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Introduction
Watershed development is one of the largest developmental interventions in the country in terms
of resources, geographical spread and agencies involved. The investments in watershed
development programmes (Drought Prone Areas Programme - DPAP, Desert Development
Programme – DDP and Integrated Watershed Development Programme - IWDP) through the
Ministry of Rural Development (MoRD) alone are estimated to be Rs. 11,526.85 crores during
1995 to 2005. These investments have increased considerably during the 10th Plan and the MoRDs
(Department of Land Resources – DoLR) budget for the year 2005-06 is Rs.1,200 crores. This is
beside the investments made by Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), bilateral agencies and other
agencies and institutions. The major objective of almost all watershed development programmes
revolves around sustainable improvement of the natural resource base in rainfed areas so as to
enhance the livelihood opportunities of those who mainly depend on these resources. This
objective is realized through a clearly defined set of socio-technical interventions in a demarcated
geographical area/habitat. The components of intervention vary according to the project objective
and design and they have evolved over time.
Over time, watershed development moved towards a localized intervention to conserve soil and
water in rainfed drylands with the objective of drought proofing and increasing the productivity
of those areas. Currently, watershed development is not only an environmental regeneration
initiative, but is also envisaged as a means to ensure sustainable livelihoods for the communities
living within a hydrological unit. Thus, the components of watershed development have moved
from hardcore soil and water conservation to incorporating other aspects such as production
enhancement, livelihood components, human resource and social capital development.
Given the substantial financial and resource input for watershed development and the objective
of enhancing livelihood and production potential (from both common and private lands), it is
necessary that sound and workable management systems and tools are put in place to gauge the
quality of outputs as well as to track and steer the activities and processes to attaining the desired
objective of poverty reduction in rainfed areas. Monitoring and Evaluation is such a management
tool to aid, enhance and track the efficiency and effectiveness of project intervention and support
decisions.
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) in Watershed Development:
A Learning and Action Cycle
For Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E) to be effective, it needs to be an integral
part of the overall project design and management strategy. The purpose, scope, extent and
comprehensiveness of the M&E system need to be decided based on the overall project objectives
and deliverables. This is followed by the architectural details of the PM&E system, which include
performance questions, issues/areas of monitoring, indicators, information needs and
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methodological and operational issues related to information collection, analysis and management.
The next step is the converging and inputting of knowledge/learnings generated to desired levels
of project management so as to take concurrent actions as and when required. This information,
ideally speaking, creates opportunity for targeted actions, which can result in redefining objectives
and redesigning strategies. Thus, PM&E becomes a decision support tool for project management.
In the context of watershed development, PM&E has considerable scope as a management tool
taking into consideration the quantum of resources involved, the geographical spread of the initiative and the objective of poverty reduction it is meant to achieve. Knowledge generated through
PM&E not only helps in identifying sound planning and conservation measures for productivity
and livelihoods enhancement, but also to reformulate strategies, institutional mechanisms and
policies for better achievement and management of impacts. It also helps in substantiating the
claims and justifying the enormous investment involved in
watershed development.
The Participatory Monitoring
and Evaluation System
(PMES) needs to be
understood from the overall
project management perspecive and must be integral to and
assimilated into the strategies
and systems of project
organisation and management.
Project organisation and
management involves institutional and administrative structures; roles, responsibilities and clearly defined mandates for both
personnel and institutions; operational guidelines for project administration as well as process/
strategies involved in developing the products/end results; financial and human resources; systems
to generate knowledge/ learnings to improve the overall efficiency and effectiveness of
performance, etc. This learning mechanism is an essential component of project management
which helps decision support and timely actions to improve the quality of processes, products
(outputs) and outcome/ impacts.
Realising this, a Working Group Consultation was organised to understand different aspects of
PM&E in watershed management where institutional participants could share their experiences,
and analyse each other’s methods and systems used in PM&E. This Working Group Consultation
was part of a Danish International Development Assistance (DANIDA)-supported initiative to
harvest and document learnings and experiences of DANWADEP and other watershed projects
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in India with the objective of institutionalising these learnings into policies and practices of
watershed development initiatives. Different thematic areas such as user rights, Participatory
Monitoring and Evaluation, post-project sustainability, capacity building and targeting the poor
were identified for this purpose. A consortium consisting of four organisations [Watershed Support
Services and Activities Network (WASSAN), Poverty Learning Foundation (PLF), Watershed
Organisation Trust (WOTR) and National Institute of Agriculture Extension and Management
(MANAGE)] with overall coordination and backstopping by Watershed Development
Coordination Unit (WDCU) of DANIDA-Assisted Watershed Development Programme
(DANWADEP) was involved in the documentation and institutionalisation process. The Working
Group Consultation on the PM&E theme had created an opportunity for peer assessment and
evaluation of different systems and tools used by large-scale watershed projects in India and
helped in assessing the effectiveness of these tools in tracking and steering the project towards
its objective and supporting decision-making for project actors. This Resource Book is an outcome
of the Working Group’s meetings, consultations and reviews held on several occasions including
national workshops.
This Resource Book contains 9 tools related to monitoring of products, processes and impacts of
watershed development and one PM&E system as practiced in DANWADEP projects. The systems
and tools are presented as case studies, as being operationalised and put into practice in different
projects by the respective project actors. The idea is to provide practical information on application
of these tools and how these tools helped in managing efficiency and effectiveness of project
intervention by providing inputs for informed decision making.

BBB
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An Analytical Framework of Participatory Monitoring & Evaluation
Systems (PMES) in Project Organisation and Management:
The case of DANIDA-supported watershed projects

Introduction:
The Danish International Development Assistance (DANIDA) has been supporting watershed
projects in India since the late 80’s. DANIDA-Assisted Watershed Development Project
(DANWADEP) in India comprises of 5 major projects in selected districts of 4 states, namely,
Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa and Tamil Nadu. These projects are implemented through
the Ministry of Agriculture, Govt. of India and the respective state government departments.
NGOs assist the departments in community mobilization and participation in all the projects
except those in Karnataka. Projects in Orissa and Tamil Nadu have been completed while those
in Karnataka and Madhya Pradesh will be over by December 2005.
The major objective of DANWADEP is development of rainfed areas through sustainable land
use practices inorder to improve the livelihood systems of the poor living in those areas. Along
with this, another objective is that lessons and experiences are harvested, disseminated and
incorporated into watershed policies, strategies and discourses at a wider level.
Inorder to achieve these objectives, it is important that a decision support and learning system be
evolved as part of the overall project management cycle. The Participatory Monitoring and
Evaluation System (PMES) is designed and operationalized with this objective in DANWADEP.
It works as a decision support system to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of project
implementation, while at the same time generating learnings for improving the project management
itself and for wider applications in similar kinds of projects and interventions.
Salient features of the PMES in DANWADEP:
B
B

B
B

B

B

B

It is designed and operationalized to assist the overall project management.
It is integral to the overall project design and integrated into the project management
cycle.
It has evolved as a decision support tool to manage efficiency and effectiveness.
Participation of all stakeholders is ensured in the system, not of primary stakeholders
alone.
It is designed as a learning system to improve, correct and redesign the project, if necessary,
in regard to interventions approaches and strategies.
Roles and responsibilities of various stakeholders are clearly spelt out in the PMES, which
in turn improves the efficiency of project organisation and management.
There are clearly defined institutional and administrative structures of monitoring which
facilitate project management.
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There are vertical and horizontal linkages of information flow generated through PMES.
Flexible project design that can incorporate learnings from PMES.

Steps in M&E Design and Operations:

L

The Project
Strategy
(through appraisals
/ Reviews / SLPEC
meetings)

L

Detailed Project
Implementation
Plan or Operational
Plan and Annual
Action Plan

J

Figure 1: Monitoring Cycle of DANWADEP
Outline of PM&E
based on broader
objectives/purposes

J

J
Development of
PM&E based on
indicators and
performance questions
Responsibilities

J

PM&E outcomes
assisting ongoing
improvements and
supporting decision
making

J

J
Implementation
Activities (inputs),
outputs, outcomes
and impacts

PME put into practice
gathering qualitative
and quantitative
information through
monitoring, regular
studies and internal and
external reviews

J
Analyzing and
managing information

J
J

Communicating
and reporting

Reflecting critically
and evolving learning
mechanisms

PM&E as a system and tool to manage efficiency and effectiveness of project administration was
given due recognition besides it being used as a mechanism to generate information/learnings
for informed decision making at different levels. Hence it is integrated into the overall project
design and strategy.
Project Appraisal Reports contain a sketch of a proposed M&E system in terms of broad areas
requiring monitoring, institutional/management structures of monitoring and actors/parties
responsible for developing the M&E system. Besides, the Appraisals also mention the personnel
requirements for monitoring.
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The Appraisal Report is followed by a state level Plan of Operation/Project Implementation Plan
(PIP) which is the guiding document for project administration. PIP is developed in a Log Frame
Matrix with details of steps/stages involved in the project cycle, activities, purpose, expected
outputs, methodology/strategies of undertaking the activity, allocation of responsibilities (based
on management and institutional structures), time frame and monitoring details. Design of PIP
involving all major stakeholders, through the logical framework approach makes M&E an integral
component of project planning and implementation. It also ensures the operationalization of
M&E in the project cycle with details of what is to be monitored (products, process, impacts),
what is the base line required, who undertakes monitoring at what level (details of roles and
responsibilities), systems of information flow and reporting, importance of review/evaluation
and issue-based research/studies and, most importantly decision, making structures and
mechanisms. PM&E is further elaborated in PIP with performance questions, components,
indicators, allocation of personnel and financial resources. This overall framework makes PM&E
integral to the project management as a tool for steering and decision-making. Annual Action
Plans (AAPs) are a detailed elaboration of implementation plans at watershed level (a watershed
generally consists of a large area covering many villages and AAPs are developed through
consolidation of participatory Village Development Plans (VDPs) of all villages falling in that
particular watershed) which further elaborate on the operational aspects of M&E with respect to
inputs and expected outputs on all focus areas of intervention, allocation of responsibilities,
areas of monitoring, documentation and reporting. Thus, a plan and monitoring system is
developed at three levels, i.e. project/state (PIP), watershed (AAP) and village (VDP).
This design stage is followed by implementation of activities and operationalization of PM&E at
village, watershed and project level with vertical and horizontal linkages and information flow.
PM&E includes regular gathering of related information/data on products (input-output), processes
and outcomes on bio-physical, social and livelihood activities, quality of intervention; undertaking
of reviews (both joint external and joint internal), evaluations and studies, monitoring and
coordination through empowered committees. Roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders
with reference to PM&E is also defined and streamlined/operationalized at this stage. This is
followed by compiling, analysing and reporting of different facts and information periodically to
the management/institution as per the design, as and when required. Based on the information
generated, analysed and reported, decisions are made and actions are solicited at the required
level. This may include, as is observed, changes in project design, strategy, nature of intervention,
etc. Thus PM&E acts as a learning and action tool in the entire project management cycle.
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J

SLPEC
J
J

Project Advisor
DANIDA

J
J
Project Management Unit (with
SMS in livestock, forestry,
horticulture, SWC, agriculture and
monitoring)

PCC
J

District
Level

RDE

DOA

J
Project Manager/
Project Director

EC

Project
Level

WDCU

JJ

State
Level

MoA-GOI

J

Program
Level

J

Figure 2: M&E in the Institutional/Organisational Framework of Project

J
WIT/DIT*

WIT/DIT*

J
WTL

J
WTL

J
WTL

DCC/
DAC/
DDC

WIT/DIT*

Abbreviations

WIT
WDCU
WTL

J

J

SMS
SWC
UG
VWDC

J
VWDCs
J

PMU
RDE
SHG
SLPEC

SHGs

J

DIT
DOA
EC
GOI
MoA
PCC

Implementation team consisting of field
officers from Horticulture, Agriculture,
Forestry, Veterinary and Soil and Water
Conservation Departments, Community
Organisers of NGOs, village level
workers and administrative staff

UGs
J

DDC

Assistant Project Manager
District Advisory Committee
District Coordination
Committee
District Development
Committee
District Implementation Team
Department of Agriculture
Executive Committee
Government of India
Ministry of Agriculture
Project Coordination
Committee
Project Management Unit
Royal Danish Embassy
Self-Help Group
State-level Project
Empowered Committee
Subject Matter Specialists
Soil & Water Conservation
User Group
Village Watershed
Development Committee
Watershed Implementation
Team
Watershed Development
Coordination Unit
Watershed Team Leaders

J

APM
DAC
DCC

Village Community

* DIT exists only in Comprehensive Watershed Development Project
Madhya Pradesh, where district and project is co-terminus, i.e. there is
only one large watershed in each district.
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Institutional and Management Structure of M&E:

1
At Village
and
Watershed
Level:

B

B

Village Level Institutions (VLIs): Village Watershed
Development Committee (VWDC), Self-Help Groups
(SHGs), User Groups (UGs).
Watershed Implementation Team (WIT), Community
Organisers (COs), Village Level Workers (VLWs) of
NGOs.

Systems and Methods of M&E:
B
B

B
B

B

B
B

Monthly/fortnightly meetings of VLIs
Monthly meeting of WIT, COs, VLWs and DANIDA
Advisor (DA)
Monitoring of physical and financial progress as per VDP
Physical verification of outputs and activities by Junior
Project Officer (JPO)/Watershed Team Leader (WTL)
Collection of data on certain impact indicators like change
in water level, livelihood promotion, plantation, cropping
pattern, etc.
Case studies on processes and impacts
Assessment of VLIs, monitoring of poverty reduction,
impact of project intervention, etc.

Outputs/Reports:
B
B

B

Proceedings of meetings of VLI
Proceedings of Review meeting of WIT, CO, VLWs and
DA.
Monthly report of CO/VLWs to Watershed Team Leader
(WTL)/Assistant Project Manager (APM)

B

Monthly progress report of WIT to WTL/APM

B

PRA charts, display boards, work done map

B

Assessment and grade reports of VLI, participatory
assessment of impacts and poverty reduction.

B

Regular data on certain impact indicators.

B

Watershed completion reports.
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Institutional and Management Structure of M&E:

2
District
Level:

B

B

District Coordination/Advisory Committee (DCC/DAC)
chaired by District Collector and Assistant Project
Manager as Secretary.
Assistant Project Manager/District Agricultural Officer
with support of staff of Veterinary, Agriculture, Forestry
and Horticulture Departments, COs of NGOs.

Systems and Methods M&E:
B

B
B

B

B

Quarterly meeting of DCC/DAC for reviewing,
monitoring and decision making
Monthly meeting of APM and DA with WIT/COs.
Physical verification of work done by APM and support
staff.
Compilation and analysis of progress and impacts at
district level.
Compilation of VLI assessment/grading, assessment of
poverty reduction and impact assessment at district level.

Outputs/Reports:
B

Proceedings of DCC/DAC

B

Proceedings of meeting of APM, DA and project staff.

B

B

B

Monthly report of physical and financial progress (district
level) to Project Manager/Director by APM/Agriculture
Officer (AO).
Compiled information on status/grades of VLI, poverty
reduction and participatory impact assessment.
Compiled information on progress and regular impact
data.

: 15

PARTICIPATORY MONITORING

16

3
Project
Level:

Institutional and Management Structure of M&E:
B
Project Coordination Committee (PCC) chaired by Project
Manager(PM)/ Project Director (PD) and DA as Convener/Secretary
to review and assess the plan, progress and operational issues.
B
Project Management Unit consisting of PM/PD, Subject Matter
Specialists (SMS) for overall support and monitoring.
B
DANIDA Advisor for coordination and support.
Systems and Methods of M&E:
B
Monthly meetings of PCC to review progress (previous) and sanction
plan (current).
B
Presentation of progress and impacts by APMs and SMS.
B
Compilation and review of information on progress and impacts at
project level.
B
Compilation and review of information on institutional and capacity
building aspects.
B
Project level compilation of VLI assessment, assessment of poverty
reduction and participatory assessment of impacts.
B
External joint review of projects (Mid-Term Reviews) by DANIDA,
Copenhagen; MoA, GOI; MoA, State Government; WDCU/RDE,
PMU.
B
Joint annual internal monitoring and review by PMU, State
Government, MOA, GOI and WDCU.
B
Issue-based studies on various aspects of projects.
Outputs/Reports:
B
Proceeding of the meetings of PCC.
B
Monthly/quarterly progress report to DoA, State Govt.
B
Report to Chairman, State Level Project Empowered Committee
(SLPEC)
B
Compiled reports of VLI assessment, poverty reduction, participatory
impact assessment
B
Monthly reports of progress to DA
B
Six monthly reports to WDCU by PD and DA.
B
Debriefing meetings and reports of external reviews.
B
Debriefing meetings and reports of internal evaluation.
B
Reports on issue-based studies.
B
Project completion reports.
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Institutional and Management Structure of M&E:

4

B

State
Level:
B

B

State Level Project Empowered Committee (SLPEC)
chaired by Agricultural Production Commissioner and
PM/PD as Secretary to review, monitor and make
decisions.
Executive Committee (EC) with Secretary, Agriculture as
Chairman to review and monitor progress.
Project Management Unit as in (3) above. (In
DANWADEP all watersheds in a state are considered as
1 project and PMU is an institution responsible at both
project and state level).

Systems and Methods of M&E:
B

B

B

Six monthly meetings of SLPEC to monitor and review,
sanction projects, make operational and policy decisions.
Quarterly meetings of EC to monitor, review, approve,
plan and suggest decisions/actions required.
Other means as mentioned in (3) above since systems at
project level are applicable at state level.

Outputs/Reports
B

Agenda/proceedings of SLPEC and EC meetings.

B

Progress reports to SLPEC, EC and MoA, State Govt.

B

Project level reports as in (3) above applicable to state
level.
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5
Programme
Level:

Institutional and Management Structure for M&E:
B
B

Watershed Coordination Unit (WDCU)
Ministry of Agriculture (MoA), Government of India (GOI)
and Royal Danish Embassy (RDE)

Systems and Methods:
B
B

Monthly meeting of WDCU and RDE to review and monitor.
Six monthly meeting of WDCU, RDE/MoA, GOI to review
and monitor.

B

Desk review of projects by MoA, GOI

B

Participation in internal and external reviews

Outputs and Reports:
B
B

B

Minutes of meetings of WDCU, RDE, MoA, GOI.
Reports (six monthly) to MoA, GOI and RDE by WDCU
based on reports of PM and DA.
Six monthly reports to DANIDA, Copenhagen by RDE.

