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0. Executive Summary 

0.1.  Evaluation details 

This report is the final evaluation of the CARE City Forum Program (CCFP), which operated under a grant from the USAID-funded Civil Society Support and Strengthening Program (CSSP) from February 2001 through September 2003.  The total budget of the program over 31 months was $504,650.

CCFP was developed as a follow-up program to the USAID/DLG Clean Urban Project (CUP), under which CARE developed City Forums in order to increase community participation in the planning of local infrastructure.

0.1.1. Purpose of CCFP: goals and objectives 

Based on the results of a participatory assessment and participatory evaluations at the end of CUP, CARE adopted a goal hierarchy for CCFP (for details see below, Section 3.3.)
.  The goal of CCFP was to bring about improved civil society participation in decentralization through partnership with local governments including local parliaments (DPRD) in 18 cities and districts of East and Central Java.  The expected result was that by the end of the program at least 9 City Forums would be functioning well as development partners of local governments and DPRDs in those two provinces.

CCFP was implemented out of the CARE East Java office in Surabaya and a CARE Yogyakarta sub-office by a field team made up of one coordinator, one deputy coordinator, and 5 facilitators.  The team was predominantly male; only one member of the team was female.  The field team was supported by a team leader based in the CARE office in Jakarta and by 10 support staff in Surabaya and Yogyakarta.

During the life of CCFP, its team worked with three ‘Clusters’ or groups of City Forums.  Cluster 1 was made up of 11 City Forums that participated in CCFP from February 2001 through November 2002.  Cluster 2 was made up of 7 City Forums that worked with CCFP from January 2002 through September 2003.  Cluster 3 was made up of 13 City Forums that participated in CCFP from January through September 2003.  

CCFP experienced major budget cuts at the end of 2002, resulting in Cluster 2 and particularly Cluster 3 receiving greatly reduced levels of support.  For this reason, evidently, Cluster 1 City Forums seem to have made the most progress and achieved the most.  Cluster 2 City Forums showed some progress, but not as much as Cluster 1.  Cluster 3 City Forums received the least support by far and in general showed the least amount of progress and level of achievement, still being at an early stage of development.  

Most of the results reported in this evaluation were generated by the City Forums in Clusters 1 and 2, with an emphasis on data from Cluster 1, some of which could be verified first-hand.  
0.1.2.  The Evaluation: goals, issues, and methodology 

The primary aim of this evaluation was to assess City Forums’ level of attainment in project results in relation to CCFP’s program objectives.  The evaluation also identifies important lessons learned and makes recommendations for similar programs in the future.

The Scope of Work for the evaluation laid out 6 key issues.  The evaluators were asked to:

· Results/Achievements: Assess the level of attainment in project results in relation to CCFP’s goals and objectives;  

· Project Development & Implementation: Describe CCFP’s development mechanism and reflect critically on the focus and management of project implementation;

· Stakeholders’ Perception: Describe and analyze all relevant stakeholders’ perceptions of the project;

· Constituencies: Analyze the constituencies targeted and the extent to which CCFP reflected and met their needs; 

· Gender Analysis: Assess the extent to which the specialized needs of women were taken into account, and explain how this is reflected in project development and implementation;  

· Comparative Analysis: Compare the approach of CCFP with similar programs conducted by USAID/DLG-PERFORM and the Ford Foundation-supported CSO Pattiro, and determine how these programs have interacted.

The Scope of Work calls for the collection of data on all these issues.  To collect this data, which the evaluation team did between August 19 and September 20, 2003, the team adopted a number of approaches, described in more detail in Section 2.1. below.

0.1.3.  Results and achievements

CCFP planning documents did not set indicators for achievements.  Nevertheless, using indicators discussed with CCFP staff, the evaluation team found that CCFP met its expected result by enabling 13 of the 31 City Forums to develop close working relations with local government while maintaining their independence and the ability to criticize government, a relationship CCFP described as ‘synergistic’.  Of these 13, 10 City Forums were even stronger in that they also managed systematically to organize public meetings on issues of local importance and gain local governments’ acceptance of the benefits of such meetings, and oversee effective advocacy campaigns on various issues of local concern.

7 of these 10 City Forums were also able to play the role of mediator between government and communities on local conflicts; 6 were able to provide inputs to, and influence the creation of, local policy regulations (peraturan daera or perda); and 3 developed community groups that were able to work with government on issues of concern to them.  For details of these and related achievements, see below, page 18 et seq.

As far as CCFP’s goal is concerned, CCFP made progress towards it but did not achieve it. Out of 31 City Forums, 13 achieved strong ‘synergy’ with local government, rather than 18, as CCFP’s goal specifies, and of these 13 only 10 were successful in a more all-round way.  Still, the majority of the Cluster 1 and 2 City Forums and a few of the Cluster 3 City Forums demonstrated the ability in some form or other to (a) work with local government; (b) initiate and conduct public meetings (over 137 such meetings through 2002); (c) train village-level councils (BPDs and LPMKs) to work as a new element of local government; (d) conduct or support advocacy activities on salient local issues. These achievements were qualified by the fact that neither City Forums nor local governments adopted fully participatory methods in public meetings, with local civil society leaders (tokoh) rather than ordinary citizens or CSOs often playing the role of public participant.  But they were achievements nonetheless. 

0.1.4.  Program development

CCFP designed its program on the basis of an orthodox log frame with a logical goal hierarchy listing indicators for each objective.  This design was developed by the CCFP staff on the basis of the participatory evaluation of CUP undertaken at the outset.  CCFP’s approach to developing the capacity of the City Forums was logical and systematic. Its overall action plan was based on the goal and objectives of the program; planning and management systems were put in place and plans were followed systematically. A monitoring system was set up to collect data on the indicators detailed in the program work plan, though the system ceased to function in year 3 after CCFP discontinued financial support for local facilitators (fasda), one of whose tasks had been to collect the data.

CCFP worked hard to implement the program in a participatory manner, though it was not always consistent in doing so, particularly early on.  For example, CCFP staff used participatory methods to create City Forums, develop training courses, and create a program of support for BPDs and LPMKs.  At the same time they took a CCFP-centered approach to putting fasda in place, developing the BPD/LPMK support program, and running CCFP training courses – which many trainees initially understood to be mandatory.  That said, CCFP team members maintained a level of participation by responding to issues raised by Forums, negotiating solutions to Forum problems and maintaining working relations with Forums.

When CCFP staff provided training to City Forums, the Forums acknowledged that it was useful and effective, even if they were sometimes critical of aspects of the training provided.  For their part CCFP team members acknowledged these criticisms, and made improvements in response to them.  Forums regarded the facilitation with which CCFP staff followed up the training as helpful, even if they would have liked it to be more intensive.  The evaluation team found that while the training and follow-up activities were effective, they would have been more so if CCFP staff had had greater training and consulting skills. 

Overall, CCFP staff used standard, accepted project management tools to implement a logical and integrated approach that provided effective capacity-building support to the City Forums.

0.1.5.  Stakeholders’ perceptions

The history of the relations between CCFP and the City Forums was greatly affected by the transition from CUP, with its more hands-on management approach, to CCFP, with its emphasis on purely technical assistance. The transition was inherently difficult because the CCFP approach involved offering training and consultation instead of the direct funding that Forums had earlier had from CUP.  Unfortunately, a mistake CCFP made early in the program – offering funding support at the CUP level and then reducing the support to the new, lower CCFP level – resulted in friction between CCFP and Cluster 1 Forums. However CCFP staff learned from this mistake, and improved their ability to make clear that they were following a TA (technical assistance) process that would involve lower levels of financial support.  In due course the funding issue became less important, and was less of a concern for Clusters 2 and 3, though it became salient again following further budget cuts in the 3rd and last year of the program.

The transition from project management under CUP to facilitation and the provision of TA was also difficult in other respects.  Relations between the CCFP team and City Forums worsened when CCFP staff pushed its issues too hard, and improved when they put more emphasis on collaboration. Over time CCFP was able to improve its approaches by learning from experience.

On the whole, the CCFP team maintained good working relations with the City Forums, and were able to overcome and resolve conflicts that arose. As the evaluation team learned from its interviews with Forums, CCFP was participatory enough for constituent Forums to acquire or retain a strong sense of ownership of their own particular Forums, while having some more qualified sense of ownership of the program as a whole.

CCFP staff had little direct contact with city and district governments, leaving that to the Forums themselves. CCFP did however develop good relations with the provincial government in East Java.  The provincial government has adopted CCFP guidebooks on BPD and LPMK development, and has stated that it would like to see City Forums on the CCFP model developed in all the cities and districts of the province.  

0.1.6.  Constituents

The core constituents for CCFP were the Forums’ stakeholders, individuals and organizations actively engaged in promoting good governance locally. These constituents volunteered their time to manage the Forums and implementing Forum activities. The CCFP was able to meet important needs of these constituents, including helping them get access to local governments, advising on strategic planning, providing organizational training and facilitation, and providing training in advocacy and other technical needs. The high levels of constituents’ commitment to their Forums can be interpreted as showing that CCFP successfully identified and met constituent needs.

0.1.7.  Gender issues

Both CCFP and the City Forums acknowledge that the lack of conscious consideration of gender on the part of both CCFP and the Forums was a major program weakness.  The original assumption that it would be enough to develop Forums open to all elements of civil society proved to be inadequate as far as women were concerned.  The number of women leaders in the Forums, and the level of participation by women and women’s groups in Forum activities, were both very low, reflecting the predominance of men in the CCFP team and in the Forums themselves, and the absence of measures to encourage greater participation by women.  Future programs of this kind will require the inclusion of staff trained in gender issues, better gender ratios among field staff, and much stronger, explicit emphasis on gender training and mainstreaming if they are to ensure more equal and equitable participation on the part of both women and men.

0.1.8.  Similar programs (PERFORM, Ford-funded Forum Warga): a comparison

At USAID’s request, the evaluation team looked at two programs similar to CCFP, the USAID/DLG-PERFORM program and the CSO Pattiro’s Warga Forum program, a program run with Ford Foundation support. The PERFORM program focuses on enabling local governments to introduce systems and methods of participatory planning into their planning processes.  Citizens’ forums play a role in this process, and the PERFORM program provides these forums with long-term organizational support and training. The Pattiro program focuses on identifying communities or groups adversely affected by local government policy, and empowering them to press for mistaken policies to be put right.  

In the few locations where the 3 different programs have overlapped, there were no signs of either competition or collaboration, though in the view of the evaluation team there was potential for both active collaboration and synergy.  The PERFORM program is in a strong position to encourage local governments to implement the new official paradigm of citizens’ participation in local government by engaging with local citizens’ forums, both its own and CCFP’s.  Like the CCFP City Forums, PERFORM forums are well placed to take advantage of this increase in interest in citizens’ participation, being permanent bodies encompassing all elements of civil society that promote and encourage public participation in local government.  The Pattiro Forum Warga (Citizens’ Forum) program can also work with the City Forums of both CCFP and PERFORM to improve the Forum Wargas’ advocacy skills, help them gain access to local government, and enable them to meet potential partners from other parts of civil society.

Recommendations 

The following is a brief resume of recommendations for future work with City Forums that are provided in more detail at the end of this report, in Section 7.

Suggestions for the further development of Cluster 1 and 2 City Forums

· Help Forums define their customers and identify what they consider valuable, and also clarify Forums’ own roles and functions vis-à-vis their stakeholders;

· Provide further training and consulting in such fields as policy and budget analysis; understanding government structures; working with the general public, NGOs and BPDs & LPMKs; facilitating small and large group discussions
 so as to improve public hearings; planning, monitoring and reporting; public education campaigns; and advocacy.

· Help Forums identify funding sources other than local government, and help them make business plans.

0.2.2.  Suggestions for the further development of Cluster 3 Forums

· Help newer Forums carry out needs assessments and development plans, and train them in policy analysis and advocacy when they are ready.

· Help newer Forums learn how to work well with the public, and facilitate public interaction with government officials.   

0.2.3.  Suggestions for further support for BPD & LPMK 

· Train BPDs and LPMKs in community planning and problem-solving in order to increase grassroots participation in government at the village level, and educate local communities about how government works, with special reference to its budgets;

· Train BPDs and LPMKs to manage conflicts between villagers and the various government bodies and agencies working at the village level;

· Training BPDs and LPMKs to identify and solve problems, rather than just complaining about them.

0.2.4.  Suggestions for future capacity building TA (technical assistance) programs

· Help City Forums with strategic planning and with achieving a consensus and an organizational vision among their participants.   

· Training Forum participants to apply skills acquired in training courses to their own Forum colleagues;

· Training Forums in clearly-identified aspects of management and fund raising, with targeted training as needed;

· Make sure capacity-building facilitators have the skills needed to deal with Forums, including participatory skills relevant to grassroots advocacy and development.

0.2.5.  Suggestions on how those engaged in capacity-building should develop relationships with City Forums  

· Capacity builders should ‘socialize’ or introduce planned work in a participatory and consistent manner;  

· Capacity builders and program managers should share program budget information;

· Capacity builders and program managers should be clear about monitoring and reporting systems, who they will benefit, and how they will be used.

0.2.6.  Suggestions on improving the gender dimensions of a City Forum program 

· Management staff, capacity-builders and Forum stakeholders, male and female, should all receive gender awareness training;

· Programs should integrate gender and gender mainstreaming into planning and analysis;  

· Gender expertise should be included in program staff.

1. Introduction 

1.1.  Background to CCFP and the aim of the evaluation   

The Care East Java office initiated and managed the Care City Forum Project (CCFP) from February 2001 through September 2003. Over this period, the final budget for the CCFP was $504,650. The ultimate objective of CCFP was to improve civil society’s role in the development process and in the processes of local government through partnerships and synergy among City Forums, local governments, and local parliaments (DPRDs). The project’s specific objectives were (a) to improve the City Forums’ institutional, program and management capacities, and (b) to improve the City Forums’ legitimacy.

The primary objective of this evaluation of CCFP was to assess how far it had achieved its own objectives.  As noted in the Executive Summary, the evaluation team concentrated its attentions on the more long-standing CCFP City Forums, though in response to a request from CSSP, made after the team had submitted its first draft report, it also did some work on newer Forums as an add-on to its initial schedule (see below, Section 1.3.).  Its field work was focused on Forums in East Java.  

The evaluation reflected a capacity-building ethos by setting out to build the knowledge and skills of CCFP, cssp and USAID with a view to increasing the future effectiveness of CCFP and any successor program.  To this end, the evaluation summarized lessons learnt from CCFP experience to date, and aimed to assist CSSP in developing a focus for further possible mainstream CSSP assistance to CCFP City Forums. 

1.2.  Evaluation team: members, positions, roles   

The CCFP evaluation team consisted of 4 people working under contract to CSSP.  They were:

Frank Page, team leader, an organizational development consultant with 10 years experience of working with local and international NGOs in Indonesia on strategic planning, program planning, monitoring and evaluation, and on developing participatory processes and skills.  

Ismail Amir, Implementation Director of Bina Swagiri in Tuban, East Java, as well as a trainer in budget advocacy and government training systems.  He is the current coordinator for the Indonesian Forum for Budget Transparency (FITRA).

Dati Fatimah, head of the Public Finance Management Division of IDEA in Yogyakarta, Central Java where she also manages the group Empowering Local Public Institutions to Eradicate Corruption, and IDEA’s CSSP-funded Central Java program.

Salman Nurdin, head of the Democracy Development and Public Policy division of SPEKTRA in Surabaya, East Java.  He has completed a study on democratic development and public policy in Indonesia, and is implementing democratization programs in Surabaya for SPEKTRA.

1.3.  Scope of Work of the evaluation 

CCFP was a broad multi-level project working in both Central and East Java.  As noted, the program supported 3 ‘Clusters’ of City Forums for differing periods of time.  Cluster 1 was established at the start of the program, and received CFFP support for 2 years.  Cluster 2 was initiated at the end of year 1, and received support for approximately 19 months.  Cluster 3 was established at the beginning of year 3, and received support for approximately 7 months.

The original Scope of Work for this evaluation focused on identifying and documenting the results and sustainability of the City Forum program in East Java.  As the Cluster 1 Forums had received the greatest amount of CFFP support and were continuing operations after direct support from CCFP had been phased out, the focus of the first evaluation field visit was on Cluster 1 Forums.  The CSSP Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist believed that Cluster 1 Forums would provide the most lessons for CSSP and USAID.  Upon review of the preliminary findings of the first evaluation visit, however, CSSP requested more information on the newer Forums in Cluster 3 as well, in order to determine the potential for supporting these new Forums.  A 2nd evaluation field visit was therefore carried out for the evaluation team to meet some of the Cluster 3 Forums.  

The result of this schedule is that the evaluation presented here reflects data collected primarily from Clusters 1 and 3 in East Java.  Cluster 2 forums are under-represented in the data, and almost all the conclusions drawn about Cluster 2 Forums are based on data that the evaluation team has not verified first hand.

1.4.  Evaluation layout: key issues

This evaluation report consists of 7 sections, plus an Executive Summary and an Introduction.  

The 1st section explains the methodology of the evaluation.  

The 2nd section describes the purpose, goals, objectives, approach and organizational structure of the CCFP Program.  

Section 3 describes external and internal changes that may have had an effect on the CCFP program.  

The 4th section describes the findings of the evaluation.  This section is arranged according to the 6 key issues presented in the Scope of Work (see page ii above for details).   

The final 3 sections present the evaluation team’s overall conclusions, lessons learned and recommendations.

2. Methodology 

2.1.  Description of evaluation tools and methods  

The Scope of Work calls for the collection of data on CCFP program results; CCFP program development, activities, and management; other programs similar to CCFP; stakeholder perceptions of CCFP and its City Forums; the constituent parts of CCFP; and issues relating to gender. 

To collect this data the evaluation team adopted a number of approaches including:

· Review of CCFP documents including quarterly reports, training reports, project plans, and program descriptions to determine project history, planning, implementation, and results;

· Participatory workshops and interviews with CCFP staff in East Java to assess CCFP achievements and implementation;

· Group interviews and focused discussions on site with City Forums, local government officials, members of the BPDs and LPMKs and members of DPRDs to assess (a) project results, including Forum achievements and management practices; (b) the effectiveness of CCFP activities with Forums, including its training and consulting support;

· A participatory workshop in Blitar, East Java, involving participants from all 3 City Forum Clusters following the evaluators’ first field visit to review CCFP and City Forum achievements, strengths and weaknesses, and develop suggestions for future follow-up activities; 

· Individual interviews with CARE staff in Jakarta, PERFORM Project staff in East Java and Jakarta, CSSP staff in East Java, USAID staff in Jakarta, and Pattiro staff in Jakarta to collect data on CCFP program history; CCFP program management; and other similar programs, i.e. the PERFORM and Pattiro programs.

2.2.  Sources of information

Data was collected from the key stakeholders and constituents of CCFP.  These informants included:

· CARE staff;

· Leaders of 13 City Forums; 

· Members of district and city governments including members of the offices of bupati (regents or district heads) and the local planning agencies BAPPEKAB and BAPEKOT (Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Kabupaten and Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Kota – City and District Planning and Development Councils);

· Members of DPRDs;

· Members of BPDs (Badan Perwakilan Desa – Village Representative Councils) and LPMKs (Lembaga Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Kelurahan – Keluharan Community Development Associations – BPDs’ urban equivalents) trained by City Forums;

· USAID officers;

· Staff of PERFORM; 

· Staff from other NGOs, particularly Pattiro..

2.3.  Evaluation schedule 

The evaluation fieldwork was scheduled to take place between August 17 and September 2, 2003.  However, it was delayed because of additions to the Scope of Work by USAID.  To adjust and maintain appointments with Forums, the evaluation team cancelled a one-day team planning meeting.  Team building and evaluation planning was done during the evenings and at other times instead.  As mentioned above, a second, earlier unscheduled field trip was requested by CSSP to collect further data on Cluster 3 Forums, and took place from September 14 to 20, 2003.  The final evaluation schedule is given below:

August 19: Terms of reference approved by USAID

August 19: Travel to East Java

August 20 - 21: Workshop and interviews with CCFP staff in East Java

August 21: Interview with East Java provincial government officials

  August 22-27: Field visits to 8 City Forums, these being: Sidorajo, Sidoarjo, Probolinggo,

Malang city, Pamekasan, Mojokerto and Tulungagung

            August 28-29: Evaluation workshop attended by representatives from 18 Forums in East Java, 

                                       held at Blitar, East Java

August 30: Evaluators’ analysis meeting

September 1-5: Interviews with USAID staff and CARE staff in Jakarta.  Preliminary findings presented to CSSP

September 8 - 9: Further analysis by evaluators; arrangements for follow up field visit

September 14 - 20: Follow up site visits to 5 City Forums, these being: Gresik, Lomongan, 




Madiun, Madiun city, Bangkalan

September 22 - October 31: Report drafting 

3. CCFP program description

3.1.  Program development 

The CARE City Forum Program (CCFP) was derived from CARE’s experience collaborating with RTI (the Research Triangle Institute) in implementing the Clean Urban Project (CUP).  CUP was an urban infrastructure project located in 12 cities and districts in East Java.  One of the components of CUP was community participation in the planning of urban infrastructure.  Under this component, CARE initiated the formation of City Forums as mechanisms to ensure community participation in the planning of city and district infrastructure projects.  

CARE’s experience with CUP highlighted both the potential of City Forums and some of the challenges associated with developing them.  Under CUP, City Forums were able to change the past mix of civil society and government in city and district planning, although the government still maintained final control
.  Several months before the end of CUP, CARE conducted a participatory assessment of the existing City Forums and found that although they had had positive influence on democratization and good governance, their performance could be improved
.  The assessment concluded that further interventions, particularly in the areas of institutional development, programming, and management, were needed to maintain and develop the existing City Forums.  However, CUP ended before such interventions could be undertaken.

