over

1,600 individuals. This suggests an average of about 4 capacity hgilévents per
project.
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A third of the capacity building events were projet-initiated, about 28 percent of
the events were PACS Programme-driverand the balance (about 40 percent) were
initiated by external agencies.

Community facilitation and Natural Resource Managenent (NRM)/ Livelihood are
the major themes on which capacity building effortshave concentrated.Together,
these account for about half of the 206 capacitiding events undertaken. Other notable
themes on which capacity building events have canated in the recent past are local
self-governance and MEAL.

Over three-fourths of the capacity building eventsfocused on PACS Programme-
related issuesManagerial and OD-related events accounted fob#iance- suggesting
‘lesser attention’ to these issues ‘than is reqliire

It is acknowledged however that while ‘a large nembf capacity building efforts have been
undertaken by the projects or by the (PACS) Prograim‘there have been lesser efforts to
match (such events with) what the CSOs really requissues around ‘quality of training at
different levels (project, networking level, Prognae level, etc.)’, lack of ‘follow-up data’

to understand the ‘impacts of capacity buildingoaff on individual CSOs as well as the
grassroots(-level) and limited analysis on factaffecting capacity building (and) learning
to implement at the grassroots level, are recograsethe limitations of the above analysis.

SOME OTHER SIGNIFICANT DEVELOPMENTS

Other significant developments include:

National and State-level Livelihoods ConsultationsThese events brought together a
range of stakeholders and ‘facilitated a dialoguefelt concerns regarding poverty in
general and livelihoods in specific’ and lookedpatsible ways forward to frame and
actualise livelihood related issues and interverstio

Peer Learning Workshops (PLWSs) undertaken at the State-level have provided
opportunities for sharing experience and learnimgprag PACS Programme partners and
collective reflection on issues of concern in thedfic context of the State

Pre-election Voter Awareness Campaigns (PEVAC®n a large scale in MP and UP

Jharkhand Swashashan Manchconstituted in March 2004 to engage with issues of
local self-governance in the State

Maharashtra Drought Forum to work collectively on drought-related issueshe State
(a similar collective for engaging with flood-redatissues exists in Bihar)
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