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FINAL REPORT OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS

AS INTERNATIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING INSTITUTION FOR THE PROGRAM TO ENHANCE CAPACITY IN SOCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

SUBMITTED TO THE WORLD BANK BY THE 

ATENEO SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT

PHILIPPINES, JUNE 2010

Executive Summary
1. The Ateneo School of Government was contracted by the World Bank (WB) as an international capacity building institution (ICBI) for the Program to Enhance Capacity in Social Accountability (PECSA). Of the total contract amount of US$166,360, the School has already received 90% or US$150,119.00 as of 26 October 2009. The Affiliated Network for Social Accountability in East Asia and the Pacific (ANSA-EAP), which is currently managed by the School of Government, augmented the PECSA budget with US$80,860.00 for the design and production of learning materials.

2. This report covers the period March 2008 to March 2010. It includes the three Social Accountability Schools (SAS1, SAS2 and SAS3), two Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visits (MCEV1 and MCEV2) to the Philippines, and specialized training on gender budgeting and expenditure-tracking. The School of Government contributed in the design, delivery, and assessment of these capacity building activities. ANSA-EAP also provided counterpart support to convert the School’s training modules into knowledge products.

3. The School of Government developed and delivered a total 12 modules for the SAS, including two special training modules—one on gender budgeting and another on expenditure-tracking. It also packaged the MCEV kit as a learning tool with 14 syllabi prepared by Filipino mentors.

4. Thirty (30) experts were brought into SAS3 as resource persons for the training activities. They came from the combined pool of resources and experts of the School of Government and ANSA-EAP.  Twenty-two (22) served in the SAS training activities, nine (9) in the MCEV, and three (3) in the specialized trainings.

5. In terms of participants (program beneficiaries), a total of 196 attended the three runs of SAS, 14 underwent the two runs of the MCEV, and 38 joined the two specialized trainings. Among the SAS graduates, 76 Cambodians or 39% received diploma certificates indicating satisfactory absorption and learning appreciation of the various inputs about social accountability. The essay that was required of each participant served as the basis for this rating. 

6. The sharing of competence, experience, and technology from different countries was prominently cited and appreciated by the participants. Participants, especially of SAS3, said they gained better understanding of decentralization and de-concentration, which are recent changes in governance in Cambodia, using the frame of social accountability and practical tools like social audit, citizen report card, expenditure tracking, local grievance/dispute resolution mechanism, and participatory planning. 

7. PECSA succeeded in raising the participants’ awareness and basic knowledge and understanding of the necessary skills in social accountability. It has contributed toward the emergence of a pool of social accountability champions within the civil society and government sectors in Cambodia.

8. Lessons and insights from the PECSA implementation underscored the role of the PECSA manager in coordinating key actions and decisions. In terms of the learning approach, the mix of traditional teaching and exposure visits as well as the interaction between civil society and government participants reinforced the promotion of social accountability as a trust building exercise. Its effectiveness, however, depends on making the teaching materials “digestible” and giving the participants ample time for discussions. 

9. Strategic considerations include the interweaving of the different components of PECSA, particularly with grant-making, to help strengthen the alumni into a network of experts and specialists. The formulation of a competency framework would contribute to the sustainability of social accountability efforts.

10. As of March 2010, the School of Government spent US$166,360 from the PECSA funds and US$80,860.00 from the ANSA-EAP counterpart funds. A full financial report is attached.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations Used

ANSA-EAP
Affiliated Network for Social Accountability in East Asia and the Pacific

CSO
Civil society organization

ICBI
International Capacity Building Institution

MCEV
Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visits
PECSA
Program to Enhance Capacity in Social Accountability

PFM
Public Finance Management
PRIA
Participatory Research in Asia
SAS
Social Accountability School
1 BACKGROUND

The Ateneo School of Government was contracted by the World Bank to provide consulting services for the Program to Enhance Capacity in Social Accountability On 28 January 2008, the School of Government submitted its technical proposal and this was subsequently accepted by the Bank. The contract (number 7146583) between the School of Government and the Bank was signed on 17 March 2008. The approved total cost of the contract was US$166,360.00. The amount of US$150,119.00 or 90% of the total contract amount had been released to the School of Government in three tranches: 10% on 26 May 2008, 50% on 2 July 2008, and 30% on 26 October 2009.

To augment the implementation of PECSA, the Affiliated Network for Social Accountability in East Asia and the Pacific (ANSA-EAP), a regional program managed by the School of Government, offered an initial counterpart of US$54,000.00 for the “production of learning materials and other knowledge products”. This was approved by the ANSA-EAP Executive Committee on 18 February 2008. With additional counterpart in 2009, a total of US$80,860.00 had been spent to fulfill the commitment.

2 THE SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT AS AN INTERNATIONAL CAPACITY BUILDING INSTITUTION

Under PECSA, the School of Government was designated as one of two international capacity building institutions. Its main task was to develop and deliver capacity building modules on social accountability. The other ICBI was the Participatory Research in Asia (PRIA), based in India, and one local training organization, SILAKA of Cambodia. These made up the capacity building designing team for PECSA. As capacity building/training providers, these organizations through their representatives were expected to closely coordinate with each other while tapping into their individual network of expert-practitioners. 

As an ICBI, the School of Government was guided by PECSA’s development goal stated in terms of the “improved capacity of [Cambodian] citizens for a constructive engagement with government brought about by the appropriate and effective use of social accountability methods. PECSA’s objectives were to: “(i) introduce tested techniques on social accountability, particularly constructive engagement with state authorities, within a ‘Social Accountability School’ setting, (ii) facilitate continuing education through on-the-job training and mentoring programs, (iii) impart broader appreciation of social accountability through exchange visits, study tours and other special programs.”

