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1.
CONTEXT OF THE ROUNDTABLE 

1.1 Purpose of the roundtable

The purpose of the Roundtable was to define the essential elements of proposed Results Aggregation Guidelines, and of any associated tools to describe the big picture of what donor-funded civil society development results have achieved.

The Roundtable was one of a series of events and activities associated with a collaborative process involving donors and civil society partners towards defining appropriate Results Aggregation Tools. This process was launched by the Canadian Partnership Branch of the Canadian International Development Agency in November 2008, in the context of a greater emphasis on accountability for development results in Canada and internationally. The roundtable was preceded by a preparatory process, which included discussions with several donors, a civil society partners’ dialogue, and a survey of pertinent literature.

1.2
Participants

Participants at the Roundtable included representatives from the development organizations of six like-minded governments, three civil society organizations, and one resource person from Harvard Business School. See list of participants, Appendix A.

1.3      Agenda

The draft Agenda provided for donor, resource person and CSO presentations on the first day, followed by open discussions on the key issues affecting aggregation of CSO results. On the second day the participants agreed to break into two working groups, which discussed two major orientations 1) discussion on aggregation methods, including non-Results Based Management Methods 2) discussion on developing a legitimate process for deciding how to paint the big picture of Donor-CSO results, with possible alternatives or complements to aggregation, including linkages with complementary processes already underway. See agenda, Appendix B.

1.4      Documents

The key documents circulated to participants before and during the Roundtable were:

CIDA

1) Two presentations by Naresh Singh, from a Canadian Partnership Branch, (CIDA) perspective

2) Three CPB Consultant documents on a) Elements and Principles of a Results Aggregation Framework (RAF), b) Results Management of Six Donor Participants, c) Aggregation Methods Worldwide

3) Presentation on 2008 CIDA RBM update by Marc-André Fredette, Strategic Policy and Performance Branch

CSOs

4) Two presentations by Brian Tomlinson, Canadian Council for International Cooperation, on opportunities for Results Aggregation from a CSO perspective

5) Two presentations by Alnoor Ebrahim, Harvard professor and researcher on CSO performance

6) Presentation by Dutch CSO, ICCO

Donors

7) Dutch Foreign Ministry Presentation on Results Aggregation Experience

8) SIDA (Sweden) Strategy and Objectives for CSOs

9) European Union evaluation of EU funded CSO impact

Within CIDA, these documents are available in the EDRMS folder No. 3897430. For those outside CIDA, the documents can be obtained from the Strategic Planning and Coordination Directorate of CPB, CIDA. See Appendix C for list of documents.

2. RATIONALE FOR AGGREGATING CSO DEVELOPMENT RESULTS

2.1 Opportunities for aggregating CSO development results

There is a common interest among donors to find a better way to communicate to stakeholders the results achieved by the CSOs. There are  challenges to reporting on results achieved by the CSOs in a specific country or area of intervention. However, the term “aggregation” was sometimes interpreted as any method which allows donors to speak to the main achievements of CSOs, and not necessarily as a strict adding up of diverse results in broader categories. During the two days of the Roundtable, participants identified several reasons for undertaking the exercise of aggregating/evaluating CSO results.

Accountability to donors and CSOs

· Reporting on CSO results is a strategic requirement, within the wider impact/results agenda, (enables understanding and broad planning of CSO interventions) and an audit requirement (fulfills organizational and legislative requirements for results reporting).

Policy/strategy

· There is a political demand to report on CSO development results, to demonstrate the value-added of CSOs’ development work and to identify the complementarity of the work done by CSOs that would not be done otherwise. 

· To increase development effectiveness: assessing the totality of what the CSOs are contributing to development, including the unexpected results and the intangible results that are often key for achieving sustainable development, could drive change and lead to better development outcomes on the ground.

· To highlight the comparative advantage of CSOs  not in scale (number of beneficiaries) but in applying the theories of change, the understanding of local contexts, the complementarity with other actors in development, and the analysis of emerging trends in the changes to CSO comparative advantages

A learning and innovative process

· Developing guidelines for aggregating CSO results would help donors and CSOs to analyze results achieved and lessons learned, and understand enabling conditions.

· A methodological challenge: going beyond the results chain and beyond RBM. 

