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Executive Summary

A two-person team was mobilized by PACAP in July 2007 to conduct an Impact Study of the
Program. The Impact Study has two objectives: (a) to evaluate the extentraraf of@nges
fostered by the program; and (b) to inform internal learning within PACARagement and
AusAID’s own decision-making concerning the future of the program

The Impact Study was tasked to respond to the following three fundamental hypotheses:

» Hypothesis 1 Beneficiaries of PACAP-supported projects (FOCAS and RAS) experience
significant and lasting changes.

* Hypothesis 2 PACAP’s implementing partners and processes are appropriate angeffect

* Hypothesis 3 PACAP is informed about, and in tune with, project performance.

The Study Team found that both the FOCAS and RAS components of PACAP have generated
positive effects for project beneficiaries in terms of new or enhanceihtwoel skills,

strengthening of community associations, promotion of gender equity and improwedayme.

In general, employment and income benefits are still evolving, particulafRCIGAS projects.

It is therefore premature to assess the sustainability of these banh#iispresent time.

Even if project income benefits are still to be fully realized, the FOCA§r&m has already
proved itself as a viable mechanism for building multi-stakeholder consensus ampdese
issues and, more important, focusing stakeholder energies on a relativelgveiapment
priorities. Beyond the current phase of PACAP, the emergence of multi-stakgbentoherships
at the provincial and sub-provincial levels will have significant positive eff@tidevelopment
initiatives in the FOCAS provinces.

The PACAP partners visited by the Impact Study Team are assessextdblbeind competent
organizations with clear direction and strong leadership. The Study Teafowtsl that, among
those visited, there is little difference between the capacities of F@QBARAS proponent
organizations.

PACAP processes are generally acceptable to its partners, berefiarat stakeholders. There

is some concern on the documentation requirements and proponent eligibility ofitaga

FOCAS component. The major concern regarding the RAS component is the short duration of
PACAP support (18 months maximum).

The Study Team found that there is consistency of information and understanding of project
performance among different stakeholders, particularly between @APRrovincial Project
Officer and the FMC secretariat staff. Despite this, however, thereddméarmonize the



monitoring procedures of beneficiaries, partner-organizations, PSC and FMiIGeevitACAP
M&E system. At the same time, PACAP should also be prepared to review its {4&dns-
with a view towards further simplification — if this leads to the installadioen monitoring
scheme that enables stakeholders to have a more comprehensive understanelipggfam.

Overall, the Impact Study Team found that substantive progress has been achieved in
implementing the FOCAS and RAS components of PACAP. There is clear evidencAG@#AdR P
occupies a distinctive niche among the development assistance programs aiatlyespec
southern Philippines. PACAP is distinctive because, as a small grants nseghaaddresses
the urgent needs of the poor directlinlike other small grants schemes, however, PACAP also
facilitates strategic partnership between government, civil socetymunities and other local
stakeholders. This strategic partnership has not only mobilized significantc@cupport and
additional funds to PACAP-supported community projects; it has also facilitaiedyy
between individual projects, thereby enhancing impact and long-term sustginBeyond the
current phase of PACAP, these multi-stakeholder partnerships will havicsighpositive
effects on provincial development initiatives in the future.



Key Recommendations

1. Some of the FOCAS projects visited are more complex when compared to the
community activities supported by PACAP in previous years or through the cuA&nt R
program. These complex projects have their own dynamics and requirementssinfterm
gestation periods, management arrangements and funding resources. Theg sitcoass will
not only depend on proponent and community capacity but also (and as important) on the
creative responses of PACAP itself to project implementation issuesficufzay issues related

to the extension of project periods and the provision of supplemental funding. Equally important
is the way that PACAP will conduct monitoring of these complex projects. PAGARanng

is usually concerned witsfficiency that is whether a project is being implemented according to
its plan. In the case of these relatively more complex projects, PACARomag should give
equal weight teffectivenesdhat is, the appropriateness of the pMdren assessed against the
dominant factors in the internal and external environment of the project. If vaiaythe

results of these effectiveness reviews, PACAP and its partners should reghtepéa) revise
project targets and strategies; and (b) realign and/or supplement budgets ad.requir

2. The very flexibility and responsiveness of the RAS scheme offers potensalfiegic
focusing. With minimal effort, the RAS scheme can be re-engineered to beejrae: (
alternative window in FOCAS provinces for projects that do not fit in any of the themé) a
funding window to support peace-building efforts, especially in the troubled arbasd#nao.
The RAS Program can even remain unchanged except for the added requiremisnprbjaicts
should be linked to local development plans, thereby approximating the “government linkage
feature” of FOCAS, while continuing to function as a responsive and flexible Busépported
mechanism that engages widely with diverse development actors and isswes tie country.
However, no matter what direction the RAS scheme takes in the future, it isantgdort

PACAP to address two major issues: (a) the period of RAS support for projects; tred (b)
heavy workload of the RAS project officers. Clearly, one-year of RAS supporténaogh to
ensure sustainability of project operations and, more important, beneficigagtinthe Study
Team recommends that RAS funding support be provided for a maximum of three years,
possibly through the adoption of funding procedures used in the previous phase of PACAP. To
address the heavy workload of RAS officers, PACAP should: (a) review the dai&nt

program and staff complement to determine the additional number of project ofietesbduld

be recruited; and (b) consider the possibilitgab-contracting monitoring of selected RAS
projects to qualified local entities, e.g., learning institutions, reseaocips} established NGOs,
etc. The fee for the monitoring service can be computed as a percentage ée.dp, fike

percent) of the PACAP grant to the project.

3. There is, at the moment, little interaction between the FOCAS and RA&mprpgrtners
or projects. This is unfortunate as both programs have much to learn from each othes. For thi



reason, it is important to establish a mechanism to facilitate crossalgae.g., through cross-
visits and thematic workshops to identify best practice on issues of interesgmhafiaast
number of project partners. In additiongadotes from the “Most Significant Change” and
“Most Significant Risk” documentation can be selected, published and shared (eughttire
internet) with partner organizations to promote learning exchange. Coordination of these
activities (and particularly, the publication) can be assigned to a PAGKP&mMber whose
major responsibility is monitoring and evaluation. It is expected, howeverhthRAS and
FOCAS project officers will be responsible for initiating the organizaticcrags-visits and
learning workshops.

4. The Study Team sees little merit in unbinding the 50-50 allocation for FOCASASd R
as both schemes are performing according to the funding levels provided. The pimiitera
potential project proponents (especially for RAS) suggests that the fundialieczdn easily be
committed and disbursed. Therefore, it would be best to keep the current rule asitang as
understood that some flexibility can be exercised to accommodate suitgbtdgymhether

from the FOCAS or RAS funding windows. The Study Team also disagrees with tire ofoti
operating FOCAS and RAS as two separate programs. Apart from the adrtivi@sind

financial difficulties involved, separation of the two would inhibit the convergence cdtopes
required to maximize impact, while making cross-learning between the twaooemis even
more difficult.

5. The current FOCAS program in the five provinces may be seen as the pilot phase of an
innovative “community-driven, area development strategy” that is laying the foomdar even
more focused efforts in the future, e.g., industry or resource-based deveioBmend 2010,
emerging beneficiary impacts can be consolidated through additional inmestwh&®ACAP
resources in a number of strategic, resource-based projects that havestdeeutbtheir

institutional and economic viability.



