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Day One 9/3/05

The workshop began with the coordinating CSO, SRUB, welcoming all participants for the event. After this Avinav Kumar from the SSRO facilitated an outdoor introduction game where all participants were able to interact with each other.

After the introductions, Ravi Manav from VARDAAN shared experiences and learnings from the last Peer Learning Workshop, which was coordinated by VARDAAN and held at Rajnandgaon.

After this opening, the first formal session started. It had two presentations.

Sanjeev Ranjan made the first presentation, from DA, in which he shared with the participants an overall picture of the PACS programme in MP and CG. The presentation also shared the maturing status of the programme. He also shared the concept of cluster hubs as seen in other PACS states. Participants found this concept interesting and there was a short discussion on the possibilities of having such hubs in MP and CG, the discussion remained inconclusive.

The second presentation was made by Avinav Kumar from the SSRO. He shared with the participants the schedule for the workshop and also introduced the following four new CSOs to the PACS programme:

SIRDI, AROHI, UDYOGINI, MAHILA SAMITI, SAHYOGINI TRUST

The presentation also had the current status of the programme, which included new projects, useful characteristics of the new CSOs and experiences from implementing the first phase of MEAL. These learnings are:

· The processes followed have strengthened CSO teams

· The whole teams are able to sit together and jointly revisit the project design

· All levels in the CSO teams are getting the opportunity to understand all aspects of the projects

The second session was focused on CSO experiences from the first phase of MEAL, this session was facilitated by Ranu Bhogal from the PDRO, she briefed all participants about the session methodology and objective. The following issues were to be touched by each project representative regarding MEAL:

· Positive and negative aspects of MEAL as experienced by CSOs

· Post MEAL, what have been the change at various levels of the CSO/project

· Do CSOs require external help while they implementing MEAL

The methodology was to form a three person panel for each project (different panel for each project) where one person from the concerned project and two persons fro other projects participated. Experiences were gathered by narration and questioning within the panel.

Panel-1 YUVA (Chanda), CARD (Yogendra Lodhi), PRADEEPAN (Rekha Gujre)

Panel-2 SRUB (Jaya), AARAMBH (Shailendra), PARARTH SAMITI (Manjiri)

Panel-3 GVM (Ameen Charles), AARAMBH (Anup Sahay), ISSRD (Harshlata Sibloom)

Panel-4 AARAMBH (Shailendra), KAMYAB (Shrikant Chaturvedi), SRUB (Shahab Syed)

Panel-5 SAMARTHAN (Amit Khare),NIWCYD (Dhurandhar Gokhle), RIDE (Rana Pratap)

Panel-6 ISSRD (Harshlata Sibloom), KSS (H B Sen), IDYWC (A M Siddiqui)

Panel-7 CARD (Yogendra Lodhi), ANWC (Father Soosai), SOPAN (Avinash Jhade)

Panel-8 YUVA (Chanda), ANWC (Father Soosai), GVM (Ameen Charles)

The major experiences, comments and apprehensions that came out of the sharing are as follows:-

· Tangible indicators have been arrived at

· All team members have been able to understand and review the project design

· Follow-up and internal monitoring of processes and activities has become objective

· Scheduling activities and processes in a time frame has been made easier

· All team members from the CSO director to the field worker and volunteer have been ale to share each others concerns and challenges 

· MEAL has helped CSOs to see where they stand today in terms of achievements and failures

· MEAL has enabled the CSOs to identify strengths and weaknesses at the project and team level

· A new method of documentation has been introduced

· MEAL seems to be computer and format driven which makes it difficult to initiate as very few persons within CSOs are comfortable working with computers

· MEAL has helped us identify new areas of concern which were hidden till now

· MEAL has brought about a clarity in activities, outputs and processes, it will help to plan realistically 

· The MEAL process has also opened debates within CSOs regarding governance and internal relationships

· The formats need to be simplified as several sections are confusing 

· Milestones are very useful as they are important locations for reflection and future planning

· MEAL should be incorporated from the very beginning so that projects are not subject to refining later on

· It is helpful for formulation of new projects apart from PACS

· MEAL can be successful even at an organizational level if it is applied at the governing body level

· Team has been able to relate unimportant looking activities to the outputs and overall goal of the project, which is very good for perspective building at the field level

After this session, Anwar from the SSRO, divided all participants in to seven small groups and gave them two points to discuss and present, these points were:

1. What are your apprehensions or misgivings about MEAL

2. What are your suggestions about MEAL

All the seven groups underwent group discussions and then came up with the following apprehensions and suggestions:

	Apprehensions/Misgivings
	Suggestions 

	MEAL seems to be thrust upon us
	It needs to be introduced as a flexible tool which we can gradually internalized

	Is it appropriate to introduce MEAL at a stage where all projects have completed about an year of their life
	It needs to be followed up regularly and minimum quality standards should be made

	Can MEAL help in creating synergies between lead and partner CSOs that have different organizational goals?   
	MEAL should be modified to cover issues like advocacy etc

	Can MEAL penetrate organizational structures to reach out to the community also?
	MEAL formats need to be simplified


The session ended with Ranu Bhogal presenting conclusions on experiences from MEAL and comments from Deepak Dey, State MEAL Coordinator.

