OUTCOME MAPPING IN NEPED

BACKGROUND

Nagaland is situated in North East India, bordering Myanmar, with a population of about 1.6 millions, comprising of 17 main tribes. Unlike the rest of mainland India, the Nagas belong to the Tibeto-Mongoloid speaking ethnic stock and they reside in 1056 villages perched on high to medium hills (600 to 3800 meters ASL) within a geographical spread of 16,579 sq. km. The climate varies from sub-tropical to sub-temperate and the 2500 mm annual rain provides for a land that is teeming with a vast diversity of flora and fauna.

The Naga’s are traditionally an agrarian society and they commonly practice Shifting or Slash and Burn (swidden) cultivation, locally known as "Jhum”. As the name implies, swidden involves slashing of natural vegetation, setting it afire to create ash manure and planting of food crops. 

THE PROJECT

The NEPED project is being implemented in 2 phases. The first phase which started in 1995 and ended on 31st March 2001 was called Nagaland Environment Protection & Economic Development (through peoples’ action). The second phase commenced on the 1st April 2001 and is slated to close in 2006 and is called Nagaland Empowerment of People through Economic Development, thus enabling retention of the acronym, and succinctly bringing out the thrust area of each phase. Both phases are strategically aimed at moving the Naga farmer from shifting cultivation to a more settled form of agro-forestry.

The project is implemented by a team of 14 government officers from various departments, headed by a Team Leader, and is called the Project Operations Unit (POU), an unusual arrangement that could be termed as an NGO - a Non-departmental Government Organization. The India-Canada Environment Facility (ICEF) is the principle donor with research support from International Development Research Center (IDRC).

NEPED AND OUTCOME MAPPING (OM)

NEPED was one of the first projects to field test OM. This was towards the end of the first phase when OM was used as a tool for self-assessment and for collecting/ organizing data for end-of-project evaluation. 
 
WHY OUTCOME MAPPING?

IDRC were managing the project in the first phase and that is how the team learnt about the Evaluation Unit of IDRC and its work on OM. We also read the unit’s book “Enhancing Organizational Development” that speaks of behavioral change to gauge impacts. We felt this methodology would best suit us in light of the reasons enunciated below.

In implementing the project, we could see change created around us, clearly because of our activities. But lack of knowledge and capacity to fit these into an M&E format that was poorly understood was frustrating, to say the least. With an End-of-Project External Evaluation fast approaching, the frustration turned to desperation. We knew we had done well, our downstream partners corroborated this claim and yet we had little to show in quantitative terms. We felt that OM could fill this gap.

IN PHASE 1

LACK OF BASELINE SURVEY AT INCEPTION: Given the vast reach that NEPED had given itself of working in all 1056 villages of Nagaland, it would have been impossible to conduct a baseline study and survey. However, a few sample studies were carried out.

Hence, OM was used to go backwards down memory lane in order to realistically attempt to generate data from the last 5 years to be used in lieu of a baseline to evaluate our performance. 


4 Boundary Partners were identified:
	Farmers

	Village authorities

	Other local institutions

	Government agencies


After creating the Vision and Mission statements, Outcome Challenges for each of the Boundary Partners were made. Then Progress Markers were formed and evaluated by rating them ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’.

SCANTY AND DIS-ORGANIZED DOCUMENTATION: NEPED is the first externally aided project in Nagaland. The project proponents had little or no expertise in documentation and reporting, often inviting the ire of the donors. 

Through OM, the scattered bits and pieces of data that each project team member had were collated in a 3-day workshop to bring out a 200-page documentation in the form of a book. This book was based around the OM processes and recorded (mostly qualitative) changes in the boundary partners that the project had identified. This was backed by quantitative data/ supportive documentation in order to substantiate and establish the claimed change. For example, we assigned ourselves a progress marker “Empowerment of women is increased” and produced the following data:
Empowerment of women is increased

·	NEPED is the first Organization to address Gender issues in the State. So far, 213 women from 123 villages were given Women Empowerment Training.

·	An out-of-state conducted tour for Naga women from all Districts of Nagaland to Karnataka State organized by NEPED was acknowledged by the Naga Mothers Association in a press release, appreciating the efforts taken by NEPED to directly address gender issues and create awareness in women to take charge of their own development.