Final Report
PACAP Impact Study

Introduction

1. A two-person tearmwas mobilized by PACAP in July 2007 to conduct an Impact Study
of the Program. The Impact Study has two objectives: (a) to evaluate theadeamerit of
changes fostered by the program; and (b) to inform internal learning withiAP A@nagement
and AusAID’s own decision-making concerning the future of the program.

2. The Impact Study was tasked to respond to the following three fundamental hypotheses

of the current phase of the PACAP Program:

. Hypothesis 1 Beneficiaries of PACAP-supported projects (FOCAS and RAS)
experience significant and lasting changes.

. Hypothesis 2 PACAP’s implementing partners and processes are appropriate and
effective.

. Hypothesis 3 PACAP is informed about, and in tune with, project performance.

3. Fieldwork, which was conducted in July and August 2007, involved week-long visits to

each of the five FOCAFocal Community Assistance Scheme) provinces (and a total of 12
projects in these five provinces) and one-to-two day visits to 10 selected RAZO(RIve
Assistance Scheme) projects.

4. In each FOCAS province, the Team met with the PACAP Project Offisegresl to the
province, the Provincial Stakeholders’ Committee (PSC), the Management Geenamid
Secretariat of one FOCAS thefrand visited a sample of projects affiliated with the selected
FOCAS theme. The project visits included: (a) verification of project aglistnments, (b) half-
day focused group discussion (FGD) with representatives of the proponent and beafaia
(c) interviews with selected individual beneficiaries.

! The members of the Impact Study Team are RaubRz&ez (Team Leader) and Buenaventura Maata, Jr.
2 The FOCAS provinces are Agusan del Sur, Boholaktis Occidental, Northern Samar and Surigao deieNor
3 Please refer to Annex 1 for the list of FOCAS &#AB projects visited by the Impact Study Team.

* In consultation with PACAP, the Team selectedftiiewing FOCAS themes for in-depth study in theefi
provinces: Microenterprise (Agusan Del Sur), EntegDevelopment (Bohol), Coconut (Misamis Occidént
Mud Crab Culture (Northern Samar) and Lake MairgvBlopment Program (Surigao Del Norte).



5. Team activities during visits to the selected RAS projects wereasitnithose
conducted during the visits to the FOCAS projects. The coverage of the ImpacisStudy
summarized in the following table.

Coverage of PACAP Impact Study

FOCAS Program Total Number # Visited Percent Covered
Provincial Steering 5 5 100%
Committees

FOCAS Management 20 5 25%

Committees/Secretariats

Community Projects 97 12 12%

RAS Program (10 projects

visited, 10% of ongoing) DIMP Standard Multi-Year
Luzon 2

Visayas 2 1
Mindanao 3 2

6. The Team expresses its thanks to Mr. David Swete Kelly (Program @jracd Ms.
Lourdes Padilla (Program Coordinator) for their guidance, to the PACARt&eat (in Manila

and in the field) for its excellent administrative support and to the PACAP P@ifaxers for

their invaluable cooperationWe are also extremely grateful for the hospitality and openness of
the local stakeholders (PSC and FMC members, FM Secretariats, partmaezairgas/project
holders and beneficiaries) who demonstrated extreme patience and insigpbimdrag to the
seemingly-endless questions of the Study Team.

7. The Team completed its fieldwork in late August and, in early Septembesnieests
preliminary findings to PACAP and an AusAID-commissioned Mid-Term ReviewRMIleam.

The following draft report, which is based on data provided by the Secretariat arehthis T

own observations, has also been informed by the comments of PACAP and the MTR Team. It
consists of a Main Report (approximately 20 pages) and three Annexes. Annex-1 siéiseribe
Impact Methodology Study; Annex-2 consists of Supplementary Reports on eaclfivé the

® Our special thanks to the following PACAP Projétficers: Peddie Baclagon, Jojo Fajardo, Roy Veraflay
Blanco, May de Vera, Monina Hernandez, Bong Satpl 5sa Morales, Em Torrente and Mariz Limpo.



FOCAS provinces and Field Notes on the 12 FOCAS projects visited; and Annex-3 contains
Field Notes on the 10 RAS projects visited by the Team.

Il. Impacts of FOCAS Projects

8. The Team visited 12 projects in the five FOCAS provinces. Respondents met were
unanimous in stating that the objectives of their respective projects are ialgvignt and
desirable and based on their felt needs.

9. The above notwithstanding, the Study Team noted that a number of beneficiaries - while
aware of those project aspects that affected them directly - were umablieulate project
objectives as stated in the PACAP Project Design Document PDD). This gggssthat the

project orientation sessions provided by proponents to the beneficiaries have beqnatea

10.  The majority of FOCAS projects visited by the Study Team have signifieehhoods
components that, in most cases, have just started. The Team found that compdeédnt-rela
activities already conducted include: (a) some training sessions thaahghé the beneficiaries
new skills or enhanced existing skills; (b) installation of some production equipmecdnduct
of a few production test runs that have resulted in some finished products (both for exhibit and
actual sale); and (d) conducted some initial marketing activities thatjeaeeated sporadic
income benefits for a few beneficiaries. Even if these projects have beenatiayptar over
twelve months, the nature of the activities implemented suggests that the prejatisia
start-up. Hence, anticipated impacts - particularly those related to edreampéoyment and
incomes - are still minimal. It is therefore premature for the Teamnonent on the
sustainability of the desired impacts of these projects.

11. A few FOCAS projects have generated some income for the participatiefidary-
households, although not at the levels projected in their business plans. These include the
Upscaling Abaca Production and Processing in Sinai (Agusan Del Sur), Lakie MBIFI Pig-

raising Project (Surigao del Norte), ACE and Bayog Valley Mud Crab Prg)ectthern

Samar). Related to income is employment generation, particularly oémyamo are no longer
forced to migrate out of the barangays to earn income as maids. Increaseddrgnefiomes

are utilized to meet daily food and other needs of the household, subsidize schooling, purchase
new appliances (TV sets), renovate houses (e.g., Gl roofing), install@tgconnections and

pay outstanding loans. Increased income has also improved the credit standirgobéfeld,
thereby providing the family with more access to loans.

12.  While income benefits from FOCAS projects are still evolving, they have theless
generated positive effects in the following development areas:



Gender EquityWWomen have been freed to engage in productive and income-generating
work. Husbands, on the other hand, are beginning to share in household work. Women
have learned that they have protection under the law if they are victims of domestic
violence.

EnvironmentOn the positive side, some projects have initiated replanting activities on
barren lands. On the negative side, one project inadvertently encouraged the clegar-cutti
of second-growth trees to make way for agroforestry activities. In anotijecipthere is
improper disposal of processing wastes; however, negative effects aceomhdy the
impact team to be minimal.

Disaster PreparednesReplanted trees are expected to mitigate soil erosion and
flooding.

Civil Society.The project has facilitated the formation and/or strengthening of
community groups and associations. In some instances, the project has encouraged othe
organizations to collaborate with the PACAP partner and beneficfaries.
GovernanceProjects have created the opportunity for LGUs and government line
agencies to provide assistance to constituent-communities implementing efesstgr

This has enhanced government credibility, particularly in remote areas.

Human Security & ConflicOn the positive side, projects have reduced community and
household conflicts by giving residents the opportunity for productive work. On the
negative side, beneficiaries of one project expressed dissatisfaction wilvtimeome
returns (relative to their labor) that they had received from the first of¢heir

livelihood project.

Economic GrowthOne major benefit is the employment of community residents during
the project construction phase and the recruitment of project staff during iemgédian.
Beneficiaries have also learned new livelihood skills or enhanced exikiiisg s

Basic EducationEducation of children is a secondary expenditure priority of poor
households after food; this expenditure pattern holds true for any income received from
the PACAP project. Specifically, a few beneficiaries reported beirggtaliduy supplies

for the schooling of their children.