To achieve the goal and objectives, three basic components made up PECSA’s capacity building intervention: the Social Accountability School, the Mentoring, Coaching and Exposure Visit, and other capacity building activities that were deemed helpful for the Cambodian trainees. As originally planned, these activities would run the span of the project period for a total of three iterations.
3 COVERAGE OF REPORT

This final report covers the period March 2008 to March 2010. In this period, three runs of the Social Accountability School (SAS1, SAS2, and SAS3) and the two rounds of the Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visit (MCEV1 and MCEV2) had been implemented. In addition, coordination work with partner institutions and two supplemental capacity building activities, namely gender budgeting and specialized training in expenditure-tracking, were accomplished. All services and knowledge products products delivered using PECSA and ANSA-EAP counterpart funds were included in this report. 

4 DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES

4.1 Social Accountability School.

The first major activity stipulated in the contract is the Social Accountability School, which is described in the School of Government’s technical document as follows:

[The] Social Accountability School is an extended symposium arrangement, where the learners gather in a common plenary venue. This optimizes the utilization of the international resource experts in view of the possibility of training multiple groups. It likewise encourages cross-sector and cross-discipline interactions. The symposium arrangement, more importantly, has the advantage of providing the atmosphere of a bigger community of learning, which reinforces the collaborative and cooperative attitude. It also exposes the learners to varied insights and opinions, which helps prevent highly biased and close-minded dispositions.
The plenary session shall be followed by small workshop groups where exercises and structured learning type of activities shall be done. These were actually follow-through activities to gain a sense of the absorption of the inputs in the plenary and to allow participants to express and surface questions and process deeper thoughts and reflections. The link to their actual present needs will be established and this renders gradual descent to connections to their real-life issues and problems and overall to the learners’ experiences. Along the way, the activities bring them to a higher level of processing, where reality balances out the excesses of theory, and vice versa, and eventually make them not only receivers, but also participants and contributors of learning.

The implementation of SAS activities followed these stages:
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The coordination meetings allowed the ICBIs to discuss, agree on, and decide the theme of the SAS, the topics to be covered, and the design of the modules as well as all the logis​tical preparations. The coordination meetings also clarified the distribution of tasks and responsibilities among implementing part​ners.  Each ICBI then proceeded to develop the assigned modules. This involved the contracting of expert/specialist practitioners from pool of resource persons drawn from various sectors. 

SILAKA was the repository of all training modules developed and packaged, including learning materials. SILAKA also was responsible for translating these materials into the Khmer.
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Within the total training days ranging from 10-14 days, the SAS was conducted in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Appropriate assessments were conducted at the end of each training day. The training assessment used the instrument
 designed and proposed by the School of Government to the PRIA and SILAKA as well as PECSA staff members. The entire group looked at the proposed instruments and agreed to adopt it.

Immediately at the conclusion of each SAS, participants received a certificate of atten​dance and completion of SAS modules. A diploma certificate also was granted to the participants who submitted essays on social accountability that received at least a satisfactory rating based on the assessment of PRIA and the School of Government. 

One important requirement for all SAS participants was the submission of this social accountability essay as well as a simple project proposal. The criteria for rating these two requirements were explained to the participants. PRIA and the School of Government simultaneously rated each essay and project proposal using a common rubric.  A rubric
 is a scoring guide that specified the criteria for rating the essay and the proposal. The School of Government introduced and proposed these rubrics to the PECSA team.
 The average ratings given by the School of Government and PRIA were computed together to determine the final rating of each essay. The final rating for the essay is used as basis to decide who will be awarded a diploma (certification).  In the same way, the rating for the project proposals were given by the School of Government, PRIA and SILAKA and the final average rating for each project proposal served as the basis for short-listing Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visit participants.

4.2 Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visit.

The second major activity conducted by the School of Government for PECSA was the Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visit, which is described in the School of Government’s technical document as: 

[MCEV is a] continuing education mechanism, where the relationship of the mentor and learner persists on a sustainable basis. This method is aided by modern technology, viz. internet, as a special medium or channel of exchange. Such arrangement facilitates distance mentoring and opens up potential for distance learning, which are suited for civil society practitioners who are targeted by the project and who operate in various locations in the country. Given the practical concerns of social accountability, distance continuing education will also allow the learner to pursue peculiar interests at their own pace. The mentor simply guides the learner to achieve focus and better clarity.  This however stands on the basic assumption that the infrastructure as well as the capability to go on line is present in Cambodia and among the participants.

Study tour and exposure visits to other countries allow the learner to gain exposure to on-the-ground social accountability ideas and practices in other cultures. This method operates on the broader receptivity of the learner to external environments, which engender comparison and differentiation as well as appreciation of their own situation. With adequate guidance, it generates realization on what will apply and what will be unacceptable to one’s original environ​ment.

The School of Government’s mode of delivery of the MCEV has the following set of activities:
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The School of Government, PRIA, and SILAKA jointly rated the project proposals using the rubric rating sheet. The selected project proposals were then studied to identify and analyze the learning needs and interests of each participant. Based on this review, the School of Government looked for a suitable mentor (specialist practitioner) who provided guidance and support for each MCEV participant. The assigned mentor has one or two participants under his or her care.  Mentors drafted a syllabus and lesson plan especially tailored for each MCEV participant.
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Each mentor devoted a total of 30 hours of mentoring within a span of a total of 30 days. The mentors guided MCEV participants toward improving their project proposals on social accountability especially strengthening the coherence of the desired outcomes, targeted objectives, and planned activities.

