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POOREST AREAS CIVIL SOCIETY PROGRAMME

PROPOSAL ANALYSIS

1. INTRODUCTION

This report is based on the review of the approved project proposals under the Poorest Areas Civil Societies (PACS) programme. This is not an evaluation of PACS but intends to contribute to it. An in-depth analysis of project proposals will add value to programme evaluation. 

The PACS Programme has adopted a unique strategy for poverty alleviation, going beyond the oft-practised concentration (by the Government and other donor agencies) on the supply delivery; instead, it focuses on generating demand for improved services. Further, it is being implemented through the Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) to achieve the goal of empowering the poorest, especially women, in the most backward districts to realise their entitlements more effectively and in ways that can be sustained.

Following the programme’s unique strategy and focus on the thematic areas, as people get together and begin to demand their rights and entitlements at the local level, the programme’s success will become a case study in the development sector. It is therefore imperative to document the entire process, analysing the success stories as well as the hurdles encountered. 

1.1 Rationale 

The PACS Programme poses a challenge especially to its implementers, the CSOs, who are required to test different approaches and strategies that work at the grassroots level, in order to achieve the desired goal of poverty alleviation. Tracing the evolution of the PACS Programme, the documentation delineates the process; the experiences of the CSOs, programme managers and resource groups; their methodologies and strategic interventions; and the successes and drawbacks. 

There are several stages of the project that may be clearly identified to be documented, for instance, the launch of the programme through outreach workshops; concept papers for assessing the comparability of CSOs’ vision with that of PACS; project proposal for strategies and project implementation for achievements; etc. 

This paper proposes to assess and document the process upto the proposal stage. This level of analysis will lead to the stage of research in project implementation and processes documentation.  

1.2 PACS Review 

In October 2002, a review of PACS was carried out by a team of DFID and independent consultants. Several observations and findings of the review reinforce the need for an analysis of the proposals. The relevant review observations are given here without additional comments as these are self-explanatory, although critical phrases have been italicised. 

· There are some conceptual gaps in understanding the programme and in its articulation. 

· There are apprehensions about it being too task and fund driven. There are also concerns that the reach of the programme is limited. 

· While the role of the PACS team and its efficiency in programme management is widely appreciated, there are clearly higher expectations for deeper and more qualitative engagement.

1.2.1 Key Observations

1. Outreach: Discussions on the role of civil society, poverty and priority themes were limited. 

2. Concept Paper: There was lack of clarity on the criteria for selection of concept papers for the subsequent stage.

3. Project Proposal: The technical assessments need to be strengthened; issues of convergence with government programmes and of locating the proposal in the broader local context and in the organisation’s overall strategies were not adequately attempted.

4. Programme Content: At the conceptual level, there are some critical gaps in understanding that need to be resolved. Some of the thematic areas, especially women’s empowerment and self help, need to be revisited to make the programme more effective. Suggestions for inclusion in the priority themes included child rights, disabilities and disasters.

1.2.2 Key Recommendations

Programme Management 

· Intensive discussions need to be held focusing on the context of the PACS Programme and of the priority themes for improved understanding. 

· There is scope for further strengthening the institutional and technical assessment and, for the sake of consistency and clarity, institutionalise mechanisms for the same. 

· To enhance the relevance and effectiveness of the programme, the PACS team must regularly engage with the broader civil society that would support the partners at the local level. This will also ensure that PACS-supported interventions are designed within the broader context.

· Capacity building and creating platforms for sharing and learning are two key areas that the PACS team should increasingly involve itself in.

· It is important that adequate monitoring and evaluation processes and systems are in place, which should also provide for midcourse corrections. 

Programme Development

· There is need for greater articulation of the priority themes, which is critical for the future development of programmes. This should be attempted through consultations, workshops and review of existing communication materials, translations etc.

· Advocacy is a key theme and the programme provides ample scope to pursue this further. 

· Research could be an important intervention that can be promoted through PACS.

· It would be extremely useful for the PACS team to develop a strategic plan for the programme, to enhance its effectiveness. The strategic plan could elaborate approaches to capacity building, networking and collaboration, policy advocacy, etc. 

2. OBJECTIVE

The project aims to assess the nature and extent of participation of civil societies’ organisations in PACS programme protocol. This was carried out through analysis of the approved proposals.  

3. METHODOLOGY

The methodology for the project will comprise, considering the time constraints, only desk appraisals. Some library or net search may be carried out to put the situation in perspective.

3.1 Desk Research

This comprised study of project proposals submitted by the CSOs, to list the main issues raised by the proposals for poverty alleviation, and how these are linked to the overall thematic concerns of the PACS Programme. This analysis helped us map those development concerns that are a priority among the CSOs, as also in assessing whether the thematic concerns of the programme are relevant or sufficient or are the CSOs trying to retrofit the issues to the given mandate of the programme. An in-depth analysis of the various strategies or methodologies adopted or suggested by the CSOs was carried out.

The research analysis indicated queries needing to be discussed or thrown open to the larger group of the programme partners. 

APPROACH

As per the terms of reference for the assignment, a framework for analysis was developed. The first task in developing this framework was to identify indicators that would support analysis and subsequent appraisal of the proposals. It was found that the proposals had three discernable components, which could be used as analytical variables: 

1. Development issues in the project area

2. Project strategy 

3. Capacity of the CSO

Indicators were identified for each of these variables from the proposals.  

1. Development Issues in the project area 

The basic premise for seeking funds through PACS is that the area (normally a district) requires development support. Thus, CSOs applying for financial support begin by discussing the development situation of the proposed project area. This is logical as well a PACS expectation. This discussion provides information on:

· Development status of the project area with key development issues

· Needs to be addressed/areas for intervention

2. Project Area

The limiting factor is that the CSO projects in 100 poorest districts could be supported through PACS. However, CSOs can propose projects in one or more of those states/districts. The project area specifies:

· Project location and coverage, including the state, district, blocks and villages covered by the project activities 

· Process of selection of state/district/block/village

· Rationale for selecting the specific project area

3. Project Duration

PACS had a specified time period in which the funding would be available to the CSOs. In that sense, the available time period was a constraint in which the CSOs had to plan their activities. 

Each proposal had stipulated a time period for completion of the project interventions. Specifying the time required to achieve the project objectives is essential for the purpose of management.  However, it also indicates, together with post-project activities, the intensity the CSO assigns to the problem. Complex development problems should require larger timeframe to resolve.   

4. Eligibility Criteria 

There were seven criteria that enable a CSO to successfully apply for grants under PACS. Although it appears that no exception is permissible, it was still included as part of the proposal analysis assignment because the criteria are not only indicative of the eligibility of a proposal for PACS but also of the organisational capacity of the CSO. On the one hand, these criteria exclude a number of CSOs from participating in the programme and on the other, they speak of the ability, strength, durability and the commitment of a CSO.

5. Staffing 

CSOs funded by PACS have stated their full time and part time staff and in some case volunteers.  