13.  Unlike other types of FOCAS projects whose benefits are still to be &dlized, the
Team found that potable water projéaenerate immediate and significant benefits for their
beneficiary-households. These benefits include:

® In the Mud Crab projects of Northern Samar, atess organization has proposed to buy the cralsiped by
the project. An academic institution has also retpebthe project to serve as a learning site on ¢ralgl technology
for exposure trips of its students.

" This refers to two FOCAS water projects in Misa@isidental.



Access to water has improved the personal hygiene of family membersramdige
cleanliness of the house and immediate surroundings, thereby improving the quality of
life of all household members.

Project-sponsored training sessions have encouraged women to earn incomes by
engaging in livelihood activities outside of their homes. At the same time, some me
have started doing their share of housework. The traditional gender division of labor has
been re-structured with both husbands and wives taking on non-traditional work and
sharing traditional gender tasks.

Children are no longer late for school as they can take a bath at home (previously,
children had to go to a water source away from the house to take a bath before going to
school).

The time spent for fetching water has been shortened significantly, thdmfyna both
men and women to engage in farming and other productive and/or income-generating
work. In particular, women have used the freed-up time to initiate home-based micro
enterprises (e.g., food processing, ice-water and ice-candy), swing,raisme

gardening, etc.

14. The FOCAS provinces were selected because these are among the poorestprovince
the country. However, while poverty is widespread in the FOCAS provinces, there aesdsgr
poverty and economic stratification in the communities where FOCAS projedtslemented.

In the projects visited, the Team found that the majority of beneficiariesdg® middle socio-
economic group of the communftylt is appropriate for PACAP to work with this middle socio-
economic group because: (a) the members of this grouping are also poor; anchifleysne
generally have the skills and positive attitudes required for development abopelHowever,
PACAP should take care to ensure that its projects do not incorporate design features
(inadvertently) inhibit the poorest from participation. A case in point is PAGAPated

Level-lll potable water system projects. Those visited by the Study Teguire individual
beneficiary households to pay for the costs of the water meter and piping systéne
household (about PhP2,000 on the average). This requirement might limit the beneficiary-
households to those who can afford this upfront cost and exclude the poorest households.

15. The Team observed that a number of FOCAS-supported livelihood projects, payticularl

in Bohol and Misamis Occidental, tend to be larger-scale and involve more components than the

projects traditionally supported by PACAP (whether in previous years or thrioedg®AS).
While these larger-scale projects hold the promise of “breakthrough” beoetfite poor, they

8 Individual beneficiary-respondents were askeddlewing question: “If you were to classify thesidents of
your community into three economic groups — thd-a#| the middle-class and the poor — where woydd place
yourself and your family?” The overwhelming majprof respondents placed themselves in the midadiem



are more complex and difficult to implement for a number of reasons. First, they inidvee
stakeholders and large numbers of beneficiaries. Second, they tend to be implemented in
multiple locations, thus requiring complicated management and coordination aresaigiem
Third, they share the ambitious goal of seeking to “rationalize” an existdustry in order to
capture a greater portion of the income from the value chain for the prinoaiycers-cum-
project beneficiaries. Achievement of this restructuring effort not only regjaisound
marketing strategy; equally (if not more) important is the implementati an effective social
engineering program to reorganize entrenched socio-political relationsitiyns the industry.

16. Because of the above complexities, these larger-scale projeatsomilte: (i) longer
gestation periods before reaching full-capacity operations, (ii) more soptadtmanagement
(which may require bringing in external expertise), (iii) possible infusiomlditianal resources
to address working capital needs and (iv) intensive monitoring and additional téchnica
assistance where necessary. However, PACAP should be more flexiblendieg the duration
of these projects when necessary. The issue of monitoring requires some ielal@reE AP
monitoring is usually concerned widfficiency that is whether a project is being implemented
according to its plan. In the case of these relatively more complex istdp&CAP monitoring
should give equal weight &ffectivenesghat is, the appropriateness of the pidren assessed
against the dominant factors in the internal and external environment of the pfeyactahted
by the results of these effectiveness reviews, PACAP and its partners showdgddregto: (a)
revise project targets and strategies; and (b) realign and/or supplemeris lasdgejuired. The
decision for extension or additional funding for these complex, FOCAS-supported $roject
should be done on a case-to-case basis and only after strong justification. Thesesd&wisild
be interpreted as exceptions (rather than the future norm) to current PACARgsidék grant
limits for RAS and FOCAS projects should be maintained at their cuengis. The experience of the

coconut processing project in Misamis Occidental demonstrates tlasifPguidelines are sufficiently
flexible to respond to the larger funding requirements of consortium-leckgsing projects.

. FOCAS Processes

17.  PES Links to Provincial Development PlaAsthe provincial level, the FOCAS
Program seeks to engage stakeholders in planning and giving direction to P@€#&Bntions
by enabling LGUs, CSOs and other local stakeholders to: (a) agree on theititagtissues
affecting poor communities and (b) influence the allocation of PACAP resdorgasds these

° The Team reviewed the following FOCAS processg&@CAS links to provincial development plans) (ii
program implementation status; (iii) the governasitactures (provincial stakeholders committee BOCAS
management committee/secretariats) and their aeatidn with each other; (iv) emerging synergiesveen
FOCAS themes and projects; and (v) factors thdlitite and constrain program implementation.



priority concerns. The Impact Study Team found that PACAP has been highly suiacess
bringing about this engagement in all five FOCAS provinces. The Provincial Engageme
Strategy (PES) and FOCAS themes are based on provincial plans to respond taaprovinc
development needs. These plans were formulated before PACAP entry and enjosulppoat
from all stakeholders. In a very real sense, the FOCAS PES and Themes havethecome
concrete expression of these development plans.

18. A number of concerns have been expressed about the PES and FOCAS themes. One
concern is the large number of themes, which has the potential of dissipatingtfrathe
concentrating) scarce resources. There is also concern that the geogpaphage of the

FOCAS is too broad and this could result in the over-extension of the program. In sesje cas
the same can also be said of the overall FOCAS approach in a prvindsle the Impact

Study Team recognizes these concerns, it considers the current configuréte®BiS and
FOCAS themes to be optimal when considered against such issues as: (a) buydindreen

local stakeholders, (b) a tight program timetable with relatively iitflexdisbursement targets
and (c) the uneven nature of local capacity for project implementation.

19.  Major achievement®part from facilitating implementation of previously-inactive, long-
standing government development plans, the emergence of a strong govelaingmtiety
partnership in all five provinces is one of the most significant achievemettiis BOCAS
Program. Positive interaction and respect between these two groups, who had bedn wary
collaboration in the past, have increased dramatically through the mechanisPobvincial
Stakeholder Committee (PSC) and FOCAS Management Committees (FMC)iand the
interactions with partner organizations and local organized groups.

20. FOCAS has also been able to mobilize significant levels of government quarhter
contributions for FOCAS projects. More important, local offices of national govertrime
agencies and LGUs have harmonized their planning and budgeting cycles to progigde ti
financial and technical project support.