Impact of M&E in DANWADEP
A close and detailed analysis of DANWADEP’s PM&E system shows that it adheres to the basic
tenets of the monitoring system as outlined in Figure 1. It is designed to generate learnings and
the analysis reveals that it provides the basic information necessary to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of project administration. The outline and details of PM&E as elaborated in the
Appraisals and PIP are put into practice through different strategies and systems at different
stakeholder levels based on the need, requirement and functional responsibilities of each
stakeholder. PM&E is designed as an integral part of Project Design with periodic events to
assess progress, approve future plans, propose or ratify modifications as required, generate
learnings and understand impacts. Administrative and institutional mechanisms with clearly
defined roles and mandates are also elaborated in the project design. Thus it can be termed as a
multi tier and inclusive system.
Information is generated at different levels from village to watershed to a cluster of watersheds in
a block/district to overall project being implemented at the state level. This data/information is
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generally on inputs-outputs of physical, institutional, livelihood, capacity building and social
issues. There are also outcome and impact information at this level even though it is not well
streamlined into the system. Clearly defined mandate and responsibilities are assigned to important
stakeholders in this regard such as the VLIs, project implementation staff of both GO and NGOs,
and Project Management Units. Information generated at this level is aggregated and passed on
to different stakeholders both horizontally and vertically such as concerned State Government
Depts., empowered committees at different levels, WDCU and RDE and concerned departments
of Govt. of India and the Danish Govt. Information is also used by stakeholders at local level
such as VLIs, watershed implementation units, PMU, DA etc.
Specially constituted empowered committees at block, district, project and state level with clearly
defined decision making and monitoring responsibilities contributed in improving the efficiency
of the project in terms of
coordinating
different
departments, timely release of
finance and personnel, approval
and sanction of plans, ratifying
redesign of projects and steering
towards the desired objective of
the projects. These committees
are constituted as integral to the
project design and overall
organisation and management of
PM&E.
Joint external reviews, joint
internal annual reviews, semiannual desk reviews, performance review of DAs, special studies, post-Project impact assessment,
etc., are also integral to the project design and have contributed powerfully as M&E tools. These
reviews and studies helped in taking timely decisions including redesigning of project objectives,
strategies and components of intervention. Some important visible contributions of reviews and
studies are focusing on the poor in Orissa, discontinuation of investment in forest lands in
Karnataka, reorganisations of VLIs, development of impact indicators, efforts to get assurance
on user rights, emphasis on low cost structures, registration of VWDC etc. Since DANWADEP
projects are designed as flexible and open-ended, information generated through PM&E could
contribute in improving the effectiveness and efficiency of projects and thus fulfil the very purpose
of the monitoring itself.
Thus, one can conclude that efforts at establishing a sound PM&E is initiated in the beginning
itself and is made part and parcel of project design, its organisation and management.
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Administrative and institutional mechanisms with responsibilities and resources are also given
due importance in operationalizing the PM&E. Different embedded systems, methods and tools
are also designed and put into practice, through regular monitoring of inputs/outputs, impacts,
reviews, evaluations, and special studies.
Conclusion:
It is essential that M&E is integral to the project design and operation for it to be effective as a
learning tool and decision-support system. Levels, operational responsibilities, allocation of
resources, both human and financial, as well as flexibility in project design itself is important in
operationalizing an M&E, as observed in the analysis. However, certain constraints are observed
if we take the M&E in its totality, such as, problems in analysis and conveyance of information,
inadequate capacity at the community level to operationalize an M&E system (because of poor
literacy), defensive posturing of project support actors, bureaucratic delays, attitudinal problems
and stress on physical and financial progress rather than on processes. Another striking feature is
that reviews and studies contributed largely in understanding important concerns.

BBB
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Assessment of Poverty Reduction through Monitoring of Ten Poorest
Households in Watershed Villages –
Comprehensive Watershed Development Project (CWDP) Orissa*

The Context:
The DANIDA-supported watershed development project in Koraput and Malkangiri district of
Orissa state was operational during the period 1993-2005. The Agricultural Department, Govt.
of Orissa, was the responsible organisation for project implementation and it was administered
through the Soil Conservation wing at the district level. A total of 12 watersheds (44,696 hectares)
in 85 revenue villages were undertaken for different soil and water conservation measures and to
establish locally acceptable land use and livelihood systems. The project was located in one of
the most backward regions of the country and majority of the target group were either landless
(30%) or very small and marginal farmers (46%).
Poverty reduction was one of the major focus of the project intervention and all efforts were
made to implement those interventions that benefit the poor. However, watershed development,
if only confined to land and water resource development alone, may not have much impact for
the poor and landless, except the wages it generates. It was also realized that most often, the
project benefits were taken by/accrued to the better off and the poor, in the process, got neglected
in the project area. Realizing this and in order to focus on the poverty objective of the project,
different strategies and measures were introduced in the project design at a later stage such as
income generation assistance to individual families and SHGs, plantation of fruit trees on common
lands and attempts to get right over those
resources, capacity building, etc.
However, even after making all these
attempts, the project was not sure whether
it really reached the poorest, and the
project staff was also not sure who the
poorest were. The poorest lacked the
capacity to influence the project and
access benefits and the general
observation among the project staff was
that everybody in the project area is poor.
However, the “poor” is not a homogenous
category; there are different levels to poverty too. In order to gauge the impact of the project in
The case study is prepared from the presentation and paper of Mr. Trilochan Nayak, DANIDA Adviser, CWDP, Madhya Pradesh
and related publications of CWDP Orissa.
*
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the lives of the really poor, an attempt was made to identify the ten poorest households in each
village, and analyse the extent of benefits received by them through the project intervention. The
objective also was to understand the livelihood needs of the identified households and address
the concerns and mainstream them into village development. Thus a process-oriented Impact
Monitoring System was developed known as “Assessment of Poverty Reduction through
Monitoring of Ten Poorest Households”.
Objectives of the tool:
B
To understand the impact of project intervention in reducing the vulnerability of the poorest.
B
To understand the benefits received by the 10 poorest households in each project village.
B
To plan and strategize interventions for the poorest.
B
To understand poverty reduction trend amongst the poorest over a period of time.
Method:
B
Participatory poverty assessment through wealth ranking.
B
Identification of ten poorest in each village.
B
Gathering of information on these families through a socio-economic household
survey, including information about benefits received from the project.
B
Analysis of information at the project management level through grading based on
four parameters such as livelihood, resources, knowledge/capacity and rights.
B
Yearly gathering and analysis of data to understand changes/trends.
Process:
The monitoring system was put in practice in March 2000 during the initiation of consolidation
phase in CWDP-Orissa. A participatory wealth ranking was carried out in each village by the
project staff. Each village was divided into 4-5 reference groups as per geographical proximity of
households and were facilitated to identify the 10 poorest in their village. Each reference group
was asked to rank all the families in the village from richest to the poorest. The ranking by all the
groups in the village were compared and the lowest ten households in the ranking were considered.
In many groups, the identified lowest ten families were quite often the same. To reach consensus
on identified households, a village meeting was organised and the list was ratified in the village
assembly. This was approved by the Village Watershed Development Committee. Identification
of the poorest was not very difficult due to the close working relation of the project staff and
cohesiveness of the tribal community.
A total of 850 families from 85 project villages were identified. This included 157 (19%) womenheaded households, 563 (66%) landless families and 287 (34%) small and marginal farmers.
This was followed by gathering socio-economic information related to family, livelihoods,
ownership of resources/assets, skills, annual income, debt status and benefits received from the
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project using a socio economic survey format. These were compiled and analysed at the project
level. Later these formats were revised with the help of WDCU/RDE (see Annexures 1.2 and
1.3)
This format is in two sections, where Section 1 is on indicators/parameters on which data is to be
collected and Section 2 a data analysis format for the project management in regard to changes
observed in the identified parameters such as livelihoods, knowledge base, access to resources
and rights. (In DANWADEP, poverty and vulnerability is viewed as a consequence of lack of
access to livelihoods, resources, knowledge and rights.) Each of these four components are
analyzed on a 1-10 scale. The scale is divided into four categories with corresponding grades.
For e.g. in case of livelihood, the categories are 1 – ‘impoverished’; 2-4 - ‘less impoverished’; 57 – ‘some improvements’ and 8-10 – ‘improved’. This analysis is based on information generated
through household survey and specific indicators related to the components such as livilihood,
resources, knowledge and rights.
After identifying the poor (850 households from 85 villages), it was decided that project
implementation strategy from the year 2000-2001 would focus on reaching out to these poorest
families. In order to facilitate this process, an interactive learning workshop was organised (one
workshop of a day for 30 families – husband and wife) in order to understand the nature and
causes of poverty, evolve means to address the issue and sensitise the project staff on issues
related to poverty. (See Annexure 1.1).
Measures taken to reach the poor:
(a) Income generation support: For the identified individual families support was provided
for upgrading traditional activities in carpentry, rope making, pottery, black smithy, and
other non-traditional activities. A provision of Rs. 2000 (in kind) based on requirements
was made. Members of the poorest families were encouraged and facilitated to form
SHGs and after having regular savings for 6 months they were assisted with grants of
Rs. 15,000 which was given in kind for undertaking group activities. Those who could
not save money were encouraged to save paddy in the grain banks, which also could be
accessed as paddy loans.
(b) Poorest identified families were given priority in physical implementation of project.
(c) Ponds and water harvesting structures were constructed in common lands to enable
these families to undertake pisciculture and vegetable cultivation on pond banks.
(d) Families were organized into user groups to access usufructs of cashew and other
plantations.
(e) Efforts were made to link and facilitate accessing of regular publicly-funded poverty
alleviation programmes, etc.
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Results:
The data collection and analysis of poverty based on the four indicators (livelihood, resources,
knowledge and right) have been undertaken on a yearly basis regularly since the year 2000.
Based on the findings, measures were also undertaken to change the situation of those who were
left out of project benefits.
(A) Poverty Reduction and Resourses

Analysis of
information over four
years shows that
majority of the
households are in ‘B’
category and very
few have reached the
stages ‘C’ and ‘D’.
But if we look at
changes in category
for ‘B’ and ‘C’ one
could observe a
gradual increase of
households in these
categories.

Stages and Scale of Resources
A – Complete Exclusion (1),
C – Some Inclusion (5-7),

B – Less Exclusion (2-4)
D – Complete Inclusion (8-10)

(B) Poverty Reduction and Knowledge

In ‘poverty reduction’
and ‘knowledge’
households in ‘A’
category have reduced
from 713 to only 7
during 2000 to 2003.
This shows a
remarkable
improvement in
access to knowledge
through different
trainings related to
skill development.
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(C) Poverty Reduction and Rights
It is evident that not much
breakthrough is made on
the issue of rights, which
has an impact on poverty
reduction. 845 households
out of 850 have remained
without any access to user
rights on common
resources. This was due to
the absence of any clear
usufructory rights on
products from common
land to the poor due to
legal and administrative
difficulties.

(D) Poverty Reduction on Four Indicators

The consolidated graph on
Analysis of Poverty
Reduction based on Four
Indicators analyses changes
observed in categories
related to ‘impoverished’ in
livelihood, ‘complete
exclusion’ in resources,
‘reduced’ in knowledge and
‘alienation’ in rights – over
a period of four years. It
shows that visible changes
have taken place and
households in these
categories have moved into improved situations in all these components except that of rights. The situation
related to livelihood was better (<100 in the year 2000) and most of them in the ‘impoverished’ category have
moved to ‘less impoverished’ and ‘some improvements’ categories. However, it is evident from the four-year
data that a few households have still not shifted from their poverty status. The project has modified strategies,
based on the result, to ensure that income of these families is raised to a sustainable level.
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Conclusion:
This tool of tracking poverty reduction has high relevance in watershed projects, where traditionally
it is seen as an intervention, which benefits the better off. It is not very costly to implement, even
though initially it may be very time consuming. The number to be decided (10 households or
10% of the poor households) can be decided based on the number of households in a village, the
distribution of poverty, etc. It is a participatory tool and information generated through proper
methods has high reliability. The tool not only helps in monitoring, but also in taking decisions
regarding the objective and targeting of project interventions.

BBB
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Assessment of Village Level Institutions:
A case of Comprehensive Watershed Development Project (CWDP),
Madhya Pradesh*

Introduction:
The DANIDA-supported Comprehensive Watershed Development project is being implemented
in 3 contiguous districts (Ratlam, Dhar and Jhabua) in the Malwa Region of Madhya Pradesh.
The project was initiated in 1997 and will be over by end 2005. The development objective of
Phase II is that land-users (in priority watersheds) are able to practice dry land agriculture, range
management, horticulture and forestry on private and common land on a sustainable basis, and
lessons learnt are incorporated in district, state and national policies and guidelines. The immediate
objectives of the project are that relevant authorities and NGOs are able to support farmers and
other land users (in priority villages) in identification, prioritization and adoption of sustainable
and more productive land use practices; project villages adopt improved cultivation practices on
private land and take charge of the development and management of the natural resources on
common land; and technical, social and organisational approaches implemented and tested during
the project are documented and disseminated for incorporation in policies and guidelines.
The nodal agency responsible for project implementation is the State Department of Agriculture
in collaboration with the Departments of Horticulture, Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Services
and Forestry. The salient features of the project implementation strategy are: a catchment approach,
in situ soil and moisture conservation, water resource development, integrated farming systems
approach, support to production systems, establishment of demonstration plots, participatory
approach for planning, implementing, monitoring and maintenance, institutional development
and support, cost sharing, focus on poor, marginal groups and women, multi-disciplinary approach
and Government Organisation – Non-Government Organisation (GO-NGO) collaboration.
The Context:
Amongst the various activities of the project, organisation of communities into institutions and
groups is one of the most important activities, not only with the objective of their active
participation in project implementation, but for the sustainability of assets and developmental
dynamics created in the project. In this context, Village Level Institutions (VLIs) like Village
Assembly (Watershed Association), Village Watershed Development Committees (VWDCs),
Self-Help Groups (SHGs) of savings and credit and User Groups have been formed in the villages.
A Village Development Fund (VDF) has also been created in the villages to make credit available
through operationalizing VDF as a revolving fund. Efforts are also put into building the capacities
*

Prepared from the study report on VLI Assessment, CWDP-MP and interaction with project staff.
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of these institutions through training, exposures and regular handholding.
However, it is observed that VLIs take a longer time to emerge as vibrant and responsive institutions
in the sense that, they can manage its roles and responsibilities independently and become selfsufficient and sustainable. It is also a fact that all VLIs in a project area may not be of the same
quality in terms of that organisation, management and functioning, even though the same inputs
have been given. This may be due to various reasons such as the process of institution formation,
nature and content of membership, interest and capacity of members, systems of group
management, leadership, etc. Hence it is important that an assessment system is employed to
understand the capability, strengths and concerns and various aspects of organisation and
management of a VLI to understand its status, so as to evolve strategies by project management
to improve the capacities of those institutions found to be weak. Periodic assessment of VLIs is
an important aspect, not only to understand its current status, but also to evolve capacity building
strategies to make them effective in their function. The VLI assessment tool is designed and
implemented with that purpose in mind.
The Methodology:
The VWDC was taken as the basic unit of assessment and other VLIs such as SHGs and UGs
were taken as constituents of VWDC. In order to systematically assess the functional status of
the VWDCs on a uniform basis and then plan for building capacities of the VWDCs and other
VLIs and strengthening them towards sustainability, a systematic grading exercise was employed.
Based on discussions with project staff and management team, field visits and interaction with
VLIs, 6 major attributes/factors were identified, which govern the functional efficiency of the
VLIs. These were:
•

Organisation and management

•

Activities (day-to-day activities)

•

Financial Management

•

Maintenance of assets

•

Assistance to poor

•

Linkages with banks and government departments.

A format for grading in the form of a questionnaire was developed based on the attributes mentioned
above (see Annexure 2.1). Performance under each category was assessed based on a set of 1015 questions/indicators. The qualitative range for grading was ‘good, average, low’, ‘high, medium
or low’ and for quantification purposes these three categories were converted to 10 (good/high),
6(average/medium), 2 (low).
The major attributes assessed were provided a maximum possible score in percentages for each

: 28

AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS

29

attribute as follows:
Attributes

Maximum score in (%)

Organisation and management, day-to-day activities

15

Financial management

35

Maintenance of assets

15

Assistance to poor

10

Linkages

10

Total

100

The performance of the individual VWDCs based on the above scoring pattern was rated on a
1000-mark scale for all attributes with weightages for more important activities. Based on the
overall scoring by VWDCs on the above scale, the VWDCs were classified into A (>600), B (500
– 600), C (400-500), D (<400). VWDCs were also assessed on 3 major attributes such as
organisation and management; day-to-day functioning and financial management (on individual
attributes, more than 50% - Good; 30-50% - Average; and less than 30% - Low.) The information
collected from all project villages was entered into a master data entry format (see Annexure 2.2)
for consolidation at the level of watersheds (3 watersheds are operational in MP).
Data Collection:
The grading format was designed in a participatory workshop and was explained in detail to the
project staff who were the data gatherers. The draft format was field tested in six watershed
villages and finalized. The field testing was utilized to train the project staff in collection of
information – the methodology of collecting information through discussions and through review
of different records at village level. An average of 4 to 5 hours was required for each village in
order to collect information based on the questionnaire. In all, it took a month for collecting
information on 154 VWDCs in the project area.
Results:
The analysis based on the grading system could generate the following information:
B
Overall grades of the VWDCs in the project area (VWDCs under different categories).
B
Correlation of age and grade of VWDCs.
B
Functional status of VWDCs.
B
Attribute-wise scoring [for 3 major attributes: (a) organisation management, (b) day-today activities and (c) financial management] at the project level.
In respect to each of the three watersheds the following information was generated:
B
Overall grades of the VWDCs
B
Age and grades of VWDCs
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B
B
B
B
B

Financial status of VWDCs
Attribute-wise scoring for three components
Percentage of women membership in VWDCs
Percentage of membership in VDF against the total households
Financial status of VDFs and SHGs.

The overall Grades of VWDCs in CWDP, M.P. Ratlam

Of the total nnmber. of 158 VWDCs in the whole project area of CWDP-M.P covering the three watersheds in
the three districts of Ratlam, Dhar and Jhabua, a total of 154 VWDCs and the other Village Level Institutions
connected with these, were assessed. The remaining four VWDCs were not covered for want of data.
Of the 154 VWDCs, a total of 23 (15%) VWDCs were found to be in “A” Grade. Further, another 48 VWDCs
(31%) were in “B” Grade. Thus the total of 71 VWDCs (46%), in A and B Grades could be considered to be in
good working conditions.
As far as the weak VWDCs were concerned the project could take decisions to improve their conditions as an
outcome of this assessment.
The Attribute-wise scoring by the VWDCs in Ratlam Division for the three major Attributes is as under
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(A) Organisation and Management:
Of the 47 VWDCs, 35 have scored above 50% and it is a good sign of the capacity of the VWDC’s in Organization
& Management. However, the fact that of the remaining 12 VWDCs, 9 scored between 30-50% and 3 less than
30%, is also a pointer and needs to be addressed by appropriate re-organization and re-vitalization intervention.
(B) Day to day activities:
28 VWDCs only have scored above 50% and of the remaining 19 VWDCs, 17 have scored between 30-50% and
two less than 30%. This 40% of VWDCs required special training and related interventions to improve their
performance.
(C) Financial Management:
Compared to the good performance in the above two attributes, their performance in Financial Management has
been weak with 30 out of the 47 (64%) scoring less than 30% and reflect on the poor capacity for Finance
Management. Only three VWDCs have scored above 50% and 14 scoring between 30-50%.