6. Beneficiaries
All proposals set out to work with a specific target population.  However, it is important to consider the project beneficiaries from the following perspective:

· Whether the  method and criterion for selection of beneficiaries is specified in the proposal

· If the actual beneficiaries are those most eligible

7. Proposed Themes  

The proposals were analysed from three different thematic perspectives that included the proposed main and sub-themes and addressed theme. The themes addressed by the project were assessed not by what the CSO had stated but as reflected in the proposed objectives and activities. Analysis of the themes was carried out to understand:

· Thrust on the thematic areas by the CSO

· Fulfilment of development needs of the project area, as the CSO would logically address those themes that would be closest to the development requirement of the project area and to their own core competency

· Development concerns addressed by the project 

8. Implementation Strategy 

The core of any proposal is the strategy adopted by the CSOs to resolve the development problem in their project area. Identification of the development problems can be done through various sources. However, it is expected that the strategy proposed by the CSO would be unique, tested and feasible. Besides these essentials, the integrity of the strategy is of utmost importance for a successful programme. The analytical focus was on strategic integrity. The following issues and perspectives were considered:

· How the objectives would be achieved through the implementation of the project

· Clarity of the implementation strategy and activities

· Activities planned to achieve the objectives

· Specificity of timeframe vis-à-vis activities

· When is the implementer going to do what

· Match between problems and activities: If the activities are likely to address the problems identified in the proposal

· Match between objectives, activities and outputs: If the outputs of the activities are in sync with the objectives

· Match between activities and budget heads: If the implementer earmarks resources for carrying out the proposed activities

· Overall consistency of the strategy

· Consistency among problems identified, objectives, implementation strategy, activities and outputs

9. Outputs/Deliverables

The CSOs need to have clarity on the outputs their interventions are likely to achieve: what could be delivered by their efforts at the end of the project. This was analysed in the following context:

· Specificity of outputs/deliverables: The expected outputs and if these are realistic

· Specificity of withdrawal strategy: If the implementer puts a system in place to ensure sustainability of the project

10. Monitoring 

Monitoring is not only important and necessitated by project funding agencies but good practice per se. Regular monitoring helps a project stay on course and be efficient. The specificity of project monitoring indicators was therefore assessed. Whether the implementation process can be monitored, was also gauged.

11. Budgets/Finances

There was a need to look at the financial aspects of the proposal from different perspectives. Three aspects of financial management looked at were 1) request of grants from PACS, 2) organisational capacity of handling funds, and 3) organisational ability to muster funds for the project from other sources. Assessment of financial issues is indicative of the capacity of the organisation to handle funds and its need for resources, as also of the ownership of the project. The financial issues considered are: 

· Highest amount handled

· Applicants’ experience in funds absorption

· Funds requested from the Programme

· Financial commitment to be made by the donor

· Funds required for implementing the project (from the applicant’s perspective) 

· Community contribution

· Stake of the community in the project

· Organisation’s contribution

· Organisational stake in the project (the assumption being that when an organisation takes up a project its credibility is at stake, but this stake analysis is easier if the organisation has financial stake in addition to an  unstructured credibility)

· Government’s financial contribution

· State’s involvement (as manifested by the involvement of district/block/village level administration)

12. Networking 

The fact that PACS is about civil society encourages networking. Relationships with other organisations/associations could either be as partners agreeing to propose/implement the project together or as collaborators by including other CSOs/agencies in the programme interventions; relationship with the government agencies would be another aspect. Networking is also an indicator of the capacity of the applicant. Some of the issues addressed are:

· Awareness generation on government programmes and policies

· If the project seeks to supplement the efforts made by the state to bring about development by generating more demand

· Specific intervention in building or strengthening Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)

To be able to have clear cut analytical indicators was not feasible; however, an attempt was made to classify the proposal content in three variables, viz., development issues, project strategy and organisational capacity. Each of these variables was further developed into indicators that would help analyse the proposals. Since the study had to have qualitative as well as quantitative elements, process indicators were considered along with output indicators. These two sets of indicators were together able to cover the qualitative (content) and quantitative (measurable) aspects of the proposals. 

	Variables for Analysis
	Output

Indicators
	Process Indicators

	Development issues/features 
	Number of development issues identified in the proposal
	Method used to identify key development issues

	
	Number of development issues addressed with corresponding activities
	Description of development issues and their relationship with proposed activities

	
	Number of proposed themes 
	Method of theme selection

	Proposed strategy
	Number of states/

districts/ blocks/villages covered 
	Identification/selection of project area

	
	Number of themes/sub-themes addressed by the proposal
	Method of categorising themes/sub-themes

	
	Time frame for the project
	-

	
	Number of beneficiaries
	Selection process of the beneficiaries

	
	Number of project partners
	Process of selection of partners

	
	List of development issues, themes selected, project activities and project outputs
	Process of matching development issues, themes selected, project activities and project outputs

	
	Amount of funds requested
	-

	
	-
	Procedure for awareness generation on government programmes and policies

	
	Number of Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) created/developed
	Processes employed for CSO building 

	
	Number of monitoring indicators proposed 
	-

	Organisational capacity
	Number of eligibility criteria met
	-

	
	Number of staff 
	Competency of staff/ existing staff or to be recruited 

	
	Number of project partners
	-

	
	Fund absorption capacity (highest amount spent)
	-

	
	Organisational funds contributed to the project 
	Purpose and source of organisational funds

	
	Funds generated from the community
	Purpose and source of community contributions


FINDINGS OF THE ANALYSIS

The framework developed was applied to all the 60 proposals and the data thus generated were analysed using SPSS. The following findings emerged. 

PREVAILING DEVELOPMENT ISSUES

All the 60 proposals had come up with some situation analysis, with varying degrees of depth and breadth, presenting the development issues encountered in the project locations. As these proposals are from the most backward districts of India, these issues tend to be unlimited. By clubbing them, an attempt was made to limit their number. Yet, we ended up with a list of 38 such issues. They can be broadly classified into eight categories which are 

i. Economic 

Poverty has been identified in 37 proposals, that is 61.7 per cent of the total proposals, unemployment in 21 proposals (35.0%), lack of credit facilities in 14 (23.3%), landlessness in 22 proposals (36.7%), land alienation in four proposals (6.7%), out-migration in 35 (58.3%), casualisation of labour in one proposal (1.7%) and exploitation of moneylenders in 14 proposals (23.3%).

ii. Agriculture

Over-dependence of the people on agriculture and other primary sector activities has been termed as a problem in 23 proposals (38.3%), lack of irrigation in 28 (46.7%) and low agricultural productivity in 11 proposals (18.35).

iii. Environment & Forests 

There are 17 proposals that identify dwindling forest resources in their area as a development issue; deforestation is an issue in 11 proposals (18.3%) and declining access to forest produce, at times due to legislation and designating forest areas as protected forest, in six proposals (10.0%). Natural calamities like recurring droughts and floods find focus in 18 proposals (30.0%).

iv. Social Issues

Among the social issues identified, casteism figured in 24 proposals (40.0%), illiteracy in 31 (51.7%), child labour in four (6.7%) and high dropout rate in six proposals (10.0%).

v. Women Development Issues

Gender discrimination has been identified in 29 proposals (48.3%), low female literacy rates, often in single digits, in 27 proposals (45.0%), absence of gender policies in four proposals (6.7%), trafficking in women and adolescent girls in five proposals (8.3%), violence against women in 13 proposals (21.7%) and low socio-economic status of women in 19 proposals (31.7%).

vi. Health Issues

High mortality/morbidity rates have been identified in 14 proposals (23.3%), prevalence of communicable and tropical diseases like diarrhoea, T.B. and malaria in eight proposals (23.3%), poor health and hygiene in 14 proposals (23.3%), poor healthcare facilities in 11 proposals (18.3%) and contamination of drinking water in one proposal (1.7%).

vii. Institutional Issues

There are mainly two problem areas in this category viz. Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) and, to a limited extent, Public Distribution System (PDS). There were 35 proposals (58.3%) that commented on issues related to the functioning of PRIs and four (6.7%) that pointed to the ineffective management of PDS.

viii. Other Issues

Issues covered here are those that did not fall under any of the preceding categories. Improper implementation of development schemes has been noted in 29 proposals (48.3%), lack of skills and information in 22 proposals (36.7%), overall backwardness of the region in 17 proposals (28.3%), lack of physical and social infrastructure in terms of roads, telecommunication facilities, water supply, sanitation, PHCs, schools, etc. in 21 proposals (35.0%), low level of urbanisation in eight proposals (13.3%), lack of access to resources and markets in nine proposals (15.0%) and lawlessness in four proposals (6.7%).