With the closing of CUP, CARE developed and presented a proposal to CSSP with the support of USAID/DLG.  The proposal was based on the participatory evaluation conducted under CUP and not only complimented CSSP’s then PO (Performance Objective) 1, which was to promote analysis, articulation and effective advocacy for policy reform, but also made use of funding allocated to CARE as a partner in the CSSP program.

3.2.  The City Forum concept

For CCFP, the conceptual basis for City Forums was that they were to be an umbrella group (wadah) and vehicle (wahana) for dialogue and stakeholder synergy in an effort to influence public policy and guarantee the priorities and welfare of the public
.  The purpose of the City Forums was to respond to the dynamics of public development and create, as a fact, commitment among all stakeholders to democracy and decentralization. 

To implement this concept, the key functions of the City Forums were as:

· A public space for dialogue;

· Multi-direction media for communication on development;

· An interactive, critical, constructive vehicle for dialogue; 

· An umbrella group for learning about democracy.

In undertaking these functions, the City Forums were expected to strengthen ‘synergy’ (critical, independent, respectful, non-confrontational working relations) between government and civil society; have influence on, and give inputs and recommendations on, public policy processes; and develop good governance and a good society. 

The City Forums were organized as voluntary coalitions of civil society sectors.  The civil society sectors and groups that the Forums hoped to involve in their activities included NGOs, university groups, religious organizations, private sector and business groups, traditional community groups, women’s groups, the press, and professional organizations.  These sectors could be represented in Forums either by individuals or by members of CSOs.  With their diverse coalition thus constituted, City Forums were expected to be flexible and dynamic in order to respond to their local political and development situations.  Sub-groups of active stakeholders were expected to adopt issues important to them and to grow, shrink or change depending on the issues the Forums were addressing at any one time.

In essence, the City Forums were designed to provide a space where the public and government could come together for dialogue, and to discuss and develop public policy and good governance in a spirit of participation rather than conflict.

3.3.  CCFP’s goal, objectives and work plans

Based on the results of the participatory assessment and evaluations at the end of the CUP program, Care adopted a goal hierarchy for the project
 as outlined above in Section 0.1.1.   The goal hierarchy consisted of a goal and an expected result, with two related objectives and concomitant outputs.  In detail these were:

· The goal: Improved civil society participation in decentralization through partnership with local governments including local parliaments (DPRD) in 18 cities and districts of East Java and Central Java;

· The expected result: At least 9 City Forums functioning well as partners in development of local governments and DPRDs;

· Objective one: Improved organizational, management and programming capacity of City Forums in 18 cities and districts of East Java and Central Java;

Output: City Forums in 18 cities and districts believing in the basic principles of good governance and improving their organizational, management and programming capacities;

· Objective two: Improved legitimacy (level of acceptance) of City Forums in at least 9 cities and districts of East Java and Central Java;

Output: At least 9 City Forums able inclusively to address the public’s aspirations and improve people’s participation in development activities their respective cities and districts.  

According to the original CCFP work plan, initial program activities were divided into 3 main fields, institutional, programming, and management.  The work in the institutional field included helping each participating Forum develop:

· inclusiveness, or the ability to include all sectors
 of civil society in its local government’s policy formulation and implementation; 

· a clear vision and mission;

· good strategic planning; 

· stable sources of funding sources (for financial sustainability).

The work in the programming field included helping each participating Forum:

· focus its program activities;

· assess current critical development issues;

· articulate problems and people’s aspirations;

· provide consulting advice and advocacy on public policy;

· provide draft regulations and support for legal drafting;  

· assess local government budget allocations.

The work in developing management skills included increasing Forum capacity in:

· administration, documentation, and communication; 

· finance and human resource development.

CCFP’s main strategy for achieving its goals and objectives was to provide City Forums with technical assistance through workshops facilitated by CARE staff, training courses provided by CARE staff and outside trainers or training institutes, and on-going consultation services provided by CARE facilitators (that is, senior facilitators belonging to the CCFP team, as distinct from the local facilitators or fasda that were selected at the grassroots level to liaise with Forums and provide basic monitoring data – see below, Section 3.7.).

3.4.  CCFP’s program period and budget

CCFP was implemented for a 2 year, 7 month period from February 2001 through September 2003.  The total budget for this period was $504,650.
3.5.  CCFP’s geographical scope  

By the end of CCFP, the program area consisted of 22 cities and districts in East Java and 9 cities and districts in Central Java.

Although the original plans called for working in 18 cities and regencies in East Java, as the program developed CCFP began receiving requests from groups in both East and Central Java for assistance in developing other City Forums.  In response to this demand and to take advantage of the opportunity it presented, CARE decided to expand the program beyond the original 18 Forums.  The program therefore expanded its area of coverage in three steps, creating three ‘Clusters’ of Forums.  As noted earlier, each Cluster was defined by the date the Forums in that Cluster joined the program.  In order not to overload CCFP staff, the program design called for each Cluster to participate in the program for approximately 18 months to 2 years, by which time CCFP expected the Forums to be able to continue without further CCFP support.

Table 1 shows the number of Forums in each cluster and the dates they participated in CCFP. 

Table 1. CCFP Forum Clusters, with the dates each Cluster participated in program
	Cluster
	East Java
	Central Java
	Dates participated

	1
	11
	0
	February 2001 – November 2002

	2
	4
	3
	January 2002 – September 2003

	3
	8
	5
	January 2003 – September 2003


3.6.  CCFP’s approach 

CCFP approached the task of strengthening City Forums by following 6 major steps in logical progression: (1) creating Forums, (2) organizing Forums, (3) developing Forum skills, (4) supporting Forum activities, and (5) phasing out support for Forums.  The 6th step, monitoring and evaluation, was integrated into each step through routine, usually monthly meetings, activity reports, quarterly data collection, and annual evaluation meetings.  Table 2 outlines the process, showing the steps and their associated outputs.

Table 2.  CCFP’s approach to developing City Forum capacity

	Step
	Outputs

	· Forum assessment and creation: 
	Assessment of the need for a Forum;

Introduction of the Forum concept to local civil society leaders and local government;

Identification of civil society stakeholders and creation of a Forum.

	· Strategic planning:
	Mutual agreement on Forum vision and mission;

Identification of strategic issues and programmatic framework;

Forum members able to conduct strategic planning. 

	· Organizational and technical skills training:
	Forum and stakeholders able to:

· implement advocacy

· complete strategic plans and annual plans

· manage administration and monitoring systems

· respond to community complaints and needs

· train BPD & LPMK on the functions and roles of those two bodies

· raise funds

	· Facilitation and follow up: 
	Provision of hands on training and consultation so as to: assist with strategic planning; develop ‘synergistic’ relations with local government; draw up annual plans; develop internal systems; increase civil society representation in the Forum; and develop local initiatives and respond to public needs.   

[Funding provided for the implementation of knowledge and skills acquired through training in the fields of strategic planning, local advocacy initiatives, and community complaint services.]

	· Phasing out:
	Ending of CFFP support 

	· Continuous participatory monitoring and evaluation:
	Routine implementation, with lesson-learning drawn from project experience

Routine meetings between Forums and CCFP staff

Quarterly data collection

Annual internal evaluations and retreats


3.7.  CCFP staff structure and offices

The CCFP team consisted of the following:

· A Team Leader based in Jakarta responsible for the overall strategies, planning, staffing, budget control and management of the program;

· A Coordinator based in East Java responsible for managing the program in the field, including developing work plans and coordinating facilitators and logistics;

· Five Facilitators responsible for working with City Forums to develop and coordinate training, provide follow-up and counseling, and monitor City Forums’ progress;

· Two Secretaries, one senior and one junior, for managing procurement and arranging travel;

· A Financial Officer and an Office Manager for maintaining financial records and overseeing the administration; an Administration Officer in a sub-office in Yogyakarta; and drivers, guards and office helpers.

· Area Facilitators (Fasilitator Daerah or Fasda) chosen from Forum secretariats and reporting to the Forums themselves.  The fasda were trained by CCFP to assist CCFP’s own Facilitators in their work with Forums, and to gather and prepare quarterly monitoring data on Forums’ activities.

The program was basically structured around geography, with a team in East Java working out of an office in Sidoarjo, and a smaller team for Central Java working out of a sub-office in Yogyakarta.  The strength of this structure was in its flexibility.  CCFP Facilitators could be assigned to new City Forums in their area as the program expanded.  During much of the program each Facilitator handled approximately 5 Forums, which is what the CARE staff estimated to be the maximum amount for one Facilitator.  

The weakness of the structure was that the Facilitators were required to be generalists and work with their Forums on all issues and aspects of Forum development, such as strategic planning, advocacy, working with government systems and budgets, and conflict resolution.  To counteract this weakness, each individual staff member was made responsible for developing an expertise in one of these areas, and for providing support to colleagues in that area of expertise as needed.  

The organizational chart in Figure 1 on the next page shows the structure of CCFP. 

Figure 1: CCFP’s organizational structure
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4. Program context 

During the life of CCFP, a number of events occurred both outside and inside the program that had the potential to affect program implementation.  The external changes included the impact of international terrorism, changes in the national government, and new regulations at the regional and local levels.  Internal changes included staff turnover and changes in budget levels.

4.1.  External changes

A number of major national and international political events occurred during the life of the program.  These included the impeachment of President Abdurrahman Wahid and the election of Megawati Sukarnoputri as President in 2001, the events of 9/11 in New York and Washington, and the terrorist bomb attacks in Bali and Jakarta.  However, the evaluation team found that none of these major world events had any direct impact on project implementation.

Locally, the policy change that affected the program most was the passage of local regulations or perda establishing BPDs as required under national legislation on decentralization. At first, implementation of these regulations in early 2001 resulted in frequent friction between newly established BPDs and existing village heads (kepala desa).  CCFP saw these developments as an opportunity to reduce village-level conflict, increase community participation in government and improve City Forums’ connections with communities within their district. CCFP staff conducted a needs assessment of BPDs to see if Forums using CCFP training and funding support would be in a position to assist them.  From this needs assessment and from round table discussions among Forum members, NGOs, BPDs and city and district governments, a BPD training program was initiated in mid-2001.  One result was the drawing up and distribution of ‘Guidebooks’ on BPD training; another was the training of trainers (ToT) for Forums in BPD development initiated in early 2002. As part of the training program CCFP provided funding support for training to a total of 15 Forums.

4.2.  Internal changes

Two major internal changes occurred during the life of CCFP.  The first was a change in the leadership of the program at the end of year 2, and the 2nd was a budget cut in the 3rd year of the program.

Toward the end of 2002, the Team Leader for CCFP, Kusuma Adinugroho, left the program to take advantage of a senior position in another aid organization.  His departure resulted in a reshuffling of staff and the appointment of both a new Team Leader and a new Coordinator.  With the appointment of a new Coordinator, the previous Coordinator returned to being a Facilitator. The evaluation team found that the new leadership and staff were able to manage these changes and continue their work without any impact on CCFP’s schedules and activities.  

The other internal change that CCFP staff had to manage was budget reductions in the 3rd year budget (for November 2002-September 2003).  This budget cut had a major impact on the program’s support for the Forums.  Adjustments made to accommodate the cut included:

· Reduction in the number of training courses planned for year 3 from 7 to 3 (these 3 being on strategic planning, TOT for BPD, and advocacy);

· Reduction of Facilitator field time from 13 days per month to 9 then to 6 days per month.  Maximum hotel reimbursements fell from Rp.150,000 per night per person to Rp.75,000 per night per person;

· Reduction of the number of leased cars from 3 to 2;

· Reduction in support funding for local initiatives from a maximum of Rp 1m. to Rp 500,000 and then to Rp 300,000 per initiative;

· Suspension of funding support for Forums’ BDP training activities (Rp 12,850,000 for training in 15 villages);

· Suspension of support for workshops and meetings following on from CCFP’s strategic planning workshop (Rp 3,200,000 for 2 follow-up workshops and 9 internal meetings);

· Suspension of financial support for fasda;

· Cancellation of a plan to provide Forums with computers for planned Forum-run public complaint centers.   

The budget cut had two main impacts overall. The 1st was a reduction of support, in the form of both TA and supplemental funding, that CCFP offered Forums. This mainly affected Cluster 3 Forums, the Forums that had joined CCFP during its 3rd year, after the budget cuts. The 2nd impact was a negative impact on the relationship between the CCFP and some of the Forums in Clusters 1 and 2, resulting from the fact that these Forums did not receive supplemental funding they believed they were entitled to. This latter issue will be discussed further below.

5. Evaluation findings 

The evaluation team used a results-based evaluation model to analyze CCFP’s achievements.  This model is a 3-level hierarchy of Outputs that lead to Outcomes that lead to Impacts
.  In analyzing the CCFP, Outputs are short-term, direct results of CCFP activities, such as people trained, strategic plans completed, or Forums created.  It is important to note that in this model, activities are not results. Outcomes are medium-term results due to a combination of Outputs.  In the case of CCFP, improvements in the capacity of Forums are Outcomes, as they are direct or indirect result of CCFP Outputs.  Impacts are longer-term results due to a combination of Outcomes, such as greater public participation in local government.  

The findings presented below in Section 5 are largely based on the goal, objectives, and indicators in CCFP’s work plan.  However the work plan does not lay out specific indicators for the goal of the program or for its expected results and impacts.  The evaluation team therefore drew on a number of types of data to measure goal achievement, and developed its own indicators to supplement those of CCFP.  

The CCFP work plan also includes some highly numerical indicators.  In evaluating these, the evaluation team relied on CCFP monitoring reports tempered by the team’s observations in the field. 

The CCFP work plan lays out the following structure for identifying program results, as follows.

Table 3: CCFP goal hierarchy with performance indicators
	Program Goal: Improved civil society participation in decentralization through partnerships with local governments including local parliaments (DPRDs) in 18 cities and districts.   

Expected Results: At least 9 targeted City Forums functioning well as partner of local governments and DPRDs in development 

	Objective 1: Improved capacity of City Forums in 18 cities and districts of East Java and Central Java

Outputs: City Forums in 18 cities and districts believe in basic principles of good governance and improve their organizational, programming, and management aspects
	Objective 2: Improved legitimacy (level of acceptance) of City Forums in at least 9 cities or districts of East Java and Central Java

Outputs: At least 9 City Forums are inclusive, able to address the public’s aspirations, and improve people’s participation in the development of activities in their respective city or district

	Performance indicator 1

Organizational  

# of CF with inclusive membership

# of CF with clear and well documented vision/ mission

# of CF with Strategic Plan

# of CF with fixed address of secretariat

# of CF with feasible funding resources
	Performance Indicator 2

Management  

# of CF with sound reporting and administration systems

# of CF with transparent and accountable financial systems

# of CF with participatory monitoring and evaluation systems
	Performance Indicator 3 

Programming 

# of CF with annual plans

# of CF discussing agenda on development strategic issues

# of CF with advocacy agenda

# of CF with agenda of assessment on local public policy

# of CF with legal drafting agenda

# of CF with monitors the development activities

# of CF rapidly responding to improve public services
	Performance Indicator 4 

# of representatives of civil society organizations involved

# of academic people actively involved in the assessment of public policy

# of entrepreneurs actively involved in City Forums

# of community/ religious/youth leaders in the City Forum activities

# of women leaders actively involved in City Forum activities
	Performance Indicator 5

# of development issues and actual problems discussed by City Forums

# of ideas/ suggestions/ complaints/ raised by the community discussed and solved by the City Forum


	Performance Indicator 6

# of topics/agendas discussed by the city forum

# of topics/agenda of the City forum openly informed to the community

# of Public Policy and Local Legislation processed with the city forum involvement

# of public hearing activities


The evaluation team’s own alternative set of 6 indicators, which it discussed and agreed with CCFP, are as follows:

1. ‘Synergistic’ relations achieved with local government:  As noted, a major effort of CCFP was to help Forums develop ‘synergy’ between Forums and their stakeholders on the one side and local government including local parliaments (DPRD) on the other.  The evaluation team took CCFP’s definition of the term ‘synergy’, namely the ability to bring elements of civil society together to work productively with and influence local government, while maintaining (a) a high degree of independence from government and (b) the capacity to criticize, correct, and improve government policy and actions.

Proactive discussions initiated and held on local public policy issues:  These discussions, which generally taken the form of workshops, roundtable discussions, and public hearings, are all important means of presenting civil society views and recommendations to local government officials, though they represent only a limited form of participation, since there is no guarantee these views or recommendations will be acted on.

2. Feedback and recommendations given on the drafting of local regulations:  Involvement in policy drafting, usually in the form of involvement in the drafting of local regulations (perda), is a fuller form of participation than (2), as it allows for direct negotiation on the contents of public policy – though there is still no assurance that citizens’ drafts of policy documents will actually be incorporated into final policy regulations and other documentation.

3. Beginning-to-end advocacy campaigns organized:  Advocacy campaigns that see an issue through from beginning to end involve an intense, proactive kind of participation on the part of groups or communities mobilizing to convey their hopes directly to government, and managing this approach from beginning to end.

4. Conflicts between civil society groups and local government mediated: a Forum that can mediate successfully in civil society-government conflicts has the confidence and trust of both civil society and government.

5. Community groups brought into the local public policy process: Introducing community groups, including groups that have come together over specific local policy issues, to ways and means of advocating policy reform to and with local government is a direct and readily assessible means of increasing community participation in local government.

The evaluators believe that good results achieved against these Indicators reflected the impact of CCFP not only on the Forums themselves but also on the level of local community participation in local governance, including at the village level (an additional and unexpected element of CCFP’s work having arisen from its response to the opportunity presented by the creation of BPDs and LPMKs).

5.1.  CCFP and City Forum achievements, as judged by the evaluators’ 6 indicators

The findings of this section are discussed according to the 6 Indicators listed above (Section 4).  They are based largely on data gained from the evaluation team’s site visits, and also on CCFP’s quarterly reports.  In cases where they refer to the same Forum, these data were usually similar.  In those few cases where there was a discrepancy, no overall trend was discernible. Data on Forums that the evaluation team did not visit were also drawn from findings from the Blitar evaluation workshop.

5.1.1.  Synergistic relations with local government achieved

As noted a key approach of CFFP, adopted by Forums, was to develop ‘synergy’ among the Forum and its stakeholders on the one side, and local government and parliaments (DPRD) on the other.  As noted, for CCFP and the Forums synergy meant the ability to dialogue and work productively with both the legislative and executive branches of local government
 while maintaining a high degree of independence from them.  This approach entailed building working relationships with local government officials in order to provide effective criticism and input to influence government policy, and emphasized civil, open, rational debate on policy issues rather than confrontation
.  

For a Forum, ‘synergy’ embodies a high level of participation in government activity.  With  synergistic relations, the Forum and more particularly its stakeholders can participate long-term in many stages of government planning, policy-making, and policy implementation – really working to promote good local governance.  Although the highest level of control remains with the government, Forum stakeholders have many opportunities to influence and assist it.  Many local government officials clearly see the good in this.  As one district head (bupati) told the evaluation team, participation may be a ‘pain’ (repot) but it does result in more effective policy and government
.      

Of the 8 Forums visited by the evaluation team during its 1st field trip (7 in Cluster 1 and one in Cluster 2) and the 6 City Forums it visited during its 2nd field trup (all of them in Cluster 3), 7 had developed synergistic relations with local government, 5 of them from Cluster 1 and 1 each from Clusters 2 and 3.  

With respect to Cluster 1 Forums, many government officials expressed appreciation of the Forums’ role.  For example, the government in Sidoarjo greatly appreciated the Sidoarjo City Forum’s ability to act as a ‘sparring partner’.  Other local governments also reported on the usefulness of input and participation from Forums.  The only Cluster 1 Forum that the team visited that had yet to establish good working relations with local government was the Forum in Malang City, where the government appeared to be wedded still to a top-down mode of operations.

The only Forum that the evaluation team visited in Cluster 2, the Forum in Pamekasan, was also working synergistically with the local government in its area.  As far as Cluster 3 Forums were concerned, only one Forum among the 6 the evaluators visited, the Forum in Trenggalek, had achieved a synergistic relationship with government.  3 other Forums – those in Gresik, Malang city, and Lomongan – had yet to carry out any activities with local government, although the Forums in Gresik and Malang city were moving in that direction.  The 5th, the Forum in Bangkalan, was further along, working with the local government on area planning under the PERFORM Project and beginning to carry out advocacy activities with help from CCFP staff.  The 6th, the Forum in Madiun district, was different altogether (and indeed unique), being very close to government and seeing its role as a support group rather than a synergistic ‘sparring partner’.   

	Table 3. Number of Forums per Cluster with synergistic relations with local government

	Cluster
	Synergy in working with government
	Good relations but not yet synergy

	Cluster One
	8
	3

	Cluster Two
	3
	4

	Cluster Three
	2
	11


Judging from CARE records, 6 other Forums, those in Malang district, Kediri, Karanganyar, Sumenep, Sragen, and Situbondo, appear to have developed a synergistic relationship (again, as we have defined it) with their respective local governments.   Overall (see Table 4) more than two thirds of the Cluster 1 Forums have developed synergy with local government, while just under half the Cluster 2 forums have done so.  The majority of Cluster 3 Forums have yet to start work actively with government.