Other qualitative information related to the status of user groups and SHGs, linkages, income
generation activities, assistance to the poor and capacity building requirements of the VLI could
also be generated through the assessment.
Observations based on the findings and compilation of it helped in formulating of a strategy for
additional capacity building input required to bring those who are C and D categories to B & A
categories. This also facilitated in preparing the Annual Action Plan of the following year with
more emphasis in building the capacity of VLIs, improving their functioning and making a decision
regarding registration (under Societies Act) of those which were found to be in good condition.
Conclusion:
Village institutions are a major component of any participatory development initiative and it is
important for the project implementation team to know their functional status so as to build up
their capacity for effective functioning once they withdraw from the facilitation role. This
assessment tool, therefore, has a lot of relevance and can be employed in any project with minimum
modifications. The capacity required to do the assessment is also not very high, and with minimum
knowledge of data analysis, the results can be obtained. Computer software like SPSS can facilitate
easy analysis of the data. Initially it may take more time to gather information, but through a
minimum amount of training in data gathering, it can be done by community facilitators. Questions/
indicators can be modified and if necessary reduced according to the specificity of each project
(the major 6 attributes identified have relevance more or les for all projects) and data collected
regularly on a yearly basis provides sufficient information for project managers to make decisions
with respect to community organisation and mobilization.

BBB
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Impact Assessment through Monitoring Wheel:
Karnataka Watershed Development Project (KWDP), Karnataka*

Introduction:
The second phase of DANIDA-assisted KWDP Bijapur is in operation in three Districts of North
Karnataka namely Bijapur, Bagalkot and Gulbarga Comprising 12 watersheds, one in each taluka,
covering 46 villages. The project interventions include development of arable and non-arable
land with agriculture, horticulture, forestry besides community livestock development. In addition
to this, the project is involved in community organisation and capacity building of Self Help
Groups (SHGs), Village Watershed Development Committees (VWDC) and User Groups (UG).
Livelihood activities and provision of Village Development Funds (VDFs) also are major aspects
of project intervention. The major objective of the project is to create sustainable interventions to
reduce poverty and improve the livelihoods, besides creating systems and strategies which have
applicability in similar kinds of interventions and projects.
Context:
Most often it is difficult to judge whether the interventions are leading towards the desired objective
in the absence of methods and tools to assess the impacts. It is also necessary that those for whom
the interventions and impacts are intended are also able to judge the outcomes and changes in
their lives. Interventions that have considerable impacts according to the recipients have better
chances of sustainability and, most often, these aspects do not get documented due to lack of
tools to asses and quantify them. Realising this the project has developed a participatory monitoring
tool known as “Monitoring Wheel” to assess the performance and impacts of the project from the
perspective of the project beneficiaries.
The assessment exercise was conducted
during December 2002 to March 2003
in 46 villages, using 15 various
indicators. The objective of this
assessment was to generate information
on impacts of the project as perceived
by primary stakeholders, compare it
across villages and generate information
on areas which required additional
improvements. It was intended as a tool
to provide information to project staff
*
Prepared from Report on Monitoring and Evaluation of Watershed Impacts Using Monitoring Wheel, KWDP, Karnataka and discussion
with project staff.
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and managers for better understanding and decision-making regarding the objectives and strategies
of implementation.
Method:
The Monitoring Wheel consists of a set of 15 indicators (selected by the community from 23
indicators suggested by the project). These indicators are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Checking of soil erosion
Increase in water table
Increase in forest coverage
Increase in fruit orchards
Decrease in the diseases of animals
Awareness about IGA opportunities
Improvement in economic condition of SHG members
Improvement of social status of SHG members
Improvement in the status of women
Community participation in village development activities
Participation of community in planning and implementation
Participation of community in M&E
Change in attitude with respect to community participation
Support to poor families
Sustainability of village committees and groups

Information and opinion of respondents were collected on all these indicators through a
participatory session. The score on each indicator as enumerated by the respondents were collected
and compiled in order to understand the impact as perceived by the people. Thus, information on
all 46 villages was collected and analysed.
The Process:
B
The community was informed prior to the exercise and orientation given on the objective
and process of the assessment.
B
Villagers were oriented on all 23 indictors proposed by the staff and later, they selected
15 indicators for assessment of project impacts.
B
Small groups were formed comprising SHG/VWDC/UG members, project beneficiaries
and village representatives
B
All groups were gathered at a common place and brown drawing sheets were placed in
the middle.
B
Three respondents were identified from among the participants as facilitators and
enumerators.
B
From the project side, one person acted as facilitator and another assisted the respondents
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B
B
B

B

B
B

B

in implementing the process of assessment and enumeration.
The process was explained once again to all the participants prior to conducting the exercise
On a drawing sheet a circle was drawn and it was divided into the total number of indicators
Each indicator was explained and respondents were asked to discuss their perception and
assessment of each indicator
Based on observation and assessment they were asked to put their score (vote) on each
indicator. Locally available materials such as leaves, stones, and seeds were used to
represent the score.
Likewise, all the indicators were completed.
The position of stones was replaced with points and each point was joined to get an
amoebic representation of the assessment of impacts as observed by the groups.
After completing the exercise, the participants analysed reasons for changes.

These exercise were conducted in all the 46 villages of the project.
Results:
The indicators used were a mix of social, technical, institutional and participation issues. The
data, its compilation and analysis, could generate information, not only for each village, but for
different watersheds and for the entire project. It gave a perspective of impacts as perceived by
the primary stakeholders and created opportunities for the project management team for informed
decisions. However it is interesting to note that the at the project level the indicator ‘Participation
in Monitoring and Evaluation’ got the higher ranking, as evident from the analysis (see Annexure
3.1). This may be because that was the immediate activity the groups were participating in, at the
time when Monitoring Wheel was implemented at the community level. Decrease in animal
diseases also was ranked higher because a successful cattle breeders association was implemented
through the project. However, women’s participation was found as an area where additional
support was required. Plantation of fruit and tree species was found to be not very beneficial.
Increase in water level got a low scoring may be because there were successive droughts in
project areas. However, sustainability of VLIs was found as a problem, which facilitated
reorganisation of VLIs.
Conclusion:
It is an easy-to-use participatory tool with focus on quality of outcomes. However, the information
can also generate quantifiable data. Certain modification in indicators, according to the project
specificity, as well as inclusion of others can be done by users of this tool. It is not costly and
doesn’t require sophisticated tools for its application. Documentation of discussion in the group
and the reasons for ranking can add more relevance to the tool. It helps in decision making if
analysed and if lessons are drawn.
BBB
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Joint Progress Review:
Indo-Swiss Participative Watershed Development Karnataka*

Introduction:
ISPWD-K is a participatory watershed development project being implemented in three watersheds
in Northern Karnataka districts of Gulbarga, Bidar and Koppal. Financially supported by SDC
and managed by Intercooperation (IC), the project is in the second phase (April 2000 to December
2005). The project is implemented by registered Village Development Societies who are being
facilitated by 3 NGOs in three project areas. Earlier, in Phase I, the project was under a bilateral
agreement and implementation was largely through government line departments, with NGO
partners providing Capacity Building Support. The overall objective of the project is to reduce
poverty and to enhance choices and opportunities of the watershed dwellers, through the restoration,
improved management and sustainable use of natural resources, by using innovative approaches
and techniques. Lessons learnt are also expected to enrich watershed development know-how
which will be helpful for other practitioners. The project lays emphasis on a participatory, peoplecentred and process-oriented approach with a strong equity focus. The project has three main
stakeholders, i.e. at the community level the watershed villagers and their organisations; at the
project level, NGOs (MYRADA in Gulbarga, SAMUHA in Koppal and PRAWARDA in Bidar
District) and at programme level, Programme Support and Management Unit (PSMU) of SDC/
IC with the responsibility of overall coordination and support.
A comprehensive and common system of M&E was developed in a participatory manner for the
project (with slight individual variations for each of the three projects) to facilitate cross-learning
across the project through a three-pronged system covering areas related to products (out-input),
processes and impacts. Systems of data/information collection, analysis and flow are also put in
place with necessary linkages to the coordination and institutional structures. As part of the
M&E, apart from the regular monitoring visits, a six-monthly Joint Progress Review (JPR) is
undertaken at the project level for monitoring and concurrent learnings.
Introduction to Joint Progress Review (JPR):
Joint Progress Review (JPR) is an intermediary tool in the project cycle. It brings together all
stakeholders- the partners, donor representatives and community, twice a year, on site, where
action is happening, for a joint review. It aims to strengthen self-responsibility among
implementing partners and helps to identify synergies and strengthen roles. JPR results and findings
are an important input for other events in the project cycle such as participatory planning,
monitoring, self and external evaluation.
*
Prepared from presentation by Mr. Devanshu Chakravarty and a joint paper prepared by Mr. J. Jangal and Devanshu Chakravarty, PSMU,
ISPWD-K.
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JPR also provides the basis for decision-making by project management committees at the project
level and other management bodies in the project areas. JPR is directed by the knowledge and
logic of the partners and the community groups who get an opportunity to set the agenda for
development. The JPR instrument is also systematically linked to the broader framework of
agreed plans and other management steps in the project implementation cycle.
Emphasis of the JPR is on the effectiveness of implementing the social, institutional, financial
and technical components of the project and is facilitated by participatory review (operational as
well as financial/administrative) at predetermined intervals in a project cycle.
Objectives of JPR:
B

B

B

B

B

To jointly review the work, processes, structures and assets created by way of project
intervention.
To jointly analyse reasons for outstanding achievements as well as shortfalls together
with the concerned CBOs/focus groups.
To negotiate solutions and assign responsibilities for implementing solutions in the
field.
To document major observations and recommendations for future action and application
in the field.
To reflect and learn from the experiences gained through project implementation.

Background of JPR:
The JPR underwent certain refinements during phase-I and it became an important tool for
monitoring in ISPWD-K to measure the progress and effectiveness of the project. The exercise is
meant for joint assessment of progress made against the approved plans keeping in mind the
overall objectives of ISPWD-K Phase-II. It also provides opportunities for joint learning among
the stakeholders in field conditions about the processes involved in watershed development and
hence it contributes to refining the operational strategies, plans, systems and procedures within
the jointly agreed project frame of ISPWD-K Phase-II. Hence, it is a tool for “looking ahead” in
terms of including new ideas and innovations by taking in to consideration the field realities and
the project requirements.
Periodicity & Duration:
The JPR takes place twice a year in the months of November/December for Semester – 1 of the
financial year and in May/June of the subsequent year for Semester – 2 of the financial year for
each of the ISPWD-K projects. The duration of JPR in each project area is for a period of five
days. The JPR process in each watershed is guided and facilitated by a JPR Facilitation team.
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JPR Facilitation Team:
The JPR facilitation team consists of representatives from the community, NGO, PSMU & external
resource persons. For each project review there are external resource persons in the team, i.e. a
financial expert and a technical expert appointed by PSMU for guiding and facilitating the
processes in the respective areas. From each project, members of the NGO staff & community
representatives are also nominated to the JPR facilitation team for their own project. A
representative from PSMU is also a member of the JPR facilitation team. During the course of
evolution, the external resource person (expert) responsible for institutional issues is being replaced
by a senior staff member of partner NGOs, who facilitates social/ institutional development
aspects in the JPR.
The main role of the JPR team members is to facilitate the review of the progress made and
processes adopted over the past six months by the project. The review also attempts to transfer
the know-how of conducting review and evaluation to the community and NGOs so that they are
capacitated to undertake these on their own when the project comes to an end. The progress and
process are reviewed in the different focus areas keeping in mind the action plan for the review
period, the goal, objectives, approaches and guiding principles laid down in the Mid Course
Corrections (MCC) document of ISPWD-K Phase II. Reviews are facilitated in the areas of
financial systems and procedures at various levels, the technical & social aspects of watershed
development and the development of different institutions promoted in the project. The causes
for achievements as well as non-achievement are identified. A report on the findings and
recommendations of JPR is prepared on jointly agreed formats (refer Annexure 4.2), and presented
to NGOs & Village Development Society (VDS) representatives. Future follow up by different
actors with clear roles and responsibilities and time frame are arrived at jointly.
Process of JPR:
In ISPWD-K, the following processes are followed for a JPR:
Pre-JPR Activities:
B

Orientation/update to members of the JPR Facilitation Team
There is an initial meeting at PSMU with the facilitators where discussions are held in further
refining the JPR process. If any new members are added to the facilitation team, orientation
is provided by PSMU for these members.

B

Preparations by different stakeholders
Before the JPR actually takes place, there is a preparation involved on the part of the facilitators,
PSMU, the NGOs and the communities. The NGO & VDS members prepare for the
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compliance of the past JPR and the progress made by their respective institutions during the
review period.
Documents needed for the review are handed over to the review team. These documents
form the inputs for the preparation of the JPR facilitation team. A thorough reading of the
past JPR reports, the monthly monitoring reports, the progress reports for the semester, and
any additional documents is done by the facilitators for a field-based JPR.
Based on observations from literature/documents the JPR team members also identify areas in
which training inputs are required for community and project staff.
JPR Activities: (see Annexure 4.1)
B

Desk Review and Field Visit:
The JPR is a combination of desk and field review. The review is made on financial, social
and technical (watershed specific) aspects of the project. The progress made by the VDS,
NGO and other institutions promoted by the project are presented by the respective stakeholders
along-with the process adopted and learning crystallized from the process. Based on the
presentation, sample villages/Village Development Societies (VDSs) are selected for the field
visit. Due attention is paid to include villages where activities related to all focus areas are
observable and some progress in implementation related to all focus areas is visible.
The JPR team facilitates, supports and assists the review through desk reviews and field
visits – presentations by project staff, physical verification and on-field discussion, meetings
in project villages and discussion with project staff. The resource experts, based on their
varied experiences, offer suggestions and hand-holding field support to the implementers in
the field. This support apart from reinforcing the existing operations, also bring in new ideas
in the project.

B

B

Training and Hand-Holding Support:
Certain aspects of handholding support like technical guidance for structures, financial
reconciliation and training on needs identified for aspects that require immediate attention
are conducted during the course of the five- day JPR period. For aspects that require detailed
training or continuous follow-up, recommendations for compliance in the coming six months
are made in the report.
Preparation of Draft Report:
The information collected during the review through presentation, field visits and observations
is compiled in agreed formats (see Annexure 4.2). The major observations and
recommendations are presented to the NGO staff, the Project Implementation and Review
Committee (PIRC) members.
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Post JPR Activities:
B

Debriefing at PSMU, Finalizing of Report & Sharing of Report With Partners:
There is a debriefing session in PSMU where the three resource experts present the major
observations and recommendations for the three projects to the PSMU team. The external
facilitators and PSMU further refine the draft finalized at the field for preparation of a final
report that includes summary and photographs of the five-day JPR. After suggestions and
comments, a final report is submitted to PSMU. A copy of all three JPR reports is shared with
each partner.

Changes in JPR Process:
The JPR process has undergone an evolutionary change over time. When it was introduced, it
was the JPR Team who conducted the review. It was more driven by the ideas and observations
of the external facilitators, with the NGO and community representatives participating in a recipient
or mute mode. Over a period of time, the NGO and community representatives started participating
actively in the reviews. The process of facilitating the review by the JPR team with the NGO &
community representatives undertaking the review and recommendation being jointly arrived at
in a common forum, was followed subsequently. Over a period of time, the focus has now changed
to the community members undertaking the field review and the JPR team facilitating the review.
Other aspects of the review are now undertaken by the NGO with the role of the JPR team
limiting itself to facilitation only.
Earlier, the JPR team used to prepare for the review by filling in the formats. The second stage
was the NGOs filling in the formats and making presentations on behalf of the community to the
JPR team. The community representatives later started making presentations but formats were
not as per the standard JPR formats. Now the VDS animators prepare the presentations and the
community representatives make presentations for both progress and process followed as per
agreed formats.
This has freed time for the resource experts to undertake in-depth reviews, to undertake
handholding training during the JPR itself and sort out things in the field without requiring
additional time for training.
The composition of the JPR team has also undergone changes over a period of time. Earlier there
was a team of social and financial consultant as external facilitators in the JPR team. When the
watershed works started in full swing, a technical consultant was included as a member of the
JPR team for qualitative value-addition to the field processes. Now a representative of a partner
NGO is performing the role of institutional expert, a change that could not have been thought of
earlier. Initially, the role of PSMU was limited to being an “observer”. Now the designated member
from the PSMU participates fully as a member in the JPR.
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Challenges in JPR:
Coordination
The JPR involves many individuals as well as institutions. It requires careful and advanced planning
for arriving at mutually agreeable dates. Some of the JPR team members are also common across
the three projects. However, despite the best of efforts, there have been cancellations/ rescheduling
of the JPR due to some reason or the other.
Effective facilitation
The JPR team consists of individuals having different levels of understanding/expertise and
learning abilities. There is a highly qualified chartered accountant and a functionally literate
community member in the same team. There is a tendency for the community members to withdraw
from the process once the discussions meander into English or when highly conceptual and
abstract discussions take place. However, effective facilitation can ensure that all are on board
and follow and contribute to the discussions.
JPR Perceived as Outsider driven
As is the case of most monitoring systems, JPR is perceived as a donor-driven exercise. Although
the utility of the tool is acknowledged, it is also felt by the partners as frequent surveillance.
Defensive Posturing hindering learning
Sometimes, when certain critical aspects are brought out strongly, there is a tendency of the
organizations to resort to defensive posturing, which hinder the process of learning and subsequent
rectification in the field. This also frustrates the experts who make recommendations in good
faith.
Conclusion:
JPR is used as a tool to monitor and review the progress of the project vis-à-vis the planned
interventions and outcomes. Even though it started as a project-driven method, slowly, the
importance of participation of the community and their active role in conducting the JPR was
realized and put into practice. It is a useful tool that has validity and replicability and with certain
changes based on the objectives, strategies and interventions of specific projects it can be used in
different situations. It is a resource-intensive method where professionals from outside are also
involved. The continuity of team members in successive JPRs is very important, especially
those participating as external experts. Otherwise, there may be conflicting opinions and
suggestions based on individual dispositions and understanding. No special tool is required to
operationalize JPR. The periodicity of JPR can be changed according to requirement and volume
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of projects to be reviewed. However the periodicity and objectives of Reviews should be designed
and integrated in the project cycle.

