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SUMMARY

The community scorecard process has been introduced to some select MASAF projects in Malawi. So far, those that have participated in its execution agree that it is a very good tool for establishing; transparency, ownership and social accountability in development work. What still needs to be done however is to a move it; (a) on to the development map of Malawi and (b) up the social and political agenda in the country. This will ensure that it becomes part and parcel of the country’s development culture.

Such a move must be preceded by a number of communication activities. These are: (1) adaptation of the Community Scorecard process to a Malawian context; (2) sensitisation of all development service authorities and providers in Malawi about the Community Scorecard process; (3) in the short run, holding training workshops for development workers and community-based development committees in Community scorecard processing; (4) streamlining the community scorecard process in all core training for development workers in the country; and, (5) conducting a nation-wide communication campaign introducing the Scorecard process.

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper was to review the experience, to date, of the introduction of the Community Score Card (CSC) in MASAF communities. The paper focuses on the element of information and communication interventions that might assist the viability and establishment of the Community Score Card process among development operatives and communities in Malawi Social Action Fund projects. 

The paper is based on research that involved:

i. In-depth interviews with people involved in setting up the Community Score Card exercise i.e., Monitoring and Evaluation specialists, Communication staff, service providers and policy makers from MASAF, Government of Malawi and District Assemblies;

ii. Focus Group Discussions with people who participated in MASAF projects and the Community Score Card exercise;

iii. Observation of the implementation of the Community Score Card process; and 

iv. A review of documentation used during the implementation of the Community Score Card and other documents on the Community Score Card in general.
The research also involved consultations with:

(a) The Director of Monitoring and Evaluation in the Malawi Ministry of Planning and Development. This is the office responsible for Monitoring and Evaluation in all development activities initiated by the Government of Malawi. The MASAF is directly “under” this ministry. The researcher wanted to establish whether or not the Government was involved in the introduction of the Community Score Card process in the MASAF programme.

(b) MASAF headquarters to meet;

i. the Head of Monitoring and Evaluation in the organisation in order to understand the context within which the Community Score Card was being introduced in the organisation’s activities;

ii. MASAF training and communication officers who were involved in implementing the Community Score Card process. These were instrumental to organising meetings with MASAF communities and service providers in the field; and

iii. Service providers who had participated in the Community Score Card process in the areas of research.

(c) A total of 9 districts out of a total of 28 in the country, were selected as follows

i. Northern Region

· Nkhata Bay*

· Rumphi

· Mzimba

ii. Central Region

· Salima*

· Lilongwe

· Mchinji

iii. Southern Region

· Thyolo*

· Chiradzulu 

· Machinga

In each region, one district was identified for a ‘trial’ processing of the Community Score Card. These have been indicated above by an asterisk.  

This research was carried out with the following assumptions.

· MASAF would be operating in the country normally.

· Understanding of the Community Score Card was there among all stakeholders.

· The process was standardised.

· That communities/stakeholders understood the Community Score Card.

· Implementers had the same knowledge of how to carry out the Community Score Card process.

· The Community Score Card processing was timely in all selected MASAF projects. 

· Assemblies and all service providers had embraced the Community Score Card             process, as part of all development activities.

· Communities were willing participants in the Community Score Card process; and 

· All stakeholders in the MASAF activities were well aware of the Community Score   

            Card process.
RESEARCH FINDINGS

Literature from MASAF shows the context in which the community scorecard was being employed in Malawi. The field visits undertaken during the research provided an opportunity for observing actual scorecard processing and hearing from those who were directly involved. These visits revealed who were really the interaction groups in the whole process and their world. They also revealed some idea of the readiness of service providers and the communities, to accept and adopt the community scorecard process. All this helped the research to isolate some challenges that the community scorecard process faces and how communication might help it.  
To fully appreciate the role communication can play in the Community Score Card (CSC) processing in Malawi, one must first understand the context in which this is taking place. From our observations, such a context comprises three levels, namely:

A. Policy Level;

B. Field Staff Training Level; and 

C. Implementation Level.

A. The Policy Level

Government

According to the Director of Monitoring and Evaluation in the Ministry of Planning and Development, the history of formal tracking of development in Malawi goes back to just before the introduction of the Malawi Poverty Reduction Strategy about three years ago. The need for Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of development in Malawi was formally identified in 2002. As a result, government established a Master Plan for Monitoring and Evaluation in 2004.  

