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INTRODUCTION

Why do we need to monitor CEPF's impact on civil society development?

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) is making very significant investments in engaging civil society organisations (NGOs, community-based organisations, academic institutions, etc.) in biodiversity conservation in the global Hotspots. To date, while efforts have been made to monitor the impacts of CEPF investments on Conservation Outcomes (species, sites and corridors), there has been no systematic attempt to monitor impacts on civil society development. As building a civil society constituency for conservation is a specific goal of CEPF, there is, therefore, a need to develop specific tools to enable progress towards this goal to be monitored. Such tools will assist CEPF to better assess the impacts of its investments on civil society development, fine-tune its approach based on experience from the regions where it is working, and report on its achievements to its donor partners and the broader development community. This document briefly reviews the options for monitoring CEPF's impact on civil society development, and proposes a 'tracking tool' that can be used to monitor the capacity of individual civil society organisations to effectively plan, implement and evaluate actions for biodiversity conservation.

How can we monitor civil society development at the national level?

There already exist a number of tools for monitoring civil society development at the national level. One of the most widely known is the Civil Society Index (CSI), developed by CIVICUS, an international alliance of NGOs that works toward strengthening citizen action and civil society throughout the world. The CSI uses 74 indicators to assess the state of civil society development in a country, grouped into four dimensions: (i) structure; (ii) values; (iii) environment; and (iv) impact (Anheier 2000, Holloway 2001). The CSI was designed in 1999 by the Centre for Civil Society at the London School of Economics. In 2004, CIVICUS developed the CSI-Shortened Assessment Tool (CSI-SAT), which is a less extensive, less resource-intensive version of the tool.

The CSI was developed to enable civil society stakeholders to come together to generate a contextually valid assessment of the state of civil society in their country. Although the index can also be used to make cross-country comparisons and measure changes over time, it has a number of shortcomings in this regard, not least its reliance on subjective assessments by local informants.

An alternative national-level index is the Global Civil Society Index (GCSI), developed by the Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies. The GCSI measures the level of development of the civil society sector in a country along three basic dimensions: (i) capacity, or the level of effort the sector mobilises; (ii) sustainability, or the ability of civil society to survive over time; and (iii) impact, or the contribution that civil society makes to social, economic and political life. Several indicators are used to measure civil society development in each of these dimensions, and each country is assigned a composite GCSI score, based on the average of the scores for each dimension (Salamon 2004). Compared to the CSI, the GCSI appears to be a more robust tool, which can enable more reliable comparisons of civil society development among countries and over time within individual countries.

Adopting a national-level index as a tool for monitoring civil society development would have a number of advantages for CEPF. First, at least one suitable index (the GCSI) already exists, and has been field tested widely. Second, a national-level index provides a more comprehensive overview of the state of civil society development at the national level than an aggregation of measures of individual civil society organisations. Third, national-level indices are already being used to monitor civil society development in some of the countries where CEPF is working (albeit not necessarily at the frequency that CEPF would like to report on progress).

There would, however, be a number of shortcomings to relying solely on a national-level index, not least the fact that it would be very difficult to distinguish CEPF's impacts from changes due to factors outside CEPF's influence, such as major economic and socio-political changes. This would be particularly true if the index was based on a review of all civil society organisations, including those that are not actively involved in biodiversity conservation. Consequently, there is also a need to monitor the development of individual civil society organisations that are recipients of CEPF funding.

How can we measure development of individual civil society organisations?

Compared with national-level indices, for which only a few tools are in wide use, there is a proliferation of tools for measuring the organisational capacity of individual civil society organisations (USAID Center for Development Information and Evaluation 2000). One of the most widely used is the Participatory, Results-Oriented Self-Evaluation (PROSE) method, developed by the Education Development Center. PROSE is designed to measure and profile organisational capacities, and assess, over time, how strengthening activities affect organisational capacity. PROSE produces a capacity score, which indicates how an organisation perceives its strengths and weaknesses in each of a series of capacity areas, as well as a consensus score, which indicates the degree of consensus among the individual members of the assessment team. PROSE can be used to monitor change in capacity in one organisation over time. However, like many tools, PROSE is based on the perceptions of the staff of the organisation, not on externally verifiable indicators, and, as a result, there are limitations to using the tool for making comparisons among organisations.