BBB
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6

Qualitative Assessment Matrix:
Watershed Organisation Trust*

Introduction:
The Indo-German Watershed Development Programme (IGWDP) is a bilateral project being
implemented in the state of Maharashtra since 1992. The project is implemented by village SelfHelp Groups (SHGs) and facilitated by Non-Governmental Organisations. Each project is divided
into two phases, the Capacity Building Phase administered by a support and resource organisation,
Watershed Organisation Trust (WOTR) and for the Full Implementation Phase the coordinating
agency is the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD). WOTR provides
the overall capacity building and coordination support to the project which involves capacity
building of watershed community, CBOs and NGOs; establishing systems and strategies for
project implementation and monitoring: networking and policy support. The basic objective of
the IGWDP is rehabilitation of degraded watersheds for improving the production systems and
livelihood opportunities. In order to achieve these objectives a number of interventions are
planned and implemented which include organisation of community, biophysical interventions
related to soil, water and vegetation, capacity building, gender mainstreaming, agricultural
demonstrations, activities to improve quality of life and livelihoods, creation of maintenance and
revolving funds, etc. In order to track and steer the project towards its objectives and generate
information for decision making at different levels, different monitoring and evaluation systems
are put in place. These systems and tools are integrated into the project cycle so that decisions
can be made to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the interventions. In this regard,
WOTR has developed a number of tools to monitor the product, process and impacts of the
IGWDP intervention. Three sets of tools have been analysed here to give an idea about how
monitoring helps in decision support.
Qualitative Assessment Matrix (QAM):
It is a participatory assessment system designed to monitor the quality of process and outcomes
on a periodic basis, which helps in identifying the areas of strength and concern in a specific
project. The idea behind application of such a tool is that if the quality of processes and products
are tracked on a regular basis, it can lead towards achieving sustainable outcomes and impacts,
besides helping in decisions regarding capacity building/support requirements for areas of concern.
It helps not only the watershed community and their organisations to understand the health of the
project and areas where improvements are required, but also the project management to decide
on incentives and sanctions.
*
Prepared from presentation made by Mr. Sandeep Jadhav and Mr. Ganesh Rajapure,
Watershed Organisation Trust and literature of WOTR.
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Method:
The qualitative assessment is done on 20 parameters related to capacity building, planning,
implementation, village institutions, rules and regulations of project and the quality of support
and facilitation by the project staff. Each parameter is assessed on a certain set of performance
indicators depending upon the details of activity and expected outcome from a specific parameter
(see Annexure 5.1). Each parameter is graded on a scale of 1 to 5 depending upon the performance
of each parameter. The scoring scale is divided into five categories such as 1-very poor; 2-poor;
3-satisfactory; 4-good and 5-excellent. Thus the maximum possible score for 20 indicators is
100 and the lowest would be 20. Thus in an assessment a watershed can score in the range of 20
to 100 depending upon the grades received on each parameter. If a watershed scores 60 or above,
the quality of process followed is considered satisfactory and the health of the project good.
The Process:
The assessment matrix is done regularly on a six-monthly basis. The assessment team consists
of 2 subject matter specialists (technical and social/gender specialist) from the Regional Resource
Centre of WOTR. It also includes the project staff and manager from the concerned NGOs. The
facilitation team conducts a field visit of different activities undertaken and checks different
records related to project implementation prior to assessment. The assessment is done through
participatory discussion with Community Based Organisations (CBOs) and community members.
Each parameter is put up for discussions and after detailed discussions, the members reach a
consensus (the facilitators are also aware about the status of each component due to their constant
interaction with the project) regarding the marks (grade) to be given to the particular parameter
and the facilitator notes down the score on a sheet. Thus, all the parameters are enumerated and
the reasons for the scores are discussed. It also helps in sensitising the CBOs regarding problems
and concerns and actions required to overcome those problems. Thus, information regarding the
quality of processes is gathered for all projects in each Regional Resource Centre, and forwarded
to the Head Office for consolidation. This generates a timeline of changes occurring in the quality
of processes. The results of each project are discussed in the coordination meetings and action
required to improve the processes are taken up. The data aggregation on a regular basis is done
as part of the Management Information System and a ‘graph’ is prepared for each project.
Results:
Findings from QAM are part of the overall Management Information and Decision Support System
of WOTR. Improvements and problems can be tracked using the QAM tool as evident from the
above analysis. The analysis is divided into two parts based on the parameters. The first 16
parameters are related to issues of community, participation, quality of products and strategies,
while the last 4 parameters tries to understand the quality of support and facilitation of NGO to
the project, the assumption being that a project is only as good as the people involved in it.
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The regular analysis of data on a time series basis gives the qualitative time line of a project as
evident from the analysis above. It gives the continuity, fluctuation and progress of processes
involved. If certain parameters are performing consistently above a score of three, it shows that
the processes related to that parameter are robust, well-facilitated and understood by the
community. If the performance is consistently not up to the mark on certain parameters then
those areas need attention in terms of additional capacity building, or some time for changes
underway to manifest themselves or an occasion for management decisions related to withholding
financial release until things improve. Generally, the quantitative information generated is analysed
and converted into a descriptive report in local language and sent to the NGOs for discussion and
action with the CBOs. Based on their discussions, an action plan is prepared with responsibilities
and time line and submitted to the RRCs to take actions.
Conclusion:
It is an easy-to-use participatory tool. The parameters/indicators can be modified to suit other
project objectives and strategies of implementation. It helps in understanding processes in a
simple way. Moreover, certain parameters can be excluded in the later stage and some new ones
can be added according to the evolution of a project. It can generate valid data and in a quantifiable
manner. The resources required are not very high. Facilitation and gathering of right information
requires experienced persons who have a good understanding of technical, social and institutional
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aspects of watershed development. Regular analysis of information for a large-scale project
requires computer-aided analysis. The analysis is used as part of management and decision support
at the project, PIA (NGO) and support organisation level. A consistent grade qualifies the project
to reach different stages of implementation. The documentation of the qualitative discussions
held with the CBOs while assessment is being done can also be undertaken in order to understand
the process in detail.

BBB
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7

Concurrent Monitoring of Progress and Products:
Watershed Organisation Trust*

Introduction:
Concurrent Monitoring is another tool developed and being used by WOTR to monitor inputoutput, products and results. It is an embedded system to monitor the input-output relations and
quantity and quality of products in relation to expected results as identified in the planning process
and sanctioned by the project. It is done periodically with close and frequent monitoring in the
initial stages and reduced periodicity in the later stages, bimonthly or quarterly in later stages of
CBP and six monthly in Full Implementation Phase. The major objectives of this system are to
understand, check and verify input and output with expected outcomes (quality which leads
towards results) with steering of the output towards the desired objective. The tool is designed to
be a capacity building measure to transfer the skills of monitoring to NGOs and CBOs. It becomes
part of the overall decision support to project management in terms of identifying the need for
additional capacity building, lengthening the period of capacity building and project duration if
required, and ensures follow-up action required at different levels.
The Method:
The monitoring is done in an interactive mode following an indicative checklist related to core
areas (see Annexure 6.1)
The process consists of desk appraisal of physical, financial and shramadan (voluntary labour
contributions) status (the documents are submitted by the NGO/CBO) and review of all relevant
records related to project implementation (in the CBO/NGO office), physical verification of
work implemented and ongoing as sanctioned in the project, on-field discussions with different
stakeholders, including CBOs, NGO staff and beneficiary farmers involved in project
implementation. The objective is to appreciate and suggest changes and provide feedback and
have decision-oriented discussion with the CBOs and NGO about the quality and quantity of
products, issues of social discipline, voluntary contribution, involvement of women, issues related
to participation, etc. Based on field observations, desk appraisal and discussion, a joint monitoring
report is prepared with actions to be taken and related responsibilities. The information generated
through the monitoring is fed into a Decision Support System (DSS), which facilitates decisions
regarding the specific project.
The Process:
The process of this monitoring starts prior to the actual field visit, when the NGO/VWC applies
for release of funds (called “next instalment”) after finishing 60% of the previous instalment
released. The release request consists of a formal request letter, physical and financial progress
*
Prepared from presentation made by Mr. Sandeep Jadhav and Mr. Ganesh Rajapure, Watershed
Organisation Trust and literature of WOTR.
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(for the period and cumulative) in a progress report, status of shramadan, report on trainings,
exposures, women’s promotion activity and declaration about display of information in the village,
status of project staff and a work done map (based on sanctioned land use) in a prescribed format.
This information is fed into a Decision Support System (DSS) and the system analyses the current
status, changes and deviation (as against sanctioned plan and reporting till date). The sanctioned
project plan is the base document in comparing the current status of outputs and activities.
(1) Verification of Request for Financial Release:

The analysis by the DSS and desk verification of the various reports in the request letter is done
by the monitoring team before it undertakes an actual monitoring visit to the NGO and the
watershed. The verification of the request proposal consists of the following, namely whether:
B

B

B
B

B
B

The physical and financial progress and shramadan matches with the amounts/figures
sanctioned by WOTR for that watershed. The sanctioned amounts/figures may be different
for different watersheds according to the sanctioned plans.
The accounting period mentioned is the same for all the annexes and concurrent with the
last report submitted by the NGO.
The amount mentioned in ‘funds released’ is correct according to financial records.
All figures of amounts spent and physical progress in the columns related to ‘cumulative
total up to last reporting period’ are exactly the same as mentioned in the last report.
The gat/survey numbers in which work is carried out are as per the Net Plan.
The treatments undertaken in paid as well as shramadan work are in accordance with the
sanctioned Net Plan.

B

The mathematical calculations are correct.

B

Grant utilized per hectare do not exceed drastically beyond what is sanctioned.

B

The supervision cost is not more what is sanctioned.

B

The concerned NGO authority signs all the documents.

B

The map submitted with the proposal indicates work done and shramadan correctly.

(2) Desk Monitoring:
B

All the figures mentioned in the report reflect in the field and office records of the NGO.

B

All the records are maintained as per the manual provided to the NGO.

B

B

The amount spent in each Payment Muster matches with the concerned Measurement
Book (MB) and Payment Bills given to labour.
The accounts are also checked. The amounts withdrawn and spent are in line with the
musters, bills and vouchers. NGO authority signs the vouchers and musters are co-signed
by VWC member.
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B

B

B

B

B
B

B

The account heads are maintained as per the sanctioned Net Plan. The account figures
match with the report as well as other field records.
Undue advances, if any are given, and cash in hand is as expected and payment of material
bills are in order.
The VWC meeting register has necessary resolutions to make payments to labour and
material.
Some measurements are randomly selected from the MB (both paid and shramadan) for
site verification. 8-10% measurements in the MB are also checked for a selected work
period and crosschecked with the payment muster.
MB is also looked at from the designed cross-section and dimensions point of view.
Gat number-wise register is checked to verify the deviations from the sanctioned Net
Plan and reasons for deviation are discussed.
The discussion regarding the progress of the project as analysed by the DSS is held with
project staff of NGO. DSS is a software aided tool to track the project cycle in terms of
activities and output and facilitate management decisions in regard to release of funds,
capacity building, quality assurance, adherence to rules, procedures project progress.

(3) Field Monitoring:
B

The monitoring is participatory in nature and aims at building capacity of the villagers to
monitor their own progress in watershed development.

: 48

AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS
B

B

49

The monitoring team consists of WOTR staff, NGO field staff, Panlot Sevak (PLS) –
(village animators), VWC members and owners of the land in the sanctioned area.
In the field visit, three sites are visited – one where work/shramadan is done and reported;
the second where work is going on and labourers are working and the third where the
NGO/VWC are planning to work in the next few weeks.

(3.1) Work Done Site:
B

B

B

B

The samples selected during desk monitoring are identified and verified for correct
measurements, strata and accordingly, the wage rate paid. While walking through the
treated area, a pit or work is selected randomly, the same is identified in the MB and
actual measurement is taken to see whether the same is recorded.
The quality of the work with respect to appropriateness, location, marking, dimensions,
shape and alignment with other treatment is checked and discussed with the VWC and
NGO staff. The team suggests corrective measures if required.
It is also important to verify whether the work is done according to the Net Plan sanctioned.
The deviations are discussed and ways suggested to minimize the same in the future or
modify the plan. It may be emphasized that the Net Planning process is very important to
minimize these.
The social disciplines like ban on free grazing and tree felling that have to be observed by
the villagers is verified on site. The team must look for the presence of hoof marks, fresh
dung or visible signs of tree cutting in the area. If any of these are found, the same are
discussed on the spot and flagged for discussion at the meeting with the villagers.
(3.2) Ongoing Work Site:

B

B
B

B

B

Monitoring of ongoing work is an important part of Concurrent Mnitoring. This trains
and motivates farmers, labourers and VWC members for ensuring good quality work in
the watershed.
The quality and measurements are checked as mentioned above.
If necessary, a meeting of all the labourers working on the site is called. Various points of
monitoring are discussed with them. Also, this forum is used to spread the message of
the watershed movement in their village and its possible impact. Problems being faced
by the labourers are discussed and sorted out in these meetings.
A demonstration of quality work is given by the monitoring team, if necessary, for the
benefit of the labourers in order to motivate them for good quality work.
The team discusses the ongoing work with the owner of the land and suggests/accepts
modifications if required to suit his/her needs and sanctions the same on the spot if feasible.
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(3.3) Planned Work Site:
B

Planning is verified with the sanction and problems, if any, are sorted out.

(4) Gram Sabha/VWC Meeting:
B
B

B

B
B

The monitoring report is written on the site in consensus with other team members.
An agenda is finalized for discussion with villagers. The issues arsing decide the type of
meeting that is required to be conducted. Normally VWC and Samyukt Mahila Samiti
(SMS - an apex body of SHGs at the village level) meetings are good fora to discuss and
resolve most of the watershed issues. However, if the monitoring team and/or NGO/
VWC think it is necessary, a Gramsabha is called to resolve serious issues like ban on
free grazing, labour payment, issue of contribution etc.
All the monitoring points are discussed with VWC members. It is insisted that the VWC
should be aware about the developments in the project, in particular involvement in
decision-making processes, accounts of the project, various records relating to the
measurement and payments, positive and negative impact of the project, etc.
All the observations are presented before the VWC and necessary decisions are taken.
If there are any serious issues which need to be discussed with all the villagers, a Gramsabha
is called. These may be issues like less shramadan, poor attendance of labour, slow speed
of work, poor quality of work, problems between villagers and NGO, etc.

(5) Samuykt Mahila Samiti (SMS) Meeting/SHG Monitoring:
B

In SMS meetings monitoring of SHGs is done on the following points - monthly meetings,
women’s development activities, participation in VWC meetings, coordination among
the SHGs.

B

Functioning of the SHGs is reviewed.

B

The progress of women’s development activities is discussed.

B

Discussion on women’s related issues/problems in various platforms like Gramsabha,
VWC, SMS, group meetings, etc.

Results:
The Concurrent Monitoring system helps in tracking the progress and quality of outputs. It
facilitates decisions related to project management and capacity building. It generates consensus
on the expected systems, strategies and procedures of project implementation, helps in motivating
CBOs, farmers and labourers. Disputes, if any, are resolved through discussion and consensus.
It helps in creating a database on a timeline related to the project cycle.
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Conclusion:
The participatory Concurrent Monitoring is an easy-to-use tool to steer the quality of products.
However, data gathering, analysis and management of information could become difficult in the
absence of a proper planning and reporting system. It not only ensures that the project is progressing
according to the plan and design, but also helps in building the capacity of NGO/CBO in
undertaking monitoring on their own. One important aspect is that it should be done in the spirit
of support and handholding rather than as fault finding. The tool has validity for other projects
and it is user friendly and no special skills are required. However, the monitoring will be effective
if systems of project management are well in place, such as detailed plan information, regular
reporting and data management and integration of outputs expected and outcomes into the project
cycle. A proper MIS as well as DSS can facilitate the monitoring to a great extent in terms of
analytical information before undertaking of actual field monitoring.

BBB
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8

Participatory Impact Monitoring :
Watershed Organisation Trust*

Introduction:
The major objective of any watershed development project is to improve the natural resource
base through conservation and management of resources so as to increase the productive potential
of the resources and create livelihoods for the people depending on those resources. In order to
achieve this a set of interventions are planned and implemented in consultation with the community,
which generates certain outputs, outcomes and impacts. In order to understand whether the planned
activities are creating the expected outputs and impacts a tracking and measurement system is
required which facilitates all the stakeholders to understand and take timely decisions and steer
the project towards its expected objective. Understanding and analysis of outcomes and impacts
at the primary stakeholder level is very crucial not only for them to appreciate a specific intervention
but also to ensure maintenance and sustainability of the same. Interventions, which don’t add
value and benefits, would not have a high sustainability.
Understanding this and realising the fact that community is the best judges of project outcomes,
a participatory impact monitoring tool has been developed by WOTR to facilitate monitoring of
impacts at the community level.
Objectives of Participatory Impact Monitoring (PIM):
B

B
B

B

Understanding the impacts from watershed development through participatory observation,
measurement and analysis.
Facilitating community to learn and assess impacts on their own.
To capacitate people to gather impact information and document it so as to create a timeline
of information on various participatorily chosen indicators.
To help the facilitating organisation learn from the community their understanding of
impacts and facilitate the project interventions based on these understandings.