Following on this, government sought ways in which it would involve the community in the monitoring process. The Malawi Growth and Development Strategy (MGDS) thus attempted to understand the dynamics that surround monitoring and evaluation at community level (2006). This involved understanding community organisations, as well as extending monitoring and evaluation indicators from quantitative ones to qualitative ones. This is how the Community Scorecard concept came about. 

However, Malawi government circles had no experience of how the Community Scorecard worked. This had to wait for the right political environment. There was also a need for identifying a self-sustaining mechanism for it. The Government circles still need to be made aware of the Community Score Card.

On top of these observations, the Malawian public in general, was not really aware of monitoring and evaluation in development work at community level. There was need to cultivate this awareness. The Malawian communities had to change their mindset to accept this new concept. This need is still there.

Malawian institutions too, had to adopt a new outlook to monitoring and evaluation. This meant also adopting a new culture of development in Malawi. The most radical requirement of this new culture was the institutional acceptance that ordinary Malawian villagers could ably participate in monitoring and evaluation of development projects.  This is where MASAF were to play a crucial role.

B. The Field Level

Malawi Social Action Fund (MASAF)

The new government outlook paved the way for MASAF III to bring in the Community Score Card Process in its quest for strengthening ‘community oversight’ of projects. For MASAF, this was to be achieved through mechanisms for tracking project inputs and establishing accountability among all stakeholders.

MASAF has defined the community Scorecard Process in a variety of ways. They see it as; 

“a tool for enforcing social accountability that combines a number of techniques, including social audit, community monitoring and citizen scorecard” (MASAF 2005/6?).

“a process that brings together the demand and supply sides of a particular service to jointly analyse issues underlying service delivery and find a common and shared way of addressing those issues”(Anonymous, 2005).

“a community based monitoring tool that is a mixture of the techniques of social audit, community monitoring and citizen report cards…an instrument that is used to demand social and public accountability from service providers” (A Guide for Facilitators, MASAF, 2005).

“a tool for enforcing social and public accountability” (Preparatory Meetings Report compiled by Murphy Kajumi, MASAF, 2005).

“…a facilitating mechanism for accountability” (Salima Workshop Report, CARE/MASAF 2003).

Accountability is at the heart of these definitions. MASAF sees it as being critical to community-driven development. It must therefore, be guaranteed through enforcement in one way or another. How the enforcement is to be done still has to be worked out. So far, MASAF has deliberately been cultivating it in their projects through the Community Score Card. This seems to have been done without establishing whether, or not, Malawian communities recognise the concepts of social or public accountability, transparency and ownership as espoused by the “Community Score Card process” within their own culture. There is a need to link what people already know and do about accountability in their own lives with the new thinking.

Kajumi, a monitoring and evaluation specialist at MASAF, summarises the steps in implementing the Community Score Card process as follows:

1. Doing the ‘homework’

2. Preparing the community

3. Conducting the community assessment

4. Developing and completing the community score card

5. Conducting the provider assessment

6. Developing and completing the provider score card

7. Preparing the community and provider for the interface

8. The interface meeting

9. Developing a joint-action plan (Kajumi ibid.).

These steps have been known to be reduced to six in practice, at MASAF. For instance, during an exercise carried out as part of the MASAF PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS, the process only had the following steps;

1. Preparatory ground work,

2. Organisation of community gatherings,

3. Developing an in put tracking matrix,

4. Generation of the community performance scorecard,

5. Generation of the self evaluation scorecard by service providers, and

6. Holding the interface meeting. (MASAF, Public Works Projects-Conditional Cash Transfer, 2006)

For one reason or another, it seems the last two steps in the shortened version of the methodology are not gone through in reality. It could be that the honesty and frankness of the last but one step is problematic in most communities.

Preparation for Score Card Processing in MASAF

CARE International is acknowledged as the pioneer of using the Community Score Card process in Malawi. It is MASAF however, with the assistance of the World Bank, that have brought in the concepts of social accountability, transparency and ownership at project level to the broad masses in the country. MASAF has employed the Community Score Card in more than 500 projects right through the three regions of the country. 

In practice MASAF introduced the Community Score Card process systematically as follows:

(a) Training of Trainers (ToT) in Community Score Card Processing;

(b) Preparation of field staff by local trainers; 

(c) Implementation of the Community Score Card Process at community level;

(d) Organisation of Interface meetings between communities and service providers or facility holders;

(e) Summarisation of the interface meeting’s outcomes;

(f) Development of action plans.