Day Two 10/3/05

The second day of the workshop was an input day, and a team from PRADAN, Kesla was invited to conduct capacity building sessions on SHG concepts and management. The resource team from PRADAN included- Madhu Khaitan, Archana Singh and Amjad.

After an initial introduction and a warm-up exercise, the participants were divided into large groups and within each group, a fishbowl exercise was conducted. Each large group was given a role play (weekly meeting of a 18 month old women’s SHG), while some participants had to play roles; the rest sat outside in a circle and observed the role-play. After the role-play, the outer group from both large groups were asked to present their observations on, ‘the need of savings and credit for organizing the community’

The observations made by both groups are as follows:

· Savings and credit are important but not necessary for organizing the community

· Strong groups need issues other than savings and credit for sustained mobilization

· Financial services play an important role in stabilizing groups

· The poorest in the groups find financial services very useful

· Economic empowerment is necessary for development

· Groups bring in a discipline and regularity within the community 

· Savings and credit help in increasing the overall confidence and skills of members

After this sharing, another activity was initiated. The participants were again divided into two large groups and a new role-play was again given to each group. The role-play involved a CSO field worker facilitating a SHG meeting. Both large groups again conducted the role-play like a fishbowl with some participants playing roles while the rest observed and took notes. The observing groups were asked to observe and comment on the following:

1. The role of the SHG in the life of members

2. Decision making processes within the SHG

3. Role of the CSO facilitator

4. Role of the secretary

After the role play, the following observations were presented and discussed:

1. The role of the SHG in the life of members

· The members were not very interested in continuing the group, it was kept together because of the initiative of only a couple of highly motivated individuals

2. Decision making processes within the SHG

· Internal processes were yet not mature as members were communicating without much sensitivity towards each others needs

· The group as a whole was not able to include everyone’s concerns and several members were neglected, only the vocal ones were listened to

· Individual whims were pushed and collective decision making was missing

· Mutual distrust was evidently hampering collective decision making and most of the members were trying to get their share of the benefit

3. Role of the CSO facilitator

· The facilitator was stuck in her/his own problems and was continuously deflecting difficult issues towards external reasons

· Relationship between the group and the facilitator was mechanical and distant

· Tone was authoritative, one way and snobbish, language had English words/ jargon, which remained un-understood by the members

· Facilitator was not confident about the facts related to the group

· Facilitator showed high irritatibility

· Facilitator didi not take members seriously and this created further distance between members and her

4. Role of the secretary

· Was responsible about the role but also exuded some kind of pride on being the most knowledgeable one within the group

· Accounts handling was not very transparent and difficult queries were lead towards confusing debates

· Arbitrary decisions were taken without consulting other members

After these presentations, another group of ten participants was chosen to discuss and present problems and reasons from the earlier role-play. After deliberations this group presented the following:

Problems as observed within the SHG

· Internal dialogue was very less, all members were not communicating with each other

· Facilitator was not mature and skilled, hence group handling was poor

· Prioritization of needs within the group could not take place

· Individual concerns were not given due attention

· The group was formed because the CSO wished so, the community did ot seem to be committed to the idea of SHG 

· The group was not leveraging government schemes for its needs

· Members were not sensitive to each others needs

Possible reasons for present health of the SHG

· The members did not have a felt need for the group

· Illiteracy was also playing its negative role in group dynamics

· The facilitator did not fit into the required role

· The facilitators attention was divided into several kinds of work apart from the group

·  Lack of transparency in accounts and decision making

· The group was organised with only financial services as a purpose

In the next session, the resource team made a presentation emphasizing upon the three pillars of SHGs, these were:

1. Mutual help

2. Wealth creation and investment 

3. Empowerment

A panel of eleven participants was chosen to discuss points made by the presentation. The discussion brought up a number of queries, comments and suggestions on the SHG concept and its relevance in development, especially keeping in mind the PACS programme.

At this stage, participants voiced that the inputs being give to them were not as per their expectation and they were looking forward to a question/answer session with the resource team where they could put up specific queries and the team could provide answers or suggestions. Responding to this requirement, the rest of the day was spent in gathering queries from the participants and addressing them. Most of the queries were related to local context of the CSOs while some queries were on PRADANs handling of difficult situations (both livelihoods and governance related) in their own work area.