The Method:
In watershed development impacts take a longer time to become visible. Hence outcomes and
visible impacts are monitored on a yearly basis as part of the project cycle and intervention
sequence. Monitoring is considered as a continuous observation, reflection and correction of
activities, hence it is designed as a tool to assess the changes as well as to facilitate correction, if
required. It is done through facilitation and active participation of the community, where the
CBO and community members identify a set of parameters/indicators to judge, measure and
*
Prepared from presentation made by Mr. Sandeep Jadhav and Mr. Ganesh Rajapure,
Watershed Organisation Trust and literature of WOTR.
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assess impacts arising out of the activity in respect to social, technical, institutional and socioeconomic aspects.
Participation means continuous empowerment of partners. It is an ongoing process where one
side discovers capacities of its own and learns to act more and more autonomously; the other side
learns to accept other viewpoints and to hand over responsibilities and power. It is a process
where different experience levels, capabilities and knowledge of all those involved can be utilized.
In Participatory Impact Monitoring (PIM), positive and negative effects of an intervention is
measured by the community. In watershed management, ground water recharge and increase in
area under irrigated cultivation can be a positive impact, while ban on free grazing, which may
affect shepherds and other traditional users of common property resources, can be a negative
impact. Impacts are understood through proper measurable indicators – both qualitative and
quantitative, observations and discussions. Good indicators measure the relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, outcome, impact and sustainability of an intervention.
Types of Impact Indicators assessed in the PIM:
1. Technical indicators: Area and drainage line treatment, changes in cropping pattern,
change in water table, change in area under crop etc.
2. Social- cultural indicators: Education, school enrolment, social cohesion, equity,
environmental awareness etc.
3. Economic indicators: increase in per capita income, utilisation of credit, increase in
savings, access to subsidies, improved housing pattern, possession of consumer durables,
income generational activities, increase in employment, reduction in migration, etc.
4. Institutional indicators: functioning and portfolio management of village watershed
committee, decision making, initiative in planning and implementation, record keeping
and reporting, regular meetings with minutes maintained, number of cooperatives
established, saving group organised, etc.
5. Gender and equity indicators: access to common property resources, streamlining of
Govt. developmental projects for landless and marginal farmers, savings and credit
groups for women and landless, income generation activities, increased participation
and decision making, time saved due to reduced drudgery etc.
6. Community indicators: contribution of regular shramadan, participation in Gramsabha,
adherence to social fencing, awareness about the program, linkages with credit,
government development agencies, etc.
7. Sustainability indicators: judicious resource utilisation, maintenance strategy, creation
and enforcement of use practices (rules and regulations), etc.
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The PIM Process:
PIM is a monitoring strategy developed by WOTR where the primary stakeholders are trained
and facilitated in understanding the impacts of watershed development and related aspects. It
provides an opportunity for the people to understand, evaluate and measure the impacts that the
work has had on the natural resource base, like biomass, water, etc. as well as on agricultural
production, afforestation, livestock and other related activities. It also includes the impact on
social and gender aspects of project intervention. The steps followed include the following:

B

B

B

B
B

B

B

The facilitators help the people in analysing the objectives of the project, different
components of intervention and the expected outcomes from the interventions. The project
planning document is used to elaborate on these aspects.
The community is asked to identify the effects/outcomes resulting from a particular
intervention, i.e. the cause-effect relationship.
Areas where impacts are visible and indicators to measures those are identified (according
to the local understanding of impacts and indicators) (See Annexure 7.1)
Analysing causes for positive and negative impacts
Listing a set of indicators in different areas such as institutional, socio-economic and
technical.
Field verification of impacts through transect walk, interviews with beneficiaries, focus
group discussions, observations, etc.
Documenting the observations and results regarding technical, social, gender, institutional,
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economic through charts, diagrams, audio recordings, case studies, etc.
B

B

Comparing the information with already available information collected as part of regular
impact monitoring.
Processing of information and analysis to look into the reasons for positive and negative
impacts.

B

Displaying the outcomes in charts, diagrams, etc. in the village office.

B

Updating the information as part of the yearly outcome of PIM.

Results:
Through the PIM process, the community itself comes to understand and evaluate the impacts
brought about by the intervention. Some of the areas of impacts and related indicators identified
and analysed in the PIM exercise are as follows: rise in water table, increase in irrigation, waste
land brought under cultivation, fodder availability as compared to the previous situation, soil
erosion, social disciplines and its impact, community organisations and their relevance,
participation in shramadan, role of women in decision making, impact of SHGs in the lives of
women, impact of women’s activities, etc. It was also observed that at certain times people
failed to see the impact from certain interventions due to non-visibility at the time of measurement,
external factors influencing impacts (such as drought) and problems in measuring technical
impacts. The information that generally emerges through PIM is qualitative in nature and
quantifying most of the indicators at the local level is a difficult task. Community expresses the
impacts in descriptive terms and precise measurement and quantification becomes difficult.
However, the tool generates a large quantity of qualitative information which is useful in analysing
and understanding people’s perspective.
Conclusion:
PIM is a participatory tool where the community enumerates, analyses and documents the outcomes
and impacts. It is an easy-to-use tool which does not require much expertise. However, the
facilitator should be capable enough to bring out people’s perceptions and understanding without
being judgemental and intrusive. No special tools are required for operationalizing PIM and the
human resource required is also minimal since it is done on a yearly basis. The tool has relevance
for watershed implementation projects and it can be modified to suit other situations based on
the objectives and interventions involved in project implementation.
BBB
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Impact Indicators for Evaluation of Watershed Projects:
Indo-German Bilateral Project (IGBP) - Watershed Management*

Introduction:
In the early 90’s the Indo-German Bilateral Project (IGBP) had initiated a representative watershed
development programme in five states of the country with the objective of experimenting new
techniques and in turn creating a sustainable and replicable programme. The programme was
implemented through the concerned line departments together with partner NGOs for awareness
building and social mobilization. RODECO Consulting, on behalf of the German side (GTZ)
does the overall coordination and management together with concerned state departments.
The IGBP has developed a tool kit to measure the impacts and benefits arising out of watershed
development through a set of nine impact indicators, selected from a survey of indicators. These
indicators are a set of measurable variables in technical, social and economic changes brought
about by a watershed development programme and the nature of data/information generated is
quantifiable, supplemented by qualitative information generated through participatory methods
such as focus group discussions and PRA-based picturization. Causality to attribute benefits or
impacts generated through a particular intervention also can be gauged during these qualitative
discussions. On a pilot basis, IGBP has employed this tool in two representative watersheds
based in Himachal Pradesh and Tamil Nadu. In a broader sense, this monitoring system falls in
the category of Impact Evaluation.
The Indicators and Methods:
1. Soil Loss: This indicator measures issues related to conservation of topsoil with the assumption
that increased soil runoff in streams and fields indicates a higher rate of topsoil loss. Less
soil runoff implies impact of different conservation measures resulting in decreased levels of
runoff, better recharge of ground water due to increased time the rainwater takes to discharge
(increased time of concentration) and the impact of vegetative cover which prevents splash
erosion.
In IGBP watersheds, Silt Monitoring Stations were installed to collect and measure hydrological
and sediment data. For this, a crew of silt observers were working to gather information on
rainfall in the watershed, depth of the stream at drainage, stream velocity and sediment
concentration in the stream. ( For more details see IGBP technical publications (76/97) and
manuals (15/92,16/92, 17/92). In order to demonstrate changing runoff rates, the data is
required for a very long duration and it is complex and resource intensive in terms of time
and equipment. However, if meticulously carried out, monitoring of this indicator generates
very objective and highly quantifiable comparable database as proved in IGBP-RWS. But
application of this tool is very labour intensive and the indicator can be used only on a pilot
*

Prepared from the presentation made by Mr. Guy Honore and publications of IGBP
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basis. In small watersheds of 500 hectares or so, one has to adopt participatory techniques to
observe the trend in soil loss through local methods, which may not generate scientific
quantifiable information.
2. Ground Water: This indicator was used to measure the ground water conservation and
produced rich and graphic findings about water levels in and around the selected villages in
each
watershed.
The
investigation
team
used
participatory resource mapping to
measure the water levels in
selected wells through discussion
with users of wells regarding the
depth of the well, its age and use
pattern followed by drawing
coloured lines that represented
the water level in their well during
each month of the year (months
as understood in local culture). In
order to gauge the change, a resource map was done for ‘before’ using ‘recall’ method with
the same group. As it was observed, while ‘before’ and ‘after’ resource maps document
change, the method would not be able to determine the cause of change for which qualitative
discussions were necessary or, to be more scientific, a control group is necessary for attributing
change. The evaluation recommends that changing ground water levels should be measured
through successive visits to identified observation wells/source for several years. Several
projects have used continuous measurement of water levels in observation wells in treated
areas. However, care should be taken to be precise in the metric of measurement (see Annexure
8.1 for details on different indicators).
3. Height for Age: This anthropocentric indicator was selected because it registers long-term
health status, especially the impact of nutrition. Height-for-age is also an indicator of wealth
of the poor. Distributional analysis of height-for-age along gender and economic categories
also provides information on gender and equity.
The procedure is that children of known age must be measured for height. A sample, randomly
or in terms of representativeness, also can be taken. There are international standards for
distribution of height-for-age for children of different ages and the data collected can be
analysed based on these accepted norms.
Even though it was recommended to measure children of two years, due to very small sample
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size in this category, the evaluation team decided to include children up to 5/6 years of age.
In order to encourage participation, a local doctor was also part of the team. Local personnel
were trained to measure the height and weight of children. The data was analysed for ‘stunting’
in general and across gender. The data could not reveal anything about changes in nutritional
status in the watershed in the absence of comparable baseline. However, this indicator is
recommended as a powerful one, especially when considered in terms of cost involved and
the valid information it can generate on nutritional status, social and gender equity. The
evaluation study points that it is not a really responsive indicator given the fact that changes
in the level of community health takes several years to show up in anthropometric surveys.
4. Ownership of Consumer Durables: This indicator measures the level of wealth in a
watershed. Visible consumer durables are easy to identify and measure as compared to
consumption items. Through this indicator it is also possible to infer that increased wealth is
a result of increased farm output as an outcome of soil and water conservation.
Ownership of consumer items can be measured by household survey, but the evaluation
recommends a more participatory approach. The goods surveyed need to be selected with
local culture and levels of wealth in mind; those that people aspire to own given a slight
increase in wealth and not those that are already saturated or owned in large number prior to
project intervention. The survey team used Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) to list the
durables, which were then converted into pictorial surveys (by putting numbers of ownership).
One evaluation team also made an effort to estimate changing levels by asking about past
levels of ownership. (It is better to have a baseline prepared at the time of initiating the
project.) When all the durables had been fully surveyed, the group was then asked to discuss
the reasons for change. This indicator is highly recommended for it allows gathering data on
a very sensitive issue (wealth) in an inexpensive way, both in terms of time and resources
required. The responsiveness of the indicator is slow to register because it takes time to
convert new found agricultural income into consumer durables other than agricultural
implements.
5. School Attendance: It is a proxy measure for levels of education. It is also an indirect
indicator of wealth as well as the data along gender lines (number of girls attending schools)
also serves as an indicator of gender equity. Originally it was decided to do a head count
while school is in progress, however, the team had to collect information from registers.
Head count is easy, if the local schools are small and informal. It is also recommended that it
might be quicker, less expensive and easier to gather information on school attendance rates
as part of participatory sessions. The indicator requires control to attribute change.
6. Use and Maintenance: Use and Maintenance is a process indicator. It does not attempt to
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measure the impacts, but enables in understanding how successfully the activities themselves
are functioning. Use and Maintenance measure sustainability of an intervention and assets
created. The observation of this indicator is time consuming, however, if it is done in a large
watershed with extensive units of intervention, sampling can be done. But if the method is
used locally, it is an effective indicator to understand the process of sustainability. When the
components in an intervention are highly used and highly maintained, it is very likely that the
activity is sustainable. However, it is a very relevant indicator and methods of data gathering
have wide applicability given the fact that sustainability is a major issue in watershed
management.
7. Dependence of programme activities on outsiders: It is also an indicator to measure
sustainability of a particular activity. This indicator tells whether the operation and maintenance
of an activity is dependant upon outside expertise, funding, etc. If local people cannot manage
and operate an activity by themselves, it would eventually collapse when outside support is
withdrawn. The information regarding both these indicators was gathered through a series of
questions and discussion with the government, NGO and community members/users. It is
interesting to note that in the studied watersheds, the dependence on outsiders was high for
large structures, nursery and community-based organisations.
8. Replication: This indicator is a measure of local replicability - replication of products and
processes without outside support. It implies acceptability, demand, willingness to bear cost
and necessary skill to construct, use and maintain. It also means that it is useful and has
impacts desired by the people. The methodology is ad hoc and participatory inquiry is
sufficient. The evaluators should personally confirm this information. This indicator is fast,
easy and requires no special tool to execute, even though replication as an indicator depends
on many factors such as the sophistication involved in developing the product, level of
development, resources, etc. The evaluation team could not identify a worthwhile replication
to report in the watershed villages studied.
9. Social Capital: The indicator of social capital is used with respect to organisations or
institutions that facilitate cooperation towards a social goal. Hence it is developed on the
basis of outcomes rather than processes (meetings, attendance) of social organisations at
local level. The investigation was done through explorative questions to find out whether the
community/groups came together and solved immediate concerns such as water issue.
Appropriate cases were followed up and noted down in detail by the investigating team. It is
important that the right people/group are interviewed to get reliable information. Noting the
‘before’ and ‘after’ status of formation of social capital is also important. Sometime social
capital exists, but its intensity changes. If the indicator is to be assessed, it should be done by
someone having a clear understanding of social capital, issues of governance and the details
of the programme being evaluated. The indicator cannot be executed with great speed.
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Monitoring of Processes in Watershed Development Projects:
Andhra Pradesh Rural Livelihoods Project*

Introduction:
Andhra Pradesh Rural Livelihoods Project (APRLP) is an innovative attempt at streamlining
livelihoods and poverty concerns into watershed development initiatives. It is a bilateral project
being implemented through the state line department with the objective of creating innovative
and sustainable livelihood measures within the overall framework of natural resource management
with poverty, equity and gender as the cross-cutting issues. The project is being implemented in
the poorest 5 districts of Andhra Pradesh covering 500 new watersheds and 2500 ongoing
watersheds. Capacity building, organisation of the community into self-help institutions,
livelihoods promotion, soil and water conservation (especially in marginal lands owned by
resource-poor families), sustainable agriculture production and innovative experiments in NRM
through NGOs/Resource Organisations from within and outside the state were some of the major
interventions and approach of APRLP. Innovative institutional and management structures such
as Project Support Unit (PSU) at programme level, District Capacity Building Centre (DCBC) at
district level and Multi-Disciplinary Teams (MDT) at block level were introduced to support and
facilitate the line department in administering the project, besides enlisting support from national
and state level institutions.
The Context:
Often it is observed that watershed development projects become target-oriented and focused on
drainage line treatments and land-based activities. This negatively affects the participation of the
community, their contribution and ownership, implementation of need-based activities, gender
and equity concerns, organisation and participation of the poor, choice of technology and many
other critical issues that ensure sustainable impacts in the long run. In order to steer the project
towards sustainable outcomes and impacts, a process-oriented approach of implementation is
necessary as against target-driven measures, and most often, processes are a casualty. To ensure
process-oriented implementation, it is necessary that critical processes are identified and systems
to monitor and steer processes towards desired objectives are put in place. In this context,
identification of parameters/indicators of processes, systems of measurements, analysis of process
information, generating learnings and through that improvement of process outcomes, becomes
necessary. Processes run through the entire project cycle, hence it is important that monitoring of
processes are made integral to the management of the project cycle.
However, monitoring of processes had received very little attention in watershed development.
*
Based on presentation by Dr. N.K. Sanghi and Ms. Madhuri Nevale and literature of
APRLP-MANAGE
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Keeping the importance of monitoring of processes in mind, APRLP has developed a monitoring
system with the objective of facilitating monitoring of processes at community level through
creating a set of process baseline, a grading system to understand whether the expected/right
processes are followed and aggregation and analysis of the process data in order to take right
decisions and follow up actions. APRLP has developed this Process Monitoring tool in
collaboration with the National Institute for Agricultural Extension Management (MANAGE).
The Methodology:
Processes are integral to the
components, operational strategies and
approaches involved in project
implementation. This approach looks
into events and milestones, besides
relationship between events as they
unfold while a project is being
operationalized. The most important
component of APRLP process
monitoring is the topic guide, which
elaborates on areas/components and
strategies, where process monitoring is
required such as organisation of
community; development of natural
resources and development of
livelihoods
which
comprises
interventions. The areas under strategies
and approaches that are monitored are
equity for resource-poor families, involvement of women, mechanisms against over-exploitation
of natural resources and eco-friendly interventions. The broad areas are further divided into subcomponents, for example, if the area of process monitoring is organisation of community, it is
divided into different kinds of community organisations such as Self-Help Groups, Watershed
Association, Watershed Committees and User Groups as organized under the project. Each
component is divided into different parameters (see Annexure 9.1) to assess the quality of process
involved in its formation and functioning (e.g. the monitoring of processes related to the component
“organisation of community” and sub-component “Self-Help Group” have eleven parameters to
assess the process.) Each parameter has three options to grade/assess the process. This is an
indicative scoring based on the performance of the specific parameter assessed to understand the
process. This scoring system makes quantification of processes possible. The scoring on each
parameter is done on a 0-10 scale divided into three categories (0-3, 4-7, 8-10) as mentioned
above.
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System of Process Monitoring:
Components and Strategies of Intervention:

J
Detailed Areas (subcomponents) of
Components and Strategies

J
Development of parameters
(for Self-Help Groups)

J

Development of performance indicators on
parameters for grading
(Parameter – Regularity in meeting)

Organisation of community, development of
natural resources, development of livelihood,
equity for resource poor families, involvement of
women, social regulation.
SHGs, WA, UGs, WCs, situation analysis,
preparation of action plan, implementation, issues
related to equity, women’s involvement, social
regulations on over exploitation of natural
resources
1.

Building upon earlier initiatives regarding
organisation of groups.
2. Criteria for membership.
3. Regularity in meeting.
4. Proper maintenance of records and
accounts.
5. Investment on HRD.
6. Self-disciplinary actions.
7. Peer group pressure.
8. Rotational system of sharing the
responsibility.
9. Linkages.
10. Proper management of revolving fund.
11. Regularity in repayment of group.
12. Federation of group.

a)
b)
c)

The group members meet occasionally, as
and when required (0-3 – Red)
The group members meet once in a month
and at a fixed venue (4-7 – yellow)
The group members meet on a fixed date
either on weekly or fortnightly basis on a
fixed date and at a fixed venue
(8-10 – green)

The grading system is based on performance indicators on each parameter, where a process, if
followed as expected and delivers the right outcome, gets a high grade in the range of 8-10,
which is represented through green colour code. An average performance on the parameter is
represented through yellow colour with the score range of 4-7 and poor performance with red
colour and the score range of 0-3. Colour coding is to facilitate easy enumeration and grading by
village group and community members. Thus, all the parameters of a component are analysed
and ranked based on performance indicators. This is followed in the topic guide by consolidation
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of information for periodic comparison of ranking of parameters. The consolidation is not an
aggregation of the total sum scored on a specific parameter. It is a kind of calendar depicting the
scores of each quarter to understand the progress in the quality of processes. The topic guide also
has a sheet to note proposed actions to improve the quality of existing processes for each parameter
assessed. However, one lacuna observed in the system is that not all parameters related to processes
involved in a specific area of intervention take place at the same time. The system does not take
into consideration the steps involved in the evolution of a specific intervention and importance
of a parameter based on the stage of evolution of that product, for instance, the management of
records and accounts by group members may not be a realistic criteria in the initial stage when
the group is getting organised and only functional issues related to regular meetings, rules and
regulations are in the process of emerging.

The Process:
Information on processes related to different aspects of interventions and institutions are collected
through participatory sessions at the village level. Facilitators help the CBO representatives and
community members to assess the process involved in each intervention based on parameters
and performance indicators. The community members assess and enumerate the processes and
rank/grade each parameter, and the facilitators also record the same. The topic guide is converted
into pictorial calendars for the community to easily understand and enumerate. These calendars
with scoring on a specific component and its related parameters are used at the level of the
community for understanding and follow-up action. The data/information recorded by the
facilitators is aggregated and assessed at block and district level to understand the processes
involved, their quality and for follow-up actions required to improve processes. The topic guide
is open ended and indicative so that new processes arising from an enriched understanding of
community processes can be integrated into the system.