· A Communications challenge: to provide new ways of telling the story to media and the public at large in order to build public awareness and support for international development

· It is a good opportunity to support CSO innovation, risk-taking, and open discussion on lessons learned

· Finding ways to aggregate or synthesize CSO results may provide opportunities to increase capacities and also induce shifts in organizational culture within donors and CSOs towards learning and addressing policy questions

    An opportunity for increased coordination and strategic partnership

· This exercise will be an opportunity to strengthen donor-CSOs partnership in order to make development more effective and help CSOs to do better what they do best –the reduction of poverty. More continuity is needed, and a deeper engagement between CSO actors and donor agencies. 

· Coordination among donors in this area of work may be an opportunity to harmonize approaches in order to achieve more consistent ways of aggregating CSO results and/or data management approaches 

· Coordination can reduce the burden different donor reporting requirements place on CSOs

2.2

Limitations of the exercise of aggregating CSO results

Participants at the Roundtable also identified risks of the aggregation exercise. Sometimes the risks were accompanied by mitigation strategies. The risks below should be seen in the context of the importance of implementing the Accra Agenda for Action, particularly Paragraph 20, and the Findings and Recommendations of the Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness. The risk of not implementing these could have harmful effects for developmental effectiveness.

Strengthening Partnerships

· The proposed aggregation tool could become a labour - intensive exercise that would increase Northern and Southern CSOs reporting,  paper work and bureaucratic burden.

· For CSOs, donor requirements and methods for aggregation might be at odds with CSO interest in increased accountability to stakeholders, particularly beneficiary populations. For Dutch CSOs, increased accountability to stakeholders might mean developing quality standards for good governance, as well as transparent and critical reporting. For these CSOs, aggregation is felt as important for other purposes (stock-taking, learning, etc.).

·  Aggregation might not increase but instead erode trust between donors and CSOs, if seen only as a means to augment donor control. 

· Attribution of aggregated results would be difficult and could be seen as politically driven. Comparing the effectiveness of different delivery channels- CSO, bilateral, multilateral would also be difficult, and possibly seen as politically driven. It could also undermine the Accra Agenda for Action recognition of CSOs as distinct development actors in their own right.

· Focusing on the numbers that demonstrate  CSOs’ development contributions could lead to unhealthy competition and inflation of results statements

Recognizing Civil Society as Development Actors

· Civil Society could be compressed into an aid role, rather than seen as a development actor in its own right.

· CSO and donor results should be complementary. Donors and CSOs should have their own clear strategic objectives, which will have key overlaps. For donor-funded projects, CSO development results in the field would be results to which donors had to some extent, contributed.

· Aggregating CSOs results on a sectoral basis (or in relation with MDGs) would ignore the specific mandate and value-added of CSOs. CSOs definitely “contribute” to the achievement of sectoral objectives, but their main contribution lies in strengthening their Southern partners so that they can be more effective in contributing to sectoral results.

· Focusing donor aggregation on CSOs contribution to MDGs can be seen as limiting in terms of1) the number of beneficiaries 2) the range of CSO development interventions, many of whom make critical contributions to development beyond the scope of the specific MDGs. CSOs’ work is more in mobilizing communities and marginalized populations, and influencing policies in relation with the achievement of MDGs, as well as other areas such as women’s rights and gender equality.

Clarity in Goals and Timelines

· Aggregating CSO results requires clarity on the end results that donors seek through supporting CSOs.

· Harmonisation of efforts may require the existence of common goals and strategies for support to CSO engagement in development, which may not always exist
· Clarity will be needed on which results to aggregate, e.g.- donor-funded results, only responsive donor-funded results, all the results of CSO partners, only the results of partners of certain donors etc.

· Imposing uniformity might create unnecessary  parallel systems and damage current ones which function well.

· Donors might be over-ambitious about what they are able to achieve, including processing detailed result chains to achieve meaningful aggregation.

· Understanding how to achieve aggregation is a step-by-step, iterative process involving many stakeholders: we will not get all the answers in one year. Learning will improve the process

Other limitations to the aggregation exercise, which fall into a broad category of methodological challenges, were identified by the participants.

· CSOs results could be difficult to identify on a geographic basis, given that many large CSO partners are active in several countries 

· Timeframes for different results vary, which makes it difficult to agree on frequency of aggregation

· Aggregation may portray a diminished degree of diversity of CSOs and CSO development work, and thereby downplay the importance of CSO diversity. 