The following table summarises the critical development issues identified based on their occurrence in the proposals also analysed state-wise.

	Most commonly occurring development issues
	Proposals identifying the development issues (Percent)
	States with the maximum incidence of a development issue
	Percent of proposals from the state identifying the problem

	Poverty
	61.7
	Jharkhand
	71.4

	Out-migration
	58.3
	Bihar
	66.6

	Problems related to PRIs
	58.3
	Maharashtra
	69.23

	Illiteracy
	51.7
	Jharkhand
	64.28

	Gender discrimination
	48.3
	Jharkhand
	64.28

	Improper implementation of development programmes
	48.3
	Madhya Pradesh
	80.0

	Rain-fed agriculture/lack of irrigation
	46.7
	Madhya Pradesh
	80.0

	Low female literacy
	45.0
	Bihar
	66.6

	Casteism
	40.0
	U.P.
	53.3


Poverty is the most commonly occurring development issue: 61.7 per cent of all proposals mention it. In the state context, majority (71.4 percent) of Jharkhand proposals have mentioned poverty.  Poverty is followed by migration and PRI problems. Literacy, general as well as specific to women, figured in 51.7 and 45 percent respectively.  Gender discrimination (48.3), improper implementation of development programs (48.3), lack of irrigation (46.7) and casteism (40) were also critical issues needing attention. 

Poverty (71.4), illiteracy (64.3) and gender discrimination (64.3) were high in Jharkhand proposals; migration (66.6) and low female literacy (66.6) were mentioned repeatedly by Bihar. Maharashtra proposals rated PRI problems (69.2) where as Madhya Pradesh proposals mentioned programme implementation (80.0) and rain-fed agriculture/lack of irrigation (80.0) as critical issues. Casteism seems to be most prevalent in Uttar Pradesh (53.3), casteism was also prevalent in Bihar (44.4).

It is tempting to compare these critical development issues with PACS Programme themes. It appears that social cohesion, especially as seen from the perspective of entitlements and policy advocacy, requires greater focus. 

As shown in the table below, the number of development issues acknowledged in the proposals varied widely. The maximum number of proposals identified as many as 11 to 15 issues. 

	Number of Development Issues Identified
	No. of Proposals
	Percent of the Total Proposals

	1 to 5
	7
	11.7

	6 to 10
	22
	36.7

	11 to 15
	29
	48.3

	15 to 20
	2
	3.3

	Total
	60
	100


It is obvious from the foregoing table that CSOs are convinced that there are a large number of development problems plaguing their work-area and it is difficult to single out development issues. More than half of the sanctioned proposals discussed more than 10 development problems needing attention. The proposals have not prioritised these problems and if equal urgency is accorded to each in any given area, the task of development becomes very challenging. 

THEMES PROPOSED

Selecting a proposal theme for PACS by a CSO is indicative of addressing a development problem, of course, within the limits of the CSO’s competency. While the PACS guidelines do not require classification of the proposed themes into main and sub-themes, it was felt that such classification would help specify the relative thematic thrust. It was for this reason that this was attempted. This classification process entailed scrutinising the proposal title, followed by assessing the proposed thematic areas, the stated objectives and the activities.

Responsive local self-governance is the main theme proposed in 20 proposals (33.3%); women empowerment figured as the main theme in maximum number of proposals (25 i.e. 41.7%), social cohesion in only three (5.0%), policy advocacy in one (Jan Sewa Parishad) and self-help in 11 proposals (18.3%). 

	Proposed Theme 
	Proposals with Main Theme 
	Percent of Total Proposals  
	Proposals with  Sub-themes* 
	Percent of Total Proposals 

	Local Self Governance
	20
	33.3
	24
	40.0

	Women’s Empowerment 
	25
	41.7
	23
	38.3

	Social Cohesion
	3
	5.0
	20
	33.3

	Policy Advocacy
	1
	1.7
	27
	45.0

	Self Help 
	11
	18.3
	32
	53.3

	Total
	60
	100.0
	
	


* Proposals had more than one sub-theme. See p.13

A review of these findings opens up several interpretational possibilities, the most obvious being that both Policy Advocacy and Social Cohesion as themes were not clear to the CSOs or they were unsure of handling projects based on these themes.  The fact that both Social Cohesion and Policy Advocacy figured much higher as sub-themes than as themes adds another dimension to the understanding that the themes and associated development problems are complementary – it should be possible to convert development issues in to a specific thematic area . CSOs feel that they have to address issues pertaining to Social Cohesion and Policy Advocacy; however their proposals tackle these not directly, but as addendum to another issue. 

Local self-governance has been proposed as a sub-theme in 24 proposals (40.0%), Women’s Empowerment in 23 proposals (38.3%), Social Cohesion in 20 (33.3%), Policy Advocacy in 27 (45.0%) and Self-help in 32 proposals (53.3%).

While three proposals (5.0%) did not propose any sub-theme, 12 (20.0%) proposed one, 23 (38.3%) proposed two, 16 (26.7%) proposed three and six (10.6%) proposed all four remaining themes as sub-themes. There were several occasions when it was not clear whether the proposal really wanted to address a particular sub-theme or it was being business savvy, that is, it did not want the appraisers to get a feeling that the proposal was incomplete or lacked energy. 

The following table describes the information on the proposed sub-themes.

	Number of Sub-themes Proposed
	Number of Proposals
	Percent

	No sub-theme
	3
	5.0

	1
	12
	20.0

	2
	23
	38.3

	3
	16
	26.7

	4
	6
	10.0

	Total
	60
	100.0


As many as 39 proposals (65 percent) were comfortable with two to three sub-themes.  

THEMES ADDRESSED

At the outset it should be stated that validating the themes addressed by a proposal was no mean task as there was gap between the proposed themes and the themes addressed. The addressed theme was identified on the bases of the stated objectives, proposed activities, resources earmarked for them, expected output of the project and our perception about the likely outcome of the activities. 

Based on this analysis, we found that 41 projects (68.3%) are likely to address the thematic area of Responsive Local Self-governance, 45 projects (75.0%) are likely to address Women’s Empowerment, 16 projects (26.7%) are likely to address Social Cohesion, 23 projects (38.3%) are likely to address Policy Advocacy, while 44 projects (73.3%) are likely to address Self-help. However, the degree to which the thematic areas would be addressed by the projects is highly debatable. 

The following table summarises the information on themes likely to be addressed by the projects.

	Themes 
	No. of Projects
	Percent

	Local Self Governance
	41
	68.3

	Women’s Empowerment 
	45
	75.0

	Social Cohesion
	16
	26.7

	Policy Advocacy
	23
	38.3

	Self Help 
	44
	73.3


On studying the themes addressed by the proposals, the focus is on Social Cohesion and Policy Advocacy. These thematic areas can definitely help resolve several critical development issues mentioned in the proposals but are unfortunately glossed over. 

The following table gives the number of themes likely to be addressed by the projects:

	Number of Themes Addressed
	Number of Projects
	Percent

	1
	6
	10.0

	2
	15
	25.0

	3
	26
	43.3

	4
	9
	15.0

	5
	4
	6.7

	Total
	60
	100.0


As for the number of themes likely to be addressed by the projects, six (10.0%) are likely to address only one theme, 15 (25.0%) are likely to address two themes, 26 (43.3%) are likely to address three themes, nine (15.0%) projects are likely to address four and four (6.7%) are likely to address all five themes.

One inference can safely be drawn from the above table that most of the projects (68.3%) are likely to address two to three themes.

PROJECT AREA

This indicator gives a district- and state-wise classification of projects. Of the 60 projects, 36 (60.0%) confine their activities to one district, while two (3.3%) are to cover 11 districts each. The rest are catering to the needs of people in upto 11 districts.