Day Three 11/03/05

The third day started with small group analysis of success stories from select CSOs. Aseem Hasnain from the SSRO facilitated this session. Participants were divided into three groups and within each group; two success stories were presented by representatives from two different CSOs. A framework was used to guide the discussion and analysis of these success stories. This framework had the following points:

· What was the background of the success story?

· What was the major achievement?

· Who were the individuals or groups directly or indirectly involved with the change/achievement?

· What was the effect of the change/success on the individuals/groups who were involved? What are they thinking/planning now?

· What was the effect on uninvolved individuals/ groups?

· What needs to be doe to ensure that successes/changes are institutionalized?

The following CSOs presented their success stories for sharing and analysis:

· CARD

· PRADEEPAN

· PARARTH SAMITI

· YUVA

· SAMARTHAN

· AARAMBH

The analysis showed that most of the cases presented were small successes or initiation points of long-term change. Participants could identify some of the reasons behind the stories but they could not identify strategies to promote long-term changes in the projects. 

Anwar Jafri from the SSRO facilitated the next session; it was conducted to identify capacity building needs, gaps and opportunities. Participants were divided into five groups and they were given some issues for discussion and presentation. These issues were:

1. What are the levels of work within CSOs?

2. What are the characteristic roles and responsibilities at ach level?

3. What kind of capacity building support s required at each level?

After small group discussions, each group presented its conclusions, they have been summarised as under:

	Levels within CSOs
	Roles & responsibilities 
	Needs for CB 

	Senior/ management/GB
	· Organizational development

· Planning

· Management

· Resource mobilization

· Team building

· Internal capacity building

· Decision making

· Networking

· Liasioning

· Monitoring
	· Vision mission clarity 

· OD/ team building inputs

· Systems development



	Middle management. Supervisory/coordinator
	· Critical analysis of work

· Documentation

· Field coordination

· Planning and monitoring for field teams

· Internal and community training


	· Liasioning with block/ district administration

· Monitoring systems

· Advocacy skills

· Using media for effective communication

· Communication

· Financial management

· Need assessment

· Skills for capacity building of field workers

	Grass root/ village/ junior
	· Organizing the community

· Group formation and meetings

· Field implementation of activities

· Data collection

· Village/Panchayat level liasioning


	· Grass root communication

· Documentation

· Theme based trainings

· Skills for community training 


The next session was utilized to introduce three new resource organizations, which have been involved to provide support to MP and CG projects. All these three organizations made presentations on their objectives, work, experiences and possibilities.

These resource organizations were:

Resource organization




Representative

1. Write Solutions





Sushmita Malviya

2. VAANI






Ajay Kumar

3. Credibility Alliance




Ranjan Rao 

The next session was an open discussion for the participants. It saw participation from almost everyone. The issue of cross learning visits became the focus of this discussion. Participants were not happy with the discontinuation of the visits especially in the light of the decision taken in the last PLW of continuing them with proper preparation. Participants were divided in their opinion on the utility of the visits as they produced either useless mutual appreciation reports or insensitive feedback resulting in organizational conflicts. It was observed that te small and new CSOs were generally looking forward to these cross visits while the older CSOs were apprehensive because of several stated reasons. It was finally concluded that if the cross learning visits are to start, they should follow a comprehensive preparation of systems of feedback, terms of reference and relevant choice of the visited and visiting CSO.

The next session was utilized to finalize some decisions. These were:

1. Formation of the new state core group

This discussion started with a short review of the previous SCG. The previous SCG had largely remained inactive and the participants questioned the members about this. Members provided their explanations. The conclusion was that, the SCG was not taken seriously by the members and there was ambiguity on its role and authority in guiding the PACS programme in the two states. It was decided to fill these gaps and regularize the meetings. Participants underwent two rounds of selection and finalized the following as members of the new SCG:

· Ravi Manav, VARDAAN

· Rekha Gujre, PRADEEPAN

· Father Soosai, ANWC

· Ameen Charles, GVM

2. Finalising date and venue for fifth PLW

The next Peer-Learning Workshop will be organized at Ambikapur, CG in September 2005.

The last session was for taking feedback from the CSO representatives on the form, content and utility of the three-day workshop. Suggestions were invited for making it more meaningful. The following feedback and suggestions were generated:

· Some sessions were useless and could have been used for more productive purposes. (Specific session not named)

· The reports of the PLW do not get back to CSOs and hence there is a gap in communication

· PLW can also be used for reviewing the programme at state level

· Issues like land rights, advocacy etc are left unaddressed in the PLW

· Fish bowl method is very time consuming and we can avid it in such tightly scheduled events

· Te CSOs should get a full day to themselves where they can choose what they want to share and discuss.

The workshop was closed after this session.
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