·	The presentation of Ms. N. Angami member of the Advisory Committee, Ministry of Environment and Forests, New Delhi, made reference to the strides made by NEPED in women's empowerment and helping women identify their role in Joint Forest Management. 
(Extracted from “NEPED Self Assessment –  Sept 1999”)

Interestingly, we gave ourselves a “Low” score (0% to 29%) for this because it was felt this was more indicative of awareness rather than increase.

RETROPECTIVE M&E FOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT: NEPED was the first project funded by the principle donor, ICEF, and as such, underwent the throes that come with that. Frequent changes in management, reporting procedures, MIS and M & E formats, strategy etc disoriented the project team and caused confusion. The team did not have sufficient capacity to evaluate the impact of the project.

By using OM, the team was able to identify major gaps (and not omissions) in the first phase, around which the second phase is designed. 

EXTERNAL MID-TERM EVALUATION RECOMMENDATION: The external MTE mission in late 1997, while sympathizing with the constraints the project was faced with, had come down heavily regarding the lack of documentation and a systematic M&E method, untimely reporting and paucity of baseline data. It was already too late in the project cycle to address these admitted shortcomings.

With the End-of-project external evaluation fast approaching, there was a need to urgently deal with the MTE recommendations. OM provided just that tool, and very effectively too.

TO PREPARE FOR END-OF-PROJECT EXTERNAL EVALUATION: Besides the MTE recommendations, there was also a need to bring some order to the mixed-up state of affairs. Even as each segment of the project was viewed as successfully performed when looking from the bottom-up, no clear-cut linkages between these segments could be seen when looking at the project as a whole. In other words, there was much to show as outputs, but not much to link them to outcomes. By using OM, these linkages were established.

TO REFLECT AS A TEAM FOR SELF EVALUATION: As stated earlier, the project team had gained considerable experience in implementing the project at the field level, with varied levels of success that needed to be collated and analysed for its own internal self-assessment.

The OM exercise provided this opportunity, wherein even the minutest details, that would otherwise have remained forgotten, emerged. By using the Organizational Practices tool and developing success markers, solid quantifiable data on best examples materialized that clearly established how the team as an organization had evolved along with its partners. 

TO SHARE AND RECORD EXPERIENCES: Besides the normal course of events in implementing the project, the team had many observations and experiences that otherwise would not have been reported as these would not apply to any column in the reporting format e.g. farmer innovations, best practices, feedback, indigenous knowledge, local tweaks etc. Some examples: 

	In some areas, farmers deviated from the NEPED prescribed recommendation of digging soil to construct check dams on slopes to arrest soil erosion by utilizing poles and bamboos. This proved less labor intensive while being more cost effective and efficient.

Despite being advised to plant trees evenly spaced out as recommended by foresters, Naga farmers planted them closely spaced. Apparently this enhances the growth rate, smothers weeds and produces trees with straight boles.
The need to incorporate a more complex system of agroforestry than just food crops and timber was recognized.  NEPED thus began establishing special fallow management projects in existing test plots as a lead-up to the second phase.
Whilst seeking feedback after training NEPED farmers, both men and women, there was a demand that such trainings be extended to other non-participating groups. Hence, many team members found themselves being invited as resource persons in their personal capacities to seminars, conventions and trainings (not project related). 
Most of this emerged from the data on “Organizational Practices” wherein the team evaluated themselves.

In the course of using OM, many such facts materialized and added value to and corroborated the data that was also being simultaneously recorded. This made life much easier for the external evaluation team, who instead of ‘digging’ out data at the field level, now only had to validate the findings with user groups. The evaluation team was particularly impressed by the ‘honest’ self-appraisal of the project team, and especially by the in-depth knowledge that the team had about what it had done in the last 5 years - its major achievements and gaps. This was instrumental in securing their recommendation that reads – “The external assessment team is very supportive and recommends continued ICEF involvement in this project.” (Richard Baerg et al. April 2000)



IN PHASE 2 

The 2nd phase is presently in its seventh month (Oct 2001). Having realized the utility and flexibility of OM as a tool, even to the extent of damage control, there was no hesitation in applying it in the 2nd phase. At the time of writing this report, the OM exercise is still under implementation, with the draft map under process of validation by other partners.

Interestingly, the project team shall be reporting to, and be evaluated on, the donor specified LFA based M&E format – and yet chose to use both. OM shall be used to supplement, enrich and feed data into the donor M&E format. This format is designed in pure quantifiable terms, hence OM shall also be used to seek out data. In other words, OM shall be used as a tool to obtain data to feed into another format to meet reporting needs and at the same time enable the project to keep assessing and re-designing its products. 