In addition, at least 3 Forums joined teams of local government planners and analysts to provide input from and access to a broader range of local community interests than the government would otherwise have had access to.  These Forums and the teams they joined are listed below:

	· Blitar -
	City Government Development Strategy Work Team

	· Pamekasan -
	District Government Assistance Team

	· Sidoarjo -
	District Government Participatory Analysis of Poverty



The evaluators found that for Forums, developing synergy with local government was by no means easy.  There were, and are, two potential obstacles in the way.  The first was local governments’ approach to the new paradigm of partnership.  ‘Synergy’ requires partnership, and if a local government is willing to adopt the paradigm of participation, as most are, it will see the value in working with City Forums.  If on the other hand it is still operating under the old paradigm of control, it will not be willing to enter into a synergistic partnership with a Forum or other CSO.  The evaluators found that this appeared to be one factor (though not the only one) explaining the lack of synergy between the Malang city Forum and the Malang city government – the one instance the they came across of a Forum not making much headway on the synergy front.  With the exception of the government office in Malang working with LPMKs, the Malang city government was clearly not open to creating partnerships with local groups.   

The second difficulty for Forums lay in defining and maintaining the fine line between collaborating with local government and becoming its tool.  As well as being a real issue, this was also an issue of perception.  Some Forums developing synergy with local government found they had to deal with NGOs’ suspicions that they were becoming just a tool of government.  The evaluators also heard this suspicion, usually expressed by informants unfamiliar with the actual workings of CCFP.  In point of fact the evaluators found that CCFP Forums were quite capable of developing synergy with local government without losing their independence.  Those Forums best able to do so were those with a clear vision, mission and set of values, and the confidence to collaborate with government on common goals while maintaining a respectful but critical stance when it lapsed from good governance.

Given these issues it is all the more remarkable that over one half of the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums were able to develop synergies with their local governments, while nearly all the remaining Forums made progress in this direction.  These synergies allowed for and promoted the increased involvement of Forum stakeholders in local government, and helped create new avenues of stakeholder participation.  

5.1.2.  Proactive discussions on local public policy issues initiated and held  

CARE quarterly reports show that through the end of 2002 (the last date for which such data are available), all the Forums in Clusters 1 and 2 and 2 of the Forums in Cluster 3 had initiated or participated in public meetings such as public hearings, workshops, and round table discussions. These public meetings numbered 137 in all.  Table 5 shows examples of the public meetings held by the Forums, by type of activity, Forums’ role in the activity, and the number of people involved.  

Table 4. Examples of public meetings organized by Forums

	Topic
	Type
	Forum
	Role
	Attendance

	Draft Perda on Area Finances
	Roundtable Discussion 
	Sidoarjo
	
	40 people

	Guidance on Managing Factory Waste
	Roundtable discussion
	Sidoarjo
	Implementer
	50

	Participatory Funds within Local Budgets
	Public Hearing
	Sidoarjo
	Implementer
	45

	Reflection on Implementation of 13 Perda on Local Government
	Workshop
	Magetan
	Implementer
	94

	Discussion on public services in Magetan
	Public dialogue
	Magetan
	Implementer
	83

	Forming Education Board in Blitar
	Public Hearing
	Blitar
	Implementer
	110

	Planning public transportation in Blitar through Becak Driver Cooperative Scheme
	Public Hearing
	Blitar
	Implementer
	50

	Changing status of a village to a town
	Roundtable discussion
	Kediri
	Implementer
	55

	Strengthening local government institutions
	 Workshop
	Kediri
	Participant
	83

	Amending a Perda on Local Government
	Roundtable discussion
	Pamekasan
	Implementer
	63

	Hearing with DPRD Commission A on a Perda on Local Government
	Roundtable discussion
	Pamekasan
	Implementer
	20

	Workshop on Healthy Environment
	Workshop
	Probolinggo
	Implementer
	125


Roundtable discussions with government officials had not occurred in City Forum locations before being introduced by CARE, first under CUP and then under CCFP.  Once introduced, they provided an opportunity for a broad range of public leaders from all elements of civil society to convey opinions, views and recommendations to local government officials.  

Likewise, public hearings and local workshops were given their impetus by the mood of reformasi after 1998.  Forums took advantage of this new mood, and of the new paradigm of participation being adopted by local governments, to organize such hearings and workshops so as to bring up issues (such as those listed in Table 5) for public discussion.  

It should be noted, however, that Forums still had little leverage to ensure that local governments would adopt a participatory approach to policy-making.  Moreover the evaluators found that even when public hearings and other such meetings took place, neither governments nor Forums took an approach that was genuinely participatory.  The process followed was still essentially top-down, with government officials and other speakers – usually community leaders or tokoh – talking to an audience and taking questions.  All the same, the public is now better able to raise questions and make comments in such gatherings than it used to be in the ‘public hearings’ of New Order times.  And while (as mentioned earlier) there is no still guarantee that the inputs and recommendations of these meetings will be incorporated into government policy; many local governments have actually incorporated suggestions put to them at these meetings into local policy.  Examples of this include the way the Sidoarjo government has improved zoning regulations and approaches to industrialization, and the way a number of city governments have changed the rules for street vendors and becak drivers.

Forums’ work to promote public meetings has helped government officials learn about and accept the need for such meetings as they try to implement the new paradigm of participatory government.  A common theme in the evaluators’ interviews with government officials was that local governments appreciate the two-way flow of information that takes place in these meetings, giving both sides the opportunities to explain their positions and giving government the chance to get feedback from the community.  Both Forum and government respondents made the point that during the life of CCFP public discussions have substantially helped increase public participation in local governance.  In many cases, public participation has also helped make better public policy.

5.1.3.  Feedback and recommendations given on the drafting of local regulations 

8 Forums in Clusters 1 and 2 – 6 in Cluster 1 and 2 in Cluster 2 – were involved in providing verbal and written inputs and suggestions to local government policies and programs. Using data from CARE and from interviews with Forums and government officials, the evaluation team found that the Forums had been involved in at least 20 local regulations or perda, either as initiators or as sources of comments and inputs (see Table 17 for a list of the perda concerned).  The content of these local regulations ranged from transparency and citizens’ participation in policy-making to the formation of LPMK, funding mechanisms for village units (desa and keluruhan), city planning and zoning, the protection of women and children from violence, and the protection of the environment.  Table 6 below shows the numbers of Forums involved in providing input to government policy.

Discussions and negotiations on perda generally took place between the government and Forums’ leading members, though some Forums did bring community leaders into the discussions as well.  For example, the Forum in Sidoarjo brought together government officials and a forum of local shrimp farmers (the Communications Forum for Shoreline Communities) during the development of a local regulation on shoreline environmental protection.  

Involvement in drawing up perda is a new development for both local governments and Forum stakeholders, one made possible by the participatory paradigm adopted under reformasi.  As such, it represents a new move towards real community participation in local government.

5.1.4.  Beginning-to-end advocacy campaigns organized

All the Forums in Clusters 1 and 2 supported advocacy activities by their stakeholders on a large number of issues.  Aside from the advocacy necessary to initiate or influence the perda mentioned above, Forums supported advocacy issues in the fields of land use, city greening, city planning, environmental improvement, the management of government block grants, the administrative status of villages, and the sale of government assets.  In almost all these cases a Forum stakeholder took the lead in carrying out the advocacy, with the Forum concerned supporting the advocacy effort by providing access to resources from other Forum stakeholders and to the appropriate government officials.

CCFP staff also supported such advocacy initiatives through training, follow-up visits (see Table 2) and the provision of modest financial support (see Table 21).  In the evaluation team’s interviews and at the Blitar evaluation workshop, Forums acknowledged that CCFP support helped them improve and increase their advocacy work and their interaction on advocacy issues with local government.

5.1.5.  Conflicts between civil society groups and government mediated 

7 Forums, 6 in Cluster 1 and one in Cluster 3, played the role of mediator between the community and its local government.  The cases these Forums handled included the proposed removal of street vendors, the impact of new public transport systems on becak drivers, the accommodation of traditional market vendors in new market places, and the dumping of industrial waste.  The governments that worked with Forums on these issues appreciated the Forums’ efforts and their ability to work with local communities.  For example, in Probolinggo, the government feels that the Forum is a bridge to the community and a mediator that can arrange a dialogue to help resolve any contentious issue
.  

The evaluators found that governments and local groups came to trust more than half the Forums in Cluster 1 to act as official mediators in the event of local conflict.  The mediation these Forums actually carried out helped distressed citizens’ groups get involved in working with the government to find solutions acceptable to both sides.

5.1.6.  Community groups brought into the local public policy process 

The Forums have also begun to build bridges between communities and local governments by helping set up sectoral forums and associations.  According to CARE records, partly verified by the evaluation team in interviews with Forum members, at least 10 of these sectoral forums and associations have been established and have become stakeholders of the City Forums.  The most common associations have been those of street vendors and becak drivers, but they also include associations for shrimp pond farmers, commercial sex workers, waria (transvestites) and health activists.  Due to time and logistical constraints, the evaluation team was not able to meet any of these groups.  Nevertheless, their existence and their work with Forums, whether for the short term or long term, seems to have brought new groups of people into collaboration with local government and to have shown them that they can actually influence local government.

The Forums have also worked in a number of ways to increase community control over the government of rural and urban villages (desa and keluruhan) by supporting the development of BPDs and LPMKs.  This support has taken the form of being involved in perda to create BPDs and LPMKs, perda on creating ‘block grants’ or local budgets for these institutions, and the provision of training to these institutions so that they can better manage themselves.  Table 5 below shows the numbers of Forums working on each of these issues.

Table 5. Number of Forums by Cluster supporting improved village-level governance

	Cluster
	Perda on BPD/ LPMK 
	Village block grants and budgeting 
	BPD/LPMK administration and management training

	Cluster 1
	3
	5
	10

	Cluster 2
	1
	1
	6

	Cluster 3
	
	1
	


The results of this work were to increase village-level control over local development.  The creation of LPMKs created a local body to oversee keluruhan government.  The creation of block grants and other local funding mechanisms provided funds for local initiatives.  The training in management and administration increased the understanding of BPD and LPMK 





       members of their roles and functions.  

5.1.7.  Summary of City Forum achievements as judged by the evaluators’ indicators  

To sum up the discussion in Section 5.1., the evaluators found that judged against their own indicators:

· 13 Forums increased the participation in governance of different elements of civil society, and developed ‘synergy’ that helped give local communities influence over government, 10 of the 13 Forums having done so very effectively;

· 20 Forums contributed to and supported a large increase in the number of productive public meetings;

· 8 Forums participated actively in policy development and the development of perda;

· 19 Forums promoted the participation in their activities of grass roots groups and communities through support for beginning-to-end advocacy; 7 Forums helped create community groups; 7 Forums served as mediators over local conflicts; and 16 Forums worked to develop BPDs and LPMKs as new vehicles of village-level governance.
At the same time the Forums:

· faced difficulties in developing synergies with local government that necessitated their having a clear vision & mission and clear values, and maintaining a high level of independence;

· in common with local governments, faced the continuing challenge of changing traditional, top-down approaches to public meetings, and getting beyond the practice of treating ‘participation’ as simply the participation of tokoh;

· found it easier to encourage participation in Forum work by NGOs, scholars, religious and youth group leaders, and other intermediate groups and individuals than by grassroots community groups.   

As noted earlier, CCFP’s own log frame essentially sets 2 key targets.  The 1st target was its goal, ‘improved civil society participation in decentralization through partnerships with local governments including local parliaments (DPRDs) in 18 cities and districts’.  This was the expected impact of the program. The 2nd target was its expected result of ‘at least 9 City Forums functioning well as development partners of local governments and DPRDs ’.  This was the key outcome, the final result of the all outputs generated by CCFP activities.
Overall, the evaluators found (as noted above, page ii) that CCFP achieved its key outcome, with 13 City Forums achieving synergy with local governments, 10 of them particularly effectively. Table 7 shows the 10 Forums and indicates their achievements against the evaluators’ indicators.

Table 6.  The 10 most ‘synergistic’ and effective Forums, as defined above and on page (ii)

	Forum
	Developed good relations with local government
	Initiated proactive public policy discussions
	Provided recommendations on public policy
	Organized effective advocacy activities
	Mediated community goverment disputes
	Brought local groups into the political process

	Cluster 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Probolinggo
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Sidoarjo
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Mojokerto
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not yet

	Blitar
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Tulungagung
	Synergy
	Yes
	Not yet
	Yes
	Yes
	Not yet

	Kabupaten Malang
	Synergy
	Yes
	Not Yet
	Yes
	Yes
	Not yet

	Kediri
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not yet
	Not Yet

	Cluster 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pamekasan
	Synergy
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not Yet
	Not Yet

	Sumenep
	Synergy
	Yes
	Not yet
	Yes
	Not Yet
	Not Yet

	Cluster 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trenggalek
	Synergy
	Yes
	Not Yet
	Yes
	Yes
	Not Yet


The majority of these Forums are from Cluster 1, the groups that received the most support from CCFP in terms of both technical assistance and supplemental funding.  Cluster 2 Forums, which in general received less intensive support from CCFP for a shorter period of time, achieved less.  Cluster 3 Forums received the least support from CCFP and made the least progress.  From these results, the evaluation team concluded that the Cluster 1 Forums benefited from their extended association with the CCFP.

To meet the program’s ambitious goal fully, a total of 18 Forums would have had to develop ‘synergy’ with their local governments as well as implement strong programs.  Achieving this goal would have required extremely high levels of success from most or all of the 18 Cluster 1 and 2 Forums.  Despite its failure to meet this goal, the evaluation team found that CCFP made reasonable progress towards achieving it by achieving its expected r`esult and by supporting the creation of and improving the capacity of those Forums that did not yet fully meet requirements. Significant in this regard was that fact that at least 18 Forums contributed to increased public participation in local government by showing increased capacity to implement public policy discussions proactively, and by conducting or promoting effective advocacy activities.   

5.2.  CCFP’s achievements, as judged by its own objectives and indicators

5.2.1.  CCFP Performance Objective 1: Improved City Forum capacity

The first of CCFP’s 2 performance objectives was ‘improved capacity of City Forums in 18 cities and districts of East Java and Central Java’ with the expected output of ‘City Forums in 18 cities and districts believing in basic principles of good governance and improving their organizational, programming, and management aspects.’  

To measure progress against this objective, CCFP established performance indicators for the organizational, management, and programming aspects of each Forum.  As presented on Table 3 of this report (page 11), the indicators for the organizational aspects of the Forums deal with inclusiveness, strategic planning (including vision and mission), accessibility, and sustainability.  The indicators for the management aspect deal with administration, monitoring & evaluation, reporting, and financials systems.  The indicators for the programming aspect covered the capacity to develop advocacy initiatives and respond well to the needs of the community.

The tabulation on the next page summarizes the progress CCFP made in meeting the 3 performance indicators for its 1st objective:

	Performance Indicator
	Progress
	Remaining issues

	#1 Organizational  
	City Forums are open to all sectors of society and have broadened their inclusiveness.  More than half the Cluster One and Two City Forums work with stakeholders from all the 9 elements of civil society defined by the program
	City Forums that have not worked with all 9 elements of civil society have had particular difficulty gaining participation from women’s groups and the business sector.  In general, all the City Forums need to continue developing their capacity to actively include all elements of civil society.

	
	All Cluster 1 and 2 City Forums have been able to complete the key elements of their strategic plans, and to develop visions and missions consistent with the CCFP concept of a City Forum.
	Overall, strategic planning need to be expanded to develop a vision for each City Forum that clearly distinguishes between the role, function, and actions of the Forum and those of its stakeholders

	
	Less than half the Cluster 1 and 2 City Forums have permanent addresses 
	More than half the Cluster 1 and 2 City Forums are still borrowing office space from stakeholders

	
	The City Forums have a high level of commitment to continuing, and overall have identified and accessed at least 5 sources of funding
	The City Forums have yet to develop long- term, consistent sources of funding, and facilitators are concerned that Forums will become overly dependent on government funding in the long term.

	#2 On management  
	The internal reporting and administrative systems of the City Forums have improved.
	Forums’ internal reporting and administrative systems are still rudimentary and basic.

	
	City Forums are able to budget activities
	Forums have yet to develop systematic financial systems

	
	City Forums’ monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of their activities is still rudimentary.
	Forums have yet to establish systematic, participatory M&E systems

	#3  On programming  
	City Forums have developed broad advocacy agendas based on strategic plans, and have developed annual plans.
	Although guided by strategic plans, Forums’ activities are still essentially based on a case- by-case approach

	
	City Forums have started to assess public policy, monitor development, and identify issues of importance to the public and respond to them.
	Forums have not yet developed  formal or structured public complaint and response mechanisms such as complaint centers.

	
	City Forums have been able to participate in and influence the formulation of public policy.
	Forums do not have the capacity actively to engage in legal drafting for perda.


5.2.1.1.  Performance Indicator 1 – organizational  

Inclusiveness

There are two important aspects of inclusiveness.  The first is a Forum’s willingness and ability to motivate all elements of civil society to participate in local governance. The second is the actual number of different civil society elements that participate in a Forum’s activities.  

All the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums visited by the evaluation team reported that being open to participation from all elements of civil society was a key value for their Forum.  Most of the Forums kept their door open for anyone to participate in Forum activities, including for example members of political parties, the police, and the military.  However, they asked participants from these groups to represent their own personal interests and not to expect or pressure Forums to represent or support the interests of their particular party or institution.  

Although this report occasionally refers to Forum ‘members’, meaning regular Forum participants, it is important to note that the Forums do not consider themselves to be membership organizations as such.  A number of Forums told the evaluators that any member of the public could become a ‘stakeholder’ just by participating.  Even new stakeholders could initiate work on issues, with Forum support, provided the issues they wanted to organize around were consistent with the vision and mission of the Forum.

All Forums accept stakeholders either as individuals or as representatives of groups.  In the Forums the evaluation team met, the majority of stakeholders as well as working body members participated as individuals and not as official representatives of organizations, even if they often acted as informal channels to these organizations. 

In general Forums are afraid of becoming just NGOs – and thus competitors rather than cooperating coalitions – and prefer not to become official, registered organizations.  According to Forum informants this consideration prevents Forums from establishing formal relations with other organizations. 

According to Forum reports, not all elements of civil society are represented in each project or case handled by a Forum or its stakeholders.  The civil society elements involved in each project are determined by the project; Forums work with all the elements of civil society that are stakeholders or have direct involvement in a specific project or advocacy issue. 

4 out of the 6 Forums in Cluster 3 that the evaluators visited were as open to participation from all elements of civil society as the Forums in Clusters 1 and 2, and were still working to encourage participation by elements of civil society not yet represented.  The exceptions to this inclusive approach were the Forums in Lamongan and Madiun district.  The Lamongan NGO community is split between implementing NGOs and activist NGOs, and this split has prevented the Forum from bringing these disparate groups together.  The Madiun Forum is managed more along the lines of an implementing organization providing development services to communities, rather than as a Forum to bring different elements of civil society together.

According to CCFP records, CCFP staff helped Forums increase their inclusiveness by helping them reach out to unrepresented groups.  This was done by inviting people from such groups to participate in Forum activities and joining Forum working bodies.  The CCFP monitoring system attempted to collect data on Forums’ levels of inclusiveness, and showed steady increases in inclusiveness in both activities and working body membership. The evaluation team was not however able to verify these data.

CCFP attempted to measure inclusiveness partly by tracking the number of individuals or organizational representatives that participated in Forum activities from 9 elements of civil society.  These 9 elements were:

· Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and ‘Community Service Organizations’, including mass organizations or movements and other civil society organizations  

· Professors and other university individuals and groups;

· Private sector entrepreneurs and business people;

· Community-based organizations;

· Community, religious and youth leaders;

· Women’s organizations;

· Local government officials;

· People from the press;  

· People from professional organizations such as lawyers and doctors.

During 2002, CCFP collected data on the levels of participation of each of these elements.  However, the data appear to be incomplete and inaccurate, with a tendency to under-report results.  For example, a proceedings report on a roundtable dialogue on good governance organized by the Probolingo city Forum documents more participants from local government, community leaders and professional organizations than CCFP reports for the whole year.  Table 7 shows the discrepancy
.

Table 7   Discrepancy between CCFP data and primary data from Probolinggo

	Data Source
	Number of participants from

	
	CSO
	Community Leaders
	Local government officers
	Professional Organizations
	Others (including DPRD)

	CCFP Data
	17
	4
	5
	2
	4

	Probolinggo Proceedings
	10
	7
	30
	10
	8


Without accurate and objectively verifiable data, the evaluation team combined their observations of Forum inclusiveness with the assessments of the CCFP staff to develop a more subjective assessment of Forums’ levels of inclusiveness, as given below in Table 9.

Table 8.  Inclusiveness of Forums by Cluster

	Cluster
	Able to involve all 9 elements of civil society
	Able to involve many but not all 9 elements of civil society  

	Cluster One
	7
	4

	Cluster Two
	3
	4

	Cluster Three
	4
	9


In those Forums that do not yet involve all 9 elements of civil society in their activities, women’s organizations, professional organizations, academics, and the press are the elements least likely to be involved.  

The one overall exception to the tendency towards civil society inclusiveness is the Malang city Forum, which has tended to decline invitations from, and participation in, activities implemented by NGOs or other groups not directly associated with it
.

In general the reason why Forums are not fully inclusive is not that Forums are reluctant to work with every element of civil society, but rather that some elements of civil society are reluctant to participate in the Forums.  In Pamekasan, for example, some university professors prefer to maintain their long-established practice of working directly with government officials, rather than work with government through the Forum.  In other cases, it appears that Forums may not be creating an encouraging enough atmosphere or environment for certain groups, particularly business groups – to the extent that they exist – and women’s groups. In this respect it may be appropriate to judge a Forum’s legitimacy on the basis of a somewhat lower level of inclusiveness, an issue discussed further below in Section 5.3.