Training of trainers 
Introduction of the Community Score Card in MASAF projects was preceded by training of trainers in the handling of the Community Score Card itself. This was led by a World Bank team from the Civic and Participation group. The training was in two parts i.e., the training of trainers and the training of community facilitators. 

The training of trainers was designed to be a three-day intensive workshop on mechanics of the Community Score Card process. The workshop comprised a series of lectures and field training. It also looked at how the scorecard concept could be adapted for Malawi. This research did not come across much evidence of this adaptation though. 

This training was accompanied by creation of buy-in that consisted of:

· Adoption of the process by Local Assemblies who did not understand the concept at first but eventually were to do so;

· A peer review of the whole process; and

· Introduction of the process countrywide.

The participants of this training accepted the Community Score Card concept. What remained to be done was rolling it up countrywide, but the required logistics like quality facilitation and money were not yet available. So, initial Community Score Card processing only covered a few projects by MASAF and was thus seen as a pilot.

After this pilot, MASAF felt that there were a number of challenges inherent in the methodology still to be overcome. For instance:

(a) The assumption that vulnerable people would demand accountability during project implementation proved to be unrealistic as most such people actually depend on handouts and are not therefore accustomed to questioning the hand that feeds them;

(b) While MASAF recognised that normally it is civil society organisations that drive social accountability, it still had to use government structures which are ordinarily seen as the authorities on the land and thus cannot really successfully deal with issues of social accountability impartially; 

(c) Institutionalisation of the Community Score Card process would take a while;

(d) Buy-in at community level was still to be had;

(e) There was need for more champions of the Community Score Card Process apart from MASAF;

(f) Sustainability was not guaranteed and therefore, social accountability might not be streamlined into development programmes in the country;

(g) Although Local Assemblies did not resist the introduction of the Community Score Card, their perception and understanding of the concept was very low; 

(h) The quality of the work itself was not really assured. MASAF felt it needed a comprehensive framework to ensure quality and follow-up.

(i) Overall, there was no capacity in the country to carry the programme throughout.

The way forward, as far as MASAF was concerned, was:

(a) To scale up a pool of people who could facilitate the process;

(b) Strengthen national level support structures like the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development;

(c) Build capacity;

(d) Ensure quality assurance at documentation level;

(e) Provide a communication framework that would ensure adoption of the concept at all levels and follow-up results and making sure the process is repeated regularly; and

(f) Persuade the policy level to adopt the Community Score Card Process in addressing national issues. 
At this point in time, MASAF envisaged the Community Score Card process taking place every six (6) months in the life of a project. Every session was to last 3-6 weeks with the process being implemented by a consultant to avoid biases.

Comments on Training of Trainers Workshop

Most participants of this training that were interviewed, could not remember exactly how long their training in handling the community score card took, but they all agreed that it was too brief and hurried. The duration of this training, as recalled by this group, varied between three to five working days.

The training was in English. It involved use of power point presentations and lectures. Some of the trainers were in fact trained adult educators while others were just community workers. There were a good deal of handouts given to participants during the workshop. These were providing detailed guidelines for processing the Community Score Card. They did not however, include any information on how to enter a community or how to engage in genuine and open dialogue with the community in a participatory manner. It assumed the participants were already adept at these. Given the short duration of the training it is also understandable why this was so.

Some participants indicated that they were not adequately prepared for imparting skills in development of indicators to facilitators/extension workers. Trainers did not have adequate guidance in report writing.

Summary of Training of Trainers’ needs

Over all, one could sum up the needs of training as follows:

(a) Detailed and simplified technical information on the process (possibly in the vernacular language)

(b) Appropriate materials for trainers with different levels of knowledge of monitoring and evaluation

(c) Clear guidance on how best to train extension workers how to help communities to do the community scorecard process

(d) Clear and simple step by step guidelines for the trainer, to take the extension worker (facilitator) through the Community Score Card process

(e) Inclusion of illustrations and captions in an appropriate language to show how the Community Score Card is carried out

(f) Inclusion of some aspects of participatory approaches to working with communities (particularly in monitoring and evaluation)

(g) Inclusion of aspects of conflict resolution at community level

(h) Inclusion of how to access relevant aspects of indigenous knowledge related to the concepts surrounding the community score card.

(i) Inclusion report writing in the training programme

(j) Set standards within the Score Card processing guide to be used by all extension workers

Facilitators
The process of facilitation involved; 

(a) Mobilisation of all stakeholders at field and community level, in readiness for the score card process,

(b) Preparing the service providers for self evaluation,

(c) Organising the score card processing,

(d) Organising the interface meeting,

(e) Assisting in summarising results of interface meeting, and

(f) Assisting the interface meeting participants to develop a joint action plan and agreeing on follow up activities.