	Number of Districts Constituting Project Area
	Number of Proposals
	Percent

	1
	36
	60.0

	2
	8
	13.3

	3
	3
	5.0

	4
	2
	3.3

	5
	4
	6.7

	6
	2
	3.3

	7
	2
	3.3

	9
	1
	1.7

	11
	2
	3.3

	Total
	60
	100.0


The proposals have an administrative focus as a clear majority are desirous of working in only one district. However, there are 11 proposals that are implementing the proposed interventions in five or more districts. This is interesting as CSOs normally have focused work-space and it seems that PACS have provided the CSOs an opportunity to expand their activities beyond their operational area. There are four proposals that are working in more than one state. This however would need further investigation. 

There were nine proposals (15.0%) from Bihar, 14 (23.3%) from Jharkhand, 13 (21.75) from Maharashtra, five (8.4%) from M.P., 15 (25.0%) from U.P.; while one project is to be implemented in parts of M.P. and Chattisgarh, two are to be implemented in U.P. and Bihar and one project covers parts of four states (Chattisgarh, Jharkhand, M.P. and U.P.). The following table gives state-wise distribution of projects.

	State
	Proposals sanctioned/analysed

	Bihar
	9

	Jharkhand
	14

	Maharashtra
	13

	M.P.
	5

	U.P.
	15

	M.P. and Chattisgarh
	1

	U.P. and Bihar
	2

	U.P., Jharkhand, M.P. and  Chattisgarh
	1

	Total
	60


An interesting aspect highlighted by the table above is the disparity in the number of projects to be implemented in Bihar and Jharkhand. The PACS Programme guidelines identified 27 target districts in Bihar and only 11 in Jharkhand. Besides, it was widely believed at the time of the bifurcation that relatively prosperous areas of erstwhile Bihar were carved out to form Jharkhand. Given these facts, the ground reality defies logic and we need to look elsewhere for reasons to rationalise this disparity. One or more of the following reasons may explain this.

· Better state management by management consultants (DA/PWC) by according greater focus to Jharkhand.

· Efficient outreach workshops/promotional activities organised by the management consultants. 

· Larger number of quality NGOs in Jharkhand.

· More effective proposals from Jharkhand – (cost/time/staff).

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

The PACS guidelines identified seven eligibility criteria to judge an applicant’s eligibility for support under the programme. Each proposal was analysed on all the criteria to ascertain eligibility. This being a desk appraisal, we could in no way verify the claims made by the applicants. Assessment was made solely on the basis of the information supplied in the proposals. It was found that 54 applicants (90.0% of the total) fulfilled all seven eligibility criteria, three (5.0%) fulfilled six, two proposals (3.3%) fulfilled five, while one applicant fulfilled only four criteria. 

PROJECT DURATION

The duration of 26 projects (43.3%) is four years, that of three projects (5.0%) is 3.5 years and of 30 projects (50.0%) is three years, while one project will run for only 1.5 years. The question to ask is whether the proposed time frame indicates conformity to the project or does it specify the realisation of outputs. 

NUMBER OF PARTNERS

The following table gives the details of the number of partners involved in the projects.

	No. of Partners
	No. of Projects
	Percent
	Number of CSOs Involved

	No partners
	18
	30.0
	18

	2
	1
	1.7
	2

	3
	4
	6.7
	12

	4
	2
	3.3
	8

	5
	4
	6.7
	20

	6
	6
	10.0
	36

	7
	1
	1.7
	7

	8
	2
	3.3
	16

	9
	3
	5.0
	27

	11
	2
	3.3
	22

	Not clear in the proposal
	17
	28.3
	

	Total
	60
	100.0
	168


It can be inferred from the above table that 18 projects are to be implemented by the CSO without any partners. Two projects are to be implemented with 11 partners each. It was not clear from the supplied material in 17 cases (28.3%) as to how many organisations will participate in project implementation. That 27 organisations have partners speaks well for the programme. Per the available information, there are 168 CSOs collaborating in the programme, which is a very positive sign.

STAFFING 

The table below details the staffing pattern of the applicants.

	No. of Staff
	CSOs with full time staff
	Organisations with part-time staff

	Not specified 
	-
	7

	5-10
	9
	2

	11-50
	30
	14

	51-100
	5
	4

	101-150
	2
	1

	150-250
	4
	2

	Not Stated
	10
	30

	Total
	60
	60


CSOs whose proposals were accepted to be funded by PACS have upto 250 full time staff. Most of the CSOs have less than 50 full time staff.  CSOs have limited number of part-time staff. The trend is definitely in favour of employing full time staff. This indicates the stability of the organisations and continuity of their work. It would have been good to know the number of women employees. Information that could have strengthened the analytical perspective is involvement of local staff from the community. Finally, the experience of the staff members is also not available.

SELECTION OF BENEFICIARIES

Almost all the proposals stated that the beneficiaries would comprise people from disadvantaged groups and communities. But none of them outlined the criteria for the selection of beneficiaries.

SELECTION OF VILLAGES

Although the proposals talked about the development problems of the area, none provided any rationale for choosing a particular set of villages for project implementation.

PROPOSED STRAGEY 

SPECIFICITY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

Of the 60 projects, 38 (63.3%) have a specific implementation strategy, while 22 (36.7%) lack one.

SPECIFICITY OF ACTIVITIES

Fifty-six proposals (93.3%) had proposed specific activities to achieve the objectives, while four (6.7%) failed to do so.

SPECIFICITY OF TIMEFRAME VIS-À-VIS ACTIVITIES

Fifty-one proposals (85.0%) had specific timeframe vis-à-vis activities, four (6.7%) did not have it, while five (8.3%) did not attempt this.

SPECIFICITY OF PROJECT MONITORING INDICATORS

Forty-five proposals (75.0%) had well defined monitoring indicators, 11 (18.3%) lacked specificity in it, while four proposals (6.7%) did not identify them.

SPECIFICITY OF OUTPUTS/DELIVERABLES

Forty-four proposals (73.3%) identified specific outputs/deliverables, 14 (23.3%) lacked specificity, while two (3.3%) did not identify them.

SPECIFICTY OF THE WITHDRAWAL STRATEGY

Of the total, only 26 proposals (43.3%) had a specific withdrawal strategy, 24 (40.0%) lacked specificity though they had one or two paragraphs each under the title, while 10 proposals (16.7%) did not propose a withdrawal strategy.

MATCH BETWEEN PROBLEMS AND ACTIVITIES

In 48 proposals (80.0%), the activities proposed matched with the development problems identified through the situation analysis, while in 12 (20.0%) it did not.

MATCH BETWEEN OBJECTIVES, ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS

Of the total, 53 proposals (88.3%) maintained the match between objectives, activities and outputs, while seven (11.7%) could not do it.

MATCH BETWEEN ACTIVITIES AND BUDGET HEADS

In 54 proposals (90.0%) proposed activities matched with the budget heads, while one proposal lacked this. Unfortunately, budgets were not supplied with five proposals and they could not be evaluated with respect to this indicator.

OVERALL CONSISTENCY

Of the total, 42 proposals (70.0%) maintained overall consistency, while 18 (30.0%) could not.

Finance/Budgets 

HIGHEST AMOUNT HANDLED

None of the proposals stated the highest amount handled by the applicant.

FUNDS REQUESTED UNDER THE PROGRAMME

The table below gives details of funds requested for by the project applicants.

	Funds Requested

/Sanctioned

 (Rs. In lakh)
	Requested by Number of Organisations
	Percent
	Sanctioned

to Number of Organisations
	Percent 

	Less than 10 
	4
	6.7
	5
	8.3

	10 to 50 
	28
	46.7
	27
	45.0

	50 to 100 
	13
	21.7
	17
	28.3

	100 to 200 
	10
	16.7
	8
	13.3

	200 to 500 
	4
	6.7
	2
	3.3

	More than 500 
	1
	1.7
	1
	1.7

	Total
	60
	100.0
	60
	100


There was not much difference in the amount requested by a CSO and the amount sanctioned. However, there were cases where the sanctioned amount was more than the amount requested. Since this analysis reviewed the sanctioned proposal, it is not possible to assign reasons for this except for deducing that the scope of work may have been enhanced at some stage between application and sanction.