This mentoring process unfolded in four phases: 1) descriptive analysis of project context and rationale, 2) selection of appropriate conceptual handles on social accountability, 3) selection of appropriate, exemplars or practices that could serve as reference, 4), and project development (goals/outcomes, objectives/outputs, inputs and activities including budget and risks assessment. 

Online start up of Mentoring. MCEV started with an online link up between mentors and the matched MCEV participants. Through various online activities (exchange of emails, Skype, chat, etc.) the MCEV participants from Cambodia started to prepare for their visit to the Philippines. The mentors and participants started to get to know each other through online communication.  This included not only a “getting-to-know-you” experience for the Cambodians, but also a familiarization with online technology as well as preparatory data gathering about their proposals. This way the Cambodian participants could anticipate the work they would undertake in connection with the MCEV. 

The actual visit of the Cambodian participants in the Philippines was an intensive immersion and learning activity. This consisted of one-on-one and group learning activities as well as mentor-accompanied specialized learning opportunities. The participants were brought to various government and civil society contacts so they could directly experience and observe some of the practices and action programs that exemplify social accountability initiatives in the country. 

The culminating MCEV activity was a presentation of the participants’ improved project proposals. This included the incorporation of significant insights and lessons from the mentoring-coaching and exposure visit.

4.3 Special SAc Training.

In addition to the SAS and MCEV, the School of Government completed two supplemental capacity building packages. The first was a training on Gender Budgeting and another on Expenditure-Tracking. The first module was a special training for selected civil society organizations interested or already addressing gender issues and concerns in monitoring government budgets. The second module provided for the introduction of basic knowledge and practical examples of expenditure-tracking approaches and tools used by citizen groups and CSOs in monitoring various government programs. The conduct of these special training activities was made possible through the closely coordinated work between the School of Government and SILAKA, especially in terms of finalizing the design as well as the selection of participants and logistical preparations.

5 ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Following are descriptions of actual training services outputs that the School of Government, delivered in compliance with the PECSA contract. It must be noted however that the total amount PECSA paid to the School of Government was augmented by ANSA-EAP in terms of technical work (work days) provided by the ANSA-EAP team as well as some funds from ANSA-EAP.

5.1 First Social Accountability School

In a meeting in Phnom Penh with the PECSA team, then being coordinated by Ms. Corazon Juliano-Soliman, and other international partners, the School of Government’s Dean, Dr. Antonio G.M. La Viña, agreed to the plans for the conduct of the First Social Accountability School. The agreements in that meeting were reflected in the SAS1 course offering
, which had natural resource management as the main theme. SAS1 was divided into two parts, namely (1) a 1-week Basic Orientation Seminar, and (2) Enrichment and Skills-Building Workshops, with three days for each topic.
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After the application period (25 February to 7 March 2008), 81 Cambodian participants were selected for SAS1.
 The School of Government prepared five capacity building or training modules. Three modules were used in the Basic Orientation Course and two for the three-day more specialized workshops.

The Basic Orientation Module included the following topics or courses:

· Understanding Governance and the Ethics of Governance

· Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building

· Procurement and Fund-Tracking for National Ministries

The Enrichment and Skills-Building Module included the following:

· Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building (with Natural Resource Management case studies)

· Procurement and Fund-Tracking

In launching the first SAS, the School of Government’s team was put under serious constraints (time and resources) due to delayed contract processing. Thus, it had to draw largely from the immediately available and willing experts in the School of Government to complete the designing of the first batch of training resources on time. 

The School of Government mobilized highly competent resource persons who prepared the modules during the months of February and March 2008 so that it could deliver the capacity building services within the targeted training dates. The School of Government brought in the following resource persons for SAS1: 

· Dr. Antonio G.M. La Viña
“Understanding Governance and the Ethics of Governance”

· Atty. James Kho
“Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building”

· Ms. Teresita Quintos-Deles
Former Cabinet Secretary of the Government of the Philippines’ Office of the Presidential Adviser for the Peace Process
“Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building”


· Dr. Angelita Gregorio-Medel
“Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building”

· Mr. Adelfo Briones
“Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building”

· Ms. Loraine Gatlabayan
“Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building”

· Ms. Henedina Razon-Abad
Former Dean of the School of Government and Member of the Philippine Congress
“Procurement and Fund-Tracking for National Ministries” 

· Mr. Redempto Parafina
“Procurement and Fund-Tracking for National Ministries”
· Mr. Vinay Bhargava
Retired World Bank staff and Board Member of the Partnership for Transparency Fund
“Procurement and Fund-Tracking Workshop” (as resource person)

The level of effort necessary to deliver these modules in Cambodia (i.e., excluding preparations and assessment) was 14.5 days.  The detailed schedule is presented below: 

	Modules
	Actual Date of Delivery
	Level of Effort

	Basic Orientation Course

	· Understanding Governance and the Ethics of Governance
	24 March
	1 day

	· Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building
	25 March
	1 day

	· Procurement and Fund-Tracking for National Ministries
	29 March
	½ day

	Enrichment and Skills-Building Workshops

	· Building Dialogue with Government and Consensus-Building (with Natural Resource Management case studies)
	31 March-April 2/7-9 April
	6 days

	· Procurement and Fund-Tracking for National Ministries
	3-5 April/7-9 April
	6 days


Using the data gathered from accomplished assessment forms, the School of Government’s five modules received ratings that ranged from “satisfied” to “highly satisfied”.
 

In the post-SAS1 assessment meeting among the ICBIs, the discussions reviewed the preparations, the content of the training, and the methodologies employed. The plans for the next round of SAS were also firmed up. Some of the highlights of the post-SAS assessment include the necessity for ICBIs to have face-to-face meetings to prepare the design of the entire SAS course, the selection of decentralization and de-concentration as the theme of SAS2, and the use of more local materials from Cambodia in the learning content.