Most of the facilitators who actually facilitated the community score card process in sites visited by the researcher were community development workers. Occasionally, one came across social welfare workers - particularly where there were orphan care projects. Facilitation of the Community Score Card exercise was very much seen as the exclusive domain of development workers (who were mostly civil servants).

While most communities had members (retired teachers and civil servants) who could have participated in the facilitation of the Community Score Card process, there was no evidence of their inclusion in the facilitation of the exercise. Use of such people could have assisted in selling the concept to communities.

Training of Facilitators 
Facilitators were selected from the pool of field officers available at Local Assemblies. These were first trained or briefed on the Community Score Card process by people who were trained as Trainers earlier. Field experience was augmented by comments from peer review teams that visited projects to observe and supervise the process.

Most facilitators interviewed, felt their training was rushed and too short. The duration of this training varied between 2-hour briefing meetings to three days workshops. For most of them, the training included some practical exercise on how to process the community score card. They all agreed that the training needed more preparation and time than was being allocated to it. 

Some trainers observed that the group of extension workers who were identified as facilitators for the community score card process had varied educational qualifications (mostly due to their professional backgrounds, i.e., community development, agriculture, health environment or education).

In some districts staff turnover affected the processing of the community score card. While some people had been trained to facilitate the process, they were transferred to other districts before they could participate in the community score card. This meant new staff had to be oriented into the community score card process. This could not be done adequately because there was not enough preparation for the training. 

Community Score Card processing 

Observation of the communities processing the scorecard and holding an interface meeting towards the end of the process revealed the following:

(a) Most facilitators did not know how to enter a community;

(b) Most facilitators did not fully know the Community Score Card process;

(c) Most facilitators had limited facilitation skills therefore there was no evidence of real community empowerment;

(d) Communities were not sufficiently sensitised or informed about the Community Score Card process;

(e) The concept of the Community Score Card process was not located within the people’s cultural context therefore it did not lead to honest responses in most cases (conspiracy of courtesy);

(f) Most facility holders were left out in the sensitisation process prior to the introduction of the Community Score Card process therefore they did not see the need to take the exercise seriously or even to take part in it;

(g) Authorities at District Assemblies were not sufficiently sensitised about the Community Score Card process, so they did not seem to support it;

(h) The Community Score Card process should be introduced at the inception of a project

(i) Project implementation Committees were no sufficiently conversant with the Community Score Card process;

(j) The Community Score Card process brought out ways of doing things that were contrally to the way things are normally handled in the community (see *e above);

(k) The interface meeting was loaded with potential for conflict if not properly handled by the facilitators; and,

(l) Facilitators did not seem to know how to resolve conflicts during interface meetings.
Interface Meeting

This meeting was meant to bring together communities among whom a project was taking place and those who were providing services or facilities to the project as it was being implemented. The researcher observed that except for education projects, no service providers came to the interface meetings called during this exercise. 

Further probing revealed that most facility holders did not turn up for interface meetings when invited. This could be either because the concept of allowing communities to question service providers as suggested by the community score card process is alien to the Malawian development culture or the facility holders did not consider it very important.

The research displayed the potential for conflict between the community on the one hand, and those whose actions in the project implementation were being questioned i.e., Project Management Committees and service providers on the other. Where this was not the case, very often it was because members of the community did not want to arouse antagonism from those that would have been questioned. In some places fear of reprisal such as being bewitched was cited as a reason for not participating in any discussions. 

Facilitation of this meeting had to be handled very carefully. Flaring up of tempers was not uncommon. This seems to be dependent on the way people reacted to issues. For instance, if a Project Management Committee (PMC) was suspected of misappropriating funds, the community usually recommended electing a new committee and reimbursement of the monies so misappropriated. Sometimes communities talked of bringing in the police. In other instances, they requested that auditors should visit the project and check the project books. PMCs did not like the connotation that they had misappropriated funds.
The research asked communities if they had their own ways of establishing accountability in community chores from which lessons for the community score card process could be drawn. All the communities visited claimed to have their own ways of doing so.

Joint Plan of Action

Deliberations of the interface meeting are normally supposed to be gathered and summarised by the communities. This is particularly so when the community is sufficiently empowered to be responsible for their projects and discussions surrounding it. The deliberations provided fodder for further plans of action.