: 63

64

PARTICIPATORY MONITORING

Results:
Data on application of the tool in 30 ongoing watersheds and analysis of the same shows some
interesting outcomes. This analysis was done as part of generating a process base line and creating
a time line of information on representative watersheds to use in supporting decisions regarding
process steering. The graphs show the analysis of information and quantification of the same.
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NRM Planning
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Conclusion:
In watershed development projects processes monitoring is the weakest area due to different
reasons such as difficulty of observing all process involved in different components simultaneously,
difficulty in enumerating qualitative data involved in process monitoring and lack of methodology
to monitor processes and creating qualifiable and comparative data/information. This process
monitoring tool tries to address these issues and create a workable model. This tool is useful and
has validity for other projects with some modifications based on strategies and approaches
followed. It is interactive with lots of processes required to be monitored in each quarter which
require considerable time and quality facilitators who have clarity on expected processes. No
special tool is required to implement this tool, but data analysis, if the tool is to be applied on a
large-scale programme, requires computer data management facility. However, the periodicity
of application can be reduced and certain parameters can be assessed in later periods based on the
project cycle and inputs that have gone into each component. In APRLP the District Capacity
Building Team and not the regular WDT facilitated this monitoring.

BBB
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Conclusion:

The tools in the Resource Book are an outcome of a National Working Group meeting and other
cosultations conducted to analyse the existing systems, methods and tools to monitor and evaluate
watershed projects. Each tool was presented by the respective project personnel involved in
implementation and discussed in detail in the group in order to understand its design and operational
aspects. After detailed discussion an attempt was made to understand the tools in the context of
its relevance, what it tries to measure and factors influencing the use of the tool such as cost and
human resources required, skill required to apply the tool, ease of use, duration in terms of days
required to apply a particular
tool, frequency of its use and
its relevance for other projects
and situations. The analysis
of each tool based on these
factors is given in the table
below.
Even though a specific tool is
designed and operationalized
to monitor a particular
component (product, process,
impacts), it is not necessary
that the tool is exclusively
analysing that component
only. It is interesting to note
that most of the tools described here are analysing different components at a time, for example,
when monitoring one component, say monitoring of products, it is necessary that certain processes
necessary to reach those products are also monitored. In the same way, when processes are
monitored, they are also indirectly monitoring the products, the expected impacts and as well as
sustainability. At the same time, most of the tools analysed here are also generating both qualitative
and quantitative data and quantification of information assisting analysis and comparisons. Almost
all tools are very user-friendly and do not require expensive technology or highly qualified human
resource for its application. However, most often monitoring is project-driven and very few
instances could be found where community has initiated a monitoring system. Through certain
modifications, contextualization and customisation, these tools can be applied effectively in other
watershed projects to understand the quality of outcomes and to steer projects towards the desired
objective.
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Monitoring of
Poverty reduction
using 10 poorest
households

Tool for assessing VLIs

Monitoring Wheel

Joint Progress
Review

Qualitative
Assessment Matrix

Participatory
Concurrent Monitoring

Participatory Impact
Monitoring

Impact Indicators for
Evaluation of Watershed

Parameters for monitoring
of processes in watershed
development

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Tool
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Y

Y

Y

Y

Product

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Process

Y

Y

Y

Y

Impacts

Components of Monitoring

Tools, Components and Method of Monitoring:

Y

Empirical

Y

Y

Descriptive

People Defined

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Empirical

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Descriptive

Project Defined

Participatory
Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participatory Extractive

Participation
of Primary
Stakeholders
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Tools for assessing VLIs

Monitoring Wheel

Joint Progress Review

Qualitative Assessment Matrix

Participatory Concurrent
Monitoring

Participatory Impact Monitoring

Impact Indicators for evaluation
of watersheds

Parameters for monitoring processes

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

3

3

1

3

1

4

1

3

1

Cost

2

3

2

3

2

4

1

3

Initially 2
Later 1

Human
Resource

3

3

3

3

3

3

Initially 3
Later 2

3

2

Skill

2

2

3

2

2

3

1

2

1

2

2

2

1

2

2

1

3

2

Ease of use*
CommProject
unity
Mgmt.

1

2

1

1

1

3

1

2

1

1

1

1

Initially 4
Later 2

3

2

1

2

1

Duration
Frequency
Time required In the project
to apply to
cycle (in a year)

4

3+

3

4

3+

3+

3+

4

4

Relevance

Rating for the factors:

1 – Low, 2 – Medium low,

3 – Medium high

4 – High

Since most of the tools are project driven, “Ease of Use” at community is related to understanding of indicators and proper response by the community. In rating this component,
low rating stands for easy to use, while a high rating indicates difficulty in using the tool. Difficulty arising in use of tool is related to data analysis and management.

*

Monitoring of poverty
reduction using ten
poorest households

1.

Tool

Factors Influencing Replicability:
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Annexures
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Annexure 1 : Monitoring System of Poverty Reduction :
Ten Poorest Families
Annexure 1.1 Issues of Discussion for Interactive Learning Workshop:
•

Aims and objectives of CWDP Orissa with special reference to poverty reduction.

•

Discussion and analysis of poverty situation in the project area.

•

Discussion with individual families to analyze causes and reasons of poverty.

•

Occupational analysis of each family.

•

Benefits received since the inception of the project.

•

Different poverty-focused interventions of the project.

•

Diversification of the activities for additional income.

•

Analysis of successful case studies with income generation support.

•

Importance of SHG as a poor man’s bank in the village, impact of SHG.

•

Message on better management practices for livestock.

•

Information sharing on low-cost technology, especially for rainfed kitchen garden.

•

Discussion on savings habits in terms of paddy, grain bank and money in local post
office/bank.

•

Discussion on different poverty alleviation programs of government, line departments
related to education, health, housing, special schemes for tribals, etc.
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Annexure 1.2 : Socio Economic Position of the ten poorest families
in villages / hamlets of the project area.
Serial Number of Family
Name of Head of Household (Male / Female, Age)
Hamlet / Village
Watershed / Block.
District.
2000
A. Benefits from CWDP.
1.

As an individual.

Trees for homestead
areas (number)
IGA (carpentry, pottery etc. )
(in rupees)
Livestock (P-pig, G-goat,
H-poultry, C-cow) (number).
Tree patta on common land
(C-Cashew, H-Fruit trees,
B-bamboo) ( number of trees)
Trainings ( number / topic)

2.

As member of SHG /
User Group.

Matching grant to group
(in Rupees)
IGA (in Rupees)
User right to common land
assets
(M-Mixed tree plantation,
H-horticulture plantation,
W-Water Impounding Structure,
P-Pisciculture)
Training (number / topic)

B.

Annual Household
Income (in Rupees)
.

Labour
Sale of cashew nuts / fruit
Sale of bamboo
Sale of livestock
IGA
Any other (specify)
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Annexure 1.2 (Contnd.)
2000

2001

2002

2003

Boys

Boys

Boys

Boys

Girls

Girls

Girls

Girls

C. Livestock Status
(number)
(P-pig,
H-poultry,
G-goat,
C-Cow).
D. Migration
(number of persons
X months migrated)

Men

E. Debt (in Rupees).

Outstanding loans

Women

Repayment during the year
F.

G.

Changes in land

Mortgaged land acquired back

status (acres)

New land purchased

Additions/
modifications
to house
(Rupees
spent).

R-repair of roof,
RI- replacement of roof
with tiles.
W-repair of walls,
WI – replacement of walls
with brick / stone
N-New earthen wall room added
NI- new brick wall room added

H. Any other.

Children going to school

Travel outside the village
(specify purpose / distance)
Visit to PHC / hospital
(number of visits / amount spent)
Name of staff collecting data / date
Date of handing over to PMU
Certification by PMU (name of officer / date)
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Annexure 1.3
Poverty Reduction Assessment:
(This table will be completed by the PMU based on the data collected by field staff in the earlier table)

Rating
PMU assessment
in changes in

Livelihood

1 ........................................... 10
Impoverishment .. Improvement

Resources

1 ........................................... 10
Exclusion ............ 10 Access

Knowledge

1 ............................................ 10
Reduction ........... Expansion

Rights

1 ........................................... 10
Alienation ........... Participation
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Annexure 2 – Assessment of VLIs
Annexure 2.1 Format for grading of VWDCs
Basic Information
1

Name of the VWDC

2

Name of Village/Hamlet

3

Development Block

4

Name of the District

5

Name of NGO

6

Date of starting VWDC

Details of Office Bearers
S.No.

Position Held

Name

7

President

8

Vice President

9

Secretary

10

Treasurer

11

Name of Bank & Account No.

12

Bank Balance

13

Date of Grading

14

Members of the Grading Team
S.No

Name

Father / Husband
Name

Position

1
2
3
4
5
6
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Annexure 2.1 (Contnd.)
15

Details of members met by the Grading team
S.No

Name

Position

1
2
3
4
5
6
A

Organisation & Management

Weighted Score

1. Period of regular Functioning of VDA

> 4Year
2-4 Years
< 2 Years

0
0
0
0

10
6
2
10

C

2 =

20

Note: In case the VWDC is not functional, indicate the date from which not functional........................
2. No. of Members in the VWDC
Men .................................................................
Women ............................................................
Total ................................................................
Poor (as per PRA) ...........................................
10

C

1=

10

0
0

10

C

1=

10

Yes 0
No 0

10
2

% of women > 30 = 10; < 30 = 2;.................

3 No. of members who left the VWDC ...........
4 Full details of the Members of VWDC
5 Awareness on election of office bearers

Yes
No

6 Any rotation of office bearers
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Annexure 2.1 (Contnd.)
Weighted Score
7 Office bearers awareness & Efficiency
(Based on general assessment)
Good
Village Dev.Plan

Average

Low

VWDC Rules & Regulations
VDF Rules & Regulations
Users Groups Rules
& Regulations
10
8 VDF No. of members
9 % of VDF members to total families
> 80 = 10 ; 50 - 80 = 6; <50 = 2.

6

2

6

C

2 = 12

10

C

2 =

20

6

C

1 =

6

0

10 No. of Users Group

0

11 No. of members of Users group

0

Overall Good = 10, Average = 6, Low = 2
12 Information on SHGs
Details

Group I

Group II

Gr.III

Starting date

.........................

........................

.......................

No. of members

.........................

.......................

......................

Office bearers

.........................

.......................

......................

Membership in Gram panchayat ........................

.......................

......................

Linkage between SHG & VWDC
Overall Good = 10, Average = 6, Low = 2

6

C

5 =

30

15
B

VWDC Activities ( During the last one year)
1 Regular meetings on fixed dates

10-12 Meetings

10

6-10 Meetings

6

< 6Meetings

2
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Annexure 2.1 (Contnd.)
Weighted Score
2 Average Monthly attendance

3 Penalty for absence from meeting

4 Whether Important decisions are
taken by the required

>80%

10

50-80 %

6

<50%

2

Yes 0

10

No 0

2

Yes 0

10

No 0

2

Regular 0

10

Irregular 0

6

Poor 0

2

Good 0

10

Average 0

6

Poor 0

2

Regular 0

10

Irregular 0

6

Poor 0

2

>80% 0

10

50-80% 0

6

<50% 0

2

Yes 0

10

No 0

2

C

2 =

20

C

1 =

10

C

1 =

10

C

2 =

20

C

1 =

10

C

2 =

20

C

2 =

20

C

1 =

10

quorum/consensus
5 Discussions on VDF

6 VWDC & SHG Linkages

7 SHG Meetings
(during the last one year)

8 Attendance in SHG meetings

9 Whether Important decisions
are taken by the

15

required quorum/consensus
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C

Finance Management
If there are more than one VDF in one VWDC, separate information to be given
(1) VWDC
Weighted Score
1 No. of members in VDF & contributions (%)
% 100 = 10; 80 - 99 = 6; <80 = 2

10

C

2 =

20

6

C

1 =

6

10

C

3 =

30

7 Actual interest collected
in 12 months......................................................

10

C

1 =

10

8 Amount of loans repaid (%) ...........................
% 100 = 10; 80 - 99 = 6; <80 = 2

10

C

2 =

20

9 Loans overdue
% 100 = 10; 80 - 99 = 6; <80 = 2

0% 0
0-20% 0
>20% 0

10

C

3 =

30

10 Any penalty for loan default

Yes 0
No 0

10

C

1 =

10

<20% 0

10

C

1 =

10

20-50% 0

6

>50% 0

2

2 Project Contribution.......................................
3 Other income/contributions
Good = 10; Average = 6; Low = 2
Total contributions
4 No. of loans in one year and amount................
5 % of loans to total members..............................
% 100 = 10; 80 - 99 = 6; <80 = 2
6 Recoverable Interest on loan
for 12 months .....................................................

(In case VDF is non-functional,
from when ?).....................................................

11 Balance amount at the time
of stopping functions.........................................
12 Average minimum balance
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13 Loans from VDF for
Agricultural purposes (%)
14 Loans from VDF for
non-Agricultural purposes (%)

< 80 % 0

Weighted Score

> 20% 0

10

C

1 =

10

Regular 10

C

2

20

C

1

10

C

1

10

(2) SHGs
1 Savings per month Amount..........................

Irregular6
Poor

2

2 Total amount of Loan in one year
Rs ....................................................
2 (a) Loan Repayment in%

Regular 10
Irregular6
Poor

2 (b) Interest in %

2

Regular 10
Irregular6

2 (c) Overdues in %

Poor

2

0%

10

C

2

20

Yes

10

C

1

10

No

2

Good

10

C

2

20

C

1

10

0-20%
>20%
3 Bank Loan & Subsidy

4 Bank Loan Repayment

Average 6

5 Other loans - NGO etc. Amount.........................
Other loan repayment %

Poor

2

Good

10

Average 6
Poor

2

6 Total amount with SHG
(Savings, Interest & Loans)..............................
7 Bank Account No. & Balance..........................
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Annexure 2.1 (Contnd.)
(3) Maintenance of Accounts (Overall)
1 Overall Maintenance

Good

0

Average

0

Poor

0

2 Accounts maintained by whom
VWDC Office bearers

0

VWDC & VLW

0

VLW &NGO

0

3 Are books of ready for audit

Yes

0

No

0

4 Expenses of VWDC

D

On Social activities

0

On administration

0

On maintenance of assets

0

10

Maintenance of Assets*
1 Detailed list of assets to be given
(Project created assets and the number of beneficiaries)
2 No. of Users’ groups
3 No. of Members in the Users’ Groups
4 Functional status of Users’ groups

Regular

0

Irregular 0

5 Maintenance of assets

6 Maintenance Plans & the Role
of Users’ Groups

Poor

0

Good

0

Average

0

Poor

0

Regular

0

Irregular 0
Poor
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E

Assistance to Poor*
1 No. Of Poor families identified (as per PRA)
2 No. of families assisted by Project (%)
3 No. Families assisted by the VWDC (%)
10

F

Linkages*

1

Gram Panchayat

2

DRDA

3

Banks

4

Other Departments

5

NGO

Good

Average

VWDC SHGs

VWDC SHG

Poor
VWDC SHG

10
Additional Special Information:.............................................................................................................
G Grading team’s recommendations
1 The VWDC is ready for registration

0

2 The Users’ group is ready to be formed into a model

0

3 Re-organization / revival of the VWDC is essential

0

4 The office Bearers of VWDC is to be changed

0

5 The Record/Books of accounts are to be updated

0

6 Re-organization / revival of the SHGs is essential

0

7 Other Recommendations

0

* Since the VLI assessment in CWDP, MP focused on issues related to management, day-to-day functioning and finacial management of
VLIs, the details of grades on other three aspects are not elaborated in the VLI study.
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Trainings recommended for the VDAs
1 Trainings for the office Bearers of VWDC

0

2 Training for revival of SHGs

0

3 Training in Accounts maintenance

0

4 Training for Assets maintenance

0

5 Training in Income generation activities

0

6 Others trainings

0

Note: The Following are to be enclosed to the completed Grading Format.
1 Detailed list of Members of the VWDC
2 Detailed list of assets created and the beneficiaries
3 Detailed information on SHGs
4 Detailed list of the Users’ Groups

: 84

S.No

Name of VWDC

Wether Organisation
Functionand
ing
Management
Activitis

Financial
Management

Assets
Mainte- Assistance
nance
to Poor

Grade Status

Consolidated Data Entry Format

Linkage
with
other
departments

Annexure 2.2 Consolidated Data Entry Format

Special
scoring

Total

Grade
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Grade
corrected

Reasons for
correction

Gram
Panchayat

Block

Address of VWDC
District

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)
Name of
NGO

Starting
Date of
VWDC

Name of
President

Name of
the Bank
Account No.
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Grading

of

Date

Age
of
VWDC

Period of
regular
functioning
Total

Men

Women

Membership in VWDC
% of
women

Landless
/Poor

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

Women
office
bearer in
VWDC

Change
of
office
bearers
Members
left

Total
No. of
Household

Awareness
and efficiency
on VWDC
Management
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Total
Member

%age to
total
Functional
households
status

VDF

No. of
Groups

No. of
Members

Users Group
Functional
Status
No. of
Groups

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

No. of
Members

Office
Bearers

Regular
Functioning

Self Help Groups
SHG in
Gram
Panchayat

SHG
in
in VWDC
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Wether
regular
meeting
conducted

Average
monthly
attendance

Any
penalty
for
absence

Whether
decisions
are taken
by quorum

VWDC/VDF Activities
NO. of
Members
in
VDF

Contribution
by
Members
% to
total

Project
contribution
Other
income

Total

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

No. of
loans
in 12
months

% to
total
members

Amt.
of
Loan

Financial Management
Repayment
Amount

% of
repayment
Interest
Amount

Overdue
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Penalty
for
Overdue

Non
functional
VDF

From
which
date

Date

Balance
Amount
on that

Loanfor
Agriculture

loan

% to
total

Loan for
Non
Agriculture

Savings Regularity
per
of
month
saveing

Financial Management (contnd.)

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

No. of
Loans
in One
year

Loan

Amount
of

Loan
repayment

Interest
repayment

Overdue

Other

Other loans
Bank/
NGO/
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Amount
of
of Loan

Repayment

% of
Repayment

SHG
total
Funds
available

Overall
Who
Bank
Accounts
maintains
balance Maintenance
the
Reigisters

Financial Management (contnd.)
Ready
for
Audit

Amount
spent on
VWDC
admn.

Amount
spent on
social
activities

Amount
No.
spent on
of
maintenance Group
of assets

Details of expenditure

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

No.
Asset
of
Functional mainteMembers
Status
nance

Assets maintenence
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plan

UG/VWDC No. of
assets
Poor
maintenance Identfied

No.
No.
assisted assisted by Panchayat
by Project
VWDC

Assistence to Poor

DRDA

Bank

Other
Deptt.
NGO

Linakges with other departments

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

Others

VWDC.
needs
to be
reorganised
Cannot be
revived

Recommendations
Office
bearers
to be
changed
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Records
Updateing

SHG
reorganisation

Recommendations

Ready
for
VWDC
Accounts
registration management maintenance
Financial
Management

Assets
maintenance

Trainings required
Income
generation
activities

Annexure 2.2 (Contnd.)