21. FOCAS implementation seeks to bring about integration between individual projects
Project integration - which is deemed desirable to create synergy betwesdualdactivities

for greater impact and to enhance long-term sustainability — has been ackedthplithe five
provinces, although in varying degrees. In some cases, integration has beshtbreiisuring

% For example, the FOCAS Program in Surigao del éokiims to utilize an ecosystems approach. Howewver
closer examination of the projects indicates thasé are actually socio-economic or livelihood gety.



that each project is linked to the FOCAS theme; in others, there are cons@oygaitb
integrate individual projects more tightly. In Surigao del Norte, the FOCA&i==ptually
linked through the cross-cutting issues of environment and livelihood. The Bohol FOCAS
utilizes a “cluster approach” to facilitate sharing of experiences andtopf@s for several
municipalities to work together within a FOCAS and between different FOCASetheln
Misamis Occidental, initial implementation of the FOCAS themes wa®mnss/e, involving the
receipt and appraisal of stand-alone projects from interested NGO and R&rappDver time,
however, this responsive approach has given way to a more proactive stratejydertities
“anchor” activities that will integrate the different individual projectthim a FOCAS theme.

22. There are advantages and disadvantages to both approaches. “Loose” intefpatson al
for simpler project design, more flexibility in implementation and shorteatiestperiods in
delivering benefits. However, building synergies between individual projeetsris difficult in
the long-term. “Tight” integration on the other hand, considers synergy from tet (ig., at
project design) but, as discussed earlier, can result in larger-scale, mptexcprojects with
their own requirements. PACAP should document these different approaches to FOCAS
implementation - identifying their relative strengths and weaknesses areljmportant, the
conditions where their use will be appropriate.

23.  Already, synergies have emerged among FOCAS projects in the five @gevincome
instances, linkages have been established in s#rass, projects have entered into raw
material supply agreements with one another. In other instances, linkagdéebave parallel
e.g., coordination among projects to participate in trade fairs, etc.

24. The FOCAS has actually facilitated multi-stakeholder collaborationlgrat two
projects: the Integrated Coconut Processing Plant in Misamis Occidedtfleal TS SAFE
Project in Bohol. In both projects, NGOs, LGUs, NGA and private sector argetihg as
investors-shareholders.

25.  Governance structure®SC and FMC membership includes key stakeholders in the
province. Members of the PSC are enthusiastic and committed to the program.eTaegra of
their roles and responsibilities within the program and give priority to FOCAStes. In all
cases, the Impact Study Team found that members of the committeed intdradth each
other. This is likely due to their frequent interaction in other fora apart froffQIEAS
governance structures. For example, the key participants of the Northern Samed FOC
LGUs, line agencies, NGOs and partner-organizations - are engaged in bathdiodnmformal
discussions on the progress of different projects.

26. There appears to be good strategic and functional coordination between the PSC and
FOCAS Management Committees (FMC). Coordination is facilitated by &dewoh factors,



including: (a) the overlapping membership of the two committees (FMC cbpnesent their
FOCAS on the PSC); (b) attendance at PSC project deliberation meetiRygECbmembers,
FMC secretariats and representatives of concerned proponents and b@sf(clpattendance
at assessment and planning sessions of the individual FMCs by PSC members;aanid (d) j
participation of both PSC and FMC members in such activities as training seaiogjoint
monitoring of ongoing projects.

27.  Facilitating factors Respondents identified the following factors that have facilitated
FOCAS implementation. First is the availability of PACAP funds. PACABuees have served
both as seed fundsd as leveraging funddhus facilitating the mobilization of funds from local
government units and technical assistance from national government agencies.

28.  Strategic convergence of the FOCAS Program with LGU, NGA and other donor
programs is a second facilitating factor. This approach, which requires theBE®@AS

themes to be anchored on existing development plans, has encouraged buy-in and cooperation
from key stakeholders within the province.

29. Athird factor is the strong support of the provincial leadership, which has resulbed in t
provision of logistical support (office space for the local PACAP represantateeting venues,
and use of vehicles), provision of full-time support staff to assist the PACARPOifeer,
mobilization of government counterpart contributions for projects and facilitatedicaton
among key stakeholders.

30. A fourth factor is the positive attitude of the individuals who make up the FOCAS
governance structures. GO and NGO stakeholders have exhibited openness and wiltingness
overcome their traditional reservations of working together. PSC and FMC mdmbers
demonstrated enthusiasm and commitment to perform their tasks and respossiBil{iz
secretariat staff have shown courage and commitment to visit projects anct withra

proponents and beneficiaries, often under difficult circumstances and at perdoriagether,
these positive attitudes have fostered an atmosphere of transparency aeel fibev fof
commitment to the program.

31. Constraining factors FOCAS implementation has had to deal with the tension between
the rigors of the project appraisal process and the desire of local politigeisdommunity
projects implemented as quickly as possible. Understandably, local chiafiegsavould prefer
that all projects within their municipalities would be completed within theain.tén some
instances, the lengthy approval process has frustrated this desire, #redibyg the enthusiasm

of participating LGUs. Another constraining factor, the result of the May 2@g@#ans, is the
changing of the guard and the entry of new chief executives in some FOCASpalitresi.



FOCAS needs to enlist the support of the new mayors - e.g., by conducting orientgionsse
particularly those whose predecessors are members of the FOCAS ManaGemenittees'

32. Issues facedrlhe first issue is monitorind hus far, much of the work of the PSC and

FMCs has been on the review and decision making on funding proposals. With the full allocation
of the FOCAS provincial budget, PSCs and FMCs are expected to focus on monitoring,
specifically, operations monitoring and problem-solving. Monitoring has a number of
dimensions. For one, there is the need to ensure that the monitoring procedures of the
beneficiaries, partner-organizations, PSC and FMCs are consistent with, androentpthe

PACAP M&E systent? Second, as discussed earlier, there is need to differentiate between
efficiency and effectiveness monitoring. A third dimension, and perhaps thempastant, is

the manner by which technical assistance (TA) can be provided to address project
implementation problems.

33.  Among the FOCAS provinces, Bohol has a comparative advantage in monitoring because
of its Program Framework for Poverty Reduction and poverty data base, which have been
extremely useful as: (a) an operational guide for project development)anddobilitating

beneficiary targeting. The poverty database is expected to serve as aamig&E tool to

measure impact and the contribution of FOCAS/PACAP to poverty reduction in the province.
The other FOCAS provinces, which do not have a similar poverty database in placegaio
formulate a strategy to measure the overall impact of the FOCAS pragihits contribution to
poverty reduction.

34. The second issue is the inadequate project and financial managemewof skdlsy
partners, in particular, Peoples’ Organizations (POs) who serve as proponeDGAS F
projects. Previous PACAP efforts to address these inadequacies have revolved around the
provision of training courses on financial management. These courses appearitniteye
impact: in most cases, the resulting skills acquired by the bookkeeper-tnagredasufficient,
resulting in substandard financial documentation. In a few instances, bookkeapezsr
resigned after benefiting from the training course, possibly for hetiepportunities (this has,

of course, benefited the individual concerned). One option is to employ “roving bookKeepers
who will serve the financial recording needs of many community projects @t onc

" For example, the FMCs in Northern Samar are ctidigemayors. Some FMC-mayors were not elected ip Ma
and as a result, have stopped attending FMC mesetitmwever, they have not yet been replaced bec¢hese
successors have not been instructed by the PS€hakicaused quorum problems in FMC and PSC meeting

12 And vice versa. PACAP should also be preparedv®w its M&E system - with a view towards further
simplification — if this will lead to the full insflation of a monitoring scheme that enables staki=hs to have a
better and more comprehensive understanding girtbgram.