Vision, mission, and strategic plan

At the outset of the program, CCFP introduced a 12-stage strategic planning process, starting with the drawing up of terms of reference for strategic planning and ending with a written strategic plan.  Those steps are described below in Section 5.3.2.  CCFP staff trained representatives from each Forum in this strategic planning process.  After the training, CCFP offered the Forums financial support (which in the end lasted for the first 2 years of the program) and facilitation support (which lasted for all 3 years of the program) to help them carry out their own strategic plans.  

Over the life of the program, 10 Forums in Cluster 1 and 2 Forums in Cluster 2 completed all 12 stages of the strategic planning process.  One Forum in Cluster 1 and 2 Forums in Cluster 2 completed most of the stages but did not produce written plans.   The remaining Forums in Clusters 2 and 3 received strategic planning training, but were not able to work through the strategic planning process
.  The main reason they gave for not doing so was a lack of funding.  Table 9 below summarizes the outputs of the CCFP strategic planning effort.

	Table 9.  Forums’ progress in strategic planning, by Cluster

	Cluster
	Strategic plan completed
	Strategic plan partly completed
	Trainedonly

	Cluster 1
	10
	1
	0

	Cluster 2
	2
	5
	0

	Cluster 3
	0
	0
	13


The Forums that did finish the strategic planning process found it particularly useful in a number of ways.  These Forums told the evaluation team that their strategic plans helped them: 

· More clearly define themselves;

· Develop teamwork between stakeholders   and Forum secretariats;

· Identify priorities and organize activities by identifying strategic issues; 

· Better understand and critique the local government’s own strategic plan;

· Better understand and implement strategic planning.

In interviews the evaluation team found that the strategic planning process had a positive impact on many Forums. Those Forums that had internalized a vision – in other words were able to describe their vision and mission without referring to written documents – consistent with CCFP’s goal for Forums tended to be the stronger, more inclusive, productive, and independent Forums.  This was particularly true for the Forums from Cluster 1 that the evaluators visited, the majority of which had internalized a vision consistent with CCFP.  Examples of strong visions are reported in the Table 10 below:

Table 10. Examples of individual Forums’ goals and objectives
	Forum
	Goals or Objectives

	Probolinggo city
	The Forum is a place for dialogue among stakeholders and a program for ‘synergizing’ goals and objectives among stakeholders (reaching solutions to problems and differences through mediation)

	Sidoarjo
	The Forum sees itself as being ‘First on the Road to Reformation’ with the goals of reducing KKN (corruption and nepotism) and increasing the education of the public so they can critically take part in public policy making, from planning to evaluation

	Blitar
	The Forum is an open multi-stakeholder forum that is a sparring partner with the local government in order to develop civil government that is managed by publicly accountable figures, and that provides a role for the executive, the legislature (DPRD), and the public, thus increasing the involvement of the public in governance.

	Pamekasan
	The Forum aims to increase the role of civil society in the development and creation of good governance through developing partnership and synergy between itself, local government, and the DPRD.

	Trenggalek
	The Forum seeks to synergize with its stakeholders as implementers of development and promote public participation in local governance.


By contrast, the evaluators found that among Cluster 3 Forums, which had not yet implemented the strategic planning process, only 2 Forums – those in Trenggalek and Gresik – had a vision consistent with CCFP and were making clear progress toward implementing that vision.  A 3rd Cluster 3 Forum, in Madiun city, also had a vision compatible with CCFP, but said it was being held back by a lack of confidence in its skills, knowledge, and ability to implement public policy-related activities.  In Lomongan, the groups with the potential to come together to form a forum faced fundamental differences in individual visions and approaches, and had not been able to develop a common vision.  In Madiun district the Forum had a solid, common agreement on goals and on its approach to working with stakeholders and the public; however, this vision was not consistent with CCFP’s.  

The evaluators concluded that having a shared vision and mission and agreeing on a strategic plan were important early steps, with the strategic planning process laying the foundation for other skills-based technical assistance delivered by CCFP.

That said, in practice the strategic planning process apparently did not go far enough as far as thinking through the organizational aspects of Forums was concerned.  A major theme during the evaluators’ site visits was the need to have a clear understanding of the roles and functions of a Forum and its relations to stakeholders.  The importance of this was highlighted in the Blitar evaluation workshop, when Forum members argued that there was still sometimes a lack of understanding about ‘what a Forum is and how it works’.  The three main issues regarding the role and function of the forums appear to be:

· who is responsible for implementing advocacy, a Forum or its stakeholders;

· What activities a Forum implements itself, and how a Forum avoids becoming another NGO and a competitor with its own stakeholders;

· How a Forum represents a diverse group of stakeholders from all elements of civil society, a number of which may have competing interests.

The descriptions of the roles and functions of a Forum, as promoted by CARE and CCFP (see Table 11 on the next page) and adopted by Forums, do not address these questions.

Table 11  The roles and functions of City Forums, as promoted by CARE and CCFP

	Forum Roles
	Forum Function

	· To strengthen synergy among stakeholders

· To give inputs and recommendations on public policy

· To influence public policy through planning, implementation, supervision, and ownership

· To develop ‘good governance’ and ‘good society’

· To guarantee the interests and welfare of the public
	· As a public space for dialogue

· As a medium for multi-directional communication on development

· As a vehicle for interactive, critical, constructive, and ethical dialogue

· As a vehicle for instruction in democracy


The roles and functions outlined in Table 11 refer to the Forums’ approach to program activities, and as such are useful in answering broad strategic questions such as ‘what do Forums do?’; ‘how do Forums do it?’ and ‘who do Forums do it for?’.  However, Forums are also grappling with a number of more concrete organizational issues that reflect their network–like structure.  To resolve these issues, the Forum needs to answer questions relating to the management of the Forum, its working body or secretariat, etc, in order (among other things) to define clearly the function, roles and tasks of the Forums and their constituent parts.

Despite this flaw, the CCFP strategic planning process was an effective intervention in the development of the Forums.  The process provided the Forums with a mutually agreed purpose and direction, strengthened the teamwork of core Forum groups, and provided structure for programming and selecting Forum activities.

Forums with Fixed Addresses

CCFP’s indicator on Forums having a permanent fixed address was intended to show that Forums were stable and easily accessible by the public.  The ideal situation is for a Forum to have its own permanent address well known to the public.  Less than one half of the Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 Forums have been able to achieve this.  Some, such as the Forums in Probolinggo, Sidoarjo and Malang city, have used office space donated by the local government.  The majority are still borrowing office space from one of their stakeholders, most commonly an NGO.  The new Forums in Cluster 3 have not yet achieved the stability of the 2 older Clusters in terms of stability; only one has a full time permanent office, while 7 are borrowing office space from stakeholders, and 5 have yet to find any regular office space at all.  Table 13 shows the distribution of types of office space by Cluster.

Table 12.  Forums with fixed addresses, by Cluster

	Cluster
	Permanent office 
	Office borrowed from stakeholder
	Without a clear long-term address as yet

	Cluster One
	5
	6
	0

	Cluster Two
	3
	4
	0

	Cluster Three
	1
	7
	5


These results reflect Forums’ weak financial positions (see the next sub-section) as a result of which they cannot yet afford to pay the rent needed to acquire their own office space.

The consequences of this are: (a) the public may find Forums without permanent addresses difficult to find; (b) Forums housed by other organizations may find it difficult to differentiate themselves from the organization concerned.  

Sustainability - commitment and financial resources

The evaluation team considered the sustainability of Forums from 2 important points of view: (a) the commitment and motivation of a Forum’s stakeholders with respect to maintaining the Forum in existence; (b) the financial resources available to a Forum.  

For the well-established Forums in Clusters 1 and 2, it was clear that the commitment to maintain the forums was very strong.  CCFP had phased out its support to the Cluster 1 Forums interviewed by the evaluation team about 9 months before the evaluation team interviewed them.  Nevertheless, they were still active, albeit at what appeared to be a reduced level of intensity due to low levels of funds for activities.  The Forums in Probolinggo and Sidoarjo had completed work on a number of perda in in the period after CCFP’s support had been phased out.  In addition, respondents from local governments stated that the Forums were still functioning and that they were still working with them.  The core teams of these Forums continued to be strong, tight-knit and committed to ensuring the continuation of the Forum.  A number of Forums told the evaluation team straight out that they would continue functioning with or without CCFP support.  This spirit was also strongly evident at the Blitar evaluation workshop, where those attending actively participated in future planning.

On the other hand identifying a feasible, consistent source of funding is a major issue for the Forums; the Forums at the Blitar workshop ranked ‘budgets which are not stable or consistent’ as Forums’ number 2 weakness.  Forums explained that they do not have consistent, stable funding to cover their day-to-day operational needs such as office materials and compensation for working body time.  In addition, they do not always have funding for desired activities, leading to these activities being postponed or cut back. 

During the lifetime of CCFP, Forums identified 5 major actual and potential sources of funding.  These were (a) CCFP itself, (b) local government, (c) Forum stakeholders, (d) local radio and press, and (e) other funding agencies. Since CCFP support ended, 5 Forums have developed funding sources that cover their routine operating expenses.  4 of these – the Forums in Sidoarjo, Probolinggo, Malang city, and Pamekasan – receive local government funding for their daily operations; one, in Mojokerto, is supported predominately by the local Chinese community.  The remaining Forums receive no funding for routine operations, but tap into sources of funding (b), (c) and (d) to finance discrete activities, such as training, public discussions and radio shows.  

Table 13 below shows the number of Forums, by Cluster, receiving support from each source.

Table 13   Forum funding sources, by Cluster

	Cluster
	Number of Forums getting support from:

	
	Forum stakeholders
	Local government (Pemkab, Bappeprop, etc.)
	Foreign Donors (notably JICA)
	Radio stations
	Newspapers
	CCFP

	Cluster One (11 Forums)
	7
	11
	3
	3
	1
	7

	Cluster Two (7 Forums)
	7
	5
	0
	2
	0
	7


From these and other data, the evaluators concluded that:

· Forums are not entirely dependent on CCFP for funding;

· some Forums have achieved a low level of financial independence;  

· synergy with local government gives Forums the opportunity to get government support for activities with objectives they and the government share.

The positive aspect of these data is that 14 Forums are using their own resources to implement activities.  The negative aspect of the data is the relative lack of non-government funding sources.  Data showing levels of funding by source are not available, so it is hard to measure Forums’ level of dependence on any one source.  Still, given the paucity of alternative funding sources, some Forums appear to be moving towards greater dependence on local government funding.  Not all Forums are part of this trend and some have turned down government funding. There is a risk, though, that Forums may end up being unable to conduct activities or cover issues that local governments do not agree with or consider priorities.  While it is not inherently unacceptable for Forums to share activity costs with local governments, the evaluation team was concerned that the lack of long term non-government funding sources might endanger Forums’ independence.

CCFP did provide fund raising training to the Forums in Clusters 1 and 2, and a number of Forums reported gaining skills in writing proposals.  However, this initiative did not produce any tangible results
.  One issue is that training in proposal-writing is not appropriate for Forums when they are not, and do not want to become, legal entities for fear of developing into NGOs. Without legal status, they are not eligible to receive funding from many types of donor, and so have no reason to put time into sending them proposals.   

Overall, the evaluation team concluded that, given their commitment and current sources of funding, there is a good prospect of the short- to medium-term Forums surviving.  However, longer-term sustainability will depend on their developing a broader, more diverse funding base.

5.2.1.2.  Performance Indicator 2 – on management 

In its effort to improve the management of the Forums, CCFP attempted to focus on 3 areas:

· Reporting and administration systems;

· Transparent and accountable financial systems; 

· Participatory monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems.

In order to improve these 3 areas of management, CCFP staff offered training, facilitator support, and the funding of fasda or local facilitators.  The Forums report that these efforts have improved their general abilities in these areas and that the training and support has been helpful.  In its field visits, the evaluation team was able to observe that the more established Forums had developed the capacity and practice to make notes on and organize proceedings for meetings and workshops, and to develop a basic filing system to keep track of materials such as plans, brochures, reference materials, handouts, and newspaper clippings.  

Reporting output from the Forums for the purposes of M&E increased in both quantity and quality during the year that the program supported fasda.  The fasda were able to take the time to collect and report monitoring data required by CCFP to track the program’s performance indicators (Table 3).  However, as is apparent from the contents of CARE’s own quarterly reports for the calendar year 2003, this reporting essentially ceased once financial support for fasda ended.  

Perhaps because CCFP was a TA program providing minimal amounts of financial support, it appears that it did not expend much effort on developing Forums’ financial systems.  According to CCFP staff, the financial systems of the Forums are still rudimentary.   They are able to develop budgets for activities such as workshops and training and account for the expenditures; but they have not developed financial systems that can demonstrate their financial accountability. 

Although the Forums acknowledged that CCFP training and support in developing internal management systems was helpful, they were also critical of the CCFP approach, which they characterized as being project-based, overly bureaucratic, and inconsistent with the actual needs and capacities of the Forums.  These criticisms are consistent with the evaluation team’s own assessment of the management training as being project-based, and of the fasda initiative as being at least in part a means of facilitating M&E reporting to CARE.  In taking these approaches, CCFP did a less than optimal job of introducing organizational management systems to support the work of the Forums.  A Forum, like any organization, will not voluntarily maintain management and financial systems that it does not consider useful.  Thus the Forums adopted those aspects of the training and experiences gained that they found useful, and abandoned other less useful ones once CCFP resources were withdrawn.  

The analysis above also applies to the development of participatory M&E systems.  Although the CCFP did work with the Forums to develop such systems, the evaluation team found that the Forums had not adopted participatory M&E systematically.  The team found that in general, the Forums did no more than monitor themselves informally through their routine meetings. 

5.2.1.3.  Performance Indicator 3 – on programming 

In the Forums visited by the evaluation team, Forum programming is a relatively loose process.  The Forum secretariats coordinate discussions on current and potential issues.  However, the choice of issues is dependent on stakeholders taking responsibility for dealing with them.  Depending on the Forum, stakeholders work with Forum leaders or develop ad hoc working groups.  This style of programming is not conducive to tightly structured planning.  On the other hand, it is appropriate for the Forums as the process is flexible and allows the needs and interests of Forum stakeholders as well as the Forum’s community to be met.  

CCFP undertook 4 main activities to improve Forums’ programming capacity:

· Help with strategic planning;

· Training in advocacy and local government budgeting;

· Training in how to set up public service complaint centers; 

· Facilitation and follow-up.

The aim of these activities was to help Forums develop annual plans and strategically-defined advocacy agendas, assess local public policy, draft legal regulations, monitor local developments, and respond to public complaints (see performance indicators in Table 3).

As noted above, the strategic planning process helped Forums to program by organizing their efforts and creating advocacy agendas.  All the Forums that completed the strategic planning had broad advocacy agendas under which to organize their work and that of their stakeholders.

The training in advocacy and government budgeting provided Forums with basic advocacy skills.   Each of the Forums visited by the evaluation team had developed the basic skills to identify and assess contentious public policies, developing responses to them, organizing stakeholders to be involved, and communicate with government.  The Forums reported that CCFP training was relatively effective in increasing these advocacy-related skills.  To be more specific, the Blitar Forum acknowledged that the training and support increased its knowledge of advocacy, and the Sidoarjo Forum reported that CCFP training increased its capacity to the point where it could work effectively with government.  When combined with follow-up funding for local initiatives (see Table 21), this training had a positive impact on both the quality and quantity of advocacy work being undertaken by the Forums.  The evaluation team found that advocacy skills developed by CCFP prepared the Forums for more advanced advocacy training in integrated policy analysis, budget analysis, government budgeting systems, and legal drafting.

The training on setting up public service complaints centers – centers which CCFP wanted Forums to take up but which never materialized, largely it seems because of financial constraints – introduced the idea of a formal structure for collecting community complaints and issues.  In general, the training succeeded in increasing Forums’ awareness of the importance of serving the public, as well as their desire to be able to respond better to community complaints.  The Forum in Probolinggo reported that the trainings helped it become more open to the public and create networks locally. As the fruits of the training were applied, Forums increased their efforts to develop local initiatives to meet community needs
.  However, only the Forum in Pamekasan was actually able to develop a formal complaint center with support from its local government.  

As part of their follow-up facilitation visits, CCFP Facilitators worked with the Forums to use their newly-acquired skills to develop annual plans, monitor development activities, and respond to public concerns (what Forums called ‘developing local initiatives’).  This work was most often done in meetings with Forum working bodies and stakeholders involved in key Forum issues.

In mid 2002, CCFP Facilitators worked intensively with 17 City Forums to develop their annual plans.  These plans were then shared with city governments and the public
.  This was a positive exercise to introduce the Forums to longer-term, more detailed planning, but the evaluation team saw no evidence of these plans being updated or developed again for 2003.  In the team’s discussions with Forums, it was clear that the plans were not the driving force for the Forums, which still tended to work on a case-by-case basis in response to needs arising from the community, from their stakeholders, or from government actions

The follow-up work from the complaints center training was more successful in helping Forums monitor the local situation and develop ‘local initiatives’.  Forums that the evaluation team visited often cited this follow-up work as one of the main forms of assistance that CCFP Facilitators provided (although they also complained about the fact that it was not matched by follow-up financial support for specific activities).  In on-site follow-up meetings, Forums identified issues of concern to the public and developed priorities and responses to them.  CCFP records show that the Forums collected 99 complaints over the 2nd half of 2002
.  These complaints were incorporated into Forum work, while community monitoring led to many of the Forum activities listed in this evaluation report and its attachments.

In their follow-up visits CCFP Facilitators also introduced Forums to the concept of legal drafting.  However, neither CCFP staff nor individual Forums gave any intensive training in this field, and none of the Forums became involved in actual legal drafting. That said, 8 Forums (as noted earlier) have either initiated or provided input into perda later drafted by local governments.

The Forums visited by the evaluation team were both positive and critical of the advocacy and complaints center training.  On the positive side, they acknowledged the benefits received from the training.  On the critical side, they often found the training to be overly general or theoretical, and inconsistent with Forums’ actual situations.  Even so, at the Blitar evaluation workshop Forums identified further training in management and programming, including conflict management, financial management, network management, issue and advocacy management, and complaints center management, as key areas for future capacity building.   This indicates that CCFP achieved at least part of its expected output for objective one.

The training and support activities on programming implemented by CCFP helped improve the Forums’ capacity to program and implement advocacy.  For the 7 Cluster 1 Forums and one Cluster 2 Forum visited by the evaluation team, advocacy programming is still done on a case-by-case basis, but is now guided by the Forums’ strategic plans.  Each of these Forums has demonstrated the capacity to choose issues that have a direct impact on the public and develop advocacy programs on those issues.  As already noted, these Forums have not been directly involved in legal drafting, but they have worked with local government on the development of public policy.   These improvements in the Forums’ capacity are reflected in their achievements in promoting participation, influencing policy, and implementing advocacy.  

5.2.1.4.  Improvements in Forums’ organizational, programming, and management capacities: some general comments 

Their work with CCFP over the past 2 or 3 years has increased the Forums’ awareness of the importance of improving their organizational, programming and management capacities.  At the Blitar evaluation workshop the 18 participating Forums showed a clear interest in further developing their capacities in these fields.  The workshop session on identifying areas for the further development of Forums’ skills listed 28 suggestions
.  Among them were strengthening and increasing the capacity of Forums in:

1. Network management, Forum management and strategic planning;

2. Conflict management;

3. Financial management;

4. Policy analysis, including analysis of government financing and budgeting, civil rights policies, and public policy-making;

5. Managing advocacy;

6. Issue management;

7. Empowering women and gender welfare;

8. Legal drafting;

9. Creating and strengthening databases and improving public communications.

All these suggestions built on the Forums’ experience with CCFP.  Workshop participants found that progress had been made with CCFP on the first 6 of these issues, but not on the last 3, whose inclusion indicated that Forums were now ready to address them. 

In terms of achievements to date, CCFP made solid contributions to the growth in capacity of Cluster 1 and 2 Forums during the relatively short 2-year period that it worked with them intensively.  Table 14 summarizes the progress made in developing the capacities of Cluster 1 and 2 Forums, and the capacity-building needs as yet unmet.

Table 14.  Building Forums’ organizational, program and management capacities: progress to date  

	Aspect
	Progress
	Remaining Issues

	Organizational  
	Forums are open to all sectors of society and have broadened their inclusiveness.  More than half the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums work with stakeholders from all 9 of the civil society elements defined by the program
	Forums that have not worked with all 9 elements have had difficulty gaining participation from womens’ groups and business in particular.  In general, all Forums need to continue developing the capacity to  include all civil society elements

	
	All Cluster 1 and 2 Forums were able to complete the key elements of their strategic plan and develop visions and missions consistent with the concept of a City Forum
	The strategic planning needs to be expanded to develop a vision for a Forum that clearly differentiates the role, function, and actions of the Forum from those of its stakeholders

	
	Less than one-half the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums have a permanent address 
	More than one-half the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums are still borrowing office space from stakeholders

	
	The Forums have a high level of commitment to continuing functioning and have identified and accessed up to 5 sources of funding
	The Forums have yet to develop long-term, consistent funding sources, and there is some concern, though not yet borne out, regarding long-term dependence on government funding

	Management  
	Forums’ internal reporting and administration systems have improved, helping make their management more effective
	Reporting and admin systems are still rudimentary and as yet unable to generate great amounts of detailed data, such as were required by the CCFP monitoring program.