After completing SAS1, the participants were asked to write an essay to serve as a measure of their proficiency in relation to the topics covered. The satisfactory performance in the essay writing merited the participants the award of a “Diploma for the Certificate Course on Social Accountability” jointly issued by the School of Government and PRIA. This essay writing was made part of the School of Government’s “mechanics for the ladderized” program so that those who might get into graduate studies in the School of Government could already get the SAS courses accredited. The program was later called the PECSA Professional Advancement Incentive.

Forty-three (43) participants submitted their essays
, 23 of which were given a rating of at least a basic understanding and appreciation of SAS inputs (33% passing rate). They were awarded the “Diploma for the Certificate Course on Social Accountability” on 20 November 2008. 

5.2 First Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visits

The selection of the qualified project proposals formally started the process of the first Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visits (MCEV1). From the 25 SAS1 participants who submitted a project proposal
, 12 were chosen for the MCEV. Six were assigned to the School of Government and travelled to the Philippines on 2-11 October 2008. They were:

· Chhoun Borith, Executive Director, Khmer Youth for Sustainable Development

· Khun Borin, Director, Cambodian Association for Rural Development and Health

· Kit Touch, Program Officer, Community Legal Education Center

· Mao Pousuphy, Chief Technical Advocate, Cambodian Defenders Project (non-SAS1 graduate)

· Prak Sarann, Coordinator, Cambodian Human Rights and Development Association
· San Chey, Executive Director, Khmer Institute for National Development

A complete and customized kit was developed for the MCEV participants as guide to their day-to-day activities in the Philippines.
 The kit contained the learning components, processes and requirements as well as all background information to guide the Cambodian visitors. The School of Government contracted four mentors, with the following assignments:

	Mentors
	Mentees
	Topic

	Carole Belisario
	San Chey
	Procurement

	Paz Benavidez III
	Mao Pousuphy; 

Kit Touch
	Land rights

	Roy Cabonegro 
	Chhoun Borith
	Environment

	Jesus Vicente Garganera
	Khun Borin; 

Prak Sarann
	Civic engagement and networking


From 8 to 19 September 2008, the mentors spent at least 30 hours of online mentoring for each Cambodian participant using the syllabi with lesson plan customized for each of them.
 Later, the mentors agreed to extend the mentoring until 30 November 2008.

For the group learning activity, the Cambodians were brought to the Province of Abra to learn about the experiences of the Concerned Citizens of Abra for Good Government, a globally acknowledged best practice on social accountability and anti-corruption as well as model citizen organization successfully pursuing local level programs in the Philippines. 

For the specialized individual learning activity, each Cambodian participant was accompanied by a mentor to various civil society and government institutions with related social accountability programs.

In the post-activity assessment, challenges and risks of implementing MCEV were identified, such as: (1) low proficiency in using the Internet; (2) limited resources to access the Internet; and, (3) low proficiency in English. It was also observed that no programmatic monitoring and reporting was put in place to determine whether the participants’ learning MCEV translated into the development of their organization and their application of social accountability tools in Cambodia.

The conduct of MCEV1 was fully documented in narrative
 and video
 formats. 

5.3 Second Social Accountability School

The post-SAS1 decision to organize a face-to-face meeting among the collaborating ICBIs and SILAKA to design the next course offering started the preparation process for the Second Social Accountability School (SAS2). The World Bank agreed to provide additional support of US$4,000 for this activity. Held in Phnom Penh 18-21 August 2008, under the coordination of Mr. Preap Kol, the ICBIs and SILAKA met and drew up the course design and plans for SAS2. Discussions with experts on Cambodian decentralization were also arranged. Representatives of the School of Government (Dr. Angelita Gregorio-Medel and Mr. Redempto Parafina) actively participated and provided valuable inputs during the four-day meeting in Phnom Penh.
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The agreements of the School of Government, PRIA, SILAKA, and PECSA representatives during the face-to-face meeting were reflected in the SAS2 course offering. Under the main theme of democratic decentralization and good governance, the ICBIs organized SAS2 covering 11 training days. It was divided into two major parts, namely, (1) Conceptual Understanding of Social Accountability and Decentralization, (2) Social Accountability Tools and Approaches. 

After processing the applications between 22 September to 2 October 2008, 60 Cambodian participants were selected for SAS2.
  The School of Government was tasked to prepare six modules namely:

· Part 1. Conceptual Understanding of Social Accountability and Decentraliza​tio​n

· Importance/Rationale for D&D

· Frameworks for Decentralization: Global Perspective

· Galing Pook: Performance Evaluation and Awards

· Ethics and Public Value in Good Governance

· Part 2. Social Accountability Tools and Approaches

· Grievance Mechanism

· Expenditure-Tracking

The pool of resource persons that the School of Government mobilized for SAS2 combines direct experiences and expertise in both government and civil society sectors. They developed the modules and/or contributed to parts of the modules, which were delivered on appointed dates. The resource persons included the following:

· Dr. Eddie Dorotan
“Importance/Rationale for D&D; Frameworks for Decentralization: Global Overview; Galing Pook: Performance Evaluation and Awards”

· Mayor Sonia Lorenzo
“Ethics and Public Value in Good Governance”

· Ms. Brenda Jay Mendoza, MA, LLB
“Grievance Mechanism”

· Ms. Paola Deles, MA
“Grievance Mechanism”

· Ms. Carole Belisario
“Expenditure-Tracking”

· Mayor Jesse Robredo
“Citizens’ Participation in Local Budgeting” (used in Expenditure-Tracking)

· Ms. Pura Sumangil
“Monitoring of Infrastructure in Local Communities” (used in Expenditure-Tracking)

· Mr. Redempto Parafina
“Expenditure-Tracking”

The delivery of these modules (i.e., excluding preparations and assessment) was equivalent to a total level of effort of 5.5 days and the details are listed below.