35.  Athird issue, which arises from the thematic concentration of FOCAS community
projects on livelihood and enterprise promotion, is the need to build the entrepreneurial
capabilities and market orientatiohPACAP partners. Strengthening partner marketing
capabilities should be guided by a road map that recognizes the different nggpkeblems
faced by FOCAS partners and projects. In the case of new products, for exampl®blem is
the lack of market appreciation and uncertain outlets; hence, the need is for intedsive a
creative marketing strategies. On the other hand, makers of establishedspodiguctace
difficulties of meeting the volume requirements required by buyers and o#inketing agents.
This situation requires strategies of production networking, quality assuaadacommon
branding.

36. A fourth issue involves the absence of clear policies on the timing and selectiors proces
of PSC and FMC members (both government and civil society). The replaceme ah®S

FMC members is considered important as this will inject fresh perspeatidamaintain

objectivity in project appraisal and monitoring.

37. Finally, there are a number of other issues raised by partners whostampdras
diminished with the full allocation of the FOCAS budget. One such issue is excledad ar
(specifically in Northern Samar and Misamis Occidental), that is, npaticés who do not yet
have FOCAS projects (and will likely no longer have projects unless additional fends ar
allocated to the provincehAs mentioned previously, the strength of FOCAS is that it concentrates
limited PACAP resources on issues of Provincial concern and priorityuchsexclusion of some
Municipalities and Barangays is inevitable in the achievement of sustainable outcomes. To
maintain the integrity of the FOCAS approach concentration of resasregpected and while this is
clearly discussed with the Provincial partners at the outsetdsne be reiterated as partners change.
Another issue raised is the recommendation to hold joint (PSC and FMC) sessiongeftir proj
appraisato reduce the bureaucracy within the program and to level off expectations bdteveen t
PSC and FMC on desirable project features and proposal documentation requitéeénitsl
issue is the expressed need of PSC and FMC members for more training in pmgsbaand

development

38.  Suggested changes to FOCAS progrkirst among these are suggested changes to
proponent eligibility criteria and standards on track record and counterparbatotrs. These
include a lessening of the requirements for formal registration statubehtfting of restrictions
on the number of PACAP projects that a locally based NGO can undertake (cumatety to
two projects). Instead partners should be assessed on their capacity to mawmage re

13 Suggestion from respondents in Misamis Occidehtatthern Samar and Surigao del Norte



programs. In addition, while a significant in-kind counterpart is essential forshvpand
sustainability, it should be stressed that the contribution of any partn&tGie LGU, Private
Sector or community) can be credited. Counterpart requirements for FOCA&faisrshould
also be significantly reduced.

39. There is also a general appeal to simplify the project appraisal processraddde
proposal documentation requirements. The Study Team notes that PACAP managemarg i
of these issues and is constantly seeking to eliminate bureaucracy witrdidisg rigor in the
appraisal procesé.To support PACAP management efforts, the Study Team recommends the
following:

A number of FOCAS and PSC committee members have received PACAP funds for the
projects of their respective organizations. To a large extent, the FOCAS desithe docal
context in which it operates makes this apparent conflict-of-interestigituatavoidable; at the
same time, however, this exposes the program to perceptions that project decigions lvea
“objective.” Since there is a limit to the measures that can be taken within thegerahie PAC
must ensure the objectivity of project decision-making processes, and pastiaitantegard to
conflict-of-interest issues.

While, in theory, the project assessment criteria of the FMC and PSC corsraittee
supposed to be different, the two committees use almost similar assesst@eaticpractice.

On one hand, this situation supports the earlier recommendation that, at least insgsnthea
PSC and FMC should conduct joint project reviews to reduce bureaucracy and level-off
expectations between the members of the two committees. At the same timedtfa ne
differentiation presents an opportunity for the PSC to assume a unique and spegit@atide
of resolving (to the extent possible) potential conflict-of-interest issupjects before these
applications are submitted to the PAC.

In some instances, FOCAS project beneficiaries were not adequaéfgdioin the
changes made to their proposals before these were reviewed by the PAC. imstdhees,

PAC reviews were not based on the most recent versions of the project documents? PACA
needs to improve the synchronization of project review meetings (FMC, PSC andd”AC)

In reviewing an earlier draft of this report, thA@®AP Program Director made the following commemdize
above suggestion:The 2007 PACAP Quality Audit also raised these tsgues but balanced it with an
appreciation by the NGOs of the rigor and capatityt it built — often in organizations with littkexperience in
submitting projects. The Quality Audit also notiedt the rigor was important given the sometimasglex and
aspirational targets of many of the FOCAS projecthis point also arose in this study. The propasacess is
often lengthened not because of a bureaucraticgs®tbut because of the need to really bring theiphal
stakeholders on board and clearly think though what/ can achieve. PACAP runs a balance betwegm and
bureaucracy - this is always a significant balaacel PACAP needs to be vigilant to weed out buresaycwithout
making the process so simplistic that it sacrifidger.” (Italics ours).



ensure that sufficient time is allocated for proponent and beneficiary feedbaekt peeglesign
and proposal revision.

40. The Team also suggests that PACAP should establish a Technical Assistanitan{l

at the local (that is, provincial) level. PACAP already has a significArfind managed by the
Program Director. Significant TA has been provided whenever it has been regegstdate
marine ornamental fish and coconut processing projects in Misamis Occidentalt produc
development and gender and development (GAD) activities in Bohol, and the mud crabdand soli
waste projects in Northern Samar. There is no restriction on the uses of the ddiiasdong

as it links with and enhances current PACAP engagements. However some pravgces (
Northern Samar, Surigao del Norte and Agusan del Sur) have not availed of the TA as
comprehensively as others. Hence, local ownership and management of the TA fund would
improve its relevance and utilization. The TA fund shall continue to have two purposes: (a)
address common problems faced by a number of projects in the FOCAS province or dimeimes;
(b) respond to problems specific to individual projects in cases where the latter deentiteha
resources to pay for the required technical expertise.

41. A third suggestion involves the local PACAP representative. While the assigafreent
PACAP Project Officer in the province is considered a major positive step, stekgholders
feel that that the PACAP provincial officer is overloaded and that additionbsktafld be
assigned in the province.

42.  Stakeholder perceptions of project$e local stakeholders met by the Study Team —
PACAP Provincial Officer, PSC, FMC, proponents of the projects visited — wiezd &5
comment and rate the FOCAS projects in the provificén a number of instances, there are
clear differences in the numerical ratings of the various stakeholders.tbgsie differences,
however, there appears to be general agreement on the implementation status and proble
facing these projects. In particular, there is strong agreement betveeRACAP provincial
officer and FMC Secretariat staff in their understanding of project impiten progress.

5 The PACAP Program Director responded to this state as follows®...PACAP insists on a “do with”
approach rather than “do for”. As such it has ret&d strongly the allocation of more PACAP stathia provinces
as doing so undermines the role of the LGU whonaaedated to support PACAP and risks duplicatingrdies of
the PSC and FMC. PACAP’s approach has been to tlte/eGU provide support staff and any additiongbgort
to come from FMC Secretariats. The significant esship and partnership demonstrated by the NGOsL4Bids
on the ground is largely a result of a strong andgoseful effort NOT to put more than one "offitiBACAP staff
member in the province.”

'8 The rating system used is as follows: 1-starttop early to tell; 2-proceeding smoothly, 3-withnmi problems,
4-with major problems. The PSC and PACAP Projedic®f rated all the FOCAS Projects while the FM@ an
proponents of the projects visited rated only tregqets within their FOCAS.



FMC members are usually aware of the status of projects affiliateditdhi@me. In contrast,
only a few PSC members are updated on the status of prdjects.