Another tool is the Institutional Development Framework (IDF), developed by Management Systems International (Renzi 1996). The IDF was designed specifically to assist non-profit organisations to improve efficiency and become more effective. To this end, the tool measures capacity in five organisational capacity areas: (i) oversight/vision; (ii) management resources; (iii) human resources; (iv) financial resources; and (v) external resources. The tool was originally formulated for environmental NGOs, although it can be adapted for any organisation. Compared with other similar tools, the IDF is relatively good at tracking change within one organisation over time. However, it is not well suited for inter-organisational comparisons, because it allows for adjustments to fit the needs of each individual organisation.

A third tool is the NGO self-assessment tool developed by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) (Devine et al. 2001). This tool is designed to assist NGOs determine their current level of development based on eight core organisational areas, and, thereby, identify priority actions for strengthening their organisational capacity. However, the tool is also implicitly a monitoring tool, because it enables civil society organisations to measure their institutional development over time. The self-assessment tool was designed for use by TNC partner groups, which tend to be medium-sized, established NGOs, active in the field of environmental conservation and sustainable development. Nevertheless, with minor modifications, many of the indicators that form the tool can be applied to other civil society organisations.

TRACKING TOOL

Why does CEPF need a bespoke tool?

This section presents a bespoke 'tracking tool', designed for the specific purpose of monitoring the capacity of individual organisations over time. This tool draws heavily on the PROSE, the IDF and TNC's NGO self-assessment tool, and is also informed by the scorecard approach for rating Asian Elephant conservation projects developed by Jepson and Canney (2003). The structure of the tracking tool is based on the protected area management effectiveness tracking tool developed by the World Bank/WWF Alliance (Stolton et al. 2003), which provides a good model for structuring a repeatable tracking tool based on objective indicators.

The proposed tracking tool differs from the existing tools reviewed in the previous section in a number of ways. Most significantly, the principal purpose of the existing tools is to generate insights that are useful to the civil society organisations themselves. As a result, they typically employ a large number of indicators, to provide a high level of resolution in the identification of strengths and weaknesses, and the criteria for each indicator are frequently subjective (e.g. "strongly agree", "agree", "neutral", "disagree", "strongly disagree") and do not enable consistent application or meaningful comparison among organisations. In addition, almost without exception, the existing tools focus on organisations' internal capacity, and do not explicitly address the impacts of their work.

These issues are addressed by the proposed tracking tool, which does not attempt to measure all variables relevant to the organisational capacity of civil society organisations but, rather, uses a shortened list of indicators, and employs unambiguous, externally verifiable criteria for each. As a result of these modifications, the resulting tool will enable CEPF to monitor the impacts of its investments on institutional development of civil society organisations in a consistent, comparable and cost-effective fashion, and generate information that is relevant to CEPF management, Regional Implementation Teams and donor partners.

What is the conceptual basis for the proposed tracking tool?

The tracking tool aims to monitor civil society organisations' capacity to effectively plan, implement and evaluate actions for biodiversity conservation. The tool assumes that an organisation's capacity to plan, implement and evaluate actions for biodiversity conservation is determined by five major factors: (i) the human resources that it has available; (ii) the financial resources that it has available; (iii) its management systems, which ensure that available resources are translated into effective actions; (iv) its strategic planning, which ensures that these actions target conservation priorities; and (v) its delivery, which ensures that these actions effect change.

What are the limitations to the proposed tracking tool?

The tracking tool is designed to provide a robust means of monitoring changes in the organisational capacity of individual civil society organisations over time. The tool can also provide some insight into differences among organisations, within and among countries and Hotspots. However, a caveat must be placed on any inter-organisational comparisons made using the tool, because the scores for all indicators are given equal weight, while they are not necessarily of equivalent significance. A system could be used to weight certain indicators more heavily but there is no objective way to develop one. Another limitation to the tracking tool, already mentioned previously, is that it uses a relatively short list of indicators, selected because of the insights they provide to CEPF management, Regional Implementation Teams and donor partners. As a result, while using the tool can be expected to provide civil society organisations with insights into which broad areas of capacity should be prioritised for strengthening, it is not a substitute for the more detailed organisational capacity assessment tools developed by other organisations.