	Modules
	Actual Date of Delivery
	Level of effort

	Conceptual Understanding of Social Accountability and Decentralization

	· Importance/Rationale for Democratic Decentralization 

· Frameworks for Decentralization: Global Overview

· Galing Pook: Performance Evaluation and Awards
	18 November/

19 November
	½ day

	· Ethics and Public Value in Good Governance
	18 November
	1 hour

	Enrichment and Skills-Building Workshops

	· Grievance Mechanism
	25-26 November
	2 days

	· Expenditure-Tracking
	25-26 November
	2 days


Dr. Angelita Gregorio-Medel also provided technical assistance in the designing of the modules on “Understanding the Concepts of Good Governance, Decentralization and De-concentration and Social Accountability” and “Project Proposal Preparation and Mentoring”.

Based on the data from the accomplished assessment forms, the participants rated these modules as “satisfactory” or “highly satisfactory”.
 

In the post-SAS2 assessment meeting among the ICBIs, some issues and concerns that were raised include the tendency among the participants to combine many different tools in one project idea, which indicates weakness in either project development or social accountability approach itself.

After completing SAS2, the participants were asked to write the required essay. Following the School of Government’s “PECSA Professional Incentive Program”
, the participants answered the set questions, their answers to which were rated according to the same set of criteria used in SAS1. The passing rate, however, was raised from 33% to 55%. Thirty participants submitted their essays, of which 30 were evaluated as eligible for diploma certificate. 

5.4 Second Mentoring-Coaching and Exchange Visits

The School of Government and PRIA screened the MCEV2 applicants following these criteria: Relevance, Creative Focus, Clarity and Congruence, Evidence and Examples, Comprehensiveness, and Timeline. Fourteen Cambodians were chosen: eight visited the Philippines and six went to India. The School of Government prepared a shortlist of the mentor-coaches who guided the design and implementation of the mentoring program by working closely with the participants under their care.
 On 14-30 April 2009, each participating Cambodian was matched and assigned to a specific mentor-coach. Below were the MCEV2 participants with their corresponding project proposals and mentor-coach:

	Selected Participants
	Project Title
	Assigned Mentor-Coach

	Mr. Bun Chan Lyla
	Increasing Local Participation in Decentralization and Social Development process of Commune Investment plan in Kampong Thom Province
	Mr. Edwin Chavez

	Mr. Chhim Sopheark
	Community Feedback and Reportage – a tool for commune-based social accountability
	Mr. Emmanuel “Boyet” C. Areño

	Mr. Im Sothy
	Citizens’ Participation and Commune Council Accountability in Commune Council Services
	Mr. Jude Esguerra

	Mr. Kry Sopheap
	Social Accountability Alumni of Cambodia (SAA)
	Prof. Grace Gorospe-Jamon, Ph.D.

	Mr. Pen Sony
	Civic Engagement for Social Accountability (CESA)
	Mr. Gabriel “Garrie” A. David

	Ms. Soseang Sotheary
	Better Civic Engagement for Community development
	Mr. Edwin Chavez

	Ms. Soun Sovaney
	Social Accountability for Cambodian Youth
	Mr. Emmanuel “Boyet” C. Areño

	Mr. Leav Reoun
	The Economical and Social Development Attitude
	Mr. Gabriel “Garrie” A. David


Like MCEV 1, the mentor-coaches and Cambodian mentees of MCEV2 spent 30 hours for the online mentoring within a span of 30 days. The modes used included email, chat (instant messaging), and Skype. From 1-16 May, modules were designed and the mentees and mentor-coach were introduced to each other. The online mentoring took place from 19 May to 12 June 2009. 

Complementing the online mentoring-coaching process was the intensive 10-day in-country immersion for the mentees, which was conducted from 19 to 30 June 2009. Similar to MCEV1, the activities were divided into the group visit and the mentor-accompanied visits. 
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After the general orientation, the Cambodians proceeded to Naga City to learn about the social accountability work of the Naga City People’s Council, particularly its long history and credible work in the field of engaging CSOs in participatory planning. From 25 to 29 June 2009, there was the individual mentoring-coaching and the mentor-accompanied visits to institutions. After the visits to the institutions, the mentees were given time to process their experience and locate the lessons, approaches and strategies that will be useful for their own proposals. On June 29, 2009, the mentees did the Simultaneous Project Proposal Panel Presentations, and afterwards evaluated the MCEV2. 

In the post-activity assessment, mentor-coach and Cambodian practitioners identified areas of concern that needed to be considered in implementing MCEV, including:

· Differences in socio-political and cultural context are factors to be considered in adapting or replicating approaches and initiatives on social accountability;

· Language and level of technological differences need to be addressed to maximize time and provide for substantive discussions in online exchanges; and,

· There was a tendency for Cambodian practitioners to be limited by their primary objective of developing their proposal at the expense of other opportunities that could help them deepen their learning experience.  For example, the phase-by-phase mentoring and coaching activities originally planned by mentors were not maximized by participants. On the other hand, the selection of the mentors based on competence, experience, and practice and the matching with the specific needs of each mentee was identified to have played critical factor in the success of MCEV.

The conduct of MCEV2 was fully documented in both narrative
 and video
 formats.

5.5 Gender Budgeting.

From 26 to 30 June 2009, the School of Government conducted an on-site coaching and mentoring activity for Cambodian civil society organizations on gender-responsive budgeting. It contracted Ms. Cecile Iguiron-Fantastico to undertake the five-day activity that made use mainly of face-to-face learning
, with some on-line preparatory work for data-collection. A diagnostic tool was also employed to assess the organization’s capacity to analyze budget and the gender and development issues surrounding it.