	
	Forums are able to budget activities
	Forums have yet to develop systematic financial systems

	
	Forums’ M&E is still rudimentary and based on regular meetings
	Forums have yet to establish participatory M&E systems

	Programming 
	Forums have improved their capacity to plan and implement advocacy projects
	Forums are ready and willing for more advanced training in advocacy

	
	Forums have developed broad advocacy agendas based on strategic plans and experienced developing annual plans
	Although guided by strategic plans, Forums’ activities are still essentially case by case

	
	Forums have started to assess public policy, monitor development, and identify issues of importance to the public and respond to them
	Forums have not developed formal or structured public complaint centers, in part because of budget reductions 

	
	Forums have been able to participate in and influence the formulation of public policy
	Forums do not have the capacity to engage in legal drafting

	
	Forums have demonstrated the capacity to work with and train BPDs and LPMKs
	


5.2.2.  CCFP Performance Objective 2: Improved City Forum legitimacy

CCFP’s 2nd Objective was ‘improved City Forum legitimacy (that is, level of acceptance) in at least 9 cities and districts’ with the expected Output that ‘at least 9 City Forums are inclusive, able to address the public’s aspirations and able to improve people’s participation in development activities in their respective cities and districts’.  This Output was realized, though the issue of legitimacy deserves further discussion, as the progress of many City Forums in this respect is still incomplete.
CCFP did not provide this Objective with any detailed definition of success and there are problems with the data for the 3 Performance Indicators relating to the Objective.  Evaluating Performance Indicator 4, the numbers of civil society elements involved in Forum activities, requires relying on the comprehensiveness of data collected by CCFP.  As earlier noted, these data do not appear to reflect accurately the extent of participation by civil society elements in Forums’ activities.  Given this, this report will discuss the issues suggested by Performance Indicator 4 under the heading of ‘legitimacy with Forum stakeholders’.  

The data for the two remaining Performance Indicators, Performance Indicators 5 and 6, are very detailed, and were too detailed for the evaluation team to verify with Forums, given time constraints.  Given this, this report will discuss these two Performance Indicators under the general heading of ‘Legitimacy with communities and the general public”.  

Before discussing these Performance Indicators, the evaluation team would like to note that in its view, the key aspects of the Forums’ legitimacy are their ability to provide real services and benefits to their core constituencies. These constituencies are: 1) the general public; 2) the Forums’ stakeholders; 3) local governments and parliaments (DPRDs).  The first 2 of these constituencies are sufficiently well dealt with under the terms of the Performance Indicators (nos. 4, 5 and 6) under Performance Objective 2.  However, legitimacy with local government and legislatures is equally important, and is not included in the Indicators.  That said, the report will discuss that aspect of legitimacy under a further heading, ‘Legitimacy with government’.

Each of these constituents is vital.  The ultimate constituency is the general public.  Without the support of and connection to communities, community groups, and the public as a whole, Forums not only looses their legitimacy in the eyes of other constituents, but also their reason for existing.  Forums also need to develop and maintain legitimacy with stakeholders from all 9 civil society elements (accepting that typology for the sake of this report) in order not only to benefit from a full exchange of knowledge, experience, and expertise but also to be able to develop solutions acceptable to all, and coalitions around those solutions.  Finally, Forums need to maintain legitimacy with government in order to develop and maintain their relations of synergy.  

Each of these constituents will consider a Forum ‘legitimate’ and remain involved with it only as long as the Forum is providing a service or benefit for that constituency. 

5.2.2.1.  Performance Indicator 4 – legitimacy with stakeholders

As discussed above, 4 out of 11 Cluster 1 Forums and 4 out of 7 Cluster 2 Forums were not able to promote the participation of stakeholders from all elements of civil society.  In general, the Forums had the most difficulty in gaining participation by women and members of the private sector, either as individuals or representatives of groups.  

Forums’ performance in the fields of advocacy, training, and increasing participation in public policy-making depend on their stakeholders, who are the principle implementers of the activities the Forums are involved in.  As the stakeholders’ involvement in the Forums is voluntary, the Forums must provide either a benefit or a service to stakeholders in exhcnage for their participation. The 3 key services a Forum needs to provide its stakeholders are:

· inclusion of the stakeholder in local government policy-making, planning, and policy implementation; 

· support to stakeholders and their organizations in such fields as access to government officials, access to shared resources, access to potential partners, and access to the public; 

· A comfortable, collaborative environment.  

Forum groups that met the evaluation team argued that the key services the Forum provides its participants is access to local government and the sharing of resources and mutual support.  Forum stakeholders who are members of NGOs, CSOs, pesantren (Moslem boarding schools), and mass organizations are issue oriented, and expect Forums to give them more access to local governments’ policy making, planning, and budgeting processes than they have had before.  For its part a Forum can give them this access, and better still a single point of contact with government, provided it maintains its legitimacy in the eyes of government.  In addition, Forums offer stakeholders the benefits of working together and being able to share the skills and experience of other stakeholders from all elements of civil society.   

The importance of Forums offering tangible benefits to all elements of civil society is illustrated by the experience of the Forum in Bangkalan.  The local government there considers the local university to be the resource for policy inputs, and the local NGO community a resource for implementation.  The university professors have accepted this distinction and have thus shown no inclination to join the Forum.  So in order to involve the university community in Forum, the Forum needs to offer them benefits other than access to the government planning process.  These benefits could be access to local community groups, access to other elements of civil society, or something else.  But the university community will continue to decline active participation in the Forum until they see that the Forum can offer them real benefits. 

The City Forum in Mojokerto is a unique example of a Forum strongly supported by its stakeholders, which in that case include the local Chinese community.  The Forum set itself up after the fall of the New Order government, with the aim of preventing violence in Mojokerto city.  The Chinese community there continues to support the Forum as a means of providing good governance, security and a reduced risk of civil disturbance.

Stating that a Forum is inclusive and allows all groups to participate is not always enough to create legitimacy with stakeholders; a Forum needs to provide the proper environment as well.  The importance of a comfortable, collaborative environment for all elements of civil society may explain the low level of women’s involvement in Forums.  The Forum groups that the evaluation team met were predominantly male and it was generally difficult for women to participate in Forum activities.  Discussions on gender brought out teasing, bad jokes, and male rationalizations (such as the idea that women were less politically motivated than men), all of which were delivered in ‘good spirit’.  Such an environment not only does not invite women to participate, but actively wards off women.  

Though the example of the gender bias in Forums is the clearest example of what a certain atmosphere can do, other groups may well be affected in similar ways.  Given that Forums wish to work with a diverse range of civil society groups, they will need to adapt themselves to each of these elements.  For example, informal behaviour such as sitting on mats on the floor may be appropriate for working with poor communities, but it may not be suitable for dealing with business associations.  Whereas the Forum in Sidoarjo has learned that it is beneficial to dress appropriately when meeting government officials, some of the younger, activist-based Forums have still to learn to adopt their ‘culture’ or ways so as to work effectively with all elements of civil society.

To sum up, developing and expanding legitimacy with stakeholders is not an issue that Forums have yet addressed in depth.  They have naturally developed strong legitimacy and a strong sense of team unity with core stakeholders on the basis of mutual need.  But not all Forums have strong connections with all elements of civil society.  This is a strategic priority that the Forums will need to address in the future.

5.2.2.2.  Performance Indicators 5 and 6 - legitimacy with communities and the general public 

Currently, the main basis for a Forum’s legitimacy in the eyes of the broader community is the legitimacy of the Forum’s stakeholders.  This is due in large part to the network nature of the Forums, and the fact that its stakeholders are seen to be those primarily responsible for carrying out Forum activities.  It is the stakeholders, whether they are from NGOs, mass organizations, the business community or other sectors, who represent the Forum to their own organizations and to the public.  And for the most part it is through the stakeholders that the Forum is involved with the community.  This is particularly the case with new Forums developed by CCFP that have had less time to establish themselves.  

There are indications that the more effective Forums are now developing their legitimacy with parts of the community.  However, both the Forums themselves and CCFP staff acknowledge that this is an area that needs further development.  

According to CCFP staff, ‘a City Forum will be legitimate if it functions well and is based on real needs’
, and if the Forum work’s ‘results and benefits in shaping public policies….guarantee the priorities and welfare of the public within the framework of good governance and good society’
.  In other words, the legitimacy of a Forum rests on its ability to make government policy and action participatory and fair.  If it cannot do this, it will not be able to provide the community with a useful service. So in the eyes of the community a Forum’s achievements determine its legitimacy.  

To the extent that this argument makes sense, Forums have certainly strengthened their legitimacy over the life of CCFP.  They have collected and discussed at least 99 issues arising from local monitoring and community complaints procedures, and taken action on many of them.  Table 15 below gives examples of issues discussed or addressed by Forums that have had a direct impact on local communities and community groups.

Table 15.  Examples of local issues discussed and addressed through Forums

	Topic addressed or acted on:
	Beneficiaries
	No of Forums involved

	Factory pollution and factory-community relations
	Communities adversely affected by neighborhood factories
	9

	Regulating street vendors
	Street vendors and street users
	9

	Process for obtaining business permits
	Small business people
	7

	Freeing land for road widening
	Land owners fronting the roads
	5

	Handling unemployment cases
	Unemployed
	4

	Expanding rice distribution programs 
	Poor families
	4

	Reforestation and city greening
	General public
	3

	Converting traditional markets to modern markets
	Traditional market sellers
	2

	Parking Fees
	Motorists
	2

	Transparency on public project tenders and capital investments
	Local contractors
	2

	Community economic empowerment programs
	Poor people running small businesses
	2

	Bank Indonesia credit rogram (UKM)
	Small businesses
	2

	Mediating irrigation disputes between water users and rice farmers 
	Farmers
	2

	Mediating conflicts between becak drivers and motorized public transport users
	Becak drivers and vehicle drivers
	2

	Expanding scholarship programs
	Poor families
	2

	Violence against women and children
	Women and children
	1

	Minimum wage cases
	Workers and business people
	1

	Developing PLN (electricity) networks in remote villages
	Villagers in remote villages
	1

	Policy on publishing government plans and agenda 
	General public
	1


In addition, 8 Forums either initiated moves to draft new perda or provided input to local government on the development of such perda.  Table 16 lists the perda concerned.

Table 16  Local regulations or perda worked on by Forums

	Perda on Area Budgets 

Perda on General Funding for Villages (DAU Desa)

Perda on APBD (local budgets)

Perda on Immoral Acts (Kemaksiatan)

Perda on Creating LPMK (4 Forums worked on this type of Perda in their cities)

Perda on Structuring the BPD

Perda on Public Participation

Perda on Government Transparency

Perda on Parking Fees

Perda on Changing Status of Village to City-based Village Area (Keluruhan)

Perda on Coastal Environmental Protection

Perda on Environment

Perda on Protecting Women and Children against Violence

Perda on Area Fees

Perda on Slaughter Houses

Perda on Hard Alcohol (Minuman Keras)

Perda on Village Government Systems (Tata Pemerintahan Desa)


These results indicate that the Forums are working on issues that have a direct impact on local communities.  The involvement of the Forums and their stakeholders in these and other issues is arguably a key for developing legitimacy with the public by demonstrating that the Forums can provide real support and services to local communities and groups.  

There are reasons for thinking that as a result of their work during the life of CCFP, the more effective forums are developing legitimacy with certain parts of the community.  These reasons include:

· The ability of these Forums to mediate between community and government regarding policies ranging from industrial pollution to becak drivers and the relocation of street vendors;

· The formation with Forum help, or the inclusion in Forums, of local associations of becak drivers, street vendors, commercial sex workers, transvestites, and shrimp farmers, as well as organizations working to improve city government.

For effective mediation the mediator must have the trust and confidence of both parties.  The number of mediation efforts by the stakeholders of the stronger Forums indicates that they are able to develop this trust.  The evaluation team was not able to evaluate first hand the results of these mediation efforts, but reports from both Forums and government indicate that in a number of cases solutions that took the interests of the community into account were achieved.  To give a small but telling example, in mediating over a brewing conflict in Blitar between the local government and becak drivers over the introduction of minibuses that might threaten becak drivers’ livelihoods, the City Forum in Blitar helped the two sides come to an agreement on acceptable bus routes, and on a program of training for 50 becak drivers to become minibus drivers.  

The creation of sectoral associations and forums also shows the ability of City Forum stakeholders to reach out to and work with local communities.  That these groups agreed to work with and be organized by the City Forums and their stakeholders indicates an initial level of legitimacy and partnership.  

At the Blitar evaluation workshop, it was clear that the City Forums understand the importance of gaining greater legitimacy with local communities and the general public.  In discussing lessons learned from running Forums, participants came up with the following:

· Helping the public be confident enough to speak out is a prerequisite for success in democratization and policy advocacy;

· A strong basis in the community is needed for program success;

· If a Forum performs poorly it is because of a low level of public trust in the Forum on the part of the public; 

· The public can represent its own interests to and through a Forum if the Forum reaches out to communities and includes community issues in its agenda.

Workshop participants also identified a number of obstacles to gaining public trust.  These included:

· Personal and partisan politics and conflicts of interest within the community;

· The public not being aware or knowing of City Forums;

· A lack of public support for the Forums;

· A paternalistic culture;

· Apathy and lack of interest on the part of the public in reformasi and good governance issues.

To the extent that these obstacles were correctly identified, they suggest that Forums still need to overcome attitudes and lessons instilled by the New Order government.  For 30 years the government told the public, in effect, to stay out of politics and ‘let the government handle political issues’, while portraying critically-minded NGOs as trouble makers and threats to national stability.  This has resulted in a public that is often apathetic toward politics, that is extremely distrustful of government, and whose experience encourages it not to believe that political action can have an effect.  One reflection of this state of affairs is the state of private sector advocacy in Bangkalan, where business associations are barely operational, and show no interest in being involved in lobbying local government over policy issues that should concern them.

The Forums have been addressing these issues for only a short time, and require more time to overcome them.  As indicated above, the Forums – particularly the stronger Forums listed above – are making some progress toward developing legitimacy with segments of the general public.  However, in the view of the evaluation team Forums’ legitimacy with the general public was still under development.  In the team’s opinion the Forums still need to build on their successes and increase the involvement of their stakeholders in further developing their popular legitimacy.

5.2.2.3.  Performance Indicators 5 and 6 - legitimacy with government

When starting Forums CCFP focused on developing their relations with local government; without such relations, CCFP believed, Forums could not develop the synergy among Forum, public and government that the program called for.  CCFP’s initial work in developing Forum-government relations consisted of ‘road shows’ and meetings to introduce and explain the concept of a Forum to both government and civil society leaders, with the aim of gaining their acceptance of it. These road shows and meetings were effective, and over time local governments came to see that Forums could:  

· help mediate between the government and community and arrive at solutions amenable to all parties;

· communicate and disseminate government policy and programs down to the community level;

· bring community feedback to government on government policy and programs in a peaceful and acceptable manner through public meetings and meetings between Forums and government officials;

· Serve as a useful sparring partner, as in Sidoarjo for example;

· assist government in implementing new participatory policies and systems including BPD and LPMK development and village planning;

· help overcome conflict between BPDs and village heads (kepala desa).

The result was that the Forums developed their legitimacy with local governments more than with local communities.  The majority of established Forums visited by the evaluation team had established working relations with their local governments.  The governments most inclined to work with the Forums were governments that had adopted the ‘new paradigm’ of public participation in government planning and policy-making, and were trying to put it into practice.   

In interviews with the evaluation team, government officials spoke positively about the Forums as bodies able to help them implement this new paradigm.  This willingness on the part of local government to work with Forums is both an opportunity and a problem.  The opportunity is the ability Forum are given in this way to work with and influence government.  The problem is the possibility of Forums falling into the role of implementer of government policies.  The stronger Forums visited by the evaluation team appeared able to manage this problem, and maintain their independence.  Newer Forums were not always so secure.  At least one new Forum, in Bangkalan, which developed out of the PERFORM program, appears to be struggling with this issue.

As already noted, 13 Forums in all were judged to have developed synergy with local government, while the others had developed good working relations with government.  This performance indicates that the efforts of CCFP and the Forums to develop the Forums’ legitimacy with local government had succeeded.

5.2.2.4.  Performance Indicators 5 and 6 – some general remarks on Forum legitimacy 

Over the past 3 years, the City Forums have clearly made progress in developing their legitimacy.  But that progress is still incomplete.  The work of Forums with CCFP, particularly the older and stronger Forums, have laid the foundation for their legitimacy.  That said, many of the newer Forums in Clusters 2 and 3 still need time to develop their ‘track record’.  Overall, Forums have demonstrated increased legitimacy with the community by mediating between government and communities as well as by organizing sectoral associations and forums.  They have also developed their legitimacy with the government through the strategy of ‘synergy’.  Where government and Forum interests intersect, Forums are able to provide benefits to the government.  The risk here is that this relation becomes the central relationship of the Forum; however, the evaluation team met only 2 Forums that could clearly be considered to have succumbed to this risk.  On the negative side, Forums have not directly addressed the issues of developing their legitimacy with their stakeholders.  They provide support for their stakeholders, but they need to take a more conscious approach to embracing under-represented stakeholders, particularly women’s groups and also business people & business associations, and academics.

5.3.  Program development and implementation

CCFP based its action plans and schedules on a 6-phase process.  The approach follows a logical sequence from establishment to phase-out, and allowed the program to develop straightforward action plans in a relatively structured way.  The 6 phases were:

1. Forum assessment and creation, 

2. Strategic planning, 

3. Organizational and technical skills training, 

4. Facilitation and follow up, 

5. Phasing out,  

6. Continuous participatory Monitoring and Evaluation.  

These steps are described in more detail in the outline below
:

	Phase
	Step

	1. Forum assessment and creation:


	a. Identify the need and potential for a Forum;

b. Identify the key civil society elements that would support a Forum, and offer these elements the concept of the forum;

c. Socialize the concept of the Forum to the local government, DPRD, press, NGOs, community figures, and religious figures;

d. Conduct workshops and dialogues on the connection between good governance and a Forum;

e. Form a small committee to initiate the Forum;

f. Bring together a range of stakeholders to agree on the form and function of the Forum;

g. Organize a workshop to adopt the Forum’s statutes and program and choose its leadership.

h. Introduce the Forum to the public through both socialization and demonstration:  

	2. Strategic planning:


	a. Train Forums to develop their own strategic plans and work plans

b. Facilitate the formulation of Forum mandates, visions and missions

	3. Training  
	CCFP offered training in:

a.    Management and M&E  

a. Budget advocacy and legal drafting

b. Fundraising and proposal writing

c. Roles and responsibilities of BPD and LPMK

d. TOT for strengthening BPD and LPMK

e. Complaint Centers 

	4. Facilitation and follow up


	a. Continue strengthening the Forums through ongoing consultations

b. Consultations on implementing follow-up plans after training

c. Assistance in developing Forum initiatives 

	5. Phasing out 
	a. Prepare Forums for continuing operations without CCFP TA or support

b. Meetings to discuss the strategy for phasing out

c. Roundtable discussions to develop commitment to Forum sustainability

	6. Continuous participatory Monitoring and Evaluation
	a. Regional facilitators (fasda) funded for each Forum

b. Fasda and Forum reports

c. CARE Forum meetings

d. External evaluations


The following is a brief review of the implementation and outputs of each of these 6 steps.

5.3.1.   Forum assessment and creation

For the Forums working with CCDP, there were 4 basic methods of establishment:

· Forums set themselves up, then joined CCFP;

· Forums were set up before CCFP began, with CARE under CUP;

· Forums were set up with facilitation from CCFP; 

· Forums developed out of the PERFORM program.

The following description of the formation of Forums is based on information from CCFP and evaluation team interviews with Forums visited.

6 Forums, in Sidoarjo, Mojokerto, Madiun, Madiun city, Trenggalek and Situbondo, set themselves up.  Two of them, the Forums in Sidoarjo and Mojokerto, were set up by a diverse group of community leaders shortly after the resignation of President Suharto in May 1998.  The original aim of these 2 Forums was to work with the government, local figures, and local communities to prevent violence in the wake of the collapse of the New Order and during the national elections that followed.  As the situation calmed down and the central government put in place its policy of decentralization, these 2 Forums continued to work with their respective communities and governments to implement reformasi.  

The other 4 self-created Forums came together to take advantage of the opportunities created by otonomi daerah (decentralization) and reformasi.  The Forums in Madiun city and Trenggalek were created by a combination of NGOs and community figures.  The Forums in Madiun district and Situbondo were established by community figures.

7 Forums working with the CCFP were established under the Clean Urban Project (CUP).  Because CUP was working directly with city and district governments, local government was directly involved in the creation of these 7 Forums.  However, the formation process was facilitated by CARE and based on workshops attended by many elements of civil society.  The core establishment teams for the Forums were not dependent on government and consisted of a number of key civil society elements in each area.  The evaluation team found that the CUP Forums it visited are independent and generally able and willing to provide constructive criticism to both local government and the local DPRD.

The CCFP assisted in setting up 9 other Forums after the initial phase of the program.  As Blitar workshop participants acknowledged, CCFP staff facilitated the establishment of these 9 Forums in a participatory manner. There was no direct government involvement in the establishment of these Forums, although some of them did invite government representatives as observers to their set-up workshops
.

Two other Forums, in Pacitan and Bangkalan districts, were created as a result of the PERFORM Project.to provide community input to the 2 districts’ medium-term development plans.  The Pacitan Forum was created out of the citizens’ groups put together under PERFORM; its founders consisted mainly of NGOs, young community figures, and student activists.  The Bangkalan Forum came together on its own to take advantage of the opportunity being created by PERFORM; its founders consisted of NGOs, community groups and figures, and students. 

Table 19 lists the core groups and civil society elements involved in the establishment of all these Forums.  

