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Executive Summary 
1.
Trócaire is the Irish affiliate of Caritas Internationalis
 and of International Cooperation for Development and Solidarity (CIDSE)
. It commands roughly 40% market share of annual private donations by the Irish public towards Third World aid. It thus has demonstrated that it has built up a very substantial constituency of public support in Ireland.  In addition, it has enjoyed a consistently good relationship with Ireland Aid / Development Cooperation Ireland over the years, a relationship which went far beyond Trócaire being a recurrently successful supplicant for funding under the various schemes for which it was eligible, e.g. the Block Grant Scheme, the Human Rights and Democratisation Scheme, Emergency, Rehabilitation and Development Education. Over time, Trócaire earned the respect of Development Cooperation Ireland for its high-quality policy analysis, research and publications on topical issues pertaining to international development (e.g. debt, trade, human rights). Thus, when Development Cooperation Ireland began in 2001 to consider the initiation of a Multi-Annual Partnership Scheme, Trócaire would have been considered prima facie to be a strong – indeed obvious - candidate for inclusion. 

2.
Apart from self-portrayal as an advocacy-based, partner-focused organisation, Trócaire identifies three other key characteristics of its corporate persona: firstly, the philosophy of faith-based compassionate solidarity; secondly the notion of ‘rootedness’ within Irish society (valuing the numerically small contributions of ordinary individuals just as much as the multi-million Euro grants from institutional donors); and thirdly an aversion to technocratic or mechanistic perspectives on development (as distinct from viewing human development as a complex, people-centred process). Furthermore, Trócaire sees itself as “a progressive development organisation with an ambitious agenda delivered upon by professionally competent and committed staff”.
 Finally, Trócaire is protective of its independence from officialdom; it sees its independence as both necessary and desirable if its engagement in advocacy is to have credibility.

3.
Trócaire has suffered two significant organisational ‘shocks’ within the past three to four years which are thought to have had an adverse effect:

· its relocation (2002) from South Dublin to Maynooth (following a decision by its Trustees), as a result of which it lost 40% of its HQ based staff; 
· the untimely death in mid-2004 of its International Director, who was an inspirational figure in the organisation and whose absence was felt deeply by staff in the International Department in particular.

4.       Trócaire utilised the opportunity and the flexibility afforded by MAPS to scale up the work of its International Department very significantly within a short period of time, utilising the policy framework which had already been laid out in the Strategic Plan 2002-5. MAPS was therefore a powerful and valuable mechanism whose advent was particularly timely, and which Trócaire was able to use in order to implement concepts which were already in gestation, but which in the absence of MAPS would have been realised to a much lesser degree.

5.
In terms of financial administration, Trócaire has treated MAPS as a co-financing fund linked to specified projects / programmes in 35 out of its total of 55 operational countries, rather than as a form of agency-wide budget support. It has consistently contributed from its own resources approximately 25% of the cost of the designated programmes which receive 75% funding from MAPS.  Accountability and traceability of MAPS funding have been facilitated by this approach (although it has repeatedly given rise to administrative complications).

6.
Over the years, Trócaire had accumulated more experience than its peers as a practitioner of partnership; even in emergency settings Trócaire works in a partnership mode more often than not.  Trócaire’s range of Southern partners was (and still is) heterogeneous, in terms of size, capacity, expertise, autonomy, management systems, communications, etc. The corollary was that its pre-MAPS portfolio comprised a corresponding number and range of individual projects. Although Trócaire had already embraced the principle of programmatic working prior to its entry to MAPS, it was nevertheless faced with a considerable challenge to progressively recast this portfolio into a more programmatic mode, without the luxury of being able to ‘stop the clock’. It is extremely difficult for an organisation which has an existing cadre of partners on a project - not programme - basis to rapidly switch to working programmatically, without being accused of imposition on its Southern partners (and in the process risking damage to those partner relationships). 

7.
The four categories which constituted the pillars of Trócaire’s original MAPS submission (Livelihood Security, Development of Civil Society, Peace-building and Conflict Transformation, and Rehabilitation) have been consistently adhered to. However, the degree to which these four categories have evolved into coherent programmes (as distinct from thematic clustering of discrete project interventions at country level) would appear to be considerably more limited than had been anticipated by Trócaire (and by Development Cooperation Ireland) at the outset of MAPS.  In retrospect, the policy framework under each of these headings was too shallow to permit a truly programmatic approach to be articulated and implemented; this deficiency has been recognised and is gradually being rectified, but in the meantime, the pre-existing project-based model is proving rather slower to modify than was initially thought.