The activity coached 13 participants belonging to civil society organizations. These were the Committee to Promote Women’s Political Participation, Gender and Development for Cambodia , and SILAKA for the session at the commune level; NGO Forum and Khmer Institute for National Development for the session with groups at the national level; and Community Support Organization and Development and a local school for the session specific to the Takeo Province. Five of them returned their accomplished diagnostic forms.

For the assessment report, see Annexes 26a and 26b.

5.6 Expenditure-Tracking.

On 21-23 January 2009, the School of Government conducted a specialized training on expenditure-tracking for Cambodian civil society organizations. Mr. Redempto Parafina, ANSA-EAP Network Coordinator and former G-Watch Director, conducted the training. In cooperation with Mr. Edward Gacusana of the Makati Business Club, he prepared a module that showcased the Philippine experience in procurement reforms and the G-Watch model for expenditure-tracking as applied in various government programs, such as for textbook, medicines, public works, and disaster relief goods.

There were 25 participants in the specialized training expenditure-tracking.
 These included participants from the following organizations:

· Cambodia Youth for Development Society

· Cambodian Community Development of Veteran Affairs
· Cambodian People Living with HIV/AIDS Network
· Cambodian Rural Development Team
· Child Assistance for Mobilization and Participation

· Children and Youth Development

· Church World Service-Cambodia
· Civic Institute for Governance
· Community Agriculture Marketing Coordinator

· Community Support Organization and Development
· Council for Development of Cambodia

· Gospel for Children

· Indradevi Association

· Khmer Organization for Rural Community Development
· Khmer Youth and Social Development
· Ministry of Environment

· Plan International

· Ponlok Sangkom Kampuchea

· SILAKA

· The Press Council of Cambodia

· Womyn's Agenda for Change.
5.7 Third Social Accountability School

Another face-to-face meeting (23-25 March 2009 at the World Bank Office in Phnom Penh, Cambodia)
 was held to discuss the design of the third Social Accountability School (SAS3) curriculum. The possible topics considered for the specialized training and the operational issues pertaining to the second MCEV were also reviewed. 

In that meeting, PECSA’s expanded program framework was also presented. For almost a year, capacity building had been the single component that was the focus of PECSA operations. It was deemed important to synergize it with other component functions, such as networking, grants, and monitoring and evaluation. This would ensure greater impact and sustainability. Thus, after providing training (i.e., SAS, MCEV, specialized training), a follow-up on SAc implementation toward institutionalization will be included. 

To address the need for synergy in the expanded operational framework of PECSA, it was agreed that slots in SAS3 would be devoted to the provincial networks involved in networking component. These provincial network members, together with the alumni group (graduates of SAS 1 and 2), were expected to become the focal points for institutionalization and continuation of SAc practice in Cambodia. SILAKA was tasked to coordinate with Star Kampuchea on drawing in provincial network participants to SAS3. 

For the curriculum design
, the ICBIs chose the theme “Social Accountability in the Context of Democratic Decentralization in Cambodia” for SAS3. The four modules listed below were delivered from 26 May to 6 June 2009 at the National Institute of Education in Phnom Penh. 

The School of Government jointly attended to the training logistics and coordination with SILAKA. As agreed in the face-to-face meeting, the objectives of the SAS3 were the following:

· Develop better appreciation of the public value of Social Accountability by tracing its links to good governance;

· Introduce global ideas, strategies, practices and tools on Social Accountability especially those applicable to democratic decentralization agenda in Cambodia;

· Stimulate a shared process of creative approaches to engaging government through the application of Social Accountability tools and approaches;

· Develop better understanding on the role of media in promoting Social Accountability; and,

· Encourage individual and collective commitment and action through Social Accountability projects.

Four modules were designed to achieve these objectives:

· Module 1: Foundation on SAc and Good Governance

· Module 2: Deepening Understanding on Democratic Decentralization and SAc

· Module 3: Participatory Planning in the Context of Democratic Decentralization
· Module 4: Local Budgeting and Expenditure Tracking in the Context of Democratic Decentralization
A total of 55 participants were trained under SAS3.
 Nineteen (19) were female. Thirty-three (33) came from different provinces. Six (6) were government workers. . SAS3 also offered a special module on “Engaging Media for Social Accountability”. Thus, there were two classes running in parallel sessions. The “Engaging Media for Social Accountability” ran every morning from 25-29 May 2009 with 12 participants. The class of “Democratic Decentralization”
 ran from 26 May to 6 June 2009. 
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A quiz on the basics of “Social Accountability, Good Governance and Democratic Decentralization” was given by the School of Government, PRIA and SILAKA on May 26, 2009 to check on the participant’s familiarity with key insights that would be used in the duration of the SAS3. Each group was asked one question at a time from the question bank. One member from each group answered the question. There were three judges from the resource persons who decided the appropriateness of the answers given by a particular group. At the end of each round the scorer announced the score. Depending on the time and energy level of the group, several rounds were organized and at the end of all rounds, the judges provided some clarifications on selected questions. After the quiz, the School of Government gave the orientation of the learning journal. Under Module 1, the Framework for Social Accountability was used to synthesize the different factors that help create a good society.

On 27 May 2009, under the same module on the Foundation on SAc and Good Governance, the School of Government facilitated the session on “Ethics and Public Value of Good Governance”.
 It was explained to the participants that checking and monitoring the conduct and performance of public officials and service providers in their use or allocation of public resources were crucial in the attainment of a just and equal society where the basic needs of the public were adequately met. At the end of the day, the School of Government delivered the session on the “Connection between Good Governance, Democratic Decentralization and Social Accountability”
 to unify the features and components that create the foundations of good governance and social accountability.