· The term “aggregation” may signal an emphasis on quantitative data aggregation, while not leaving much room for qualitative and narrative elements. Aggregation should not be focused on mathematics; but rather on an analytical process of synthesis against overarching donor goals for CSO support. Author’s note- CPB was not interpreting aggregation to mean a strict adding-up of numbers. CPB`s interpretation of aggregation is “The combination of related categories, usually within a common branch of a hierarchy, to provide information at a broader level to that at which detailed observations are taken.” Aggregation can also be used as a synonym to addition, especially in financial circles. The question of the naming of this donor/CSO process needs to be addressed going forward.
· Innovative expertise and methodologies are required to find ways to demonstrate unexpected, intangible, synergistic, and transformational results achieved by CSOs 

· One tool may not be the answer to the question of aggregating and communicating results. Several tools, a mixture of methods or even broad strategies may work better, or are needed to support aggregation

· Aggregating from the bottom–up means data management systems will have to be adapted to the needs of strategic reporting instead of systematic reporting. LFAs and Performance Measurement Frameworks (RBM tools) generate information on thousands of 1+1=2 results that do not help tell the overall story of the results achieved by all projects

· Strengthening data management systems in Southern countries could be an important element for successful aggregation of results, if it is to be done from the bottom-up. On the other hand, it could also lead to increased transaction costs for Southern CSOs, already facing challenging environments in which they carry out their development work.

3. SHARING EXPERIENCES ON AGGREGATING CSO RESULTS

During the workshop, the participants (donors, civil society representatives and resource persons) shared their experience and lessons learned in aggregating results. Different approaches were presented.

3.1  
From the donor’s perspective 

The following is a summary of short presentations or comments made throughout the workshop, as well as revisions done by each donor to this report:
· The British (DFID) have increased their funding to civil society organizations by 84% since 1997. DFID consults and exchanges with partners on policy development. DFID funds over 200 international and UK organizations from central CSO funding and has unrestricted Partnership Programme Arrangement funding (totaling over £100 million per year) with 28 key CSO partners.  An overarching log frame for these 28 partners is used as a management tool. This is not an aggregation tool but is helpful in determining CSO activity across countries and themes and provides a snapshot of the whole unrestricted portfolio. Similar overarching log frames are being considered for the other central funding schemes. 

· The Canadians (CIDA) work with approximately 400 partners in their civil society funding branch. Log frames are required for each program/project, and reporting on results is done annually through Logical Frameworks, semi-annual/annual financial and narrative project/program reports, organizational reports, and Program Performance Reports (PPRs).The reports contain very diverse results, or sometimes activities, and few country-specific development results. Results cannot be aggregated. An over-arching logic model is being developed for the Volunteer sending organizations, and Results Aggregation Guidelines, informed by the Partner Dialogue and Donor Roundtable, are being developed for Canadian Partnerships Branch.

· Danish support to civil society development is guided by a strategy, which was reviewed in a consultative process in 2007-08 and re-launched in a revised edition in late 2008. The strategy is endorsed by the Danish Parliament. The 2008 Civil Society Strategy sets as the long-term overarching objective for Danish civil society support “to contribute to the development of a strong, independent and diversified civil society in developing countries”. Hence, support to civil society is regarded as an end in itself. In order to achieve this long-term objective, nine strategic goals are outlined:

· Promotion of a vibrant and open debate nationally and internationally

· Promotion of a representative, legitimate and locally based civil society

· Promotion of capacity development, advocacy work and networking opportunities

· Promotion of focus on rights

· Promotion of flexible and relevant interventions in fragile states and situations

· Promotion of civil society support in Danish bilateral and multilateral assistance

· Involvement of Danish civil society organisations in development assistance

· Collaboration with other stakeholders

· Goals and results.

Strategic goal no. 9 specifies that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs will report on progress in relation to the strategic goals. The challenge is to convert the present vertical reporting system (programmes, organisations) to a horizontal reporting approach (strategic goal achievement across organisations and programmes).
A thematic evaluation focusing on NGO results is currently on going, focusing mainly on partnership, advocacy and capacity building.

· The Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Civil Society Division presented their experience “Results in Development 2007-2008”. The process includes the following elements: a results chain is constructed per MDG
, relevant development actors are mapped, information is collected per MDG, countries for case-studies are selected. Lessons learned from this exercise highlight the fact that it is difficult and time-consuming to aggregate results without an agreed set of “indicators” or “pointers”. The large variety of CSOs makes discussion about aggregation complicated.