Table 17  Types of people involved in setting up Forums in East Java

	Self-established

	Name of Forum
	Date 
	Initiators  

	Sidoarjo (ForGReS)
	1998
	Student leaders, DPRD members, NGOs, university professors, community-based organizations and leaders, mass organizations, church groups 

	 (FKKP) Mojokerto
	1999
	A number of individuals from local government and DPRD and a variety of civil society elements – lawyers, businessmen, NGOs and mass organizations 

	 (Format) Madiun
	2001
	NGOs and community leaders

	Kabupaten (Forkab) Madiun
	 2002
	Local NGOs, community-based organizations and leaders, youth groups, professionals and DPRD members

	Trenggalek (Format)
	 2002
	DPRD members, community leaders, NGOs

	 (Forkab) Situbondo
	 2003
	Business people, NGOs, Islamic schools, church organizations

	Forums Established under Clean Urban

	FMPK Pasuruan
	1998
	Various

	(FKPK) Malang City
	1998
	NGOs, professors, city government officials, professional organizations, street vendors association, mass organizations, community figures, students 

	(FKPK) Tulungagung
	1998
	NGOs, professors, teachers, mass organizations, youth leaders, Islamic schools

	 (FKPP) Kediri
	1999
	Businessmen, Islamic schools and others

	FKM Pro Probolinggo
	1999
	NGOs, community and religious figures

	 (FKPK) Blitar 
	2000
	Businessmen, NGOs, professors, mass organizations, community figures 

	 (FKMK) Malang
	2000
	NGOs, professors, Islamic schools, mass organizations, community figures 

	Forums Established under the CCFP

	Bojonegoro (FKPB)
	2001
	Community figures, NGOs and others

	 (FPM) Ngawi
	2001
	NGOs, professors, teachers, businessmen, Islamic schools, and community figures

	Forum Jember
	2001
	Various

	FORDIMAPAS Pasuruan
	2001
	NGOs, youth leaders

	Dewan Kota Magetan
	2001
	NGOs, youth groups 

	FPMODa Pamekasan
	2001
	NGOs, scholars, mass organizations, community figures, local government officials, DPDR members, students 

	Sumenep (Fokus)
	2001
	Businesses, NGOs, Islamic schools, journalists, businessmen, students

	Lamongan (PML)
	 2002
	NGOs, BPD forum, community organizations, mass organizations, community figures, students

	Gresik (FKMG)
	2003
	NGOs, professors, community based organizations, Islamic schools, community figures, students 

	Forums Established Responding to the Perform Project

	 (Forpamas) Pacitan
	2001
	NGOs, youth leaders, students 

	Forum Bangkalan
	2001
	NGOs, community groups and leaders, students


These data show that a variety of civil society elements were involved in the creation of the Forums, although there was a not unexpected bias toward NGO involvement.  Other than the Forums created during CUP, none of the Forums was set up with government involvement, and even the CUP Forums were found to be independent.

In terms of Forum formation, only one Forum could be considered a clear failure, and that was the original forum in Pasuruan.  This Forum was taken directly from CUP despite its having a top-down, exclusive leadership.  The CCFP team were not able to influence this situation.  Efforts to move the performance of this Forum closer to CARE’s goals included working with the Forum and then later creating an alternative Forum in the hope that the 2 Forums would merge.  However, this move generated considerable friction and led to the phasing out of CCFP support for both Pasuruan Forums. 

The manner in which Forums were created appears to have had no bearing on their levels of achievement.  The 10 Forums considered strongest by the evaluation team represent every manner of formation except formation in response to the PERFORM Project. Length of existence seems to have been a more valid indicator of Forums’ achievements than the manner of their formation.

Structure and Management Style

The Forums generally adopted similar structures that were flexible and able to accommodate sectoral issues as they arose while providing for the sharing of information and resources.  The typical structure, shown in Figure 2 below, consists of a working body (badan bekerja) made up of a Forum leader (often called a coordinator), a deputy leader, a secretary and a treasurer, and a number of divisions.  The members of the working body have the following functions:

· Forum coordinator – overall coordinator of Forum activities and main Forum representative

· Deputy coordinator – Representing the Forum coordinator when the latter is not available

· Secretary – Managing administration and reporting

· Treasurer – Managing finances and book keeping

The divisions usually deal with advocacy and mediation activities and their number varies from Forum to Forum.

In addition to this basic structure (Figure 2), one Forum visited, Pamekasan, has a Board of Experts and a Board of Advisors.  All the Forums have provisions for developing ad hoc groups or working groups to implement Forum work or support Forum stakeholders in their advocacy activities.

	Figure 2: Generic Structure of CCFP City Forums
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The evaluation team found two exceptions to the usual structure, in Mojokerto and Madiun. In Mojokerto, the Forum is managed by a 9-person presidium drawn from different elements of civil society. The Forum has no divisions, its work being done through ad hoc committees set up by action groups with the presidium’s agreement. The Madiun district Forum is organized down the sub-district level, with work councils (badan bekerja) in each sub-district.  

The role of the working body is to cooperate with the stakeholders in developing long-range strategic plans and short-term plans, and to coordinate the carrying out of these plans. In line with these plans division heads are expected to help stakeholders form action groups around issues the stakeholders regard as important.  These action groups then actually carry out the plans. The working body monitors itself through routine meetings at which it reviews progress, discusses issues, and decides on next steps.

In general, a Forum’s working body is made up of senior members or founders of the Forum. These groups, and particularly the leaders, are expected to give the Forum direction and motivation. In fact, the evaluation team found that the stakeholders in many of the Forums it visited were were not dependent for their motivation solely on the leadership but also on the support they received from other stakeholders as well as on Forum successes.

Typically, the working bodies are made up of activists from a number of sources, including development NGOs, advocacy CSOs including NGOs, mass organizations and pesantren, as well (in some cases) as business people and DPRD members.  Many of those in lower positions are still young while many in leadership positions are experienced leaders in their field.   

The working bodies, whose membership is entirely voluntary, are predominantly male.  In the 13 Forums the evaluation team visited, only a handful of working body members interviewed were female.   

The structures Forums have adopted are appropriate for them.  They are simple, straightforward structures with clear lines of responsibility.  They are also managed flexibly enough to allow Forums to mobilize resources as needed for the Forum activities. 

The management styles of the Forums the evaluation team visited range from informal and organic to more structured and traditional.  All the Forums have forms of shared leadership.  The more organic
 and informal of them tend to have leaders who are younger activists from NGOs and mass organizations.  The leaders of more structured traditional groups tend to be older community leaders with longer experience in community development NGOs and other more structured organizations such as business groups and academic institutions.  A successful example of the more organic, flexible style of leadership is the Forum in Probolinggo, which showed high levels of energy and shared leadership.  Successful examples of Forums with more traditional styles of leadership are the Forums in Sidoarjo and Blitar. 

Overall, all the Forums the evaluation team met emphasize the importance of being flexible and accommodating, and have adopted structures that give them that flexibility.  Their leadership and membership are comfortable operating within these flexible structures.  However, as noted above in the section on legitimacy, as Forums’ range of active stakeholders grows more diverse their leadership will also need to become more diverse, and with a better-balanced gender profile.

5.3.2.  Strategic planning

The training in strategic planning and follow up that CCFP provided Forums was designed to help them develop their visions, missions, and strategies.  The CCFP team based its strategic planning on the strategic planning model laid out in the book Strategic Planning for NGOs by John M. Bryson.

According to CCFP’s report for the 3rd quarter of 2001, the strategic planning process took place in 12 stages, was self-managed, and was developed through discussion and negotiation with the Forums that achieved consensus among them, and commitment to the process from them.  The 12 steps and participants for each step are described in Table 18 below:

Table 18  12 steps of strategic planning: outputs and participants

	Output
	Participants

	1. Training in strategic planning process, methods and skills - an agreement by participants to discuss the implementation of strategic planning with their Forum
	4/5 representatives from each of the participating Forums

	2. Formulation of terms of reference for City Forum strategic planning teams
	Forum working bodies (badan berkerja), fasda, CARE Facilitator

	3. Formulation of City Forum mandates
	Strategic planning team, fasda, CARE Facilitator

	4. Formulation of City Forum vision & mission
	Same as above

	5. Review of City Forum vision and mission
	Strategic planning team, working body, local government and DPRD representatives, stakeholders, fasda

	6. SWOT [strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats] analysis
	Same as above

	7. Strategic issues and priorities
	Same as above

	8. Formulation of strategic plans & action plans
	Same as above

	9. Review strategic plan document
	Strategic planning team, working body, stakeholders, fasda, CARE Facilitator (optional)

	10. Rewrite strategic plan document
	Strategic planning team, working body, local government and DPRD representatives, stakeholders, fasda

	11. Inputs and recommendations
	Same as above

	12. Finalization of strategic plan
	Same as above


CCFP staff supported this process by providing funding to the Forums for 2 workshops and 9 meetings held during the process.  The process appears to have been carried out relatively smoothly.  As noted above, Forums’ responses to the process were positive, and the only issues that arose were the lack of financial support and follow up given to Cluster Three Forums.

5.3.3.  Training courses

The CCFP offered Forums a ‘menu’ of six training courses.  The topics of the courses were developed on the basis of needs assessment sessions in CCFP workshops attended by working body representatives of all the Forums.  Once the topics had been agreed on CCFP staff in consultation with Forum members developed terms of reference and training modules, arranged facilitators and training sites, invited participants to the courses and evaluated the courses afterwards.  Course designs were based on the principles of adult learning and used participatory training techniques. The courses were on:

1. Management, monitoring and evaluation; 

2. Proposal development;

3. Advocacy and legal drafting;

4. The roles and responsibilities of BPD and LPMK;

5. The training of trainers (ToT) to train BPD and LPMK personnel on institutional strengthening;

6. Setting up public service complaint centers. 

Trainees consisted of selected members of Forum working bodies and stakeholders from all the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums.  As mentioned earlier, budget cuts in year 3 reduced the training opportunities available to Cluster 3 Forums, whose members did not have the chance to be trained in topics (1) and (3).  

Cluster 1 Forums all received supplemental funding for follow up work using skills learned in the training courses.  This included funding for meetings and workshops for strategic planning, for 15 training courses with BPD and LPMK, and for public meetings to discuss local issues.   Table 21 describes the amount of supplemental funding provided after each training course, what it was to be used for, and how it was affected by the budget cut at the end of year 2.  

Table 19   Funding for follow-up activities after CCFP training courses – what happened
	Training
	Support for follow-up originally envisaged 
	Follow-up support provided after budget cuts at end of year 2
	Follow-up support to be used for:

	Advocacy-focused strategic planning
	Rp. 3,200,000
	Cancelled
	2 workshops and 9 Forum meetings

	BPD training
	Rp. 12,850,000
	Cancelled
	Training 15 desa (195 trainees)

	Setting up public service complaints centers
	Office equipment including computers   
	Cancelled 
	Support for setting up public service complaints centers  

	Skills for local initiatives
	Maximum of Rp. 1,000,000 per activity to be given to proposals submitted and accepted
	Maximum reduced to Rp 500,000 then to Rp. 300,000 per activity; support finally cancelled
	Meeting costs


Cluster 2 Forums received follow-up support for the 1st year of their programs but experienced a reduction in support after the budget cut at the beginning of their 2nd year. Cluster 3 Forums did not receive any follow-up support at all.  The phasing out of the follow-up funding had two effects.  First, the Forums that did not receive it, mostly in Cluster 3, found it very difficult to put in practice what they had been trained in.  Second, it had a negative impact on relations between Forums and CARE, as will be discussed below.

The issue of funding support was a salient topic both at the Blitar evaluation workshop and in the evaluation team’s discussions with individual Forums, particularly Cluster 1 Forums
.  These Cluster 1 Forums had been less affected by the budget cut at the end of CCFP year 2, but had earlier had to deal with a sizeable drop in funding support for their activities when they transferred from CUP to CCFP.  A common comment was that CCFP was using the Forums as tools for raising funds for itself.  In discussions at the Blitar workshop it became apparent that this view had developed because the Forums saw that most of funding for CCFP was going to finance the CARE East Java office and staff, and very little going to them.  Budget cuts after the 2nd year of the program reinforced this view of theirs.

Forums’ responses to the training courses were both positive and critical.  On the positive side, as mentioned earlier, a common theme in the evaluation team’s discussions with individual Forums was that they had acquired new concepts, greater understanding and greater skills from the training courses.  Those Forums that received post training financial support appreciated the fact that they were able to put into practice what they had learned.  Forums in Cluster 3 and other Forums that did not receive supplemental funding reported that one of the biggest blocks to implementing skills from the training they had participated in was lack of follow-up due to the shortage of funding.  

At various times both CCFP staff and the Forums reported a number of issues regarding the implementation of the training program.  Not all the issues were relevant to all the courses, and they included weaknesses that CCFP addressed by making adjustments while the program was going on.  The issues included:

1. CCFP being seen as taking an inflexible, top down approach to training scheduling;

2. Contracted trainers not being well versed in the materials used;

3. Training that was too general and not applicable to Forum needs;

4. Outside facilitators who did not understand Forums’ local situations;

5. Training based on project work and so not always applicable to an organization such as the City Forum.

The 1st issue was addressed after the 1st year of the project, when the Forums brought it up with CCFP staff.  The Forums felt that they were forced to attend CCFP training courses whether or not the topic or schedule was appropriate for them. CCFP staff responded by making it clear that CCFP was offering a menu of training courses which Forums could select from.  At this distance in time from the issue, it is impossible for the evaluation team to determine how valid the feedback from the Forums on this issue was; however, it highlights a key issue for programs such as CCFP, which is the need to be flexible, and to design activities that accommodate heterogeneous needs and schedules.

The 2nd issue – that trainers were occasionally poorly selected – is one that CCFP dealt with by evaluating and redesigning training courses for later iterations, providing refresher training for its own facilitators, and identifying and networking with better trainers in the region.

The 3rd and 4th issues, that training was sometimes too general and that trainers did not always understand Forum conditions well enough, appear to have arisen because of the approach CCFP took to arranging its training courses.  In order to increase efficiency and hold down costs, CCFP organised group training sessions that brought participants from all the Forums from one Cluster together in one training.  This approach required designing a more general and broad training course for a number of groups with different skill levels, rather than a specific, focused training course designed for one Forum.  In addition, CCFP hired local facilitators in skills CARE facilitators did not have, thus bringing in outsiders who did not know the Forums and would often use their own general training modules.  The evaluation team noted that one result of this generalizing approach was that training objectives tended to place greater emphasis on understanding concepts than on gaining and practicing skills.  As some Forums characterized it, training was strong on good discourse but weak on practicality.  Participatory learning techniques certainly helped participants get a good understanding of the concepts introduced to them.  But in many cases they were left to determine on their return home not only which concepts were applicable to their Forum, but also how to apply them.  

Providing more training to smaller, more homogeneous groups would have allowed trainers to design more specific training for groups with similar skill levels and needs; however, it would have increased the number of training courses requiring the time of CCFP staff, and more expenditure.  Alternatively, CCFP trainers could have been fully in charge of training design, and designed sessions based on inputs from outside facilitators that connected concepts to the particular situations of Forum trainees.

The 5th issue was essentially to do with the content of the training courses.  It is clear from reviewing the content of the courses on management, monitoring & evaluation and on proposal development that they were based on concepts of project management, not organizational management.  For example, the management, monitoring & evaluation training course was based on the cycle of a project.  A more effective course design would have related organizational activities such as public relations, information management, office management and monitoring & evaluation back to the vision and mission of the organization.  Moreover, in helping Forums develop these management systems for their own use, the training needed to take into account Forums’ voluntary nature.  A number of Forums interviewed felt that the form and structure of the courses were too formal with the Forums’ more flexible approach.  Similarly, the training on proposal development was, some Forums argued, inappropriate to many Forums’ informal approach to proposal writing and fundraising, given their lack of legal standing.  Both these experiences demonstrate the need for trainers who can assess Forum needs well, and tailor courses for the needs of different Forums, given that Forums are different from traditional NGOs, and cannot be trained using ‘off-the-shelf’ training modules for NGOs.  These trainers can be project staff working alone or with outside trainers, or experienced outside trainers whose contract includes time for pre-training orientation and needs assessment.   

To sum up, there were both positive and negative aspects to the training.  On the positive side, the Forums found the knowledge and concepts transferred to be useful and helpful in enabling them to improve the management of their forums and the implementation of their activities.  In addition, the supplemental funding, when available, helped Forums apply skills learned from their training, particularly strategic planning and advocacy skills.  With respect to the negative aspects of the training courses, CCFP staff worked to upgrade their own skills, clarify the flexible, optional nature of training schedules, and identify better-qualified and more appropriate trainers. They could have further improved the training by emphasising training in practical skills to be used locally as well as in knowledge and overall concepts, and by taking an organizational rather than a project-based approach to Forum management, administration, reporting, monitoring & evaluation.

5.3.4.  BPD and LPMK training

When district governments established BPDs (Badan Perwakilan Desa, or Village Representative Councils) in early 2001, CCFP saw an opportunity for City Forums to increase their direct connections with the community and also increase local participation in local governance.  After conducting needs assessments of the BPDs and organizing round-table planning discussions with the Forums, CCFP organized training courses to give district-level Forums the capacity to work with and develop BPDs.  As towns and cities passed perda (peraturan daera, local regulations) to create LPMKs (Lembaga Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Kelurahan, or Urban Sub-district Community Empowerment Board, the urban counterparts of BPDs), these courses were adopted for Forums’ use with LPMKs as well.

Although CCFP staff used a participatory approach, they did push Forums to participate in the BPD and LPMK training courses as a way of preventing the training courses being affected by the expected budget cuts coming from CSSP via CARE
.  Some Forums readily agreed to participate, but others felt pressured to do so, and were reluctant to work with BPDs and LPMKs in case such work violated the principle that Forums would not actually implement projects. These latter Forums felt that CCFP staff were pushing them into carrying out an activity that might be inconsistent with the vision and values that CCFP and the Forums had developed together.  One such Forum was the Forum in Probolinggo, where a great debate took place on whether to reject the BPD/LPMK initiative, and if not how to implement it.  In the end the Probolingo Forum did not take part in the initiative, though its stakeholders trained BPDs and LPMKs under their own names. Otherwise all the Forums eventually took part in the BPD/LPMK initiative, though some remained resentful of the pressure CCFP had put on them.

CCFP created 2 training courses for Forums.  The 1st course, ‘BPD/LPMK Training’, was designed to teach Forums about the roles and responsibilities of BPDs and LPMKs.  The 2nd course, ‘TOT BPD/LPMK’, held in Wonogiri from May 19 to 23, 2003, was designed to train trainers in the Forums in the skills needed to facilitate the development of BPDs and LPMKs.  Upon completion of the training courses, CCFP provided the Forums with funding for pilot training courses with 15 BPDs and LPMKs, though financial support for further activities was curtailed because of budget cuts.  CCFP also produced 2 books, A Guide for Strengthening Village Representative Councils (BPD)
 and A Guide for Strengthening Keluruhan Community Empowerment Boards (LPMK)
.  The BPD guide was structured as a series of questions and answers to explain the creation, roles, function and administration of BPDs.  The LPMK guide was designed as a training guide for facilitators working to develop LPMKs.  In addition it focused on helping trainees understand local government systems and the place of BPDs and LPMKs in those systems.  As such it built on the proceedings of the ToT in Wonogiri, which were made available to the evaluation team.
  

All the Cluster 1 and 2 Forums attended the 2 training courses, and 13 out of the 15 Cluster 1 and 2 Forums in East Java conducted their own training courses with for BPD and LPMK members in their area.  The other 2 East Java Forums, those in Kediri and Bojonegoro, could not do so because either they or the local government were not ready for such courses before CCFP budget cuts came into effect.  Of the 13 Forums that did conduct training courses for BPDs and LPMKs, 6 were able to conduct more than the 15 training courses for which CCFP provided financial support, either through their own initiative or with government assistance.  

The participants of the training courses that took place included village heads (kepala desa) as well as BPD and LPMK members.  Table 20 below gives details of the courses provided by Cluster 1 and 2 Forums in East Java.

Table 20.  Training for BPDs and LPMKs provided by Cluster 1 and 2 Forums

	Forum doing the training  
	From Cluster
	Training received by
	Number of BPDs or LPMKs whose members were trained

	Jember
	1
	BPD
	15 BPD

	Probolinggo city
	1
	LPMK
	All LPMK in the city (15 supported by Care)

	Pasuruan
	1
	BPD
	15 BPD

	Sidoarjo
	1
	BPD
	52 BPD

	Malang city
	1
	LPMK
	15 LPMK

	Malang
	1
	BPD
	15 BPD

	Mojokerto 
	1
	LPMK
	All LPMK in the city

	Blitar
	1
	BPD and LPMK
	31 BPD (15 supported by Care) and all LPMK in Blitar city

	Tulungagung
	1
	BPD
	15 BPD

	Sumenep
	2
	BPD
	All BPD in the district

	Pamekasan
	2
	BPD
	All BPD in the district

	Megetan
	2
	BPD
	15 BPD

	Ngawi
	2
	BPD
	15 BPD


The results were generally positive.  The BPD and LPMK members that met the evaluation team reported that the training helped clear up their confusion about the new government system and the roles of their bodies.  The BPD group in Pamekasan reported that they not only gained knowledge that they had not previously received from the district government, but that the training also improved their relations with village heads and village governments.  In Mojokerto, the evaluation team’s LPMK informants reported that the training helped them increase community participation in LPMKs.  They also reported that while the training they received had included sessions on budgeting, transparency and accountability, many trainees were still not prepared to raise these issues with  village governments for fear of generating conflict.  

The training clearly helped BPDs and LPMKs overcome their initial confusion over their role and function in government.  This helped them involve their local communities in local governance, though generally only down to the level of traditional village leaders (tokoh).  While this was an improvement over previous practices, the fact that many BPD and LPMK members were unelected holdovers from pre-reformasi groups remained a constraint.  This constraint will diminish as the popular elections envisaged for these institutions take place.  Another constraint is that, as they acknowledge themselves, the members of these institutions do not yet have skills in participatory planning or working with the community.