V. Impacts of RAS Projects

43. Respondents from the 10 RAS projects met by the Study Team were unanimotuisgn stat
that the objectives of their respective projects are highly relevant andldesirhis is similar to
earlier findings on the relevance and desirability of FOCAS projects.

44. Compared to the FOCAS projects, the RAS Projects appear more advanced in their
operations and have generated some fairly significant project speg@ictsn These impacts
include:
Increased skills proficiency of beneficiaries and better accesgptoved technologies
Enhanced access to capital for livelihood activities
Increased employment and/or productive use of previously-idle time, leadingdasedr
incomes and savings (for some projects)
Strengthened sense of cooperation and bonding among members of the community
association
Enhanced credibility and recognition of the association within its imneedahmunity
and within the larger community
Improved access to drinking water, resulting in a number of important social and
economic benefits (as described earlier in the FOCAS settion)
Support for women victims of domestic violence ( a women’s project)
Leadership and character development of youth, including enhanced appreciation of
migration realities and the sacrifices of their parents, savings consessuand the
careful use of money (a project targeted at the offspring of Oversgaad-iworkers).

45.  In addition to the above specific impacts, the Study Team found that the RAS projects
have generated more generic positive effects in the following criag areas:

Gender Equity.Project-sponsored training sessions have enhanced awareness of gender
roles and the goal of greater equity. Both husbands and wives reported an increase in
shared decision-making. Women were observed to occupy the top positions in
community organizations. Finally, both men and women reported that men’s idle time
has been used increasingly for productive activities.

" This is understandable since the focus of the R&been on project appraisal. It would be usefabnduct a
similar exercise in the future (e.g., 6 months legrie determine if PSC members have become morateghén the
status of individual projects.

18 This refers to RAS projects in Maguindanao (O@imsuat) and Bohol (Omjon, Valencia).



46.

Poverty ReductionWomen'’s project-derived income is used to meet daily expenses -
food, children’s school allowances, kerosene, water & electricity, purchaselbf sm
household and personal items. The income often serves as a bridge betweernythe salar
periods (18 and 38 of the month) of the husband.

EnvironmentProject-sponsored training sessions have enhanced respect for the
environment. In many projects, conservation measures have been implemented - tree
planting, biodiversity monitoring, proper disposal of processing waste, etc. In some
projects, added-value processing has given economic and commercial vaaterialm
that were previously considered as waste.

Disaster PreparednesMinimal effects were reported, such as, training on disaster
preparedness and the availability of savings and emergency loans.

Human RightsMinimal effects were reported, i.e., greater awareness of childights.r
Civil Society.Reported project effects are related to the formation, capacity buildihg a
legal registration/accreditation of community associations.

GovernanceProjects have provided opportunities for local government units and
national government agencies to provide technical and material support to community
projects. While the RAS design has no built-in features for collaboration, gropct
found ways to establish linkages with both government and non-government
organizations in their areas of operation.

Human SecurityProjects have reduced traditional sources of tension within
communities, such as, ethnic prejudices, water conflicts, competition overgeaeas,
petty theft and others.

Economic GrowthProjects resulted in increased employment and incomes. In most
cases, incremental incomes were used for consumption (meeting daily needs and
purchase of home items). In a few cases, beneficiaries reported the pwtthas
productive assets, including, farm inputs, land, motorcycle and, in one case, the building
of a house (completed in one year). Beneficiaries also reported savings (btzth ca
build-up contributions to their association as well as personal savings).yFaaiimber

of beneficiaries reported reduction in outstanding debts and improved credit standing due
to enhanced incomes.

Basic Education.Schooling of children is the second household priority after food.
Many beneficiaries reported that project-derived income was used to subsedsahool
expenses of their children.

In the majority of RAS projects visited, the Impact Study Team found that fdeora

objectiveand_subjectiveonditions for sustainability are present. Objective conditions refer to:

(a) the project’s access to markets; (c) continued presence of the NGO prdyywert the
period of PACAP funding; (c) strong LGU support; and (d) the availability chstrfucture
(work area, machinery and equipment, tools, etc.) to continue production activities, laithoug
many cases, the infrastructure needs to be upgraded.

9 An example would be the biofertilizer project imbinay, Negros Oriental.



47.  On the other hand, favorable subjective conditions include: (a) the good relationship
between the proponent, beneficiary-organization and beneficiaries; (b) thevabofIskills
proficiency of the beneficiaries; (c) the commitment of the members addrketo the project
and to each other; and (d) adequate management skills within the organization.

V. RAS Processes

48.  Submissions of Expressions of Interest (EOI) and Proposal DeveloprherRAS
program receives more proposals than it can fund; only 20% of applications received ar
eventually supported. However, because of the RAS program design, there is an apparent
mismatch between “demand and supply.” While RAS receives many good-qualityglsopos
from Luzon, only 20% of the RAS budget is allocated for Luzon. On the other hand, the
program receives fewer quality proposals from the Visayas and Mindanao8@8éref RAS
budget is allocated.

49.  This preference for southern Philippines projects is in line with AusAID policplbaaes
additional demands on the RAS team as they inevitably need to invest significamnadiditi
resources on promoting demand in the southern Philippines and then nurturing the often less
capable applicants through the PACAP process. To meet overall disbursemésit R&kSe

project officers conduct promotions activities, including write-shops and prepadahg
workshops, in Visayas and Mindanao. They also spend more time during project appitssal vis
with applicants from Southern Philippines to improve the design and overall quality ot projec
proposals. Possible future efforts at the strategic focusing - e.g., fexihansion of RAS into
conflict communities in the southern Philippines —will entail even heavier workloatsef

RAS team and require additional resources.

50. PAC Deliberations on Projectlnlike FOCAS proposals that undergo a local review
process (FMC and PSC), RAS proposals are submitted directly to the PACAP Advisory
Committee (PACF® PAC comments on proposals are generally viewed as positive and
contribute significantly to the rigor of the PACAP review process. At the sene, proponent
compliance with PAC requirements may be one reason for the lengthy perioéh&ne

2 0One of the 10 RAS projects visited — the CommuBifised Enterprise Project of AADC in Agusan del Bert
was appraised through the Surigao del Norte FOOQASalter endorsed to RAS because the project sitefaund
to be outside the geographic coverage of the &afigD CAS.



approval and grant agreement (GA) sigrfihgfo further improve the quality of proposals, the
Study Team recommends tHBACAP establish a peer review mechanism that will enable all
RAS staff members to comment on the different aspects of a project propcisaicgé
environmental, social, financial, and potential sustainability) before this isittedbto the PAC.
The peer review should include input from PACAP FOCAS Provincial officers if tippped
project will be implemented in a FOCAS province. This walbrdinate RAS support with
FOCAS implementation, thereby promoting synergy and overall harmoniziakeatly, the peer
review should be conducted during a face-to-face meeting. If this is not ppksiblaver, staff
inputs can be provided through the internet.

51.  Monitoring of ProjectsThere are four project officers (including the program manager)
in the RAS program. The monitoring workload is quite heavy at 20-25 projects per officer
annually (note: this does not include appraisal of new applications). At the samé&éem
relatively lower quality of Visayas and Mindanao (e.g., ARMM) proposaseg risks to
PACAP, thus requiring more intense monitoring and increasing further glheady staff
workloads. On the average, project officers manage only one monitoring visibjsat jper
year, supplementing these physical visits with phone calls and exchangeswéssages with
the proponent organization (“text monitoring”). The pressure to meet disbursergetd taay
be directing energies towards project appraisal rather than monitoriagldfess these issues,
the Study Team recommends the following:

PACAP should review the current RAS program and staff complement for the purpose of
determining the additional number of project officers that should be recruited. ThHeraldit
staff to be hired should complement the existing skills base of the program, e.allin sm
enterprise development, environment protection, etc.