The Ministry and CSOs however appreciated the joint-reporting exercise and support the notion of aggregating CSO-results. Funding to NGOs represents 20% of the Dutch aid budget. Programme based funding is provided to NGOs based on an open tender procedure.

· Norway channels a large part– about one-third of its total bilateral assistance (about  EUR 350 m./yr.) through CSOs (long-term, GAP, humanitarian assistance). The Ministry of Foreign Affairs (including embassies) provides the largest amount, while Norad provides long-term CSO assistance. Most of the overall civil society funding (about 93%) goes through Norwegian NGOs. Norad enters into multi-year agreements with trusted civil society partners, mostly Norwegian NGOs, based on: (1) The organisations’ goals (consistent with Norwegian development goals); (2) the organisations’ capacity to deliver on their stated goals; (3) their documented results. Norad conducts organisational reviews of its partners before renewing multi-year agreements (15 reviews in 2008). The focus is on the organisations’ systems, i.e., their capacity to produce results. Norway does not require organisations to use Log Frames. The emphasis is on documenting results at user (outcome) level. Principles for Norway’s support to civil society are currently being finalised. Key goals include poverty reduction, challenging established power relations, strengthening the demand for results, and strengthening the involvement of diaspora groups in development work. Norad’s Strategy 2006-2010, puts a strong emphasis on results. Results  Reports were produced by Norad in 2007 and 2008 regarding all of Norway’s development assistance, including assistance through civil society. The reports were generally well received, but there is still a need to be better able to aggregate development results.

· The Swedes results strategy focuses not on sectors but on the capacity building of Southern NGOs and aid effectiveness. Sida has a policy on its support to civil society and is seeking to better document and communicate results.

Preliminary objectives strategy for Cooperation with Swedish CSOs 2009-2013 presents three levels of results for CSOs:
·  CSOs have increased capacity to reduce poverty and contribute to democratisation with a rights-based approach.

· CSOs contribute to realization of poor and discriminated women’s, men’s, girls’ and boys’ human rights.

· CS development cooperation is carried out effectively.

3.2  
From Civil Society (Canadian Council on International Cooperation /CCIC and (Dutch) Interchurch Organization for Development Cooperation/ICCO) representatives

Brian Tomlinson, a Senior Policy Analyst (Aid) from the CCIC presented a proposed approach to aggregating results, based on the recommendations of The Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness, recognizing CSOs as development actors in their own right, distinct from donors and governments. The proposed approach focuses on ultimate and intermediate outcomes. 

Brian Tomlinson also presented a diagram showing the interrelation between the donors process on aggregating results and the civil society process on Aid Effectiveness (spearheaded by the original Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness leading up to ACCra HLF3). This approach suggested that CSOs report on selected key outcomes which intersect with areas of strategic interest to donors. Donors would aggregate using their own indicators which they would apply to CSO outcomes. CSOs would provide shorter, more focused reports of 1 to 4 pages for each outcome.

Maurits Servaas, from ICCO, presented a Dutch NGO perspective on “Measuring and Aggregating: Answers to What?” highlighting the challenges with measuring, the rationale for aggregating results and how ICCO has dealt with the aggregation problem by reducing the number of individual actors in both North and South (through working in Alliances), using core sets of indicators (monitoring protocol) “translation” of indicators to context , and focus on partners, and a careful selection of meaningful indicators. ICCO challenges the need to aggregate for accountability purposes, arguing that quality standards for good governance of NGOs would be a better solution to NGO accountability issues. Aggregation is seen as a possible way of leveraging learning and strategic partnerships.

3.3  
Alnoor Ebrahim, a civil society expert, Associate Professor at the Harvard Business School, and part of the Social Enterprise Initiative, 

presented an approach to “Measuring and Aggregating Civil Society Results” highlighting four types of results that should be captured.

1. Added-Up Results (1+1=2): sum of parts, comparable projects/programs, scale-achieved through replication, methods: RBM, log frames, randomized trials; implications: fund efficient, scalable actors.

2. Synergistic Results (1+1=3): more than sum of parts, scale achieved through complementarity; methods: outcome mapping, interactive effects; implications: fund networks and collaborations that have clear targets.

3. Tranformational Results: (1+1= LOVE): more than sum of parts + threshold effects; scale: replication; complementarity; public pressure; policy change. Methods: outcome mapping, significant changes, comparative analysis. Implications: fund based on evidence-based linkages between activities and attitudinal shifts.