The research observed that in some instances the facilitator dominated discussions and recording of decisions instead of guiding and encouraging the communities to discuss issues. 

Follow up Action

Most follow up action planned was to a large extent dependent on further funding from MASAF or the Assembly. One could read into this, failure on the part of communities, to take over responsibility for future action. 

MASAF seems to be able to meet its obligations while the Local Assembly does not. According to communities, Local Assemblies do not visit project sites regularly. Even after the interface meeting.

While the assemblies attributed this to lack of resources, one could also say that they did not quite see the importance of doing so. The Community Score Card exercise, in some places served to widen the gap between the community and the assembly. There is therefore a need to bring these two sides closer through proper orientation into the place of the Community Score Card in development.

Where communities totally embraced the Community Score Card process, follow up work was closely supervised by the community. Project Management Committees readily called for meetings with the community and thus improved their transparency.

Report Writing

Generally, report writing has been a problem. Reports are supposed to be generated by extension workers who pass them on to the local assemblies. Local assemblies produce district reports and pass them on to MASAF Zone officers. The process has proved to be very slow and unreliable.

Some extension officers admit that they do not really know how to compile reports. They wish they were properly trained on how to write a report.

Conclusion:  Implementation issues

When this research was carried out, it was assumed understanding of the Community Score Card was there among all stakeholders. It was assumed that the process was standardised. It was also assumed that implementers had the same knowledge of how to carry out the Community Score Card process and that the Community Score Card processing was timely in all selected MASAF projects. One had the impression that local assemblies and all service providers had embraced the Community Score Card process, as part of all development activities. It was also assumed that all stakeholders in MASAF activities were well aware of the Community Score Card process.

This research has established that understanding of the community score card among all stakeholders is varied. This could be due to a number of reasons, like:

· Facilitators not having good facilitation skills;

· The community score card not being adequately explained to the various people;

· The process not being standardised;

· Time allocated to the process being too short; and,

· The purpose of the community score card process not being adequately explained.

Recommendations for Communication intervention

There is no doubt that the community score card process is seen as a very useful tool. Its employment is seen as a positive step in development work by communities and government and non-governmental organisations in the country. However, it needs to be introduced sensitively and systematically among all development agents in the country and the Malawian population at large. Communication can play a very important role in this effort.

The research established within the communities visited that Malawian traditions have ways of handling issues of transparency and social accountability. These could add value to the way the Community Score Card is being handled at the moment. Doing so will assist in making the scorecard process to reflect Malawian values. This, in turn, will pass on the ownership of the process to the people of Malawi and thus ensure its being streamlined into socialisation processes of the people.

It is recommended that the following actions be undertaken in order to take the work so far done forward:

1. Senior officials from government and non-governmental development organisations, particularly those providing social and economic services should be sensitised on the community score card concept. Everybody to be involved in the process should be made aware and appreciative of the importance and full implications that are going to arise during and after the process.

2. The employment of the Community Score Card process within government and all development agencies in the country should be advocated.

3. The Community Score Card process should be introduced at the onset of a project rather than at the end as has been the practice so far. This brings out the relevancy of the whole exercise as it gets engrained into the monitoring that the community carries out normally.

4. Deliberate effort should be made to discover whether or not social accountability as a concept exists among communities and how it is enforced. This should help to demystify the Community Score Card process being introduced by MASAF.

5. Value systems surrounding the Score Card process (foreign and indigenous) should be synchronised. This has the potential of defusing possible conflict and misunderstanding that characterise interface meetings. 

6. The Community Score Card process as a whole, should be given much more time than is being done at the moment (three to six weeks as suggested by MASAF).

7. More time should be given to reviewing results of the Community Score Card process before they are adopted and analysed. This would encourage transparency, fairness, and confidence among the community members and also improve the quality of information so gathered. It would ensure ownership of the data by the community.

8. Special effort should be made to persuade service providers to accept the community score card process. The service providers have to buy into the Community Score Card process. They need to be convinced of the need for the process. The sensitisation suggested above needs to go this far. Otherwise the issues of transparency, accountability and ownership of development projects will not register with anybody. Current practice as observed in this study suggests that the process is very much an issue that is relevant only to communities and not service providers. 

9. Facilitators should be given proper training to sharpen their skills of facilitation and processing the community score card.