Of their two main responsibilities (project appraisal and monitoring), RAfe&r
officers are likely to give less priority to monitoring; hence, this shoulkiveanore attention
from PACAP. The Study Team notes that PACAP has just launched a pilot initcagub-
contract monitoring and technical assistance of projects in Dinagat IBla@d®P should
consider expanding this initiative, that is, to sub-contract monitoring of selecte@g@ffects to
gualified local entities, e.g., learning institutions, research groups,iss&bNGOs, etc. The
fee for the monitoring service can be computed as a percentage (e.g., tve@eéocent) of the
PACAP grant to the project.

52.  Suggested changes to RAS progr@me general suggestion is to improve PACAP
technical assistance during project appraisal and monitoring. There may beatidiheto this
comment, particularly in project appraisal. Almost without exception, RAS prosodant that

ZIAt the same time, the Impact Study Team recogritzesthe PACAP Secretariat has responded stronglyis
issue. The Quality Audits have shown a dramaticctdn (3.5 times) in the time taken between prioggproval
and Grant signing.



they are unable to meet all project targets within the 12-18 month period of PACAPtsuppor
This should have been foreseen during project appraisal and is an indication of itedequa
project design.

53. A second suggestion is to allow good-performing partners and projects to apply for
additional funds. Clearly, one-year support is not enough to ensure sustainability cf proje
operations and, more important, beneficiary impact. Current PACAP guidelinesgare on
whether good-performing partners are eligible to apply for secondwymding for the same
project and set of beneficiarieBhe Study Team recommends that RAS funding support be
extended for a maximum of three years. The Program can adopt the procediireghese
previous phase of PACAP where multi-year projects were “approved in prinbigieittual
funding support provided on the good performance and the proponent’s submission of a new
proposal for the succeeding phase(s) of the multi-year project.

VI. Capacity and Effectiveness of PACAP Partners

54. The Impact Study Team conducted a capacity review of PACAP proponentfiin eac
FOCAS and RAS project visited. The review, which utilized a simplified versidmeed? ACAP
tool for proponent capacity assessment, consisted of 14 questions in the five aresie@it St
Direction, Leadership and Staff Capacity, Adequacy of Resources, Ragtiieack Record and
Management Systems.

55.  Strategic directionThe results show that, in general, PACAP partners are principled
organizations whose programs and projects are guided by a strong servicéi@mianthan
articulated vision of poverty reduction.

56. Leadership and staff capacityeaders of PACAP proponents are considered to be
competent individuals who demonstrate integrity in their dealings withrsaffbers and
partners. The prevailing opinion is that the number of project staff is insaffielewever, skills
of the assigned staff are considered adequate.

57.  Adequacy of Resource3he results indicate that the majority of PACAP proponents
have barely sufficient assets to carry out their programs. Some PACAPR phdue
experienced situations when they did not have sufficient cash to meet their gaiges. In
such situations, management (and sometimes, staff) is forced to spend personal fovels to ¢
operating costs.

58.  Partnering track record In general, PACAP partners have good track records in
collaborating with government, other NGOs and groups with similar objectives; a
organizations mentioned that they are careful in selecting LGU partrretee@ther hand,



reporting performance needs improvement in terms of timeliness and bene&piaryng of on-
the-ground activities.

59. Adequacy of management systelBysand large, financial controls and management
systems are considered adequate. One area for improvement is strictéds ¢tornsure that all
disbursements are supported by the necessary documents. Organizationalaneesse
deemed to be in place to ensure transparent decision-making.

60. The Impact Study Team found little difference between the capacitt€S©AS and
RAS partners that it visited. Both types of partners appear to be stable andesampet
organizations with clear direction, strong leadership, skilled staff and adegaaagement
systems.

VII. Efficacy of Small Grants

61. Inlight of the new AusAID Country Program Strategy, the Impact StudsnVeas
asked to establish the efficacy of small grants for fostering desiralegnity development
outcomes?? Following is the summary of the answers received from various respondents.

62.  AusAID should continue to support the PACAP Program because of the following
reasons:
It addresses directly the urgent needs of the poor.
Its monitoring system ensures funds go to intended beneficiaries.
It promotes partnership between GOs and NGOs.
The FOCAS Program is laying foundation for bigger efforts in the future, e.g.tindus
resource-based development.
It builds the capacity of communities, thereby complementing efforts togsten
supply-side public sector institutions. In this way, PACAP is developing demand-side
social accountability.
There is increasing donor interest in community development.

63. At the same time, there are problems associated with giving funds to gonérana
as:
Government is inefficient and bureaucratic, therefore costly in its opesation

#The specific question asked by the Team is asvistidls the provision of small grants the mostaéht and
effective way to foster desirable community devetept outcomes? For example, if you are AusAID, woudu
put the funds allocated for the PACAP in the proges currently structured or would you give ithe t
province/national government to build urgently regéhfrastructure?”



Government decisions are usually based on political considerations.

Government programs lack continuity. For example, new mayors tend to discontinue the
programs of their predecessors.

64. Infrastructure is important but government has other sources of funds for {hs@ur
Moreover, there are serious risks associated with government infrastrpatgrams.

65. In comparison to the clear and concrete community development outcomes gelograte
small grants schemes, the value of trickle-down interventions from the na@weekid the poor

is difficult to quantify. In short, trickle-down benefits of national prograreshardly felt by

poor communities.

VIIl. Relative Merits of RAS vis-a-vis FOCAS

66. The major advantages of the RAS Program are as follows:
At least for now, RAS projects are better-performing in their operationsageherating
benefits for their target beneficiaries;
RAS has a wider, nationwide reach. Even within the FOCAS provinces, RAS serves as
an alternative funding window;
RAS support is more flexible as it can respond to a broad range of development needs
(however, its support should be extended beyond the current maximum period of 18
months); and
It has a less bureaucratic approval process.

67. On the other hand, the major advantages of the FOCAS Program are:
It has greater policy influence. By leveraging its own funds, FOCAS cannciube
allocation of government resources towards desirable development goals;
There is greater participation of local stakeholders in FOCAS (althoughiahwback is
that it is has a more lengthy project appraisal process);
FOCAS does not only respond to immediate community needs (like RAS). FOCAS
projects are linked together to achieve larger goals and deliver more bentfédong-
term; and

FOCAS promotes and supports the GO-NGO partnership. This increases the potential f
project sustainability through government post-project support.

68.  While there is strong interaction between PACAP Project Officers, ataheent, there
is little opportunity for cross-learning between FOCAS and RAS programepsutr projects.
This is unfortunate as the two programs have much to learn from each other. Crosg-tzarni
be facilitated in various ways, e.g., through cross-visits and thematic workshdpstify best
practice on issues of common interest by FOCAS and RAS parfhess-visits between



FOCAS and RAS project partners should be organized to facilitate learomgxdmple, many
of the FOCAS water projects would benefit from a visit to the highly-succesatat aupply
(and watershed protection) project of the Soil and Water Conservation FoundatioR)8WC
Omjon, Bohol. Apart from cross-visits, PACAP can organize workshops around themes of
common interest to a number of RAS and FOCAS project partners, e.g., on markategjest
for handicrafts and other specialty products. Anecdotes from the “Most Signi@ibange” and
“Most Significant Risk” documentation can be selected and published (e.g., on a gbadtes)
and given to the partner organizations to encourage wider readership and promitg lea
exchange. Publication can be done in electronic form and disseminated through the interne
Coordination of the three activities (and particularly, the publication) can igmeddo a
PACAP staff member whose major responsibility is monitoring and evaluatisreXpected,
however, that the RAS and FOCAS project officers will be responsible forimgitte
organization of cross-visits and learning workshops.