How should the tracking tool be used?

The tracking tool is intended to be applied on a regular basis (ideally annually) by organisations receiving CEPF funding (whether directly or via sub-grants). The tool is designed to enable use by all types of civil society organisation that CEPF makes grants to (NGOs, community-based organisations, academic institutions, etc.), both international and local. For international organisations with permanent representation (e.g. a programme office) in the country or countries where the CEPF grant is being implemented, the tracking tool should be applied to that entity, not the organisation as a whole. For international organisations where an entity in another country (e.g. the head office) is involved in implementing the CEPF grant, the tracking tool should be applied to the entity playing the leading role in implementation.

The tracking tool is designed to enable self-assessment by a small group of the organisation's staff and/or board members, selected to represent the variation in roles and responsibilities that exists within the organisation. In order to enhance standardisation among organisations using the tool, it may be advisable to use an external facilitator (perhaps one of the Regional Implementation Team) the first time that the tool is used by an organisation. In addition, it may be necessary to translate the tool into local languages in some countries.

The tracking tool consists of two forms: (i) a datasheet, which records basic information on the organisation and the assessment; and (ii) an assessment form, which records the results of the assessment. The assessment form comprises five sets of five indicators, each scored from 0 to 4. Combined, these indicators give a score between 0 and 20 for each of the five factors, and an overall score between 0 and 100 for the capacity of the organisation to effectively plan, implement and evaluate conservation actions.

It is important that the group gives a score for all indicators. For most indicators, the group conducting the assessment is asked to select, from five options, the statement that best describes the situation within the organisation in a particular regard (e.g. governance, diversity of funding sources, etc.). For statements with multiple conditions (e.g. "The organisation has a defined organisational structure with clear lines of authority and responsibility. Job descriptions exist for all staff positions"), the group should only select the statement if all of these conditions are met; otherwise, it should select a statement with a lower score. For two indicators, the group is asked to review a list of eight statements and to mark all of those that are true; half a point is given for each true statement, producing a score from 0 to 4. A notes box is provided for each indicator, to give the group an opportunity to provide a justification for any qualitative assessments made, or to comment on any difficulties encountered in applying the indicators.

CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANISATIONAL CAPACITY TRACKING TOOL - PART I: DATASHEET

	Basic information



	Name of organisation
	

	Type of organisation (NGO, CBO, academic, etc.)
	

	Number of years in operation


	

	Date of assessment
	

	Name(s) of facilitator(s)


	Organisation and position

	1.


	

	2.


	

	Names of assessment group


	Position within organisation

	1.


	

	2.


	

	3.


	

	4.


	

	5.


	

	6.


	

	7.


	

	8.


	

	9.


	

	10.


	



CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANISATIONAL CAPACITY TRACKING TOOL - PART II: ASSESSMENT FORM

	Indicator
	Criteria
	Score
	Notes

	1. Human resources

	1.1 Staff numbers

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?
	There are no paid staff
	0
	

	
	Staff numbers are so low that they are a serious impediment to the effective functioning of the organisation
	1
	

	
	Staff numbers are below the level required for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission but not so low that they are a serious impediment to the effective functioning of the organisation
	2
	

	
	Staff numbers are sufficient for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission. At least 60% of staff are project staff or otherwise on short-term contracts
	3
	

	
	Staff numbers are sufficient for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission. Less than 60% of staff are project staff or otherwise on short-term contracts
	4
	

	1.2 Staff experience

How many years of combined experience relevant to their positions do the staff of the organisation have?


	Less than 10 years
	0
	

	
	10 to 50 years
	1
	

	
	51 to 100 years
	2
	

	
	101 to 200 years
	3
	

	
	More than 200 years
	4
	

	1.3 Staff skills

Which of the following skills can be demonstrated (in terms of graduate-level qualifications or at least two year's practical experience) by the organisation's staff? 