From 25-28 May 2009, the School of Government facilitated the parallel session on “Engaging Media for Social Accountability”.
 The School of Government worked with PRIA to facilitate the session on “Examples of Connections between Good Governance, Democratic Decentralization and Social Accountability” on 28 May 2009.  On 30 May 2009, the School of Government delivered a case study under the session of “Case Exemplars on Civil Society Engagement in Democratic Decentralization”
 under Module 2. A case study on Naga / Iloilo in the Philippines was used for the session.

From 3-5 June 2009, the School of Government facilitated the sessions on “Local Budgeting and Expenditure Tracking”.
 Games were used to introduce such concepts as the Public Finance Management (PFM) cycle, local budgeting, and expenditure tracking. Simplified versions of the PFM cycle and the Commune/Sangkat Development Planning were introduced. 

Together with PRIA and SILAKA, the School of Government assisted in the “Project Proposal Consultation” with the participants in the final day of the SAS3 on 6 June 2009.

The modules delivered by the School of Government, excluding preparation and assessment, was equivalent to 8 days.

	Modules
	Actual date of delivery
	Level of effort

	Module 1: Foundation on SAc and Good Governance

	· Group Quiz Competition

· Basics of Social Accountability, Good Governance and Democratic Decentralization
	6 May 2009
	1 hour

	· Orientation on Learning Journal 
	26 May 2009
	15 minutes

	· Ethics and Public Value of Good Governance
	27 May 2009
	30 minutes

	· Connection between Good Governance, Democratic Decentralization and Social Accountability
	27 May 2009
	45 minutes

	Module 2: Deepening Understanding on Democratic Decentralization and SAc

	· Case Exemplars on Civil Society Engagement in Democratic Decentralization 
	30 May 2009
	30 minutes

	Module 4: Local Budgeting and Expenditure Tracking in the Context of Democratic Decentralization
	3-5 June 2009
	3 days

	· Project Proposal Consultation (with PRIA and SILAKA)
	6 June 2009
	5.5 hours

	· Engaging Media for Social Accountability
	25-28 May 2009
	4 days


Similar to the practice in SAS1 and SAS2, the School of Government mobilized the expertise of key persons in the government, academe and civil society sectors in delivering the modules. They were the following:
· Ms. Melinda Quintos de Jesus
“Engaging Media for Social Accountability”

· Mr. Luis V. Teodoro
“Engaging Media for Social Accountability”

· Ms. Flory Tabio
“Case Exemplars on Civil Society Engagement in Democratic Decentralization”

· Mr. Edward Gacusana
“Local Budgeting/Expenditure Tracking”
In the post-SAS3 assessment, participants noted that the presence of Mr. Pheap Tuy, Adviser to the National Committee for the Management of Decentralization and De-concentration Reform, was very helpful in answering questions on Commune/Sangkat budgeting processes. They also found useful and enjoyable the use of games to introduce concepts like Public Finance Management cycle, local budgeting, and expenditure tracking. NGO members realized the importance of working with local authorities in their initiatives. 

In their assessment of SAS3, the ICBIs (School of Government and PRIA) emphasized the need for more local grounding of lessons and topics in terms of providing Cambodian examples. In the local budgeting and expenditure tracking module, for instance, most of the participants had limited experience and knowledge about local procurement practices as well as contract implementation processes. The Cambodian policy and political environment could have also discouraged citizen monitoring of such processes by limiting access to information.
There were therefore some difficulties during the sessions in SAS3 to link the lessons on the concepts and tools to actual Cambodian cases or problems. Some suggestions on ways to address this issue included conducting pre-workshop assignments or exercises that would help the participants prepare for the inputs, linking the inputs more closely to the guided application during the mentoring phase to facilitate internalization of the lessons, and partnering with local organizations (as in the case of the media module).
6 STRATEGIC PLANNING OF PECSA

The School of Government participated in the PECSA strategic planning session, which aimed to draw out a five-year plan for the program. Mr. Redempto Parafina represented the School of Government. Mr. San Chey also attended in his capacity as ANSA-EAP Network Fellow.

The group identified the gains, constraints and lessons learned. Based on these inputs, they created the strategic goals and general strategies for the next five years. The areas where the School of Government and ANSA-EAP will have a role to play until June 2010 were identified. These were the following:

· Development and production of IEC materials, Oct 2009 to Jan 2010. Partners: PECSA, SILAKA, The Asia Foundation, ANSA-EAP, and SAS Alumni. Objective: Localization of SAc.
· Training of Trainers, March-April 2010. Partners: SILAKA, PECSA, PRIA, School of Government. Objective: Strengthening of CSO networks.

· “Sensitization” Training of GO-NGO-Donors on SAc, focusing on a selected sector (e.g. health), that will comprise 3½-day events; and one training (including field work). Sensitization events – Jan 2010; Training – March 2010. Partners: PECSA, School of Government, PRIA, SILAKA. Objective: Sectoral intervention.