	State
	No. of Proposals Sanctioned
	Funds Requested 
	Funds Sanctioned
	Difference between Funds Requested & Sanctioned

	Bihar
	9
	
	
	

	Total
	
	635.36
	440.64
	194.72

	Average
	
	70.60
	48.96
	21.64

	Chhattisgarh, M.P.,  U.P. & Jharkhand
	1
	
	
	

	Total
	
	534.17
	564.00
	-29.83

	Average
	
	534.17
	564.00
	-29.83

	Jharkhand
	14
	
	
	

	Total
	
	1099.02
	970.71
	128.31

	Average
	
	78.50
	69.34
	9.17

	M P
	5
	
	
	

	Total
	
	526.93
	526.83
	0.10

	Average
	
	105.39
	105.37
	0.02

	Maharashtra
	13
	
	
	

	Total
	
	703.24
	619.94
	83.30

	Average
	
	54.08
	47.62
	6.46

	M.P. & Chhattisgarh
	1
	410.66
	304.91
	105.75

	Total
	
	410.66
	304.91
	105.75

	Average
	
	410.66
	304.91
	105.75

	U P
	15
	
	
	

	Total
	
	1002.61
	822.84
	179.77

	Average
	
	66.84
	54.86
	11.98

	U P and Bihar
	2
	
	
	

	Total
	
	197.79
	197.53
	0.26

	Average
	
	98.90
	98.77
	0.13

	Grand Total
	60
	5109.78
	4447.39
	662.39

	Average
	
	85.16
	74.12
	11.04


As we classified the applicants into three categories on the basis of the quantum of funds requested by them and contrasted the highlights of their projects, interesting findings emerged.  The table below features the highlights of four projects whose budgets are less than Rs. ten lakh.

Projects with a budget of less than Rs 10 lakh and covering one district

	Name of the applicant
	Coverage (states)
	Project Duration
	Main Theme 
	Themes Likely to be Addressed

	Asmita
	1 (Maharashtra)
	3.5 years
	WE
	LSG, WE, SH

	Mahila Jagrithi Mandal
	1

(UP)
	4 years
	WE
	LSG, WE, SC, PA

	Mahila Vikas Samiti
	1

(Bihar)
	3 years
	WE
	WE, SH

	Yuva Gram
	1 (Maharashtra)
	3 years
	WE
	LSG, WE, SH


The following table provides the highlights of five projects that made the highest budgetary demands.

	Project cost (Rs.)
	Name of the Applicant
	Coverage (districts)
	Coverage (states)
	Project Duration
	Main Theme 
	Themes Likely to be  Addressed

	>500 lakh
	VHAI
	11
	4  ( UP, MP, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand)
	4 years
	WE
	LSG, WE, SC, PA, SH

	200-500 lakh
	Samarthan
	6
	2  (MP, Chattisgarh)
	4 years
	LSG
	LSG,WE, SC, PA

	200-500 lakh
	GRASP
	2
	1 (Maharshtra)
	3 years
	WE
	WE, SH

	200-500 lakh
	Nidan
	5
	1  (Bihar)
	4 years
	SH
	PA, SH

	200-500 lakh
	NIWCYD
	4
	1  (MP)
	4 years
	LSG
	LSG, WE, SH


Mahila Vikas Samiti is likely to address two thematic areas in one district of Bihar with a modest budget of Rs.8.39 lakh. This stands in sharp contrast with the case of GRASP, which is likely to address the same thematic areas in two districts of Maharashtra with an expenditure of Rs.2.18 crore. Even the duration of the projects is the same. Since we do not have enough information to contrast the number of beneficiaries and the likely impact of the projects on them, it is not wise to draw definitive conclusions. Yet, it will be of immense significance if we could identify the reasons that gave rise to such huge difference in the demand made by applicants and whose demand is consistent with the spirit of the programme. The same is applicable to the other projects as well.

COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTION

The following table gives details of financial contribution made by the communities. (The figures for both ‘community contribution’ and ‘organisation’s contribution’ were taken from Form-1 of the financial proposal and the two were not clearly distinguished. Hence the figures may not be absolutely reliable.) 

	Amount
	No. of Projects
	Percent

	1 to 5 lakh
	1
	1.7

	5 to 10 lakh
	1
	1.7

	10 to 25 lakh
	3
	5.0

	No contribution
	22
	36.7

	Not clear
	33
	55.0

	Total
	60
	100


The foregoing table shows that only five projects (8.4% of the total) get financial contribution from the target groups. The project area being what it is, it may be unrealistic to expect huge financial contributions form the beneficiaries. Yet, to embed a sense of ownership among the communities and make them a stakeholder in the true sense, each project needs to mobilise resources from them either in cash, kind or labour.

ORGANISATION’S CONTRIBUTION

The table below gives the details of the financial contribution made by the applicants.

	Organisation Contribution
	No. of Projects
	Percent

	Less than 5 lakh
	11
	18.3

	5 to 10 lakh
	6
	10.0

	10 to 25 lakh
	4
	6.7

	25 to 50 lakh
	4
	6.7

	No contribution
	16
	26.7

	Not clear
	19
	31.7

	Total
	60
	100


It is gratifying to see that the applicants are willing to stake money, besides their reputation, in the project. However, this gives rise to another question about the source of these funds. Four organisations had pledged between Rs.25 lakh to Rs.50 lakh. It may be interesting to find out how these organisations, functioning on no-profit no-loss basis, raise these funds.

GOVERNMENT’S CONTRIBUTION

· The CSOs have indicated that they would like to work with the government; but it seems this is limited to awareness generation. Of the total, 40 projects (66.7%) seek to generate awareness among the beneficiaries on government programmes and policies, while 20 projects (33.3%) do not.

· None of the projects get any financial assistance from government.

BUILDING CIVIL SOCIETY

· Of the total, 33 projects (55.0%) attempt to form self-help groups, seven (11.7%) community based organisations, 16 (26.7%) both self-help groups and community based organisations, while four (6.7%) do not form any organisation. This may be revealing. The programme that aimed at building civil society organisations (CSOs) ends up creating not many new ones worth the name, though it indisputably builds the capacity of the project-implementing CSOs. 

CONCLUSIONS & SUGGESTIONS 

Poorest Districts 

The proposed projects intend to work in poorest districts of the country as identified by the Ministry of Rural Development and accepted by DFID. Out of the 100 identified poorest districts PACS is covering 84 and not all these districts have been covered by the proposals sanctioned so far; and there are a number of districts that are being covered by several agencies. There is a need to encourage proposals from uncovered districts. There is also need to network the CSOs working in the same district. 


The idea of ‘100 poorest districts’ provides DFID and PACS Management Consultants with an opportunity to revisit the methodology and indicators adopted for this purpose. Indicators such as availability of toilets, drinking water source, electricity, availability of pucca roads, number of rooms and type of house can also be used to identify the backward districts. The secondary indicators such as availability of primary school, primary health centre, market or haat will complement the primary indicators. This information is available in 2001 Census (Household Tables). Based on the basic needs, wightages could be given to each of the domains and indicators to develop an index. This index once superimposed with the existing data would help firm the backward districts. This would help all those who are desirous of working for development of these districts. Each CSO should necessarily be asked to carry out a baseline study, which would complement the secondary data. 
The remaining 16 districts located in states such as Rajasthan, Orissa and West Bengal could also be included in the programme, if permissible.