Note: 0.5 point for each
	Ability to manage the implementation of projects
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to manage an organisation
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to set priorities for conservation action
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to conduct a participatory appraisal with local stakeholders
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to conduct biological surveys/research with conservation applications
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to develop a Geographical Information System (GIS)
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to communicate conservation messages
	0.5
	

	
	Ability to advocate changes to public policy
	0.5
	

	1.4 Human resources development

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?
	The organisation has no human resources development strategy, and provides no mentoring or training for its staff
	0
	

	
	The organisation has no human resources development strategy, a few staff are provided with some mentoring or training on an opportunistic basis
	1
	

	
	A human development strategy is in place, and the organisation provides occasional (at least annual) mentoring or training for most of its staff
	2
	

	
	A human development strategy is in place, the organisation budgets resources for it, and most of its staff receive regular (at least semi-annual) mentoring or training in skill areas relevant to their positions
	3
	

	
	A human development strategy is in place, the organisation budgets resources for it and actively fundraises for them, and all staff receive regular (at least semi-annual), targeted mentoring or training in skill areas relevant to their positions in accordance with annual performance appraisals
	4
	

	1.5 Volunteers

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation does not currently have any volunteers
	0
	

	
	The organisation has one or more volunteers but they do not have clearly defined terms of reference (TORs) or workplans
	1
	

	
	The organisation has one to four volunteers with clearly defined TORs and workplans
	2
	

	
	The organisation has at least five volunteers with clearly defined TORs and workplans
	3
	

	
	The organisation has at least five volunteers with clearly defined TORs and workplans, and receiving structured training/mentoring from other staff
	4
	

	2. Financial resources

	2.1 Total financial resources

Which statement best describes the financial resources of the organisation?


	The organisation has no secured financial resources
	0
	

	
	Secured financial resources are so low that they are a serious impediment to the effective functioning of the organisation
	1
	

	
	Secured financial resources are below the level required for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission but not so low that they become a serious impediment to the effective functioning of the organisation
	2
	

	
	Secured financial resources are sufficient for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission in the short term (one to two years) but sufficient funding to meet medium-term (three to five years) costs has not been secured
	3
	

	
	Secured financial resources are sufficient for the effective delivery of the organisation's mission in the short-to-medium term (one to five years)
	4
	

	2.2 Diversity of funding sources

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	All of the organisation's funding comes from a single source
	0
	

	
	The organisation's funding comes from at least two sources but a single source accounts for more than 80%
	1
	

	
	The organisation's funding comes from at least three sources, with no one source providing more than 60%
	2
	

	
	The organisation's funding comes from at least five sources, with no one source providing more than 40%
	3
	

	
	The organisation's funding comes from at least 10 sources, with no one source providing more than 20%
	4
	

	2.3 Fundraising capacity

Which statement best describes the fundraising capacity of the organisation?


	The organisation is unable to prepare project proposals without significant external assistance
	0
	

	
	The organisation is able to prepare project proposals with realistic goals and objectives but requires significant external assistance to formulate measurable indicators and develop logical frameworks
	1
	

	
	The organisation is able to prepare project proposals with realistic goals and objectives and measurable indicators but requires significant external assistance to develop logical frameworks
	2
	

	
	The organisation is able to prepare project proposals with realistic goals and objectives, measurable indicators and well developed logical frameworks but has limited capacity to respond to tenders
	3
	

	
	The organisation is able to prepare project proposals with realistic goals and objectives, measurable indicators and well developed logical frameworks, and has responded to and won many tenders
	4
	

	2.4 Sustainability strategy

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation has not begun to develop any sustainable financing strategy
	0
	

	
	The organisation has developed or is in the process of developing a sustainable financing strategy but has not taken any steps to implement it
	1
	

	
	The organisation has adopted a sustainable financing strategy and has begun to develop at least one long-term financing mechanism (e.g. endowment fund, real estate, commercial enterprise, etc.)
	2
	

	
	The organisation has adopted a sustainable financing strategy and has developed at least one long-term financing mechanism but this mechanism currently accounts for less than 10% of the organisation's annual income
	3
	

	
	The organisation has adopted a sustainable financing strategy and has developed at least one long-term financing mechanism, which accounts for at least 10% of the organisation's annual income
	4
	

	2.5 Organisational profile

Which statement best describes the profile of the organisation?