7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

(a) Three Social Accountability Schools, two Mentoring-Coaching and Exposure Visits to the Philippines, and specialized trainings on gender budgeting and expenditure-tracking were conducted. The School of Government contributed in designing, delivery and assessment of these capacity building activities. ANSA-EAP provided counterpart support to convert the School of Government’s knowledge products used in PECSA.
(b) The School of Government developed and delivered 12 modules for the SAS and specialized training. It also packaged the MCEV kit as a learning tool with 14 syllabi prepared by the Filipino mentors.
(c) Thirty experts and resource persons were mobilized from the combined networks of the School of Government and ANSA-EAP. There were 22 of them who served in the SAS, 9 in the MCEV, and 3 in the specialized training.
(d)  In terms of participants (program beneficiaries), 196 attended three runs of SAS, 14 underwent the two runs of the MCEV, and 38 joined the two specialized trainings. Among the SAS graduates, 76 or 39% received diploma certificates indicating satisfactory appreciation of social accountability based on the essays they have submitted.
(e) The sharing of competence, experience, and technology from different countries was prominently cited and appreciated by the participants. They expressed having gained better understanding of decentralization and deconcentration, which were deemed highly relevant given the recent changes in governance policies in Cambodia. Applying a social accountability framework and practical tools, such as social audit, citizen report card, expenditure tracking, local grievance/dispute resolution mechanism and participatory planning, helped participants imagine concretely possible means of engaging their government.
(f) The PECSA was successful in initially raising the participants’ knowledge and skills on social accountability. It helped set up a potential pool of social accountability champions within the civil society and government sectors, at both national and local levels.

8 LESSONS AND INSIGHTS

This section presents a brief listing of lessons worth considering in the next steps of PECSA and future capacity building interventions in Cambodia, especially on the topic of social accountability. Two categories of lessons are presented here: (1) the technical and logistical aspects of managing a SAS and MCEV and (2) the more strategic aspects for a social accountability program/project development.

(a) The clear designation of the point person who will take on the central responsibility of coordinating the ICBIs must be made at the earliest possible time (after due consultations with partners). This helps tighten efficiency and ensures that final decisions are clear, properly disseminated and followed up. The PECSA manager was expected to do this, but it was not clear if indeed this should have been so. Although the PECSA managers did a competent job, this role and function were never actually clarified.

At different points, PRIA and School of Government representatives as well as SILAKA were requested to discuss among themselves the means and mechanics of coordination and communication. Leveling about decisions and finalizing the specifics of the training designs, training materials and tools should have had clear and set mechanisms.
(b) The SAS (structured face-to-face training sessions) and the MCEV played an important role in opening up Cambodian participants to the thinking and practice of SAc. The mix of the more traditional training activity together with the exposure visit was greatly improved by the effort exerted by the ICBIs and the PECSA team to incorporate learner-friendly and creative learning strategies.
(c) The presence and inclusion of a number of participants from government agencies helped a lot in getting Cambodian CSO representatives to open their minds to more constructive relations with government, and vice versa. It also started to build bridges between the participants allowing the CSO representatives to be a bit more familiar with the Cambodian bureaucracy. This was an important step in trust-building as SAc‘s requisite exercise to facilitate constructive engagement between CSOs and government.
(d) The exemplars and experiences from other countries were important materials and inputs in the SAS. These, however, must be made more digestible by anchoring them on Cambodian needs and present experiences. Such an approach would have allowed the Cambodians to see and comprehend the road map from “what is” to “what it could be”. In several instances, the nascent phase in the overall development and reform experiences of CSOs and government presented a limited basis to root concepts to actual field-level experiences and local knowledge.
(e) The training sessions became more alive and dynamic when participants were given much time for discussions among themselves and in the plenary forum. This was especially true because of the bilingual delivery of the training. The use of structured learning exercises simplified the anchoring of the concepts to the participants’ own experiences and observations of the Cambodian society.

It is best for experts to first help participants describe their own perceived situation and understanding before inputs are brought in and directly referenced to the Cambodians’ expressed concerns and experiences. Long-winded lectures that are too heavy on concepts must be avoided because they only bore, and worse, confuse participants.

(f) Tying the training to concrete outputs of participants (essays and project proposals on SAc) was most useful and effective in encouraging participants to capture their thoughts immediately and turn their new found knowledge into a plan for a concrete action. This helped bridge the “external” learning stimulus to the internal processing of the participants, which, in turn, encouraged them as learners to reflect and act on what they heard and read. 

9 SOME STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS
(a) The entire PECSA which was made up of several components could have been more tightly interwoven so that the SAS/MCEV alumni could have started a social accountability pool of practitioners. The alumni group could be the pool from which future experts and specialists grounded in practice would be drawn. They could naturally lead the advocacy and pursuit of a social accountability agenda and networking in the country. It must be supported with a continuing education on SAc.
(b) The sustained engagement of SAS participants in SAc work would have been made possible by linking grant making to the other components of PECSA.  For example, the provincial networking, grant making and the SAS graduates could have been better coordinated.
(c) A counterpart SAS could have also been offered to the supply side program to parallel and ensure counterpart efforts. It would provide better anchoring to strengthen the relationship of the CSOs and government for SAc.
(d) Designing a structured training like SAS requires better prepared training needs assessment. This assessment must be done after the training participants had been identified and finalized.

(e) The construction of a competency framework on SAc is an output that could provide PECSA proponents a better grasp of how reform could be sustained and designed better to advance the SAc agenda in Cambodia.
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� A rubric is a scoring tool for subjective assessments. It is a set of �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Criteria" \o "Criteria"�criteria� and �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standardization" \o "Standardization"�standards� linked to learning objectives that is used to assess a student's performance on papers, projects, �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Essays" \o "Essays"�essays�, and other assignments. Rubrics allow for �HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Standardised_testing" \o "Standardised testing"�standardized evaluation� according to specified criteria, making grading simpler and more transparent. The rubric is an attempt to delineate consistent assessment criteria. It allows teachers and students alike to assess criteria which are complex and subjective and also provide ground for self-evaluation, reflection and peer review. It is aimed at accurate and fair assessment, fostering understanding and indicating the way to proceed with subsequent learning/teaching. This integration of performance and feedback is called "ongoing assessment." 
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