4) 
Harmful results: by implementing a process of aggregating results, you can invest energy in something else than achieving development results. 

He also proposed three principles to guide any framework:

i) Aggregate in order to enable development, not simply to report about it;

ii) Build a process that is legitimate

iii) Keep any framework or guidelines simple and focused

Alnoor Ebrahim suggested that the process of aggregating results would require the development not simply of indicators, but more importantly of suitable measurement methods (e.g., which may be different for measuring transformational results than for additive results, such as a drop in rural urban migration that indicates a transformation of the quality of life in a rural area). What is more, he saw the crucial challenge as identifying what donors’ collective goals for civil society interventions were, and how to achieve them. “How to achieve them” means developing a theory of change for civil society in order to articulate how diverse activities can have a collective impact on complex social problems. This is the strategic challenge; it is harder than the measurement challenge.  
A key challenge for donor agencies, he noted, is whether they want to use results aggregation for functional accountability purposes (i.e., for activities and results already funded) or for strategic accountability (for results they desire to achieve in the future).

3.4   
From the CPB Partner Dialogue

Jocelyne Laforce, a CIDA consultant from CAC International presented her report “Summary of Principles and Elements of a Results Aggregation Framework” highlighting the findings (key elements and principles on which to base results aggregation guidelines) and conclusions of the CPB Partner Dialogue on Results Aggregation, hosted by the Aga Khan Foundation Canada.on January 29 and 30, 2009. 

4. ELEMENTS OF CONVERGENCE 

Based on the two day of Roundtable discussion, it can be put forward that most of the participants agreed on the following points, which could be used to advance the aggregation agenda:

4.1  
Over-arching principles

Donors face a common challenge in improving communication of donor-funded CSO results to stakeholders, and improving the strategic orientation of their support to CSOs through a better understanding of results. The goal of aggregating CSO development results is to increase development effectiveness, and any other goals associated with this effort to describe and analyze overall CSO achievements should, at a minimum, maintain and not decrease effectiveness. Moreover, the aggregation discussion should respect the Recommendations of the Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness and Paragraph 20 of the Accra Agenda for Action.  

Identifying common principles for aggregating results does not mean that donors need to have one uniform system. Donors and CSOs can recognize the commonality of the challenge and the diversity of the contexts and approaches and develop a legitimate process by identifying the cross walk between what the donors want to achieve with this process and the post Accra processes being undertaken by CSOs, donors and the Working Party on Aid Effectiveness. 

4.2  
A “holistic” method for aggregating results

Donors and CSOs agreed that aggregating results is not a technical process but an analytical process  (which could have technical implications) and an opportunity to learn from what we do. We need to shift from linear systems (such as the LFA and RBM) to strategic thinking. This could include RBM methods, but also innovative solutions, against a backdrop of increased strategic accountability (accountability to drive change) rather than just functional accountability (accountability to show compliance with contractual agreements). 

Any aggregation guidelines should offer donors a mix of quantitative and qualitative indicators, specific and strategic results, not one or the other which means finding a good balance between rigour and realism, qualitative and quantitative factors, logic versus linear approaches, pragmatic versus theoretical approaches, tangible versus intangible results. The guidelines should aim to demonstrate/measure transformational and synergistic outcomes.  At the outset, it is necessary to identify expected strategic results for donor contributions to CSOs as development actors, instead of trying to aggregate results after the fact on the basis of the nature of the results achieved. 

Any aggregation guidelines should build on the seven roles identified for CSOs by the Advisory Group:

· Mobilizing grassroots communities & poor or marginalized people

· Monitoring policies and practices of government and donors

· Engaging in policy dialogue

· Delivering services and programs 

· Building coalitions and networks for CSO coordination, representation and impact

· Mobilizing financial and human resources

· Educating the public and shape social values of solidarity and social justice
.

Not all CSOs may identify with all these roles, but some CSO roles would be drawn from this list. For example, Dutch CSOs have identified four major roles for their activity, while recognizing that Southern partners usually have three major domains of activity:

In the Netherlands, Northern NGOs (like ICCO) do 

- funding

- capacity development

- lobbying  and promoting public support

- brokering

ICCO identifies three major domains for Southern partners: poverty alleviation, civil society development, lobby and public support. In each domain interventions that partners focus on are as the ones given below.  Description of domains is not to be confused with outcomes.