	The organisation is little known beyond its direct partners
	0
	

	
	The organisation is well known among civil society organisations in the country/ies where it operates but it has a low profile among the general public, government, donor agencies and the private sector
	1
	

	
	The organisation has regular contact with decision makers in government, donor agencies and the private sector, and has implemented some activities to raise its profile among the general public
	2
	

	
	The organisation is well known among decision makers in government, donor agencies and the private sector, and is often approached by them to collaborate on conservation initiatives or develop proposals for conservation projects, and has a high profile among the general public
	3
	

	
	The organisation is well known among decision makers in government, donor agencies and the private sector, and is often approached by them to collaborate on conservation initiatives or develop proposals for conservation projects, has a high profile among the general public, and has a membership base among private citizens, totalling at least 3,000 members
	4
	

	3. Management systems

	3.1 Organisational structure

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation has no clearly defined organisational structure and lines of authority and responsibility are not clearly defined. No job descriptions exist for staff
	0
	

	
	The organisation has a defined organisational structure but lines of authority remain unclear and authority tends to be exercised by one or a few individuals. Job descriptions exist for some staff positions but these are rarely developed prior to recruitment
	1
	

	
	The organisation has a defined organisational structure with clear lines of authority and responsibility. Job descriptions exist for all staff positions
	2
	

	
	The organisation has a defined organisational structure with clear lines of authority and responsibility. Job descriptions exist for all staff positions, and are regularly reviewed and updated during staff appraisals and/or performance reviews. Staff are recruited according to job descriptions
	3
	

	
	The organisation has a defined organisational structure with clear lines of authority and responsibility. Job descriptions exist for all staff positions, and are regularly reviewed and updated during staff appraisals and/or performance reviews. Staff are recruited according to job descriptions and following a recruitment policy
	4
	

	3.2 Administration procedures

Which of the following administration/personnel management procedures are in place at the organisation and consistently observed by staff?

Note: 0.5 point for each
	Mechanism to monitor/control the use of supplies
	0.5
	

	
	Mechanism to monitor/control the movement of vehicles
	0.5
	

	
	Equipment inventory
	0.5
	

	
	Procurement policy
	0.5
	

	
	Leave and public holidays policy
	0.5
	

	
	Travel expenses policy
	0.5
	

	
	Disciplinary and complaints procedures
	0.5
	

	
	Standard operating manual
	0.5
	

	3.3 Financial management 

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	Records of expenditure are not kept for projects
	0
	

	
	Records of expenditure are kept for projects but the expenses of all individual line items never remain within 20% of the agreed budget
	1
	

	
	Records of expenditure are kept for projects but the expenses of all individual line items remain within 20% of the agreed budget less than half of the time
	2
	

	
	Records of expenditure are kept for projects and the expenses of all individual line items remain within 20% of the agreed budget more than half of the time
	3
	

	
	Records of expenditure are kept for projects and the expenses of all individual line items always remain within 20% of the agreed budget
	4
	

	3.4 Monitoring and evaluation 

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation makes no attempt to monitor or evaluate the impact of its projects
	0
	

	
	External evaluations of the organisation's projects are undertaken occasionally, usually at the request of donors
	1
	

	
	The organisation regularly monitors and evaluates the impact of its projects but the results are not systematically used to guide management or design of future projects
	2
	

	
	The organisation systematically monitors and evaluates the impact of its projects and uses the results to guide management and design of future projects. The results of monitoring and evaluation are only disseminated to stakeholders inside the organisation and donors
	3
	

	
	The organisation systematically monitors and evaluates the impact of its projects and uses the results to guide management and design of future projects. The results of monitoring and evaluation are widely disseminated to stakeholders inside and outside the organisation
	4
	