Maharashtra is fraught with disparities although it is one of the richest states of the country it has 10 PACS districts!  The aggregate percentage of population living below poverty line is only 25 percent. The state is known to receive external funds. Should Maharashtra be replaced with Orissa, if the latter can not be accommodated in the programme? However, Maharashtra government as well as Industry here needs to be sensitised on pockets of squalor. CSOs can help research and advocate for these districts. 

Development Needs of the District & PACS Themes 
The development needs of the districts must be associated with the thematic areas proposed by the CSOs. For instance, ‘improved local self governance in rural and urban areas’, should logically be addressed in those districts that have reportedly indicated the need for improvement of local governance. Other districts could work with the local governance as a means to another more pressing development end rather than directly focussing on PRIs as has been done at the moment.

The thematic justifications offered by the proposals need to be better thought through.  There is a need for prioritising the thematic areas having direct impact on poverty. Information on entitlement is not enough to resolve the situation. One can refer the case of Land Reforms Act. Poor people were aware of the entitlement and many were provided pattas, which they could not retain. Collaborative programmes between Panchayats (or municipalities) and CSOs will be more effective rather than simply funding the CSOs for generating awareness. 

Status of women can be measured with many of the indicators such as reported rape cases, percentage of dowry deaths, Calorie inadequacy among adult females, female life expectancy at birth, estimated female death rate, female age at marriage, female literacy, etc. If DA compiles the district level data for selected districts, it will be easy to cross check the fact if there is a need for this proposal for the district. Based on the information, proposals on women empowerment can be scrutinised at the initial stage and proposals can also be prioritised for a particular theme. 

Communal harmony is very important for social cohesion. There is no mention of caste discriminations in the thematic areas though casteism is very prominent in states like Bihar and Uttar Pradesh,  

Policy advocacy should be more elaborate and funding should be prioritised for mobilising against social evils like caste discrimination, dowry, gender discrimination, female infanticide etc. 

Self-help theme should also include livelihood management activities including vocational trainings. Those issues are under represented in the proposals. 

Checklist for Proposal Appraisal

All proposals should be analysed based on the need, innovativeness, financial and technical viability and competency, past experience in handling similar project, human resource, clarity on outputs and reporting mechanisms.  There are a number of issues that could lend perspective to the appraisal. 
Problem analysis

What is the nature of the problem? What is the genesis of the problem? Is the applicant’s analysis sound and convincing? Are the statistics used to describe the problem accurate and clear? Who is affected by the problem? Why should the problem be addressed now? Why should this organisation address this problem? 

Proposal Rationalisation

What prompted the applicant’s interest in addressing this problem?  Why should this particular organisation address the problem? Does the proposal closely relate to the applicant’s mission and past activities? Does it build on what the applicant does best?  Have the applicant’s board and constituency initiated and/or approved the proposal? What can the applicant bring to the project that no other organisation can? Does the applicant plan to undertake the project even without this funding?

Management of CSO

How is the applicant governed? What are the backgrounds, interests, affiliations and commitment of the members of the board? Is it familiar with important details of programme operations? What mechanisms has the board established to monitor the success of projects and to evaluate periodically the priorities and agenda of the organisation? To what extent has the board helped to develop the current proposal?  How will individual board members or board committees help in carrying out the proposed project? How does the board interact with the applicant’s constituency?

What is the internal organisation of the applicant?  What are the responsibilities of relevant staff members?  Has the applicant developed an organisations chart that shows the relationships among staff and among programmes? What accounts for any changes in the staff size? What staff development programmes are in place? Has the applicant focused on its institutional development as well as its programmatic development in the past or in the current proposal? In particular has management expertise kept pace with programme expansion? How well does the staff work together as an organisation? 
Who will be in charge of the project or programme? Do the skills, talents, and personality of the person – in – charge match the needs of the project? Will other staff members share the responsibility for the project as that the success of the project is not overtly dependent on one person? 

CSOs’ Funding 

What are the applicant’s sources of funding sustainability?  Have the sources of support changed over the last few years? Has the availability of funding or the source of funding affected the substances or emphasis of its programmes? Does the applicant believe that its funding base is reasonably secure? What role do particular donors play in advising or monitoring the applicant’s programmes? What plans does the applicant have to diversify its funding base?

Project Purpose & Strategy

What does the applicant hope to accomplish through the proposed project or programme? Are the objectives clear? Do they fit within the mission and thematic areas? Are the objectives worthwhile?

How does the applicant expect to meet its objectives? What is the applicant’s approach to the problem? How does its approach differ from that of others who are also addressing the problem? What are the strengths and weaknesses of the approach?

What specific strategies does the applicant plan to employ? Are they clear and internally consistent? Are they innovative? Has the applicant developed a detailed plan for implementing the strategies? Are there external factors that could de rail the project from its inception or mid way? What are the proposed activities? Are they feasible? Do they tackle too much or too little? Is the plan sufficiently well defined and detailed to be carried out as is? If not, would the applicant benefit from a grant for planning, for a feasibility study or for staff development that would eventually enable it to submit a more detailed and coherent plan? Has the applicant contacted or worked with other experts in the field to shape its plan of action? If not, would references to organisations or individuals who share its interest in the problem or who have experience with the proposed strategy be useful?

What is the target group for the applicant’s proposed activities? Is the project likely to affect any others? Are there statistics or other supporting data that illustrate the strength of the applicant’s argument that the proposal will benefit particular groups? Are they clear about identifying the beneficiaries?

Is the budget clear and justifiable? Is there a match between the proposed activities and budget heads and is it reasonable. 

What is the tentative time schedule for executing the proposal? Is there clarity on time-frame and activities?
What are the areas of risk in the proposal? Whether the organisation had identified any risk factor in implementing the projects.

What plans does the applicant have to continue, replicate, or expand the project after the grant period ends? A clear-cut  withdrawal strategy and multiplier effect of the project.

Core-competency 

What are the applicant’s mission and agenda?  What are the key problems that the applicant addresses?  What is the scope of its activities? Who is its constituency? How does the applicant interact with its constituency to ensure that the organisation’s agenda is relevant/ How have the applicant’s mission or agenda evolved over the years? With which other organisation or government agencies does the applicant work closely in order to carry out its mission effectively?

What is the capacity of the applicant to carry out the proposed project? What kind of track record does the applicant have with projects of a similar size or nature? Does the project build on or complement other activities of the applicant? Will the applicant require additional staff or consultants to plan or carry out the proposed strategy? Will staff require training to assume their responsibilities competently? Does the applicant have sufficient support staff, office space, equipment, and administrative capacity to undertake the project? What effect will the proposed project have on the applicant, its other activities and vice versa? Does the applicant plan to establish an advisory committee to provide guidance on technical or sensitive issues? What formal mechanisms does the applicant have to monitor the progress of the project vis – a vis the proposed plan of action and to evaluate its effectiveness? How does the applicant decide to modify or change a strategy if it is not working?

Civil Society Strengthening 

Are all of the participants and contributors in place, aware of their responsibilities and in agreement? What roles will the board, specific board committees and staff play in carrying out the plan of action? Is the participation or support of other organisations or individuals required to make the proposed strategies and activities viable? What part did participants play in developing the proposal to this point? Have all of the participants seen and approved the proposal in its final form, including modifications agreed to during the evaluation process? Do all participants clearly understand their roles in the current proposal? How the proposal is related to other agencies, associations and organisation – government or non-government? How would the proposal contribute to strengthening civil society?
Observations on the Proposals

· Some of the thematic areas are underrepresented few are over represented.