While these training courses helped trainees understand village government, they did not, and were not designed to, provide many practical skills.  Nor did CCFP plan any follow up training for this purpose.  One result was that BPDs and LPMKs clearly understood the position they were in within the government system, but without having the skills to be involved in bottom-up planning, and without being able to control government planning by the various official planning agencies at the district and sub-district (kecamatan) levels, or to ensure that plans affecting local communities would actually be implemented.  These quite legitimate concerns are reflected in the fact that the follow-up training most commonly asked for by BPDs and LPMKs was training in conflict resolution and community planning.  In the view of the evaluation team both types of follow-up training would indeed be useful, as would related training in 2 sets of skills – (1) managing block grants and other local expenditures, and developing budgets with district governments; (2) developing effective working relationships with government institutions such as village and district governments and the various dinas (government planning agencies), and refining the whole system of local governance so as to bring planning and implementation much closer together.

In general the evaluation team found the training courses and materials helpful in increasing BPDs’ and LPMKs’ understanding of local government systems, and where these new institutions fit in.  They enabled BPDs and LPMKs to begin carrying out their roles and functions, and also to reduce tensions between themselves and desa and kelurahan (rural and urban village) governments.  These developments in themselves helped increase community participation in local governance.  The BPD and LPMK groups trained appreciated the training – indeed the Pamekasan BPDs found them so useful that they suggested that similar training be provided to village governments – and seemed ready for follow-up training that would help them do better in practice.

5.3.5.  Facilitation and follow-up

As already noted, CARE’s design for CCFP reversed the traditional donor approach to capacity-building by providing technical assistance supported by a little funding rather than providing funding supported by some technical assistance.  CARE emphasized this approach by giving each of its field workers the title of ‘Facilitator’ instead of a more traditional title such as ‘Field Coordinator’.  This choice of title clearly defined the role and relationships CCFP wanted to develop with Forums.

Throughout the program, there were 6 Facilitators (see Figure 1), 5 men and one woman.  They joined CCFP directly from CUP (Clean Urban Project), and stayed with CCFP throughout with the exception of one person, who left the project in its last year and was replaced.  Under CUP they had developed project management skills and basic training skills.  Under CCFP they received additional training in facilitation and training, strategic planning, the meaning and implications of civil society, local budget construction, conflict resolution, and the training of BPDs and LPMKs.

Aside from arranging Forums’ formal training, the Facilitators routinely met Forum working bodies to help them follow up on training and carry out their advocacy agendas.  In general, these meetings were held at Forum sites.  They covered key issues that included:

· Developing Forums’ strategic plans and annual work plans;

· Finding solutions to Forums’ development problems;

· Improving Forums’ administration systems;

· Presenting new ideas such as working with BPDs and LPMKs and introducing area facilitators (discussed below in the section on management, monitoring, and evaluation);

· Applying understanding acquired from advocacy, strategic planning, and BPD/LPMK training;

· Dealing with conflicts within Forums;  

· Finding out about and responding to community initiatives and grievances;  

· Collecting monitoring data for CCFP.

From evaluation team interviews and from discussions at the Blitar evaluation workshop, it was apparent that these routine visits helped Forums’ development, and that on the whole Facilitators and CCFP in general developed good working relations with the Forums.  However, the Forums themselves varied in their assessment of the usefulness of the Facilitators’ visits.  The stronger Forums such as those in Sidoarjo (which stills consults CARE staff), Probolinggo, Madiun city, and Bangkalen worked with the Facilitators to make the visits useful.  On the other hand, Forums such as those in Malang city and Madiun district, both of which wanted CCFP to provide higher levels of funding support, were less cooperative and thus benefited less from them.  The evaluation team notes that this dynamic is common when consulting advice is provided to independent organizations: good consulting skills can help solve organizational problems, but if the organization is not interested in the consulting help being offered, it usually gets fewer benefits than an organization that is.  This underlines the importance of defining clearly at the outset of a working relationship not only what technical assistance is being offered but also what interest the client has in being offered it.     

In the case of Cluster 3 Forums, the evaluators found that the routine meetings with the Facilitators were useful but somewhat ad hoc.  The Forums and Facilitators did not collaborate in setting up a planned program for developing Forum capacity around the Facilitators’ visits.  This finding seems to bear out Forum statements at the Blitar evaluation workshop to the effect that technical assistance from, and collaboration with, the Facilitators was not intensive enough.  The first step in meeting this need would have been for each Facilitator to have worked out specific work plans with individual Forums laying out future activities to develop the Forum’s capacities.

These comments should not be taken as a criticism of the work or dedication of the Facilitators, who had to change roles from project implementers under CUP to providers of technical assistance (TA) under CCFP.  These roles require different skill sets.  Project implementers need management skills, while capacity builders offering TA need consulting and organizational development skills, including the ability to establish client-consultant relationships, conduct organizational needs assessments collaboratively, agree collaboratively on interventions, and plan and carry out interventions appropriately.  CARE provided some of the skills necessary, such as skills in strategic planning, SWOT analysis and strategic analysis, and CCFP staff did their best to develop the other necessary skills on the job.  As a result, they were able to provide positive and useful consulting.  That said, their previous experience as project implementers did not give them the ‘tool kit’ or experience to optimize their performance.  And even if they had wanted to acquire such a ‘tool kit’ it would have been hard for them to do so, since the capacity-building skills just described, key components of organizational development work in the field of international development, have yet to be integrated 

into development practices in Indonesia, and so were unknown to CCFP staff, and would have been unavailable to them.

5.3.6.  Phasing out support 

Toward the middle of 2002, CCFP decided phase out the training, financial support and consulting advice that it had provided to older Forums during the previous 18 months to 2 years.  This decision was taken for 2 reasons.  The 1st was that by that time the Forums had completed the strategic planning process and all the training courses offered by CCFP, and CCFP assumed that having completed these activities the Forums would be able to continue their work with only minimal advice and support.  The 2nd reason was to free up CCFP so that they could to take on new Forums, allowing the program to expand.

The phasing-out process included steps to prepare affected Forums – initially, Forums in Cluster 1 – through meetings to discuss how they would manage without CCFP support, and to ensure Forum participants’ commitment now that Forums were becoming independent.  The process was introduced to the Cluster 1 Forums in mid 2002. They promptly rejected it, calling for continued CCFP support.  In response CCFP delayed the phasing out of support for the Forums for a further 6 months while negotiations with the Forums continued.  Support to Cluster 1 Forums was eventually phased out in January 2003.  

According to CCFP staff, they held round-table dialogues with 7 Forums to explain the phase-out plan.  Despite this, Forum participants in the Blitar evaluation workshop and Forums that the evaluation team visited said that the phase-out process was not made clear to them.  

Judging from what they heard from the Forums, the evaluation team did not see any measurable evidence that the phase-out process had any impact on Forum members’ commitment to their Forums. This commitment was already firm before the phase-out process began, and remained so after the phasing out process was completed, with Forums continuing to function unaided.  

The phase-out process did however raise 2 issues for similar capacity-building programs in the future.  First, Forums’ initial objections to it underlined the difficulty of introducing such an idea in the middle or late stages of a program.  If the phasing out of support is part of a program plan it should be built into the program from the beginning, with a clear understanding on the part of all concerned of the criteria and schedule to be used.  Second, the criteria for phasing out support should be clearly and carefully decided on. For CCFP a key criterion was Forums’ length of involvement in the program.  This meant that some of the weaker Forums were phased out along with the older, stronger Forums.  An alternative would have been to agree at the outset on criteria based on the level of Forums’ organizational development as well as on the length of time they had received support for organizational development.  This alternative approach would have allowed weaker or more slow-developing Forums more time to receive assistance and grow stronger.

5.3.7.  Program management, monitoring and evaluation

Implementation of CCFP was based on the log frame presented in the City Forum Work Plan: CARE East Java
.  This document consists of a log frame laying out CCFP’s goals and objectives and describing planned interventions, with expected outputs, indicators, assumptions and risks; the program’s chosen geographical focus area; and the program’s duration, staffing, and budget.   

CCFP’s action timeline was then developed using the goal and objective hierarchy developed in the log frame, as well as the 7 phases of the project described earlier.  Program plans included the program’s approach for each Forum Cluster.  Later, annual plans focused on scheduling key specific activities such as setting up new Forums and the provision of training. These annual plans were not detailed enough to include ongoing consultancies to specific Forums by program Facilitators.  

Discussions with CARE staff indicate that the work plans were consulted and used as guidance in program implementation.  The program was able to follow its plans and complete all the major activities planned, such as road-shows, training courses and workshops, without any major delays.

Program management started with Facilitators spending 19 days a month in the field visiting the Forums.  During their visits they arranged training courses, helped Forums develop local initiatives and carry them out, consulted Forums on organizational issues such as management, and reviewed the monitoring data collected for CCFP by the fasda. As part of this process Facilitators met Forums at least once a month.

Monitoring and evaluation were conducted through a series of monthly, quarterly, and annual meetings.  The program collected monitoring data on a quarterly basis for the program’s quarterly reports.  

For the 1st year of the program there were monthly staff meetings to review progress and coordinate activities, as well as quarterly staff meetings to monitor the progress of the quarter and update annual plans for the next quarter.  In the 2nd year, the monthly meetings were dropped and the staff met as a group only quarterly.  In the 3rd year, the staff met every 2 weeks in order to provide input for meetings of CSSP, and quarterly for monitoring and planning.  CCFP also held annual performance workshops with participants from Forum secretariats, local governments, and local parliaments.  The purpose of these workshops was to review the accomplishments of the program in the previous year and develop plans for the year to come. 

CCFP’s quarterly meetings were used to review data collected by Facilitators, Forums, and fasda.  Aware of the burden data-collection might create for Forum volunteers, CCFP trained and provided funding for fasda, or local facilitators, from among Forum stakeholders to assist CCFP Facilitators and collect monitoring data.  The funding for fasda was channeled through Forums.  So long as CCFP supported the fasda, Forums were able to collect data required for each of the Performance Indicators listed in the log frame (Table 3), and to organize and present the data in detail in their quarterly reports.  The data was then reviewed in the quarterly meetings, confirmed, and used for planning activities in the following quarter.  

While effective for the provision of M&E data, the maintenance of fasda and their monitoring activities did cause some problems.  One problem arose when the fasda began reporting on all the activities implemented by their Forums, and not just on activities in which CCFP was involved.  This indicated that CCFP and the Forums had not yet come to a clear understanding on which data fasda would report on and how, or indeed who the fasda were working for, CCFP or the Forums.  At the same time some of the Forums came to think that CCFP was taking credit for their work, especially their data-reporting work, and using the results for the benefit of CCFP and CARE East Java rather than the Forums themselves. To clarify the situation CCFP reviewed its monitoring system and confirmed that fasda reported to Forums rather than CCFP Facilitators. However there remained lingering suspicions among some Forums about CCFP’s motives. 

The monitoring depended on the fasda for the collection of data, and when CCFP’s financial support for the fasda ended and the fasda system was discontinued, collection of data for CCFP’s performance indicators simply ceased.  As noted earlier, this was typical of the fate of a monitoring system developed by outside donors or others without attention being paid to the need for an integrated system that provides data useful to both parties concerned.

5.3.8.  Summing up: program development and implementation

As noted CCFP’s program design was based on a log frame with a logical goal hierarchy listing in detail verifiable indicators for each objective.  This design was developed by CCFP staff on the basis of recommendations arising from the participatory evaluation of CUP.  The program’s approach to developing Forum capacity was logical and systematic. Overall action planning was based on the goals and objectives outlined in the log frame and in the program’s approach to capacity building. 

Planning and management systems were complete and CCFP systematically referred to the planning documents and followed the plans developed.   However, as noted earlier Facilitators did not collaborate with Forums to develop more detailed, Forum-specific capacity development plans, working with Forums on a more reactive basis instead.  As already noted, CCFP established a competent monitoring system with the fasda, but this ceased to function after funding cuts, as did data reporting.

CCFP worked hard to implement the program in a participatory manner, but was inconsistent in this respect, particularly early on.  As noted this inconsistency is illustrated by the fact that CCFP staff used participatory methods to create Forums, develop training courses, and develop the BPD/LPMK training initiative.  On the other hand it pushed implementation of the fasda and BPD/LPMK initiatives in a CCFP-centric way, and initially anyway gave Forums the impression – or let them to have the impression – that CCFP training course were mandatory.  However, as noted earlier CCFP dealt with these issues when Forums raised them, and was able to negotiate solutions without letting working relations with the Forums break down.

Overall, CCFP used standard, accepted program management tools to implement a logical and integrated approach to its program, successfully providing effective capacity-building measures to the Forums.

5.4.  Stakeholders' perceptions 

5.4.1.   CCFP-Forum relations

Overall, CCFP was able to develop effective working relations with the Forums, but was not able to overcome its status as a ‘donor’ and develop strong partnerships with the Forums, particularly the Cluster 1 Forums.  

Two major and related issues dominated the relationships between CCFP and the Forums.  These were the issues of funding and technical assistance. As noted earlier, in moving from CUP to CCFP, CARE staff had 2 difficult transitions to make – reducing the program funding previously offered to Forums, and moving from managing the Forums as program coordinators to providing the Forums with technical assistance as facilitators.  These 2 transitions required renegotiating expectations and ‘social contracts’.  Both of them caused confusion, miscommunication, and missteps, issues later exacerbated by the budget cuts put in place in CCFP’s 3rd and final year.

Managing such a change well requires a clear understanding of the new approach being taken, and complete, 100% consistency in taking it.  Even if CCFP had taken the approach in this way, the Forums developed under CUP would probably not have been completely satisfied with the changes the new approach brought about. The burden of implementing and managing these changes fell on CARE staff, who were simultaneously grappling with the new approach itself.  

Unfortunately, CARE staff were going through a transition similar to the one being experienced by the Forums, and were learning on the job how to manage the changes in funding levels and job roles. It took them time to adjust to the changes, a learning process that resulted in mistakes and inconsistencies in working with the Forums.  

Transition in levels of financial support

Early in CCFP, Facilitators made mistaken financial commitments as they based themselves on old CUP standards, not the new, lower, CCFP standards
 that were consistent with a primarily TA and capacity-building program.  Budget allocations for Forum support and workshop participation were higher under CUP than under CCFP, and during the transition some CCFP staff mistakenly made financial commitments for supporting Forums and Forum workshops that were in line with CUP, not CCFP.  When these mistakes were corrected, there were hard feelings among the Forums, who felt they had been unfairly treated and had a hard time understanding why an international NGO (CARE) was lowering its previous levels of financial support. CARE was able to learn from these mistakes and negotiate new levels of support acceptable to the Forums; but the CUP Forums never completely lost the ‘bad taste’ left by this experience.  The misunderstanding caused by these financial adjustments was compounded later when CCFP again cut financial support because of 3rd year budget cuts.  These cuts left quite a few Forums feeling that CCFP had not lived up to its commitments, particularly with respect to support expected for (a) Forum-run public service complaints centers, (b) the completion of Forums’ strategic planning processes, and (c) continued support for local initiatives and other Forum activities.

It was clear from discussions at the Blitar evaluation workshop that the Forums did not completely understand CCFP’s new technical assistance strategy, or the cost of implementing this strategy. This lack of understanding manifested itself in some Forums’ belief that CARE was using the Forums as a tool for its raising funds for itself.  Forums saw that the bulk of CCFP’s funding was being used to support the CCFP office, staff and activities, while almost none of it was directly supporting the Forums, their working bodies, or their activities.  Based on this observation, and an unclear understanding of the principles of pure technical assistance, some Forum members, even those with excellent relations with CCFP such as the Forum in Sidoarjo came to the conclusion that CARE was using the program for its own financial gain at Forums’ expense. 

Transition in program approach

CCFP staff also had difficulty in making the transition from project managers under CUP to technical assistance facilitators under CCFP.  The most effective way to maximize the transfer of skills, knowledge, and behavior from a facilitator or consultant to a recipient organization is to develop an equal relationship between the two parties.  This type of relationship requires clear shared goals and shared ownership of the planning and implementation of interventions to achieve those goals
.  This in turn requires the development and maintenance of respect by each for the independence of the other.  It is important to note that developing and managing this type of relationship can be extremely difficult in traditional projects with tight schedules and demands for immediate results.

This difficulty in making the transition from CUP project coordinators to CCFP facilitators is reflected in Forum members’ observations and feedback that CCFP’s approach to the Forums was not consistently participatory. When CCFP respected Forums’ independence and collaborated with them, for example during the creation of Forums and when setting training agendas, relations between CCFP and Forums were good.  On the other hand when CCFP disregarded Forums’ independence, such as when it pushed the fasda initiative and the BPD/LPMK training initiative, the relationship deteriorated until such a time as CCFP again showed respect for Forums’ independence, when good relations were restored.  

It is clear that many of the issues between CCFP and the Forums were due to the transition from CUP to CCFP and the growing pains of new style of program.  CCFP staff reported that they were able to establish better working relations with each new Cluster as they improved their approach to working with the Forums.  The findings of the evaluation team’s field trips tend to support this assessment, in that the Forums in Cluster 1 were much more prone to be critical of CCFP and less clear on CCFP goals and objectives than the Forums the team met from Clusters 2 and 3.  These Cluster 2 and 3 Forums were less critical of CCFP, and showed greater awareness of – or at least respect for – its approach and goals, though of course Cluster 3’s relations with CARE were much less intensive than Cluster 1’s.

Despite the differences and frictions brought about by these two major issues, CCFP’s successes demonstrate that the two managed to maintain relationships that ranged from effective and collaborative to good.  

5.4.2.  CCFP -government relations

CCFP’s relations with government were mainly at the provincial level, with minimal relationship-building at the city and district levels.  The evaluation team found from its discussions with city and district government officials that the majority of them did not know CCFP directly, although a few had connections with CARE through earlier CARE programs.  

In contrast to this, CCFP’s relationship with the provincial government of East Java has been strong. CCFP conducted round table discussions with provincial government officials, and invited them to CCFP events.  For example, two representatives from the provincial government attended the Blitar evaluation workshop as observers.  CCFP also involved the provincial government in the BPD/LPMK training initiative, and in the publication of the two BPD/LPMK training guides. 

The provincial government evidently strongly supports the goal and activities of CCFP, wants to apply CCFP’s BPD/LPMK training materials and experiences province-wide, and has set aside budget resources to do so. It also evidently wants to see CCFP-style City Forums established in all the cities and districts of the province.  The evaluation team gathered that the provincial government hopes that the now-existing City Forum Network (JFK, Jaringan Forum Kota) can develop enough capacity to assume CCFP’s role as a technical resource and back-up support for the Forums.

This official support for the City Forum program is both an opportunity and a threat.  Support from the provincial government, if provided with respect for Forums’ independence, would enhance the Forums’ sustainability.  On the other hand government support designed to co-opt the Forums would destroy the program. 

5.4.3.  CCFP’s relations with others

CCFP and the Forums do not appear to be well known beyond the sphere of their direct stakeholders.  The evaluation team discussed the reputation of CCFP with both USAID representatives and members of four large Surabaya-based NGOs.  Neither conveyed any direct or indirect knowledge of or opinions about CCFP, although all were willing to discuss the theory of such a program, including what it should look like and the dangers it faced.

5.5.  Constituents  

The core constituency of the program was and is the local NGO and activist community, and individual and organizational components of other elements of civil society that want to get involved in improving their local governments.  Those active in the Forums provide their time on a voluntary basis.  All of them have primary jobs in other organizations and many work with the Forums on a personal basis, creating an informal bridge between the Forums and their own organizations.

CCFP met the needs of the core constituency by providing:  

· Access to local government and DPRDs;

· Organizational training and support for working together as a Forum;

· Technical training in advocacy and legal drafting;

· Skills and access enabling elements of civil society to work with the government on an even footing;

· Support and resources for carrying out advocacy activities and building advocacy coalitions.

Forum participants’ strong commitment to continuing Forums following the phasing out of CCFP support indicates that during the CCFP program the needs of the core constituency were identified and met.  That said and as noted earlier, Forum participants did not develop a feeling of ownership of CCFP during the program that matched their feeling of ownership for the Forums themselves.

5.6.  Gender issues 

Neither CCFP nor the majority of the Forums explicitly considered gender issues; only one Forum, in Gresik, mentioned the need for gender mainstreaming in its program and advocacy plans.  Originally, it seems, CCFP assumed that the promotion of inclusiveness would be enough to ensure that gender issues would be addressed through the involvement of women’s NGOs.  This assumption failed to take into account the strong male bias inherent in both the general culture as well as in the culture of local NGOs.  Due to this bias, none of the Forums have made any observable effort to create a Forum that welcomes, respects, and integrates women and their perspective into Forum analysis, agenda, or activities.

Any long-term program working with the Forums in future will need to take into account the lack of gender awareness and mainstreaming.  Addressing this issue effectively will require a concerted, medium-term, integrated effort, led by an expert in the field, to increase gender awareness and introduced effective tools and practices for increasing gender equity in the Forums and more generally in public participation in local government.

5.7.  Other similar programs: a comparison 

The evaluation team leader met with two other programs that work with forums to increase public participation in local governance in East Java.  The 1st was the PERFORM Project funded by USAID/DLG, and the 2nd was the Forum Warga (Citizens’ Forums) program managed by the Jakarta-based NGO Pattiro, and funded by the Ford Foundation.  

The evaluators found that each of these programs was unique and not a direct competitor or replacement for the CFFP.