	3.5 Financial reporting

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation has no system for preparing financial reports and statements
	0
	

	
	The organisation has a system in place to produce financial reports and statements but these are produced sporadically, in response to donor demand. No external audits are conducted
	1
	

	
	The organisation regularly produces financial reports and statements, which it makes available to the board and management, but these are often incomplete or delivered late. External audits are conducted on a periodic basis
	2
	

	
	The organisation regularly produces financial reports and statements, which it makes available to the board and management, and which are usually complete and delivered on time. External audits are conducted on an annual basis, and recommendations are implemented
	3
	

	
	The organisation regularly produces financial reports and statements, which it makes available to the board and management, and which are always complete and delivered on time. External audits are conducted on an annual basis, recommendations are implemented, and an annual financial report is published and made publicly available
	4
	

	4. Strategic planning

	4.1 Governance

Which statement best describes the governance of the organisation?
	The organisation has no board or independent body to provide strategic direction and oversight
	0
	

	
	The organisation has a board but there is no clear distinction between its oversight role and the role of management. Board members are selected without regard to the organisation's needs or representation of key sectors
	1
	

	
	The organisation has a board that clearly differentiates between its oversight role and the role of management. The majority board members are drawn from a single sector (academia, NGOs, corporate sector, media, government, etc.)
	2
	

	
	The organisation has a board that clearly differentiates between its oversight role and the role of management. The board's members are drawn from multiple sectors, and are capable of carrying out such functions as fundraising, public relations, financial oversight and advocacy
	3
	

	
	The organisation has a board that clearly differentiates between its oversight role and the role of management. The board's members are drawn from multiple sectors, and are capable of carrying out such roles as fundraising, public relations, financial oversight and advocacy. Committees have been formed to address specific issues such as campaigns, fundraising, financial sustainability, etc.
	4
	

	4.2 Mission statement

Which statement best describes the mission statement of the organisation?


	The organisation has no mission statement
	0
	

	
	The organisation has a mission statement but it is imprecise or too broad, and does not provide clear direction for the organisation
	1
	

	
	The organisation has a mission statement that clearly expresses the central purpose of the organisation. However, most staff are unable to readily articulate the mission statement, and outsiders do not readily identify it with the organisation
	2
	

	
	The organisation has a mission statement that clearly expresses the central purpose of the organisation. Most staff are able to readily articulate the mission statement, but outsiders do not necessarily identify it with the organisation
	3
	

	
	The organisation has a mission statement that clearly expresses the central purpose of the organisation. All staff are able to readily articulate the mission statement, which is widely identified with the organisation by outsiders
	4
	

	4.3 Strategic plan

Which statement best describes the strategic plan of the organisation?


	No strategic plan for the organisation exists
	0
	

	
	The strategic plan for the organisation is out of date, being prepared or lacks measurable indicators
	1
	

	
	The organisation has a strategic plan with measurable indicators, covering a period of at least three years, but there is no monitoring of actions against it
	2
	

	
	The organisation has a strategic plan with measurable indicators, covering a period of at least three years, and actions are monitored against it. The plan is updated on an ad hoc basis
	3
	

	
	The organisation has a strategic plan with measurable indicators, covering a period of at least three years, and actions are monitored against it. The plan is updated periodically, through a participatory process involving staff, board members and external stakeholders
	4
	

	4.4 Relevance of projects

Which statement best reflects the situation within the organisation?


	The organisation does not have a clearly defined mission statement and its portfolio of projects is totally lacking in coherence
	0
	

	
	The organisation has a diverse portfolio of projects that are often inconsistent with its mission statement
	1
	

	
	The organisation has a diverse portfolio of projects that are usually but not always consistent with its mission statement. Funding opportunities are never screened against the organisation's mission and strategic plan
	2
	

	
	The organisation has a coherent portfolio of projects that are usually but nor always consistent with its mission statement. Screening of funding proposals against the organisation's mission and strategic plan takes place on an ad hoc basis
	3
	