Others

assessment of
the
Field staff

Overall

Total fund
available
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Increase in forest cover

Increase in fruit orchards

Decrease in the diseases
of the animals

Awareness about IGA
and opportunities

Improvement in economic
condition of SHG
members

Improvement of
Social status of SHG
members

Improvement in status
of women

3.

4.

5

6

7

8.

9.

Comm participation
in village dev act

Increase in water table

2

10.

Checking of Soil Erosion

1.

Indicators

Monitoring

52

65

55

53

53

50

37

47

33

80

77

80

77

77

82

60

63

63

68

%

Community
37

Target group

%

Avg
66

71

68

65

65

66

48

55

48

53

%

Community
38

38

38

37

37

65

39

51

19

24

%

Target group
66

66

71

73

69

74

64

75

65

61

%

Avg
52

52

54

55

53

69

52

63

42

43

%

Community
50

33

33

43

38

69

43

41

36

51

%

66

69

65

68

75

76

53

53

51

59

%

Target group
Avg
58

51

49

55

56

73

48

47

44

55

%

Muddebihal

35

62

65

62

62

62

35

12

18

22

%

Community

Sindagi

80

77

80

77

88

87

70

82

72

68

%

Target group

Indi

Avg
58

69

73

69

75

74

53

47

45

45

%

Hungund

45

20

30

40

50

23

15

30

45

45

%

Community

Bijapur

%

70

73

80

85

83

63

60

63

75

83

Target group

Bijapur District

Avg
58

31

55

63

66

43

38

46

60

64

%

MEAN

44

43

44

47

48

54

34

36

30

36

%

Community

Karnataka Watershed Development Project (DANIDA), Phase II, Bijapur

%

67

67

70

71

73

74

60

67

61

63

Target group

Annexure 3: Monitoring Wheel
Annexure 3.1 Consolidated information using Monitoring Wheel

Avg
55

55

57

59

61

64

47

51

46

49

%
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Support to the poor
families

Sustainability of village
committees and groups

14.

15.

Mean

Total

Change in the attitude
in comm participation

Participation of the
comm in M &E of
project act

12.

13.

Participation of comm
in plan and impl of
pro act

11

Indicators

Monitoring

50

78

77

62

50

72

750 1078

55

47

55

57

85

%

Community
55

Target group

%

Avg
61

914

53

63

66

59

70

%

Community
39

579

29

52

31

45

36

%

Target group
66

994

46

70

66

66

64

%

Avg
52

787

37

61

48

55

50

%

Community
66

63

64

73

74

%

Target group

48

65

716.3 972.5

56

43

55

64

64

%

Avg
56

844

61

53

59

68

69

%

46

690

53

40

55

75

33

%

Community

Muddebihal

76

1135

58

73

77

62

85

%

Target group

Sindagi

Avg
61

913

56

57

66

68

59

%

Hungund

37

560

20

45

17.5

67.5

67.5

%

Community

Indi

58

68

83

85

83

74

1108

%

Target group

Bijapur

Avg
55

819

39

56

50

76

75

%

MEAN

44

659

43

45

43

62

51

%

Community

Bijapur District

53

67

67

68

71

67

999

%

Target group

Annexure 3.1 (Contnd.)

Avg
55

829

48

56

55

65

61

%
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Annexure 4 – Joint Progress Review
Annexure 4.1: Itinerary of JPR at the Project Level
The JPR at the project level is for a period of five days. The usual schedule for the five days is follows:
Sr. No.
1.

Day of the JPR
Day 1

Proposed Activities
B
B

B

B
B
B
B

B

2.

Day 2

B

B
B

B

3.

Day 3

B

4.

Day 4

B

B

5.

Day 5

B

B

B

B

Welcome
Introduction of JPR Facilitators team/ Project staff /VDS
Representatives
Induction of NGO & Community Representatives in the JPR
Facilitation team
Briefing on objectives of JPR
Finalize the Programme Schedule for the 5 days of the JPR
Joint Review of follow up steps/ recommendations of previous JPR
Joint Review of Progress (planned vs. achieved) for the SemesterPresentation by VDS & NGO on agreed formats
Presentation of financial Information as per agreed formats
Joint Review of Progress (planned vs. achieved) for the SemesterPresentation by VDS & NGO on agreed formats
Presentation of financial Information as per agreed formats
Jointly decide upon list of activities for reviewing place of visit and time
schedule.
Field review Bio- physical activities/financial activities/ institutional
development activities of previous JPR (for compliance) and current
JPR- Meetings with VDS, Watershed Management Committees, SHGs,
other CBOs, etc.
Field review Bio- physical activities/financial activities/ institutional
development activities of previous JPR (for compliance) and current
JPR- Meetings with VDS, Watershed Management Committees, SHGs,
other CBOs, etc.
Field review Bio- physical activities/financial activities/ institutional
development activities of previous JPR (for compliance) and current
JPR- Meetings with VDS, Watershed Management Committees, SHGs,
other CBOs, etc.
Preparation of Draft Report on agreed formats for presentations to
community & NGO by the JPR facilitation team.
Preparation of Draft Report on agreed formats for presentations to
community & NGO by JPR facilitation team.
Presentation of the Findings & Major Observations by the JPR
facilitation team.
Preparation of draft report consisting of agreed formats duly signed by
JPR Facilitation team.
Conclusion of the JPR.

: 96

AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS

97

Annexure 4.2: JPR Formats:
01: Compliance Report On Previous JPR Recommendations
Name of the NGO.............................................................................................................
JPR – (from ………… to …………)
Sr No.

Major
Finding
(Focus
Area Wise)

Recommendations

Follow-Up Steps
For Corrective
Action

: 97

Feedback On
Action
Taken

Future Steps
(If Any)

Budget

No.

: 98

Particulars Of

Budget Interventions

Sr.

No.

as per MOU

2

1

Name of the NGO:

as per MOU

Interventions

Particulars of

Sr.

Name of the NGO:

Fin

Phy

Fin

Phy

Fin

Unaccomplished
Phy

Fin

Excess

Budget Variances
Contribution

Local
with CBOs

Advances

VDS

3

Reference

PDO

Requisition /

4

Advance

of

Amount

5

Phy

Fin

Activity as per MOU

Budgeted For

6

Phy

Completed

Phy

WIP

………..…..

Status as on

7

Completion

Expected Date of

8

For WIP

Remarks/ Justification

9

for Budget Variances

NGO

Justification of

JPR – (from ………… to …………)

JPR Format 3: Statement Showing The Status Of Pending Programme Advances

Phy

Budgeted Upto …. Actuals Upto ……..

JPR – (from ………… to …………)

Annexure 4.2 (Contnd.) JPR Format 2: Physical And Financial Progress Review
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Annexure 4.

Focus Areas

Sr. No

: 99

2

Focus Areas

1

Sr. No

Name of the NGO:

2

1

Name of the NGO:

Objectives

3

Activities

4
Recommendations

5

What

Activities

4

Expected Results

5

Actual Results

6

Who

Action Taken

6

Observations

When

Recommendations

Field Review

7

JPR – (from ………… to …………)

JPR Format 5: Process Cum Field Review Of Present JPR

Objectives

3

JPR – (from ………… to …………)

Annexure 4.2 (Contnd.) JPR Format 4: Compliance Report On Previous JPR Process Cum Field Review
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Annexure 4.2 (Contnd.) JPR Format 6: Sources And Application Of Funds
Name of the NGO:
Sr.
No.
(A)

Particulars

JPR – (from ………… to …………)
Upto Previous
Month

For the
Current Month

Cumulative

Remarks

Sources of Funds
1. Opening Balance as of:
- Cash in Hand
- Cash at Bank
2. Advances from:
- Society/NGO
- Others
3. Proceeds from Sale of Assets
4. Grants from IC
- Admin & Programme
Budget
5. Interests from Bank
6. Advances settled by VDS
Total Sources:
Programme
Advances:

(B)

Application of Funds
1. Planned Expenditure
(as per format 2)
- Admin Expenses
- Programme Expenses
2. Advances to VDS
Total Applications:

(C)

Balance with Organisation

Others:

1. Cash in Hand
2. Cash at Bank
3. Advances
- Programme (as per
Format 3)
- Others
Total Balance:

: 100
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Annexure 4.2 (Contnd.) JPR Format 7: Major Findings / Recommendations
with Steps for Follow-up
Name of the NGO:
Sl.
No

Major Finding
(Focus Area Wise)

JPR – (from ………… to …………)
Recommendations

: 101

Follow-Up Steps
For Corrective Action

By Whom

When

PARTICIPATORY MONITORING

102

Annexure 5 - Qualtitative Assessment Matrix (QAM)
Annexure 5.1 : Assessment & Grading Format
RATING SYSTEM:
1. The following rating is suggested:
Assessment

Indicators

Very Poor

B

Severe Problems – Needs attention and improvement is difficult.

01

Poor

B

Problems which can be addressed - There is scope for improvement

02

Satisfactory

B

Basic success conditions exist – Likely to shape up well

03

Good

B

Quality of social mobilisation + work is as expected –
In terms of performance and effects are achieved

04

Excellent

B

Score

Very good and an example worth sharing with other
NGOs and projects.

05

2.

THE MATRIX: The matrix consists of 20 items with each item graded on a scale of 1-5
points. The maximum scoring for the entire matrix is 100 points and the minimum score
can be 20. The first 16 items are related to the villagers and the VWC (maximum score 80).
The remaining 4 points pertains to the NGO (maximum score 20)

3.

FILLING UP THE MATRIX:

4.

(a)

Each item is graded on a scale of 1-5 points.

(b)

In order to focus on what should be assessed we have worked out below some indicators
that would help in arriving at a score for each item and a totaling of the score will give
a picture of the total quality of the project.

PARAMETERS FOR ASSESSMENT:
1.

First four Shramadan

- Good attendance (at least 70 % attendance is
expected)
- Work done in a planned fashion.
- Output of the Shramadan is equivalent to the
expected output in the case of paid work
- At least 70% of the expected output is
completed

2.

Regular Shramadan
& Records

- Extent of participation of eligible families.
- Frequency of Shramadan.
- Output equals 19% of total unskilled labour
costs.
- Records are maintained in prescribed manner.
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Annexure 5.1 (Contnd.)
3.

Exposure Visit

- Large number of villagers participated (including
women)
- It was a planned visit
- Discussions that took place before & after tour.
The visit promoted better understanding of
watershed development
- Effect of exposure visit

4.

Participatory
Net Planning

- The concept is understood by VWC/villagers
- Farmer Couple (husband & wife) participated
- Proper documentation is done and completed
PNP forms in Marathi are with the VWC.

5.

VWC Meetings

- Frequency of meetings is satisfactory.
- Attendance is satisfactory. Women’s participation
is satisfactory and there are at least 33% women
in the VWC.
- Issue-based discussions take place
- Follow up of decisions taken is reflected in
activities and measures
- The VWC members understand their roles and
responsibilities
- Documentation/Records are maintained properly
with the active participation of the VWC

6.

Portfolio Management

- Understanding & distribution of Portfolios is
done
- Rules and regulations are fixed up by VWC (e.g.
fine recovery on breaking ban on free grazing
etc.)
- Responsibilities are carried out by concerned
members.
- Review of portfolio is taken regularly.
- VWC understands its responsibilities and
actively organises implementation of the work.

7.

Gramsabha Meetings

- Frequency (at least once in 3 months)
- Attendance is satisfactory (at least 70 % of the
adult villagers participate)
- Gramsabha reviews completed activities and
decisions are arrived at consensually.
- Women actively participate.
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8.

Gramsabha Records

- Are maintained properly and regularly.
- Follow up action is seen through records.
- Accountability of VWC to Gramsabha is
observed (once in 3 months)

9.

Ban on free grazing

- It is strictly observed
- Increasing acceptance of the ban (level of
resistance has decreased)
- The VWC has an effective mechanism to enforce
discipline
- Recovery of fines from those who break the ban.
- Increased stall-feeding practices observed.

10. Ban on Tree felling

- It is strictly observed
- VWC monitors it closely and has an effective
mechanism to enforce discipline
- Alternative arrangements made by villagers (e.g.
smokeless chulhas increased access to kerosene,
etc.)
- Fine recovery if any from those who break the
ban.

11. Planning for work
implementation

- The proposed work area is known to the VWC.
- Planning for next 15 days (or whatever the
duration may be ) is done and understood by the
VWC.
- PLS is involved in this process.
- VWC can identify the proposed area on map and
Net Planning has been undertaken.
- Discussed in VWC meeting regarding new areas
of work.

12. Execution &
Quality of work

- VWC members visit the work site regularly and
motivate the labourers.
- The VWC reviews the quality of the work done
periodically and takes remedial steps when
necessary.
- Adequate number of labourers are available.
- Disputes, if any, are settled by the VWC.
- VWC is involved taking of measurements and
payment to the labourers.
- Work is implemented according to the Net Plan.
- Overall impression of the work quality.
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- Trainings inputs are reflected in the quality of
the work.
- PLS performs his responsibilities satisfactorily
13. Record Maintenance

- VWC is active in the maintenance of the
different records with the help of the PLS/
NGO staff.
- All records related to work implementation and
monitoring are updated regularly.
- Records of work planned, work done, monies
received, expenditure incurred together with
map are displayed in a public place and
updated regularly (fortnightly/monthly)
- VWC can explain the entries and relationship
to work done (at least primary knowledge)
- Proceedings books of the different institutions
are maintained regularly

14. Trainings for VWC/PLS

- All the relevant training programmes are
conducted & their contents understood.
- Impact on the work and functioning of VWC is
observed.
- Follow up of trainings is taken by NGO/RRC
during meetings.
- PLS has undergone relevant trainings and is
well-equipped to perform his/her duties.

15. Women’s Involvement

- Savings Groups are formed and registers are
being maintained by the group leaders
- Regular SHG meetings are held.
- SHG are involved in watershed activities and
other income-generating activities.
- Nursery or part of it done by women’s groups.
- Women members of the VWC actively
participate in the discussions.
- Drudgery reduction and quality of life
enhancing activities are implemented by the
SHGs e.g. Kitchen gardens, improved cooking
devices, soak pits, etc.
- SMS is formed and takes an active role in
women’s development activities
- Increased awareness among the SHG members
about social issues pertaining to women and
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active steps being taken for overcoming
negativities.
16. Linkages with
Govt. Departments

- NGO/VWC makes efforts to link up with the
local government networks
- Govt. Dept. officials visit the watershed
- Planning and implementation of Govt. Dept.
work is done in consultation with VWC.
- Villagers avail of the existing government
schemes
- Synergistic relationship between Gram
Panchayat and VWC

17. Community Organizer

- Supportive to the VWC and capable of
mobilizing the community.
- Attended all the relevant training programmes.
- Supervises the records maintenance with
respect to Gramsabha, VWC meetings,
Shramadan, etc.
- Capable of conducting Gram Sabhas, VWC
meetings, etc.
- Works in close collaboration with other NGO
staff.

18. Technical Officer

- Has relevant knowledge about the technical
issues of watershed development and has the
necessary skills
- Has attended the prescribed training programs.
- Has the ability implement the work according
to the plan.
- Supervises the implementation of the work and
physically checks the quantity and quality of
the work.
- Supervises the maintenance of records.
- Liaises with the VWC and farmers in order to
build trust.

19. Mahila Samaj Sevika

- Is socially oriented and has an understanding
of gender issues.
- Has undergone the relevant trainings.
- Capabilities are reflected in activities with
regard to women’s promotion (e.g. women’s
SHGs plan, implementation and maintenance
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of records)
- Motivates and facilitates women’s active
participation in gramsabha and VWC
meetings.
- Is capable of undertaking need analysis and
implementation of women’s development
activities
20. Awareness /interest among
villagers regarding
the project

5.

- Majority of the villagers have a fair idea about
the work being implemented in their village
- Are aware of their responsibilities with respect
to the watershed project.
- Are in a position to explain the project and its
benefits to visitors.
- Can motivate & guide villagers from other
villages
- Contribute regular Shramadan and follow the
other social responsibilities related to
watershed development
- Actively participate in the Gram Sabhas
- Consensually resolve any conflicts which
affect the project.

METHOD OF RATING:
RRC, in discussion with the VWC and the villagers, rates the project on a six-monthly
basis and submits it to WOTR HO. Based on a time-series analysis of this information, the
quality of the project can be assessed and relevant inputs can be provided in areas where
additional capacities are required.
Points 01 - 16 are the indicators related to the quality of the project and performance of
the local institutions.
Points 17 - 19 are the indicators related to NGO staff and support extended.
Point 20 reflects the impact of the performance of the NGO in the village.
If the watershed receives above 60% during the last assessment of the CBP, it can be
considered as qualified for being recommended for the Full Implementation Phase.
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Annexure 6 – Concurrent Monitoring of Progress & Products
Annexure 6.1 Field Visit and Monitoring Format
1. Name of the NGO: ______________________________________________________________
2. Name of the Watershed: __________________________________________________________
3. Date of Visit: __________________________________________________________________
4. NGO persons present during the visit:
(a) Name of the Project Manager: ____________________________________
(b) Name of the Technical Officer: ____________________________________
(c) Name of the Community Organiser: _________________________________
(d) Name of the Mahila Samaj Sevika: __________________________________
5. Whether VWC members were present during the visit: (Yes / No)
If “Yes”, how many: ____________________
6. Total of labour present on work (on day of visit): Male: _______ Female: _______
Names of Supervisors:
(1) _____________________________________

(2) __________________________________

(3) _____________________________________

(4) __________________________________

7. Record Keeping:
(a) Attendance Register
(b) Measurement Book
(c) Bill Book
(d) VWC Meetings Record
(e) Gramsabha Record
(f) Impact Monitoring Record
-

Records Displayed
Whether updated

:
:
:
:
:
:

(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)

: (Yes / No)
: (Yes / No)

8. Monitoring of Treatments:
Gat number-wise Implementation:
Sr. No. Gat No.

Present Activity

Area

Activity Planned

Whether the work is according to sanctioned plan: (Yes / No)
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If “No”, reasons for deviation:
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
9. Checking of measurements in the field (at the time of monitoring):
Sr. No

Activity

Line/Unit No.

Length C width C height

Soil Type

Name of Labour

10. Shramadan information:
(a) Shramadan Method: _______________
(c) Previous date of Shramadan _________
(e) Total no. of people that participated:

(b) How regular is Shramadan? ________________
(d) What activity: __________________________
Male: ___________ Female: _____________________

11. VWC Details:
(a) Total no. of members in the VWC:
(b) Last meeting held on:
(c) Duration of VWC meeting:
(d) No. of members that attended the meeting:

Male: ___________ Female: _____________________
___________
___________
___________

(e) No. of women members present:
What role do they play?