· Several thematic areas have been mentioned in the proposals and hence are not always focussed

· Beneficiary identification is not very clear

· Time period and activities are not clearly mentioned

· Monitoring indicators are not listed and elaborated

· Issues related to impact of the project is not very clear, impact assessment not part of the proposal
· There is mismatch on budget heads and proposed activities

· Limited thoughts is spared on sustainability of the project

· Withdrawal strategy is not in place

· Community involvement and community participation is not clearly mentioned

· Process of problem identification and project formulation is not mentioned

· Community contribution and local resource mobilisation is not clearly mentioned

· Absence of stake of the community on the project

· Most of the proposals are sanctioned to NGOs only and other components of the civil society such as trade unions, cooperatives, human rights groups, etc are completely ignored

· Few districts are over represented and may are under represented

Overall suggestions

· There should be elaborate list within each thematic area to avoid confusion and over lapping.

· An index for each poorest districts using selected indicators should be developed for each of the thematic areas like status of women, PR situation, Social cohesion, SHGs and policy advocacy. This should be matched with the proposals in the initial screening process.

· There should be specific focus on short term and long term poverty reduction initiatives as well as direct and indirect impacts on poverty.

· Other civil society organisations such as trade unions, social movements, cooperatives, community groups and faith based developmental organisations could be encouraged to participate if they have a social development agenda
· A consortium of civil society organisations should be formed in all the selected states to identify the partners. This decentralised approach will help in identifying genuine organisations with right projects. There could be a state level screening committee
· A detailed proposal submission format should be developed and circulated to the CSOs for project submission in advance

· There should be clear gender perspective on proposals with women as main beneficiaries.

· There should be clear exit strategy of the organisation after the project period.
· Promotional/outreach programs should be organised in districts not covered by PACS.

· A system of concurrent evaluation should be put in place in districts where the program is running.

· All CSOs working in a district should share collaborate and network. Some advocacy issues should be taken up jointly.

· CSOs when suggesting a theme/objective of the proposal, should also give a status report on the theme by meeting other government/non-government/ international agencies working in the area. This should be recorded and made a part of the proposal.

· DFID/DA to constitute a system of sensitising government on civil society issues and also assess the situation from time to time. What about a larger meeting of civil society (leaders) not only those who are involved with development once in 4/6 months.
· There has to be some system of strengthening civil society where already existing groups like development committees, SHGs, associations could be identified and networked.

· Proposal assessment format to have description of indicators output, process, and input.
· DFID/DA could help develop proposals through a workshop. All those who submit concept papers could be called for a workshop (on a cost sharing basis) and their proposals discussed

· The proposals should be compared with the status of development in the specified area. For, example a CSO wanting to submit a proposal on child labour should be able to substantiate that: 

· child labour is in fact a problem in that area

· whether the problem is about service delivery (for example, no schools in the area) or advocacy-related

· what initiatives and measures are being implemented in the district through other programmes

· what kind of support is required by and provided to the CSO in working with the problem

· DA should constitute a resource support group, where the CSO can ask for development information. (Subsequently the knowledge created by the CSO in their own work should be stored and used to feed into the resource-support group.) This should be connected with MEAL.
· CSOs proposals do not refer to any macro-development issues. Relationship with overall government intention. Planning, especially the X Plan document, not referred to at all. Also it is time that we start connecting with the development in the country/district (GDP, etc.). Even CBOs can talk about district development indicators, industries, etc.

CHECKLIST FOR PROPOSAL APPRAISAL
	Sl. No
	CHECK-POINTS 
	PURPOSE

	1
	Prevailing Development Issues (validated with data)
	To understand the development needs to be addressed and areas for intervention

	2
	Main theme proposed
	To address relevant thrust on the thematic areas

	3
	Sub-themes proposed
	

	4
	Themes Addressed
	To assess which thematic areas are actually addressed by the project

	5
	Project Area
	To list project location/coverage for the project and compare with the existing PACS coverage

	
	a) District(s)
	

	
	b) State(s)
	

	6
	Eligibility Criteria (as stipulated in the programme  guidelines)
	To ensure that the applicant qualifies for funding

	7
	Project Duration
	To estimate the time required to achieve the objectives

	8
	Number of Partners
	To assess the capacity of the applicant for networking

	9
	Full Time Staff
	To assess the capacity of the applicant for implementing the project

	10
	Part Time Staff 
	

	11
	Selection of Beneficiaries Specified
	To ensure that the selected beneficiaries are the eligible ones

	12
	Selection of Villages Specified
	To gauge if the rationale for the selection is provided

	13
	Consistency between Objectives and Proposed Themes
	To make sure if the proposed thematic areas will be addressed

	14
	Specificity of the Implementation Strategy
	To judge how the objectives would be achieved through the implementation of the project

	15
	Specificity of the Roles and Responsibilities of the Partners
	To find out who is accountable for what

	16
	Specificity of Activities
	To understand the activities planned to achieve the objectives and their viability

	17
	Specificity of Timeframe vis-à-vis Activities
	To know when the implementer is going to do what 

	18
	Specificity of the Project Monitoring Indicators
	To assess if the project implementation can be monitored on a regular basis

	19
	Specificity of Outputs/Deliverables
	To identify the expected outputs and find out if it is realistic

	20
	Specificity of Withdrawal Strategy
	To extract if the implementer has put  a system in place to ensure project sustainability

	21
	Match between Problems and Activities
	To assess if the activities are likely to address the problems identified in the proposal

	22
	Match between Objectives, Activities and Outputs   
	To see if the outputs of the activities are in sync with the objectives

	23
	Match between Activities and Budget Heads
	To note if the implementer has earmarked resources for carrying out the proposed activities

	24
	Overall Consistency
	To ensure if there is consistency among problems identified, proposed themes, objectives, implementation strategy, activities, and outputs

	25
	Highest Amount Handled
	To record the applicants’ experience in handling funds

	26
	Funds Requested under the Programme
	a) Financial commitment to be made by the donor

	
	
	b) Funds required for implementing the project (from the applicant’s perspective) 

	27
	Community Contribution
	To identify the stake of the community in the project

	28
	Organization’s Contribution
	To identify the stake of the organization in the project (besides credibility)

	29
	Government’s Contribution
	To consider the inclusion of the state’s programmes (as manifested by the involvement of district/block/village level administration)

	30
	Awareness Generation on Government Programmes and Policies
	To evaluate if the project seeks to supplement the efforts made by the state to bring about development to generate more demand

	31
	Specific Intervention in Building Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)
	To assure if the programme/project generates/nurtures/strengthens CSOs


Annex

Development Issues Identified by the CSOs

	Development Issues
	Specific Issues
	No. of Proposals Stating the Issues
	Percentage of the Total

	Economic
	Poverty
	37
	61.7

	
	Out-migration
	35
	58.3

	
	Landlessness
	22
	36.7

	
	Unemployment
	21
	35.0

	
	Lack of credit facilities
	14
	23.3

	
	Exploitation by moneylenders and middlemen
	14
	23.3

	
	Land alienation
	4
	6.7

	
	Casualisation of labour
	1
	1.7

	Agriculture
	Rain-fed agriculture/

lack of irrigation
	28
	46.7

	
	Over-dependence on agriculture/

primary sector
	23
	38.3

	
	Low agricultural productivity
	11
	18.3

	Environment
	Recurring droughts/floods
	18
	30.0

	
	Deforestation
	11
	18.3

	
	Declining access to forest produces
	6
	10.0

	
	Casteism
	24
	40.0

	
	High dropout rates
	6
	10.0

	
	Child labour
	4
	6.7

	Women
	Gender discrimination
	29
	48.3

	
	Low female literacy
	27
	45.0

	
	Low socio-economic status 
	19
	31.7

	
	Violence against women
	13
	21.7

	
	Trafficking
	5
	8.3

	
	Lack of gender related policies
	4
	6.7


	Health
	High mortality/morbidity rates
	14
	23.3

	
	Poor health and hygiene
	14
	23.3

	
	Poor health care facilities
	11
	18.3

	
	Prevalence of communicable 

and tropical diseases 
	8
	13.3

	
	Contamination of drinking water
	1
	1.7

	Institutional
	Problems related to PRIs
	35
	58.3

	
	Defunct PDS
	4
	6.7

	Other Issues
	Improper implementation 

of development programmes
	29
	48.3

	
	Lack of skills/information
	22
	36.7

	
	Lack of physical and social 

infrastructure 
	21
	35.0

	
	Overall backwardness
	17
	28.3

	
	Lack of access to resources/markets
	9
	15.0

	
	Low level of urbanization
	8
	13.3

	
	Lawlessness
	4
	6.7


	
	Number of Districts
	No. of Partners
	Funds Requested (in lakh)
	Funds Sanctioned

(in Lakh)
	Name of the CSO
	Project Districts
	Project States

	
	1
	0
	20.12
	21.01
	Aarambh
	Raisen
	M.P.