	
	The organisation has a coherent portfolio of projects that are always consistent with its mission statement. Funding opportunities are systematically screened against the organisation's mission and strategic plan, and only pursued if they are in line with them
	4
	

	4.5 Accountability to stakeholders

Which statement best reflects describes the role of the organisation's stakeholders (government, local communities, other civil society organisations, etc.)?
	Stakeholders have no input into project design and implementation
	0
	

	
	Stakeholders are sometimes consulted during project design and implementation but they have no involvement in decision making
	1
	

	
	Stakeholders are regularly consulted during project design and implementation, and contribute to some decisions on an ad hoc basis
	2
	

	
	Stakeholders are systematically consulted during project design and implementation, and have a clearly defined role in decision making. The organisation's stakeholders are consulted during the development/revision of its mission and strategic plan but have no involvement in decision making
	3
	

	
	Stakeholders are systematically consulted during project design and implementation, and have a clearly defined role in decision making. The organisation's stakeholders are consulted during the development/revision of its mission and strategic plan, and have a clearly defined role in decision making
	4
	

	5. Delivery

	5.1 Scale of on-going projects

What is the largest annual budget of any project that the organisation is currently implementing?


	Less than US$1,000 per year
	0
	

	
	US$1,000 to US$10,000 per year
	1
	

	
	US$10,000 to US$100,000 per year
	2
	

	
	US$100,000 to US$1 million per year
	3
	

	
	More than US$1 million per year
	4
	

	5.2 Relevance of projects to conservation objectives

Which statement best describes the projects currently being implemented by the organisation?


	No project defines clear biodiversity targets/conservation outcomes
	0
	

	
	Less than half of the projects define clear biodiversity targets/conservation outcomes
	1
	

	
	More than half of the projects define clear biodiversity targets/conservation outcomes
	2
	

	
	All projects define clear biodiversity targets/conservation outcomes, and monitor progress towards them
	3
	

	
	All projects define clear biodiversity targets/conservation outcomes based on global conservation priorities (IUCN Red List, Key Biodiversity Areas, WWF Ecoregions, etc.), and monitor progress towards them
	4
	

	5.3 Delivery of project outputs

How frequently are project outputs delivered successfully and in the proposed quarter?
	Never
	0
	

	
	Less than half of the time
	1
	

	
	More than half of the time
	2
	

	
	Always delivered successfully but not always in the proposed quarter
	3
	

	
	Always delivered successfully and in the proposed quarter
	4
	

	5.4 Geographical reach

Which statement best describes the geographical reach of the organisation?


	The organisation is based in an urban centre, and all of its activities are focused there
	0
	

	
	The organisation has one or more field projects but these are directed from its base in an urban centre
	1
	

	
	The organisation has from one or more field projects directed from local field offices
	2
	

	
	The organisation has one or more field projects directed from local field offices, and coordinates at least one network of local NGOs, community-based organisations or other civil society groups, which is active in one or more regions of the country
	3
	

	
	The organisation has one or more field projects directed from local field offices, and coordinates at least one networks of local NGOs, community-based organisations or other civil society groups, which is active nationwide
	4
	

	5.5 Collaboration

Which statement best describes the organisation's collaboration with other civil society organisations, local or international?


	The organisation does not have experience of working with other civil society organisations
	0
	

	
	The organisation occasionally collaborates in joint initiatives with other civil society organisations on an ad hoc basis
	1
	

	
	The organisation has working relations, and at least one on-going joint project, with other civil society organisations
	2
	

	
	The organisation has working relations, and at least one on-going joint project, with other civil society organisations The organisation also participates in and supports at least one civil society coalition/network but does not play a leadership role in any coalition/network
	3
	

	
	The organisation has working relations, and at least one on-going joint project, with other civil society organisations The organisation also participates in and supports at least one civil society coalition/network and plays a leadership role in promoting coalitions/networks
	4
	

	Scores
	1. Human resources
	/ 20
	

	
	2. Financial resources
	/ 20
	

	
	3. Management systems
	/ 20
	

	
	4. Strategic planning
	/ 20
	

	
	5. Delivery
	/ 20
	

	
	OVERALL SCORE
	/ 100
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