In comparing the 3 programs, the evaluation team considered the 5 variables:

1. Primary objective – the key medium-term change sought by each program in relations between government and public;

2. Primary goal – the ultimate purpose of each program;

3. Primary constituents or target groups – the constituents or groups each program most hopes to influence and benefit;

4. Time frame – the length of time of each program, and of its influence over its constituents;

5. Working basis – the degree to which each program relies on issues to drive its activities;

Each program has slightly different goals and objectives, although the ultimate goal of each is an increase in public participation in local government.  The goals and objectives of the PERFORM Project are to institute participatory government planning systems that increase community inputs into the planning process. CCFP’s goals and objectives are to create City Forums that can act as a bridge between public and government in order to increase public participation in all phases of local government, from planning and policy-making through implementation, and monitoring.  The Pattiro Forum Warga program is designed to empower local communities adversely affected by government policies and their implementation so as to ensure that local governments respect the public when making policy and carrying it out.

To achieve these goals and objectives, each program works with different primary constituents or target groups, although there is some overlap.  

The PERFORM Project works with local governments to implement a structured planning and budgeting system designed to increase community participation in the way local governments plan and draw up their budgets.  General citizens’ forums such as the CCFP City Forums are just one of the possible participatory tools acceptable under PERFORM.  However, organized, independent city forums are not required in the PERFORM Project, since public participation is set up and managed by working groups established by local government.  Moreover city forums working with PERFORM-supported local governments are not given any direct T.A. or funding for the development of their long-term management.

CCFP City Forums promote and work with both local government and politically active members of civil society to develop public participation in all aspects of local government.   They do this by creating permanent bodies that establish long-term relations with both government and all elements of civil society.  As one of the evaluation team puts it, the Forums practice a policy of ‘hit and cling’ rather than ‘hit and run’ in their dealings with local government.  They are permanent, non-issue-based organizations helping local governments put into practice the new paradigm of participation, while supporting stakeholders in their advocacy efforts on issues of public concern.  

The Pattiro program works with well-defined groups that have a common interest or face a common problem and facilitates them in their efforts to define their key issues and bringing these issues to the attention of the government.  Of the 3 programs under discussion, this is the only issue-based one. Pattiro works with groups such as bejak drivers, street vendors, and local communities under threat by large-scale development projects.  In some cases Pattiro works directly with affected groups.  In others it works to develop advocacy coalitions among the issue group and other advocacy and politically active groups in order to develop the ‘mass’ necessary to influence government.

The informants from Pattiro told the evaluation team that the program often faces 2 difficulties when developing new groups: (1) developing access to the appropriate government officials; (2) finding partners and developing advocacy coalitions when they are necessary.

Table 21 summarizes the differences between each program, on the basis of the evaluation team’s 5 variables.

Table 21   PERFORM, Pattiro Forum Warga and CCFP programs compared

	Program
	Working basis
	Timeframe
	Primary constituents
	Primary objective 
	Primary goal

	PERFORM   
	Non-issue based
	Until end of project
	Local governments
	Development and implementation of participatory government planning systems
	Increased community inputs into the planning process

	CCFP  
	Non-issue based
	Permanent
	Members of elements of civil society interested in promoting participation and good governance
	Effective, independent Forums that can act as a bridge between public and government
	Increased community participation in local governance for good governance and good society

	Pattiro Forum Warga program
	Issue -based
	Length of time needed to solve specific issues
	Local communities negatively affected by government policies or poor implementation of government policies
	Empowerment of victim communities to protect their interests
	Government policies and regulations, and their implementation, that respect the public


The PERFORM Project and CCFP overlapped in three cities and districts, Pamekasan, Pacitan, and Bangkalan.  The evaluation team visited 2 of the City Forums in these locations, the Forums in Pamekasan and Bangkalan.  In Pamekasan, the PERFORM Project representative and the head of the City Forum were one and the same person.  Nevertheless, for his own reasons he kept the 2 programs completely separate.  Because of this, neither the evaluation team nor informants from the PERFORM Project were able to report any interaction between them.  Hence, no lessons on the potential for integration or competition could be learned from the area.

In Bangkalan, the CCFP City Forum created itself explicitly to take advantage of the opportunities created by the PERFORM Project.  A number of their stakeholders have been trained as PERFORM Project facilitators and are in the process of facilitating community planning.  As a Cluster 3 Forum the City Forum in Bangkalan was at an early stage in implementing advocacy activities when the evaluation was taking place, and so there were no observable cases of synergy between the two programs.  However the potential for synergy exists, especially if the Forum stakeholders choose to develop advocacy programs around topics identified in their planning process.  On the other hand the potential also exists for the Forum to become too involved as an implementer for the government, and thus to lose its independence.  This was a concern for the evaluation team; however it is still early to judge how serious a concern it could be.

The evaluation team could not identify an informant well versed in the results of both the PERFORM Project and CCFP, so it cannot comment on the comparative effectiveness of the 2 programs.  However, in the team’s view the PERFORM and CCFP programs are different enough to offer the prospect of mutual support and cooperation in pursuit of the common goal of increasing community participation in local governance. Similarly, the Forum Warga and CCFP programs can be complementary, since the groups identified and organized by Forum Warga may become stakeholders in City Forums, while City Forums can help Forum Warga make contact with government and supporters in civil society.

Indeed the evaluation team can easily see how all 3 programs could support each other synergistically.  

The PERFORM Project works directly with local governments and so is in a strong position to get local governments to adopt and implement the paradigm of participation.  It provides these governments with practical systems and methods approved by Jakarta to get the public to participate in local government planning.  In line with a more general trend (or virtuous circle) PERFORM, like other international donors, seems likely to score its best successes with the most open-minded local governments, since these governments are the best at cultivating relations with international donors that promote policies of participation.  

The CCFP City Forums are in a good position to exploit local governments’ adoption of policies of participation by promoting public participation in local government by members of civil society and the general public.  They do this by building multi-faceted coalitions that maintain contact with local government long-term.  In addition, City Forums have shown that they can promote public participation in the drafting of policy regulations (perda) as well as policy planning, and can play a role in conflict mediation and advocacy and in improving communications between government and the public by such means as public meetings.

For its part the Forum Warga program is in a good position to support both the PERFORM and CCFP programs by identifying groups adversely affected by government actions and helping them arrange focused activities to seek redress through peaceful, legal processes.  

5.8.  Overall findings and concluding remarks

Overall, the CCFP was effective in making progress toward its goals and objectives and achieving its expected results.  The evaluation team found that with respect to Cluster 1 and 2 Forums, the program and the Forums did support and increase the public participation in local governance in the cities and districts concerned.  The evaluation team was impressed by the Forums’ work, and came away with positive feelings about what established Forums had accomplished.

Goal achievements have included the following:

· Forums have worked effectively, many of them having developed synergy with local governments and civil society stakeholders, thereby increasing public participation in and influence on local policies and public programs;

· Forums have positively affected government policy and practice through influencing policy regulation (perda); advocating local issues with the public; mediating conflicts; and bringing community groups into the political process;

· Local governments have accepted and valued the Forums’ practices of roundtable discussions and public meetings as effective ways to communicate and work with the public;

· Forum training courses improved the effectiveness of BPDs and LPMKs in 16 cities and districts;

· CCFP helped 10 Forums become well-functioning partners of local government, and  increased the capacity of the other CCFP Forums to work with their respective governments.

Overall the support provided by CCFP had a positive impact on Forums’ development.  CCFP’s work on the organizational aspect of the Forums helped them come together and define and focus their activities.  CCFP’s training interventions helped improve Forums’ capacity to carry out their activities.  That said, while CCFP interventions, processes and activities moved the Forums forward, the Forums have not yet achieved their full potential, and would benefit from further training and consulting support to help them develop their capacities further.

The knowledge and skills acquired by the Forums were long-term improvements to their capacity.  Forum participants’ own internal commitment to their Forums, and their ability to access some funding sources other than CCFP, are good indicators of Forums’ short- to medium-term sustainability.  The older Forums have already shown such sustainability is possible by continuing to function without CCFP support.

Other achievements have included the following:

· The Forums have somewhat increased their inclusiveness.  They are also now aware that more work is necessary in this respect, particularly in the area of gender mainstreaming, if Forums are to include all the key elements of civil society;

· Cluster 1 and 2 Forums have developed strategic plans that guide their advocacy agenda;

· The level of benefits that Forums have provided their stakeholders is such that the stakeholders are now strongly committed to the Forums, which are likely to be sustainable as a result;

· Forums have improved their administrative systems;

· Forums are keener and better able to monitor and respond to local government and community issues;

· Forums have developed their legitimacy with local governments and increased their legitimacy with stakeholders and the public, even if more work still needs to be done in this respect;

· CCFP training courses and follow up facilitation, despite weaknesses, have increased Forums’ capacity in the fields of management, advocacy,  and the development of local initiatives.

The Forums still need to develop capacity in key areas. These include:

· Increasing their legitimacy with stakeholders and the public, to be achieved by actively reaching out to, and creating the right atmosphere for, under-represented groups.  The key groups many Forums need to focus on are: women, business people, and other professionals;

· Building on their vision and mission to clarify the distinctions in roles and functions between Forum working bodies and Forum stakeholders;

· Building on the advocacy capacity already gained to increase their ability in carrying out advocacy, analyzing public policy and local government budgets, and organizing local civil society groups;

· Building on the commitment of Forum participants and on current sources of funding to develop independent sources of funding for Forums longer-term.

The evaluation team considers that CCFP's implementation of the City Forum program was solid.  There were inconsistencies in practicing participation and in developing relationships with the Forums, and program trainings, while effective, could have been stronger.  However CCFP staff were able to learn and to adjust from many of these experiences.  By the end of the program, at least 10 Forums were fairly well established, while many others had made progress in establishing themselves, albeit still in the initial phases.  CCFP met its higher level goals and expected results, though it did not meet all its objectives.  After 3 years of CCFP there are now many more City Forums than there were at the outset, and many City Forums both old and new are stronger and more capable than before, and have contributed to definable increases in public participation in local governance. 

6. Lessons learnt 

In workshops with CCFP staff and at the Blitar evaluation workshop, the evaluation team asked  participants to list lessons learned during the course of the program.  The lists below summarize the responses the evaluation team considered most relevant in light of the team’s own work and observations.

6.1.  Lessons learned from training and other initiatives dealing with Forum management and development

1. Forums have learned to work with government, even as implementers of government policies, and maintain their independence;

2. In practice the concept of ‘synergy’ has given Forums the access to influence local governments in formulating and implementing public policy;

3. Developing synergy is still hard, particularly when local governments are not committed to putting into practice the idea of public participation and the idea of partnership with civil society;

4. Developing synergy requires Forums to have a strong vision and mission so that they can maintain boundaries between them and local government, and maintain their independence of local government;

5. Conflict can be managed and overcome by means of intensive, personal dialogue among all those concerned;

6. Along with synergy with government, Forums need a strong base within the community if they are to identify community issues, motivate and involve the community, and  maximize the results of Forum activities;

7. Locally based planning helps Forums increase capacity and legitimacy more quickly;

8. If Forums perform poorly public trust in them diminishes;

9. Getting the public to speak out is a precondition of successful advocacy and successful engagement in policy-making;

10. Community-level needs assessments are an important step towards developing community-based advocacy initiatives and public policies.

6.2.  Lessons learned from Forums’ capacity-building experiences 

1. Forum development required at least 2 years, with the strongest Forums tending to be the oldest;

2. The strategic planning process greatly assisted Forums to organize and focus themselves;

3. Forums could develop and function with TA assistance supported by small amounts of financial assistance.  Grants were not needed to create and set up a Forum;

4. Management consulting and facilitation were an important follow-up to management training;

5. A small amount of follow-up financial assistance was an important way to enable Forums to use skills acquired through training;

6. Shifting from traditional project management programs to technical assistance programs with limited financial resources required adjustments on the part of both Forums and CCFP;

7. Failing to respect Forums’ independence created relationship problems;

8. Clear contractual arrangements regarding expectations, roles and support functions for both TA providers and the recipients of TA were extremely important for productive, conflict free collaboration
;

9. To ensure good collaboration, phase-out strategies must be developed in cooperation and discussed and agreed on during the initial program planning phase.

7. Recommendations 

7.1.   General

7.1.1.   On the further development of Cluster 1 and 2 Forums

· Provide support for consultants in strategic planning to help Forums (a) define their customers and clarify what their customers value, and (b) agree on Forums’ organizational structure in order to draw clear, distinct boundaries regarding roles and functions between Forums and their stakeholders;

· Provide training and consulting for Forums and their stakeholders to develop advanced skills in:

· Policy and budget analysis;

· Analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of government structures and systems;

· Reaching and working with the general public, and facilitating direct public interaction with government officials;

· Reaching the general public through mass organizations as well as NGOs and BPDs & LPMKs;

· Small group facilitation, so as to increase public participation in roundtable discussions;

· Large group facilitation
 so as to provide alternatives to the traditional top-down approach of public hearings;

· Training and facilitation (a general TOT) in order to increase the public’s knowledge of, and ability to influence, local government;

· Provide training and consulting support to help Forums develop planning, monitoring and reporting systems appropriate for their type of organization;

· Provide training and consulting support to help interested Forums or stakeholders develop public complaint service centers that are sustainable from local resources.  The first step in such a project would be to work with interested groups to create a business plan for such centers;

· Provide support to Forums for them to explore, adopt, develop, and carry out general public education campaigns to ‘re-politicize’ the public;

· Provide support to Forums for them to develop a broader local base of funding sources than just local government, and for them to develop business and financial plans for their sustainability.

7.1.2.  On the further development of Cluster 3 Forums

· Conduct an in-depth needs assessment with each Cluster 3 Forum and collaboratively develop a development plan for each of them;

· Help the Lomongan Forum build a conflict-management team among the diverse group of NGOs and other stakeholders involved in it, before attempting to rebuild the Forum through organizational consensus-building and strategic planning;

· Provide each Forum with organizational consensus-building and strategic planning facilitation;

· Provide the Madiun city Forum with practical, hands-on facilitation assistance that will give it concrete experience in managing a roundtable discussion, organizing a public hearing, and working with community and government to solve a specific community issue;

· Provide each Forum when it is ready for it with training in policy analysis and advocacy.  Of the Forums the evaluation team met, the first three candidates for this training would be the Forums in Madiun city, Gresik and Bangkalan;

· Provide Forums with training in reaching out to and working with the general public, and in facilitating the direct interaction of citizens and government officials.  In the evaluators’ view the 2 Forums most in need of this training are those in Madiun city and Bangkalan;

· Discontinue support to the Madium district Forum, as this Forum is not interested in technical assistance.

7.1.3.  On further training for BPDs and LPMKs

· Provide training in participatory methods for community planning and problem-solving in order to:

· increase grassroots participation in desa/kelurahan (village-level) government;

· educate the local community in government systems and processes so as to manage local expectations;

· Provide training in conflict resolution to manage conflicts among the various government bodies and agencies working at the desa/kelurahan level;

· Provide training in problem identification and analysis in order to empower local groups to take action rather than just complain when faced with a problem or a constraint;

· Provide training in government financial systems and desa/kelurahan budgeting and financial management in order to oversee the implementation of desa/kelurahan budgets.

7.1.4.  On future TA for capacity-building

Strategic planning:

· Construct and carry out initial strategic plans so that they are focused on organizational strategic planning, and specifically on building an organizational consensus and developing strategies for specific sectors (such as the environment) and on the basis of assessments of specific groups (such as particular interest groups or stakeholders) so as to achieve an organizational vision.  If possible, have trained program facilitators working with Forums through each step of the process in order to stretch and upgrade Forums’ analytical skills.

Training:

· Develop training courses based on detailed collaborative needs assessments undertaken with each Forum, needs assessments that define the training goals for each Forum;

· Design training courses that give participants a chance to apply the skills, knowledge, and attitudes they have learned about in the courses to their own Forums, and then get feedback on their efforts.

· Have training facilitators work with outside facilitators and resource people to ensure that their input is appropriate and useful for Forum participants. If possible have trained program facilitators who can design the training courses themselves, incorporating outside resource persons as need be;

· Particularly for organizational capacity-building training, such as training in management and fund raising, base the training on organizational concepts rather than project concepts.

· Base M&E training on results-based training (outputs outcomes, and impacts) and relate these concepts to Forums’ vision, mission, and strategy;

· Relate administrative systems, such as documentation systems, etc. to Forums’ organizational goals, and allow Forums to adapt systems to their own situations;

· Develop training courses on fundraising that do not rely on the project-based concept of proposal writing and donor funding, but rather help Forums identify and access local, long term non-government sources of funding;  

· If possible, target training courses at smaller groups of Forum participants that have similar skill development needs and political & cultural situations.  Although this may increase the number of training courses, it will also increase the impact of each of them.

Facilitation and follow-up:
· Provide capacity-building facilitators with appropriate participatory consulting skills
;

· Provide capacity-building facilitators with organizational models which can be used to guide collaborative organizational needs assessments
;

· Develop a program of capacity-building goals, interventions, plans and schedules for training courses and facilitators collaboratively with each Forum, and write up each of these programs as a social contract to be agreed with each Forum;

· Provide capacity-building facilitators with strong training skills so that they can conduct training sessions or workshops for individual Forums as part of their schedule of routine visits;

· Train capacity-building facilitators in consultation and social-contracting skills on the basis of the precepts in Pete Block’s book, Flawless Consulting.

On developing relations between Forums and capacity builders

· Ensure intense ‘socialization’ (i.e. dissemination of, and familiarization with) program goals, approach, methods and activities;
· Ensure the consistent application of program values such as participation, mutual respect, and the meeting of commitments;

· Make sure program budget information including general amounts per budget category as well as contractual and accounting restrictions on budget use and expenditures are clearly explained and understood by all concerned;
· Reach clear agreements with Forums on planning, monitoring and information systems – including what information will be reported, why, and for what – and communications procedures.
7.2. On prioritizing gender  

Despite its overriding importance, CCFP did not as noted highlight the issue of gender in its program planning and implementation.  Any future program activities in the City Forum field should: 

· Provide gender and gender-mainstreaming training to all senior management staff and capacity-building facilitators, male and female;
· Design program planning, monitoring and evaluation systems that integrate gender and gender mainstreaming into planning and analysis;

· Provide gender and gender-mainstreaming training to all Forum working body members and Forum stakeholders, male and female;

· Promote the inclusion of gender mainstreaming in the vision, mission, values and ethical statements, strategies, structures, and work plans of the Forums.
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� City Forum Workplan: CARE East Java, page 7


� Open Space Technology developed by Harrison Owen is one example of a participatory large group process


� Interview with Pak Kusuma


� City Forum Work plan: CARE East Java, page 2


� ‘Meet the City Forums’ brochure prepared by the CARE East Java Program


� City Forum work plan: CARE East Java, page 7


� CARE broke down civil society into 9 elements: NGOs/CSOs, entrepreneurs/business people, the press, community & religious leaders, government officials, legislators (members of DPRDs), professional organizations, women, and academia.  Information from interview with CARE staff.


� CIDA Training Manual on Results Based Monitoring, 1998.


� “Meet the City Forums” - Power Point Presentation prepared by CCFP


� Discussion with Pak Kusuma Adinugroho


� From interview with the bupati of Lomongan.


� Interview with PemKot Probolinggo


� For further discussion on Monitoring and Evaluation see Section 5.5.7 below.


� Discussion with Fahazza from Forum Komunikasi Ummat Beragama, Pattiro Malang.


� Quarterly Report: October-November-December 2002, CARE P3M-OTODA & GG 


� Knowing City Forums, Power Point Presentation by Care East Java


� Data from Quarterly Report: CARE East Java, October – December, 2002.


� Discussion with CARE Staff during Report Back of Findings by the Evaluation Team, September 2002


� CCFP Quarterly Reports, July – September 2002 and.


� CCFP Quarterly Report, July – September 2002


� CCFP Quarterly Report, October – December 2002


� Blitar Evaluation Workshop, August 28-29 2003.


� City Forum & Strengthening Guide, CARE and CSSP, 2002


� Mengenal Forum Perkotaan, p.12, CARE East Java, undated.


� Based on interview with Care Staff: August 21, 2003


� From an interview with Pak Simarji


� Organic structures are structures that rely on an organization’s ability to share responsibility and structure itself around tasks and projects.  They are unlike formally structured organizations that rely on official positions and job descriptions when organizing themselves to implement tasks and projects.


� The Sidoarjo forum, which was generally very positive about Care and the CCFP came right out and said that they believed that the programs purpose was to generate funding for Care.


� Discussion with Pak Simarji at Care East Java Office


� Panduan Pemberdayaan BPD (Badan Perwakilan Desa)


� Panduan Penguatan LPMK (Lembaga Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Keluruhan)


� The Proceedings of the TOT on Strengthening BPD, Wonogiri, May 19-23, 2003.


� Kusuma Adinugroho and the CARE East Jawa Team, City Forum Work Plan: CARE East Java (CARE Sidoarjo, 2000)


� Feedback on evaluators’ presentation to CARE staff by Pak Simarji


� Peter Block, Flawless Consulting: A Guide to Getting Your Expertise Used (Pfeiffer & Co, June 1981)


� Forum participants at the Blitar evaluation workshop noted that assistance from donors could be a ‘two edge sword’, by either helping greatly or else causing a great many problems.


� Open Space Technology developed by Harrison Owen is one example of a participatory large group process.


�  An excellent source for consulting skills is the book, Flawless Consulting by Peter Block.


� Sources for such models include Organizational Diagnosis by Marvin Weisbord and The Five Most Important Questions You Will Ever Ask About Your Nonprofit Organization by Peter F. Drucker.
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