Also the difference in applications in both phases needs pointing out. For the first phase, a “futuristic” vision and mission statement, outcome challenges and graduated progress markers were made and then evaluated realistically in hindsight. In the second phase, OM is being used from the inception - for design, strategic planning, performance monitoring and evaluation at 18-month intervals.

FOR PROJECT DESIGN: After being asked to imagine who/ what would change if NEPED was to be "wildly successful" at the end of the project period we created the vision - mission statement, identified who would need to change (our boundary partners) and created Outcome Challenges for these partners. 

The team had been actively involved in preparation of the project proposal and hence has in depth knowledge of all project components. This really helped in weaving the vision-mission-outcome challenges around the components to come up with Progress Markers, Strategy Maps and the Organizational Practices.

FOR MONITORING: The team then moved on to identifying the monitoring priorities and putting together the outcome, strategy and performance journals for the next 18 months (ending Feb 2003) in order to inform itself. 

Taking advantage of the flexibility of OM, the team decided on using the Progress Markers to monitor change in 3 boundary partners viz. Farmers, Village authorities and Self Help Groups albeit the strategy maps shall be supportive of this. For the remaining boundary partner, the state government, change in it shall be monitored through the strategy map and supported by the progress marker - a reversal of roles. The reasoning was that the first 3 boundary partners are "directly" involved with the project proponents whereas the state government, by virtue of its omnipotent status, needed a more "indirect or strategic" approach. 

FOR EVALUATION: An Evaluation Plan has been prepared within the given framework. This was not an easy task for us. The 2nd phase of NEPED is very broad based with activities ranging from revolving micro credit and agro marketing to agro forestry and research. We are working with a wide range of partners and for an even wider audience. The "who will use the evaluation data" produced a long list of presumable recipients. This really broadened the issues we wanted to evaluate, trying to meet everyone's needs. Only after Fred pointed out that it was the project that was to be evaluated and not others expectations of it, did we narrow down to more project-specific issues (from 27 to 4) to make the evaluation plan more comfortable to live with and feasible. The issues shall be evaluated periodically, ranging from 4 - 6 intervals.

WHAT WE GAINED FROM OM

In the early days of mid-1999, OM was not yet field-tested, a new methodology that was being evolved by Fred, Sarah, Terry and their ilk. Our reasons for applying it have been elaborated in the preceding sections. Other than the expected advantages of having a great M&E system that feeds into and enriches donor-dictated frameworks and also provides indicators for sustainability, we have benefited from OM in several other respects, some of which are:

It provided the team conceptual clarity on the project: We graduated from the stereotype input-activity-output supervisors to be able to link these around outcome level issues. We are now able to 'map' our progress into the future, recognizing the major actors and forces, predict possible gaps/ threats and strategically plan in advance for it. 

It brought in a human dimension to the project: OM works on the premise that development brings about change in people, especially their behaviour. An OM map presents real life pictures of human beings - their perceptions, their aspirations, their environment and the challenges to realizing them. The oft repeated and echoing question in OM "what or who needs to change......?" raised us from being providers of development achieving outputs to actually believing we were agents of change.

It was empowering: OM is highly participatory and consultative. Although discussions are initiated within the project team thinking as a unit, validation by all partners enables broadening of the canvas, acknowledging the presence of each as an indispensable unit of the whole. This feeling of empowerment produces positive energy towards successful and sustainable implementation of the project. 

It increased capacity and skills: One of challenges we faced in using OM was validating with boundary partners, especially at the village level. This was so different from the top-down government development that was thrust upon Naga villagers. When we consulted them it raised suspicion. It took a while to break down these barriers and to gain their trust and give them the feeling that we were indeed partners. The team had to be trained in formal PRA and facilitation skills. With government officials, who consider participation a threat to their authority, the approach had to be different. Building a key informant base to feed into the system required adeptness in conflict resolution and making trade-offs.

It brought cohesion in the team and partners: In creating the OM map the active participation of all enabled everyone to see the 'big picture' and define his/ her own role/ contribution within this. Moreover, the plan to validate M&E findings with downstream partners shall provide invaluable inputs from farmers and village groups and help in constantly redesigning project delivery targeted at sustaining the program. This shall enhance the feeling of ownership over the project.