Direct Poverty Alleviation

- delivery of (pro-poor) social services and programmes

- improving the quality and equitable access of services and programmes

- ensuring people’s voice in service delivery (i.e. promotion of participatory approaches in planning, implementation and evaluation of Government Programmes)

Civil Society Development

- strengthening the capacity of development actors (i.e.CSO’s) to relate, learn, perform and organise 

- supporting the formation of coalitions, networks of CSO’s

Lobby, Advocacy and Public Support

- strengthening capacity of CSOs to effectively monitor policies and practices of governments, donors and international organisations (multilaterals).

- engaging in policy dialogue and lobby

- promoting and working on democratic practices and peace processes 

- promoting public support for international solidarity and justice)

Donors need to identify a causal pathway (theory of change) which will lead to their strategic objectives. That is, articulate how diverse CSO activities which they fund can have a collective impact on complex social problems. 

Any framework or guidelines should start from an understanding of the diversity of actors and capture the differences in the context of development in the field. Results and measuring systems (indicators) will be different according to the context (fragile states, developing countries, etc.). 

Given the challenge of reconciling all of the above, one participant concluded:
“Don`t let the best be the enemy of the good. Do what will work, avoid striving for a perfect system that over-burdens all concerned.”

4.3  
Strengthening the relationships between donors and CSOs

The aggregation process should be considered as an opportunity to deepen sustained engagement, trust and collaboration with partners, while acknowledging a contractual relationship based on funding. The mutual learning involved in the discussion process on aggregation is in itself a valuable and unplanned outcome.It should be an opportunity to invest in building capacity within donors and CSOs on monitoring, aggregation, evaluation, and analysis of development results/lessons, and to foster a culture of learning. 

There is also a need to clarify roles and responsibilities among donors, Northern CSOs and Southern CSOs in aggregating and reporting on results. An important role, among others, of Northern CSOs, is to strengthen their Southern partners. That is what they should be accountable for essentially (ref: the seven roles of CSOs) and in the aggregation exercise, their relationship of trust and collaboration with Southern CSOs will ensure the inclusion of the Southern perspective. In this context, it is important to define better what it means to build an enabling environment for CSO development actors and contributors to development effectiveness.
Any aggregation guidelines should allow for more focused reporting, recognizing that not all information on all results should be reported on every year. This volume of reporting can have harmful effects on development, and strains donor-partner relations.

4.4  
Strengthening the coordination among donors

As much as possible, donors should work in a coordinated fashion to harmonize efforts to aggregate results and strengthen links to research on civil society performance measurement. Aggregation should strive to address public concerns on good governance, critical and transparent reporting, and efficient and effective aid management. 

5. THE WAY FORWARD

Participants expressed an interest in continuing  the process of identifying an approach to results aggregation. Two major trends were identified during the roundtable: some participants were interested in deepening discussion on  methodological aspects of the aggregation challenge, while others preferred to consult and discuss fundamental changes in practices which would enhance an ability to assess NGO impact, with or without “aggregation” (“adding-up” techniques). Based on the two days of presentations, discussions, and working groups findings, the following next steps are  proposed:

1) That donors and CSOs provide input to this report. 

2) That, based on the final report, donors indicate which elements of convergence they could endorse, in order to draw up a possible list of guiding principles for aggregating/evaluating CSO results

3) Based on these principles, cooperative partnerships among donors and with CSOs  could be established to explore methods of monitoring and evaluating CSO intangible, synergistic, transformational , and harmful results. 

4) Consultations could be held by donors with a broad range of CSOs in each participating country. Results from these consultations would be shared with other donors.

5) Instructive practices and experiences in aggregating and evaluating overall CSO results could be documented and shared among donors and collaborating CSOs. A platform to discuss aggregation/impact evaluation on the Web could be developed, possibly by collaborating with already existing sites, such as the CIDA civil society Extranet site.

6) The aggregation discussions and  process started at this meeting  should continue in train with donor/CSO meetings and processes already planned, e.g. 

· The Donor Coalition of the Willing– follow-up to Advisory Group first meeting in April 2009.

· The Civicus World Assembly to be held in Montreal in August 2009.

· The Open Forum on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness

· Donor and the CSO Better Aid Platform membership in the WP-EFF and its various work-streams.

· Other planned meetings 2009-2011.