69. The Study Team sees little merit in unbinding the 50-50 allocation for FOCAS aAd RA
as both schemes are performing according to the funding levels provided. The pimiifeira
potential project proponents (especially for RAS) suggests that the fundialieczdn easily be
committed and disbursed. It would be best to keep the current rule as long as it imaddbed
some flexibility can be exercised to accommodate suitable projects, whetheéhe FOCAS or
RAS funding windows. The Study Team also disagrees with the notion of operatingSFOCA
and RAS as two separate programs. Apart from the administrative and finaricialtidié

involved, separation of the two would inhibit the convergence of operations required to
maximize impact. Separation would also make cross-learning between thentyworents more
difficult.

70.  Finally, it should be pointed out that, even though they have the same job titles, the actual
work assignments of FOCAS and RAS project officers are quite different. Thd?RAet

Officer is essentially a proposal evaluator and technical assistBgerovider for proponents

during project appraisal and monitoring. The PACAP Provincial Project Offieetuslly more

of a coordinator of FOCAS implementation and convener of the governance striuCtesasky,

the skills required for the two assignments are quite different. PACAP should téeigob
descriptions and, if justified, rename the FOCAS position for differentiation pwpose

IX. Conclusion

71. The Impact Study was tasked to address three fundamental hypotheses regagdamg p
impact on beneficiaries, appropriateness of PACAP partners and processffe@mneness of
program monitoring.



72.  Impacts on Beneficiarie3he Study Team found that both the FOCAS and RAS
components of PACAP have generated positive effects for project beneficraterms of new
or enhanced livelihood skills, strengthening of community associations, promotion of gende
equity and improved governance. In general, employment and income benetils arelging,
particularly for FOCAS projects. It is therefore premature to agbessustainability of these
benefits at the present time.

73.  Some of the FOCAS projects visited are more complex when compared to the
community activities supported by PACAP in previous years or through the cuAg&nt R
program. These complex projects have their own dynamics and requirementsiofterm
gestation periods, management arrangements and funding resources. The# siltooass will
not only depend on proponent and community capacity but also (and as important) on the
creative responses of PACAP itself to project implementation issuasutaty in the way that
monitoring is conducted. PACAP monitoring is usually concernedefiitiency that is
whether a project is being implemented according to its plan. In the caseeofellagisely more
complex projects, PACAP monitoring should give equal weigkffectivenesdhat is, the
appropriateness of the plarhen assessed against the dominant factors in the internal and
external environment of the project.

74.  The current FOCAS program in the five provinces may be seen as the pilot phase of an
innovative “community-driven, area development strategy” that is laying the foomdar even
more focused efforts in the future, e.g., industry or resource-based deveioBmend 2010,
emerging beneficiary impacts can be consolidated through additional innesth®ACAP
resources in a number of strategic, resource-based projects that havestdeetbtheir

institutional and economic viability.

75.  Emergence of Multi-Stakeholder Partnershipggen if project benefits are still to be fully
realized, the FOCAS Program has already proved itself as a viablemsacHar building
multi-stakeholder consensus on development issues and, more important, focusingdgakehol
energies on a relatively few development priorities. Beyond the current @h@8€AP, the
emergence of multi-stakeholder partnerships at the provincial and sub-proviveiadl have
significant positive effects on development initiatives in the FOCAS provinces.

76.  RAS projects appear to have been more successful in generating bendiig fiarget
participants. There are two possible reasons for this. First, despite new pdagigm
constraints related to geographic allocations, RAS project selectiolh nggstly competitive;
this allows the program to select, approve and fund the “best” applications. Secomitéak li
period of RAS funding (maximum of 18 months) enforces a discipline of “simpligtgjects



supported must have clearly defined and realistic outputs and activities thatazdndwed
within the short period of support.

77. Despite the successes of RAS, however, current donor tendencies to conaamdiate f
resources for maximum impact may require changes in RAS program design in the futur
However, the very flexibility and responsiveness of the RAS scheme presatpstential for
continued survival. With minimal effort, the RAS scheme can be re-engineeredtodda) an
alternative window in FOCAS provinces for projects that do not fit in any of the them¢b) a
funding window to support peace-building efforts, especially in the troubled arbasd#nao.
The RAS Program can even remain unchanged except for the added requiremisnpiibjacis
should be linked to local development plans. In this way, the RAS Program can approximate the
“government linkage feature” of FOCAS, while continuing to function as @nssge and
flexible AusAID-supported mechanism that engages widely with diverse develbpoters and
issues all over the country.

78.  No matter what direction the RAS scheme takes in the future, however, it is imgorta
PACAP to take steps to address the heavy workload of the RAS project dfficers.

79.  Effectiveness of PACAP Partnetdie PACAP partners visited by the Impact Study
Team are assessed to be stable and competent organizations with clean d@inecstrong
leadership. The Study Team also found that, among those visited, there is letiendif
between the capacities of FOCAS and RAS proponent organizations. If theieagddOCAS
and RAS proponents are assessed to be similar, the “better performanéeé pfdgects can be
attributed to other key factors, such as, simplicity of project design (see #16 abdveyher
level of beneficiary preparedness.

80. Effectiveness of PACAP Procesd@8CAP processes are generally acceptable to its
partners, beneficiaries and stakeholders. There is some concern on the doaumentati
requirements and proponent eligibility criteria of the FOCAS component. Tloe awejcern
regarding the RAS component is the short duration of PACAP support.

81. Effectiveness of Program Monitoringhe Study Team found that there is consistency of
information and understanding of project performance among different stakeholdérsa|grrt
between the PACAP Provincial Project Officer and the FMC secrestai® Despite this,
however, there is need to harmonize the monitoring procedures of beneficiaries; partne
organizations, PSC and FMCs with the PACAP M&E system. At the same time, PAIGAld

% This can be done in a number of different waysef@mple, a portion of the uncommitted RAS funais be re-
allocated to the FOCAS program.



also be prepared to review its M&E system - with a view towards further oapbn — if this
leads to the installation of a monitoring scheme that enables stakeholders sonfanes
comprehensive understanding of the program.

82.  Overall Assessmenthe Impact Study Team found that substantive progress has been
achieved in implementing the FOCAS and RAS components of PACAP. There isvaliesice
that PACAP occupies a distinctive niche among the development assistance praggam
especially in southern Philippines. PACAP is distinctive because, aslagsamés mechanism, it
addresses the urgent needs of the poor dirddtlitke other small grants schemes, however, a
key feature of the PACAP approach is to build strategic partnership betweenrgeng civil
society, communities and other local stakeholders. This strategic phanprigais not only
mobilized significant technical support and additional funds to PACAP-supported community
projects; it has also facilitated synergy between individual projectshus&xpected to result in
greater impact and enhance long-term sustainability. The multi-stdkeelpalrtnership that has
been established will have significant positive effects on provincial developmiteattves

beyond the current phase of PACAP.

Manila, Philippines, 9 November 2007

Raul P. Gonzalez (Team Leader) and
Buenaventura M. Maata, Jr.
Impact Study Team