A Communication Matrix for assisting the community score card process in MASAF

(An indication of how communication may be used)

	Theme 1:

AWARENESS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication

Issue
	Communication Action Required
	Key Message
	Strategic Action
	Target Audience
	Outputs
	Indicators

	People are not aware of the CSC process
	Announcing the coming in of the CSC process to the whole nation
	Assured quality development
	Mounting a nation wide awareness campaign
	General Public
	Radio/TV spots /dramas /articles on CSC

Issues
	Number of spots/dramas/articles (TV/radio/print)



	Theme 2:

SENSITISATION
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication Issues
	Communication Action Required
	Key Message
	Strategic Action
	Target Audience
	Outputs
	Indicators

	1. People do not know/ understand the CSC  process
	1.     Explain what the CSC process is.

2.     Give reasons for engaging in the CSC process in development.
	The need for 

·     social accountability

·  transparency

·  ownership of projects
	Produce basic but standard information

Produce dramas


	·      Senior Officials in Government and NGOs

· General public
	Sensitisation Workshops

·      Posters, booklets and leaflets

· Plays ready for performance
	   Number of Workshops

Materials /plays produced distributed

    Or performed / broadcast on radio and TV/stage

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Theme 3:

ADVOCACY
	     
	
	
	
	
	

	   Communication Issues


	Communication Action Required
	Key Message
	Strategic

Action
	Target Audience
	Outputs
	Indicators

	1. Authorities need to be encouraged to adopt the CSC process in their development work
	1.     National launches during which CSC processes are demonstrated.

2.    Show samples of CSC best practices and successful follow up activities to be distributed among authorities.
	   Introducing responsible and sustainable community- driven development
	1.Hold launches

2.Collect and publish samples of best practices in CSC
	   Authorities in government, NGOs and politicians
	· Launches and

Publications of best practices in CSC
	   No. of launches and publications

	Theme 4:

TRAINING
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Communication Issues
	Communication  Action Required
	Key Message
	Strategic Action
	Target Audience
	Outputs
	Indicators

	1.      Improve the competence of CSC trainers


	1.     Adapt the CSC process to the local context.

2.     Prepare a course on CSC

3.    Translate the course into vernacular languages.

4.     Prepare teaching aids for teaching the CSC

5.     Hold workshops for trainers of CSC


	   Understand the CSC process
	1. Produce       an adapted manual on CSC

2. Produce a course on CSC

3.Produce a translated version of the course

4.Produce teaching aids for CSC.
	Trainers
	· Manual

· Course

· Teaching aids
	·     No. of manuals

·     copies of course booklet

·      No. of teaching aids

· No. of trained trainers



	2. Improve      facilitation skills of development workers
	· Prepare a course in participatory communication


	Putting people first
	Produce a course in participatory communication and Hold workshops in Participatory communication
	Extension/development workers
	·     Course manual

· Workshops
	· No. of manuals

· No. of workshops

· No. of participants trained

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Theme 5 : 

STREAMLINING CSC INTO

CORE TRAINING OF

DEVELOPMENT WORKERS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communication Issues
	Communication Action Required
	Key  Message
	Strategic Action
	Target Audience
	Outputs
	Indicators

	All extension workers must know about the Community Score Card process when they train for the field
	    Inclusion of the Community Score Card in the Monitoring and Evaluation curriculum of extension training institutions
	The CSC process is central to all community driven development work
	   Revise M&E curriculum of Rural Development Colleges
	Rural Development Colleges (Agriculture, Forestry, Health, etc)
	Curriculum revision exercises
	   New curricula in M&E for Rural Development colleges


Appendix 1

Suggested Course

Title of Course:
Introduction to the Comprehensive Community Score Card Process

Aim of the Course:
to teach participants how to establish ownership, transparency and accountability in development through the Comprehensive Score Card Process as part of participatory monitoring and evaluation in development work

Duration:
10 days

Course Outline:


Part I:    (3 working days)

1. What is Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation in development.

2. The challenges of participatory monitoring and evaluation in development 

3. Indigenous ways of monitoring and evaluating issues at village level.

4. Issues of culture, accountability, ownership and transparency in development

5. Methods of establishing ownership, transparency and accountability in development.

Part II:  Practical (7 working days)

6. Participatory communication in Practice

7. Introducing the Comprehensive Community Score Card Process in Development

8. Sensitising facility holders and management about the comprehensive Community Score Card Process in Development

9. Sensitising communities about the Comprehensive Community Score Card Process

10. Developing a Communication Strategy for sensitisation campaigns

11. Planning the Comprehensive Community Score Card Process in Development.
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