· Nordic Group - Take into account Southern Civil Society perspectives through country studies done by this group

The High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness (HLF4) in 2011 is a target date for producing results on processes which enhance aid effectiveness. It could therefore be a target date for progress in the results aggregation process.
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· Introductions

· Review of where we are, our goals and objectives 

· RBM at CIDA Presentation, Strategic Policy and Performance Branch, CIDA

· Open discussion

· Presentation by Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Development Cooperation

10:30-10:45



Break

10:45-12:30    


             Session II - Options for Aggregating Results

· Presentation by Alnoor Ebrahim – Associate Professor, Social Enterprise Initiative - Harvard Business School 

· Discussion

12:30-13:30



Lunch

13:30-15:00



Session III - CSO Partners Inputs

· Presentation by ICCO, Dutch NGO framework organization

· Presentation by CCIC, coalition of Canadian voluntary sector organizations

· Reflections & discussion

15:00-15:15        


Break

15:30-17:00


          
Session IV - Elements of a Framework

· Presentation by Jocelyn Laforce, CIDA consultant

· Open Discussion

	Friday February 20th     

DAY TWO


9:00-10:30


             Session V - Defining the Elements of a Framework

· Reflections on day 1 – Why are we aggregating, what have we retained so far, expectations for end of Roundtable

· Discussion of Agenda

· Organization of two working Groups 

10:30-10:45



Break

10:45-12:00


    
Session VI 

· Working Group- Aggregation Methods

· Working Group – Aggregation Process

12:00-13:30


             Lunch

 Informal session on Partner Relations with some CIDA managers

13:30-15:00


 
Session VI (cntd)

· Working Group- Aggregation Method

· Working Group – Aggregation Process

15:00-15:15    


             Break

15:15-16:30


         
Final Session

· Summary of findings and Way forward 

APPENDIX C

LIST OF DOCUMENTS

From CIDA

Results Aggregation: a Presentation to Partners’ Dialogue on Results Aggregation by Naresh Singh, CPB Strategic Planning and Coordination, Director General, January 30, 2009

Results Aggregation Overview, a Presentation to the Donors Roundtable on Results Aggregation by Naresh Singh, CPB Strategic Planning and Coordination, Director General, February 19-20 2009

CIDA RBM@2008: Why, What and How, a deck presentation by Marc-André Fredette, Strategic Policy and Performance Branch, CIDA, February 2009

Multilateral Organizations Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN), A Common Approach to Assess the Effectiveness of Multilateral Organizations, a presentation to MDI, by Brigitte Malenfant, SGPB, CIDA, February 2009

Report on Results Measurement and Aggregation Methods Worldwide: A Cross-section of Website Resources, CPB CIDA, January 2009

Results Management Methods of Six Bilateral Donors, a Consultant document review, CPB CIDA, February 2009

Summary of Principles and Elements of a Results Aggregation Framework, Jocelyne Laforce, CAC International, February 2009

From donors

Evaluation of the European Commission (EC) Aid Delivery through Civil Society Organizations 200-2006, December 2008

Preliminary Objectives Strategy for Cooperation with Swedish CSOs,SIDA,  2009-2013

Aggregation of CSO results, Presentation on the report in progress “Results in Development 2007-2008” by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Civil Society Division, Directorate General for International Development, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA)

Measuring and Reporting Development Progress, Discussion Paper for a Consultation between SIDA and “Framework” NGOs, Alan Fowler, May 1999

From CSOs

Measuring and Aggregation: Answers to What?, a presentation by Maurits Servaas from Dutch CSO ICCO 

Towards a Results Aggregation Framework for CIDA’s Canadian Partnership Branch, Lessons from the Advisory Group on Civil Society and Aid Effectiveness, Brian Tomlinson, Senior Policy Analyst (AID), Canadian Council for International Co-operation, November 18, 2008

Towards an Aggregation Framework, a presentation by Brian Tomlinson, Senior Policy Analyst (AID), Canadian Council for International Co-operation, February 2009

Donor/CSO Reporting Model for Donor Aggregation fo its CSO Results, a Presentation and Chart by Brian Tomlinson, Policy Advisor, CCIC, February 2009

Measuring and Aggregating Civil Society Results, a presentation to the Partners’ Dialogue, by David Brown and Alnoor Ebrahim, Harvard University, January 30, 2009. 

Measuring and Aggregating Civil Society Results (part 2), a presentation to the Donors Roundtable, by Alnoor Ebrahim, Harvard University, February 19-20, 2009. 

�  MDGs are used in the Dutch Results Report as a way to organise results; the report isn’t meant to state the progress on the delivery on MDGs.


� Idem