	
	1
	6
	99.36
	94.65
	Adithi
	Muzaffarpur
	Bihar

	
	1
	0
	9.29
	8.15
	Asmita
	Yavatmal
	Maharashtra

	
	1
	4
	67.32
	68.95
	Bharatiya Dnyanpith Bahuddeshiya Gramin Vikas Sanstha 
	Yavatmal
	Maharashtra

	
	1
	0
	51.58
	51.08
	CARD
	Mandla
	M.P.

	
	1
	6
	114.00
	63.31
	GPSVS
	Madhubani
	Bihar

	
	1
	4
	55.91
	53.91
	Gramin Vikas Mandal (GVM)
	Beed District
	Maharashtra

	
	1
	0
	34.56
	34.56
	IDYWC
	Chindwara
	M P

	
	1
	5
	32.89
	32.90
	Indian Institute of Rural Technology (IIRT)
	Pratapgarh
	U P

	
	1
	6
	49.92
	49.75
	Jan Sewa Parishad
	Hazaribagh
	Jharkand

	
	1
	5
	79.51
	79.51
	Jan Uthhan Samiti
	Ranchi 
	Jharkand

	
	1
	3
	29.99
	30.00
	Jan Vikas Kendra
	Hazaribagh
	Jharkand

	
	1
	3
	45.54
	45.87
	Karra Society For Rural Action
	Ranchi 
	Jharkand

	
	1
	0
	8.39
	9.04
	Mahila Jagriti Mandal
	Chitrakoot
	U.P.

	
	1
	0
	8.07
	8.07
	Mahila Vikas Samiti
	Nawada
	Bihar

	
	1
	0
	10.50
	11.07
	Manav Vikas Kendra
	Bhojpur
	Bihar

	
	1
	0
	14.92
	10.23
	Margshree Charitable Trust
	Jhansi
	U P

	
	1
	0
	32.47
	32.47
	Nav Bihar Samaj Kalyan Pratishtan Kendra
	Nalanda
	Bihar

	
	1
	0
	29.25
	31.04
	PMKS
	Maharajganj
	U P

	
	1
	0
	28.25
	15.61
	Pragatisheel Yuva Kendra
	Giridih
	Jharkand

	
	1
	3
	33.13
	33.13
	Prerna Niketan
	Hazaribagh
	Jharkand

	
	1
	0
	50.64
	50.64
	Rural Development Centre (RDC)
	Beed District
	Maharashtra

	
	1
	0
	14.98
	14.98
	Sandhi Niketan
	Nanded
	Maharashtra

	
	1
	2
	24.33
	19.67
	Vikas Vihar
	Saram
	Bihar

	
	1
	0
	40.10
	39.60
	YUVA
	Betul
	M.P.

	
	1
	0
	9.34
	9.08
	Yuva Gram
	Beed District
	Maharashtra

	Total 
	26
	47
	994.36
	918.28
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	1.81
	38.24
	35.31
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	8
	125.84
	122.52
	Action Aid India
	Maharajganj and East Champaran
	U.P. and Bihar

	
	2
	6
	66.74
	74.97
	Chetna Vikas
	Deogarh and Dumka
	Jharkand

	
	2
	9
	218.00
	138.91
	GRASP
	Aurangabad, Jalna
	Maharashtra

	
	2
	9
	168.79
	75.89
	Janpriya Sewa Sansthan
	Pratapgarh & Raibareli
	U P

	
	2
	0
	138.57
	99.88
	SEWA
	Barabanki, Rae Bareli
	U.P

	Total 
	10
	32
	717.94
	512.17
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	3.20
	71.79
	51.22
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	0
	49.81
	50.80
	Badlao Foundation
	Godda, Sahibganj and Pakur
	Jharkand

	
	3
	5
	39.77
	39.78
	IGSS
	Jalna, Beed, Aurangabad
	Maharashtra

	
	3
	0
	39.98
	39.99
	Sankalp Manav Vikas Sanstha
	Parbhany, Jalna, Aurangabad
	Maharashtra

	Total
	9
	5
	129.56
	130.57
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	0.56
	14.40
	14.51
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	9.00
	380.57
	380.58
	NIWCYD
	Dindori, Betul, Mandla and Chindwara
	M.P.

	
	Average (per district)
	2.25
	95.14
	95.15
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5
	11
	138.06
	135.85
	Lok Jagrati Kendra 
	Deoghar, Dhumka, Jamtara, Giridih and Godda Districts
	Jharkand

	
	5
	3
	229.70
	142.43
	NIDAN
	Katihar, Vaishali, Nawadah, Muzaffarpur and Khagaria
	Bihar

	
	5
	6
	71.95
	75.01
	SAPIT
	Nalanda, Bhagalpur, West Champaran, Fatehpur and Unnao
	UP & Bihar

	Total
	15
	20
	439.71
	353.29
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	1.33
	29.31
	23.55
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	6
	6
	193.19
	149.93
	People's Action for National Integration
	Partapgarh, Man, Maharaj Ganj, Sidhaart Nagar, Barabanki & Bahraich
	U P

	
	6
	8
	410.66
	304.91
	SAMARTHAN 
	Seoni, Tikamgarh, Sehore & Panna (in MP), Sarguja & Rajanandgaon (Chattisgarh)
	MP & Chattisgarh

	Total
	12
	14
	603.85
	454.84
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	1.17
	50.25
	37.90
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	7
	7
	105.92
	106.18
	SPAR
	Ranchi, Gumla, Simdeha, Palamu, Hazaribag, West Singbhum and Lohardaga
	Jharkand

	
	Average (per district)
	1.00
	15.13
	15.17
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	11
	11
	168.08
	167.48
	NBJK
	Hazaribagh, Ranchi, Gumla, West Singhbhaum, Saraikela Kharswan, Giridih, Deoghar, Palamau, Chatra, Latehar and Dumka
	Jharkand

	
	11
	5
	534.17
	564.00
	VHAI
	Sargna, Mandla, Tikamgarh, Chatarpur, Seoni, Lalitpur, Banda, Hamirpur, West Singhbum, & Sarai Kala
	Chattisgarh, M P, U P& Jharkhand

	Total
	22
	16
	702.25
	731.48
	
	
	

	
	Average (per district)
	0.73
	31.92
	33.23
	
	
	


	
	CSOs working in number of districts (average)
	No. of Partners
	Funds Requested 
	Funds Sanctioned

	
	1
	1.81
	38.24
	35.31

	
	2
	3.20
	71.79
	51.22

	
	3
	0.56
	14.40
	14.51

	
	4
	2.25
	95.14
	95.15

	
	 5
	1.33
	29.31
	23.55

	
	 6
	1.17
	50.25
	37.90

	
	7
	1.00
	15.13
	15.17

	
	11
	0.73
	31.92
	33.23


	Number of Districts
	Average Funds Sanctioned 

	1
	35.31

	2
	51.22

	3
	14.51

	4
	95.15

	 5
	23.55

	 6
	37.90

	7
	15.17

	11
	33.23
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