___________
______________________________________

(f) Attendance of NGO staff:
(g) Issues discussed during the last meeting:

(Yes / No)

(i) Issues pertaining to treatment implementation
(ii) Issues pertaining to planning and monitoring
(iii) Issues pertaining to Shramadan / charaibandi
(iv) Issues pertaining to women
(h) Follow-up actions taken:
12. Wage payment system / Workdays generated:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

Payment on what basis:
Weekly / fortnightly / monthly
Total workdays / persondays generated during the period: __________
Joint account opened: (Yes / No)
Name of the Account: ___________________________
VWC resolution passed before withdrawing amount: (Yes / No)
Previous date of payment:
___________________
Muster signed by the VWC members:
(Yes / No)

(g) Name of the VWC representative:

___________________

13. Social fencing:
- Free grazing observed/followed:

(Yes / No)

- If “No”, what action has the VWC taken?
- Amount of fine:

___________________
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14. Maintenance Fund: (Applicable only to projects in the IP / FIP)
Is the Maintenance Fund being used? (Yes / No). If “Yes”,
- For what purpose?
- How are decisions regarding the use of MF taken?
- Are the yearly contributions being collected?
-

What other sources contribute to the MF? (e.g. fines, sale of grass, etc.)
Are 6-monthly reports regarding MF status being sent to WOTR / NABARD?

15. Community participation:
(a) Is the farmer consulted regarding treatments in his field / net planning? (Yes / No)
(b) What is the level of awareness regarding the Program among villagers?
(very good / good / satisfactory / poor)
16. NGO-Government-Watershed village interface:
Is the village being linked with government developmental programs? (Yes / No)
If “Yes”,
- Which Departments? ________________________________________
- What is the outcome?________________________________________
Women’s Sector :
17. SHGs :
(a) No. of SHGs in the village:
(b) Percentage of SHG members to total female population:
(c) No. of poor women (labour in WS work) in SHGs:
(d) Is the Apex Body / Samyukt Mahila Samiti formed for inter-SHG
linkages and management of Women’s Dev. Fund?

(Yes / No)

18. Income Generating Activities / Developmental Activities:
(a) If the activity selected has been discussed and accepted by majority
of the SHG members:

(Yes / No)

__________
__________
__________

(b) Women’s participation in the activity:
- in selection
- in implementation
- in management / accounts
(c) Do women feel ‘ownership’ of assets created?
(d) Repayment of loans of IG activity is done as planned:

(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)

(e) Impact of developmental activity (e.g. increase in the
nutritional status, increase in school attendance of girl child)
(f) In case of a drinking water scheme, is there a sub-committee
formed for management and collection of water tax?
Is it functioning effectively?

(Yes / No)
(Yes / No)

19. What attempts are being made to meet women’s needs / reduce
drudgery (fuel / fodder / water / sanitation / improved cooking
devices / improved health status, etc)?
20. Whether women’s groups are active in selection of plant species:
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Annexure 7 Participatory Impact Monitoring
Annexure 7.1 List of Indicators identified and measured by community during PIM
Technical/Environmental indicators:
B

B

B

B

Run off: Time of concentration, run off velocity, run off quantity (based on local understanding
such as time taken for water to reach the outlet, surface visibility of fast flowing water, etc.)
Soil erosion: Silt deposits, gully stabilization (observation of silt deposits in gully control measures,
water harvesting structures, etc.)
Water level in wells: Depth of water table in the well, Time required for replenish the well water
after pumping, withdrawal time, pumping time in different season, number of wells pre- and
post-watershed development.
Tree cover pre- and post-watershed, type of tree species, total hectares under tree cover, growth
of plant, survival, care of planted area, institutions in relation with forest, sustainability factor,
natural regeneration.

B

Grass/fodder: Increase in fodder availability, quantity of fodder, total area under fodder/ grasses.

B

Wild life: If any animal/bird species returned or seen, attitude of villagers towards wild life.

B

Change in CPR: Production and use

Agricultural production:
B

Additional area brought under cultivation

B

Increase in kharif/rabbi/summer season area

B

Change in irrigated area

B

Change in cropping pattern (horticulture/pulses/oil seed crop /floriculture/medicinal herbs etc.)

B

Change in crop yield

B

Change in total production (in terms of approximation)

B

Availability of food grains (food grains available at home/months)

Women developmental indicators:
B

No of SHGs

B

No of women in the SHGs

B

Total savings

B

Women’s participation in VWC and Gram Sabha

B

Functioning of groups

B

No. of meetings

B

Decision making in the group

B

Drinking water availability
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B

Quality of life

B

Status of women’s development activities

B

Benefits from women’s development activities

B

Change in status of women

B

Income generating activities (individual and as group)

B

Impacts of income generation

Other economic indicators
B

Change in wage rate/labour availability (number of months)

B

Change in migration

B

Change in livestock/milk production

B

Change in assets – consumer durables, agricultural implements

B

Change in housing – renovation and new construction

Other developmental indicators
B

Schooling facility

B

No. of children attending schools – change in enrollment

B

Teachers in the school – regularity, availability

B

Infrastructure and communication facility

B

Awareness of villagers regarding environmental and developmental issues

Institutional indicators
B

Number of institutions in the village

B

Type, functions

B

Benefits of institutions as perceived by members/villagers

B

Frequency of Gramsabha – attendance, decision making processes, developmental issues
discussed

B

Linkages with government line departments, banks, etc.

B

Relation of VWC and Gram Panchayat
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Annexure 8 – Indicators for Impact Evaluation
Annexure 8.1 : Systems, Methods and Formats for Information Collection
(a)

Ground Water Level (Participatory and Technical Measurement)
Through participatory discussion with frequent users of local wells, evaluators can map water
level in wells. This should be done on a periodical interval. The wells should be selected at the
outset of the programme and a group of users are facilitated to fill in a water resource map using
different coloured lines for each month and season. This is followed by a discussion on causes of
variations.
In technical measurement, water level sensor (or calibrated tape in case of open well), rain gauge
and recording book is necessary. A trained local assistant monitors well water levels and rainfall
on a daily basis and records it. Wells are monitored regularly on a monthly basis in certain
projects and variations are analysed.
Format for recording:
Name of Village:

Frequency of monitoring:

Location of well:

Date

Total Rainfall

Average Depth of Water
below ground level

Questions in Participatory Sessions:
1.

In the wells we are monitoring water table changed in this way. Is it the same in other
wells also?

2.

What may have caused this?

3.

Has there been an unusually heavy rain recently?

4.

Are more people taking/pumping/using water?

5.

Are there new wells dug in the area?

6.

Other questions such as extent of irrigation, nature of treatments done, etc. also can be
discussed.
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(b)

Height for Age:
Height and length board, weight machine, etc. are required. Anthropometric tutorial and software
(Epiinfo, SPSS) are required for data analysis.
Format for recording:
Village:

Date:

Sr. No.

Name of child

Boy/Girl

Age (in months)

Weight

Height

Qualitative questions for mothers:

(c)

-

On immunization – no. of children – nature of family

-

Food consumption, mortality/health of sibling children, etc.

Consumer durables:
Format for recording:
Village:

Date:

Consumer goods

Present

Confidence level
of response*

Before**

A
B
C

*
**

Very confident/confident/not very/using symbols
Wherever baseline of items is not available compare ownership rates between various
villages and watersheds. Calculate changing ownership (%) for various goods within and overall.
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(d)

School Attendance:
The evaluator should, ideally speaking, do a headcount of attendance on the day of visit keeping
of separate for each grade level and for the gender of the students. The finding should be discussed
with the principal of the school and alter should be discussed in the participatory sessions.
Format for recording:
School name:

Location:
Date:

Sr. No.

Grade/Standard

Boys

Girls

Questions for School Principal:
1. (After showing the counts) Do you think these numbers represent the average attendance/
enrolment?
2. If not, what is different about today?
3. The findings can be rated as ‘highly believable’, ‘believable’ and ‘unlikely’ and these ratings
should be made in consultation with NGOs and state department staff.
4. How many students usually attend?
5. Has this number changed over the last _____ years?
6. How many students attend regularly? Seasonally? Irregularly?
7. Estimate the number of children (or %) that do not attend school more than once per week.
Why don’t they attend? Under what condition might they start to attend?
8. According to our count the ratio of boys to girls is _____ to _____. Is this the average? Has
this changed over time?
9. What would it take to get more girls to attend school?
For Participatory Session:
1. What percentage of the local children attend school?
2. Do you agree with the number counted? With the principal’s estimate?
3. What are the reasons of children not going to school?
4. Under what conditions would they do so?
5. Do you feel there is change in school attendance over _______ period?
6. About gender composition of students
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(e)

Unit use and maintenance:
Obtain a complete list of all activities implemented in the watershed in consultation with NGO,
state government (and from last Process Report). For each activity define a ‘heavily used’,
‘moderately used’ and ‘underused’ unit. Do the same for maintenance. If possible, this should be
done in consultation with implementation staff. Tour the watershed, visiting all structures (if it is
large do a sampling based on type of activities) and visually inspect it. It is better to be compared
by project staff. Also speak with available beneficiaries about use and maintenance. Discuss
with project staff and also follow it up in participatory session.
Format for recording:
Name of Village:
Activity *

Total Units in
units
heavy
installed
use

Units in
moderate
use

Units in
disuse

Well
Moderately
maintained maintained

Not
maintained

Comments **

Gully
Control
Farm
Pond
Check
Dam

Questions for beneficiaries:
1. Who uses these units? How often? Under which circumstances? What are the benefits/
impacts from this unit? Reasons for non-use?
2. Who is in charge of maintenance? Who actually does the work? What do they do? How
often?
Questions for project staff:
1. % of units in __________ activity do not seem to be in use or only in light use. Why?
(Discuss particular cases).
2. Who is responsible for maintenance?
3. % of units in ___________ activity do no appear well maintained. Why? (Discuss particular
cases)
Questions for participatory sessions:
1. % of units do not seem to be in use or in light use. Why?
2. Who uses these units, how often, under which circumstances?
3. Why is it not used any more?
4. Who is responsible for maintaining the units?
* If possible include photograph, illustration.
** Changes observed when assessment is done later.
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5. ______% of units do not appear to be well maintained. Why?
6. Who is in charge of maintenance? Who does the maintenance work? What do they do? How
often?
(f)

Presence of outsiders in programme operation:
The evaluation defines outsiders as those people who would not carry out their duties unless they
are paid by the programme fund. In order to determine who actually runs the programme, visit a
sample of units from each activity. Interview local users, project staff, CBOs, etc. Visit central
funding/support/administrative offices and discuss. Attempt to meet the people who are supposedly
operating and maintaining it. Determine if these people are in some way supported by the project.
Questions for discussion with beneficiaries:
1. Who runs these programme units on a day-to-day basis>
2. If maintenance is required, who direct that it be carried out?
3. Who actually does the work?
4. If there is any dispute regarding use and maintenance of this unit how is it solved?
Besides these questions, the following questions can be included for project staff and managers:
5. Is there any mechanism through which future planning for the programme can be carried
out?
6. How does it function and under whose leadership/authority?
7. Is it carried out in coordination with any other local or state groups or through services on
payment?
Format for recording:
Who does the work – beneficiaries/CBOs/
NGO staff/State Dept. Staff or no one?
Nature of
activity

(g)

Day-to-day operation
and administration

Maintenance

Planning/
Coordination

Dispute
Resolution

Units Upgraded/Replicated without Project Support:
The investigator has to make it clear that he/she is looking for self-funded upgradation and
replication* of project activities.

*

In DANWADEP projects data on instances of replication in the project area is collected regularly in

the Consolidation Phase.
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Format for recording:
Programme:

Total Units installed in the
surveyed area

Definition of grade:
Minor upgrade

Major Upgrade

Partial Replication

Full Replication

Village

Type of unit

Minor
Upgrade

Major
Upgrade

Partial
Replication

Questions at the site/participatory session:
1. How long has this unit been in operation (in its present form)?
2. How does it work? Who built it? Who financed it?
3. Why was it built? Was it done without programme support?
4. Why don’t more people do this?

: 118

Full
Replication

Comments

AND EVALUATION SYSTEMS

119

Annexure 9 – Monitoring of Processes in Watershed Development Projects
Annexure 9.1: Parameters for Assessment
(A)

Parameters for Natural Resource Development

Categories

List of Parameters

Situation analysis

B

B

Participation of action plan

Need based allocation of budget for different components
and sub-components

B

Preparation of strategic plan

B

Adoption of demand driven approach in planning

B

Implementation of programme

Analysis of existing situation regarding natural resources
before preparation of annual action plan

Facilitation of group action and conflict resolution for
community oriented works

B

Investment on a wide range of technological options

B

Application of PRA tools

B

B
B

B
B

B
B

Genuine contribution by actual users for developmental
works
Implementation of works by people themselves
Flexibility in modification of plan during implementation
phase
Modality for repair of community-oriented structures
Monitoring of participatory processes besides physical
and financial progress
Social auditing and transparency
Operation of bank account of developmental fund by
people themselves
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(B)

Parameters to Assess Equity, Gender and Resource Utilization

Categories
Equity for resource
poor families

List of Parameters
B

B

B

B

B

B

Involvement of women

Allocation of a proportion of fund for equity oriented
development of natural resources
Development of assigned patta land and other land owned
by Resource Poor Families (RPF)
Bargaining for equity while developing private fallow
land owned by resource rich families (RPF)
Priority towards recharging of community wells / bore
wells owned by RPF
Preference for earthen structures as compared to masonry
structures
Preferential allocation of rights over usufruct from
common land in favour of RPF

B

Organization of SHG for women members

B

Organization of focused exposure visits for women

B

Investment of project fund on women specific agenda

B

Role of women in watershed committee

Social regulation regarding

B

Ban on pumping of surface water collected near those

over-exploitation of natural

B

WHS which are meant for percolation purpose

resources

B

Ban on digging of private bore well

B

B

Demarcation of buffer zone around drinking water bore
wells
Facilitation of social fencing in common land
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(C)

Parameters to assess Village Institutions

Type of Institution

List of parameters

Watershed Association

B

Adoption of sustainable modality for organisation of
WA

B

Regularity in meeting

B

Proper maintenance of proceeding and record

B

Decision making by WA

B

Eligibility criteria for membership in WA

B

Proper operation of revolving fund

B

Proper operation of watershed development fund
Resolution of conflicts related to community oriented
works / activities

B

Facilitation of transparency and social auditing

B

Ownership of audit paras by WA
Rotational system of office bearers

User Groups

B

Harmony in relationship between WA and Panchayat

B

Perception of community about functioning of WA

B

Type of items discussed in WA meetings

B

Building upon existing user groups

B

Adoption of sustainability modality for organisation of
new user groups

B

Involvement of UG in planning

B

Involvement of UG in implementation

B

Sustainable utilization of natural resource

B

Current users of natural resource

B

B

B

Clarity about ownership of community oriented
structures / measures
Functional mechanism of repair of community
oriented structures / measures
Representation of UG in management bodies
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Type of Institution

List of parameters

Watershed Committee

Self Management
B

Regularity of meetings

B

Attendance in meetings

B

Women’s Involvement in watersheds

B

Involvement of user groups

B

Record keeping

B

Transparency and Accountability

B

Participatory approach in planning and implementation

B

Preparation of action plan

B

Discussion on proposals

B

Collection of WDF

B

Works allocation

B

Supervision / monitoring of works

B

Works payment

B

Maintenance of structures

Receptivity and initiatives

Self-Help Groups

B

Training

B

Involvement in livelihood interventions

B

Building upon earlier initiatives regarding
organisation of groups.

B

Criteria for membership.

B

Regularity in meeting.

B

Proper maintenance of records and accounts.

B

Investment on HRD.

B

Self-disciplinary actions.

B

Peer group pressure.

B

Rotational system of sharing the responsibility.

B

Linkages.

B

Proper management of revolving fund.

B

Regularity in repayment of group.

B

Federation of group.
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List of Abbreviations
AAP

Annual Action Plan

APD

Assistant Project Director

APM

Assistant Project Manager

CBO

Community-Based Organisation

CBP

Capacity Building Phase

CWDP

Comprehensive Watershed Development Programme

CWDP-MP

Comprehensive Watershed Development Programme – Madhya Pradesh

DA

DANIDA Adviser

DAC

District Advisory Committee

DANIDA

Danish International Development Assistance

DANWADEP

DANIDA-Assisted Watershed Development Programme

DCBC

District Capacity Building Centres

DCC

District Coordination Committee

DDP

Desert Development Programme

DIT

District Implementation Team

DoA

Department of Agriculture

DoLR

Department of Land Resources

DPAP

Drought Prone Areas Programme

DSS

Decision Support System

GO

Government Organisation

GoI

Government of India

GTZ

German Agency for Technical Cooperation

IGA

Income Generating Activities

IGBP

Indo-German Bilateral Project

IGWDP

Indo-German Watershed Development Programme

ISPWD-K

Indo-Swiss Participatory Watershed Development – Karnataka

IWDP

Integrated Watershed Development Programme

JPR

Joint Progress Review

KWDP

Karnataka Watershed Development Programme

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MANAGE

National Institute for Agriculture Management and Extension

MB

Measurement Book

MDT

Multi-Disciplinary Team

MIS

Management Information System

MoA

Ministry of Agriculture

MoRD

Ministry of Rural Development

NABARD

National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development

NGO

Non-Governmental Organisation

NRM

Natural Resource Management

PCC

Project Coordination Committee
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PD

Project Director

PDO

Project Design Outline

PIAs

Project Implementing Agencies

PIM

Participatory Impact Monitoring

PIP

Project Implementation Plan

PIRC

Project Implementation and Review Committee

PLF

Poverty Learning Foundation

PLS

Panlot Sevak (Watershed Volunteer/Supervisor

PM

Project Manager

PM&E

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation

PMES

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

PMU

Project Management Unit

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

PSMU

Project Support and Management Unit

PSU

Project Support Unit

QAM

Qualitative Assessment Matrix

RDE

Royal Danish Embassy

RPF

Resource Poor Families

RRCs

Regional Resource Centres

SDC/IC

Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation/InterCooperation

SHG

Self-Help Group

SLPEC

State-level Project Empowerment Committee

SMS

Subject Matter Specialist

SMS

Samyukt Mahila Samiti – Apex body of women’s SHGs

UG

User Group

VDF

Village Development Fund

VDP

Village Development Plan

VDS

Village Development Society

VLI

Village Level Institutions

VWC

Village Watershed Committee

VWDC

Village Watershed Development Committee

WA

Watershed Association

WASSAN

Watershed Support Services and Activities Network

WC

Watershed Committee

WDCU

Watershed Development Coordination Unit

WDT

Watershed Development Team

WIP

Work in Progress

WIT

Watershed Implementation Team

WOTR

Watershed Organisation Trust

WTL

Watershed Team Leaders
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