8.
A very positive development was the creation in early 2003 of a Programme Quality Unit with responsibility for policy development, M&E, and programme-related staff development. However the Unit is over-burdened, having had only one staff member assigned to it for most of the time. It is clear that the Unit has become the main repository of institutional learning, and that it is taking appropriate steps to disseminate learning points across the organisation. 

9.
The potential for MAPS to be utilised in support of the agency’s own organisational development needs does not appear to have been recognised at a sufficiently early stage in the process (this was not explicitly mentioned as a possibility when MAPS was being established). Furthermore, with a few exceptions, the potential of MAPS as a catalyst to inculcate programmatic thinking agency-wide does not appear to have been grasped; the tendency seems to have been to compartmentalise MAPS mainly within the International Department, leaving the Communications & Education, and Policy & Advocacy Units  (for example) largely untouched by it.

10.
HIV / AIDS is seen by Trócaire both as a substantive focal sector and as a cross-cutting issue throughout its programme. Trócaire has been a very active player in HAPS (drawing down €0.5m in the current year), and in the Dóchas Network on HIV/AIDS. A reasonably comprehensive HIV /AIDS Policy Statement has been in existence since December 2002, which has guided the process of mainstreaming HIV / AIDS within the organisation, and by extension to an increasing number of overseas partners; this process is still on going. There is a part-time in-house HIV/AIDS Programme Officer, and a full-time specialist Advisor has been appointed, to take up duty in July 2005.  

11.
The attention to mainstreaming of Gender as a cross-cutting issue is less consistent. There is a brief (2-page) Gender Policy statement, which formed part of the 1999-2002 Strategic Plan. There are many examples of ‘women in development’ type interventions in its global programming, as well as strategic responses to gender needs in certain locations and contexts. In the field, the evidence is that partners are at extremes of the continuums in terms of their understanding and application of gender, which is in part a reflection of the range of partners in terms of size and capacity. Scope for programmatic links between partners may exist here. 

12.
Overall, the Evaluation Team considers that the (already strong) partnership relationship between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire has been further strengthened as a result of MAPS, and that the Scheme has enabled Trócaire’s International Department to considerably scale up its interventions at a quantitative level and in a manner consistent with the shared objectives of combating global poverty and injustice. However, there is a modicum of disappointment that the opportunities afforded by MAPS to work more programmatically, creatively and imaginatively have not been maximised by Trócaire. The Evaluation team readily acknowledges that the objective of working with different levels of partnerships in a programmatic mode is understandably a long term process which is not realistically attainable within a 3 year “pilot” phase; indeed ‘MAPS I’ was expected by its architects to involve a good deal of ‘learning by doing’ for all parties involved, and that has turned out to be the case. In all likelihood, any shortcomings to which we have alluded, may have more to do with over-ambitious or unrealistic expectations by all concerned at the inception of MAPS back in 2002, than with anything else. It is also conceivable that Trócaire has been a little over-cautious in its approach to MAPS to date; it has tended to select partners and programmes which are relatively safe and reliable, and has been rather risk-averse in its utilisation of MAPS, although it must also be conceded that exposure to risk has also been correspondingly limited. In any event, the validity of MAPS per se both as a partnership vehicle and as a strategic funding mechanism has been broadly vindicated in our assessment, as indeed has Trócaire’s participation in it. 

13.
The Evaluation Team recommends to Trócaire:

a) That the up-coming consultative process leading up to the new Strategic Plan 2006-9 should be utilised in order to (re-) generate an agency-wide understanding of the concept and practice of a programmatic approach; 

b) That Trócaire’s submission for a new phase of MAPS should reflect, and be anchored in, the main tenets of the emerging Strategic Plan, with realistic targets and timeframes;
c) That Trócaire’s main focus during MAPS II should be less on quantitative growth in MAPS, and more on consolidation and qualitative deepening, with a stronger programmatic emphasis; consideration should be given to reducing the number of MAPS operational countries, from 35 down to c. 20, in order to enhance the impact of MAPS through a greater concentration of effort and resources;
d) That Trócaire’s Management Team should clarify the internal policy route applicable at different levels (strategic / operational), and to disseminate this across the organisation. It should also bring to rapid and definitive fruition the various position papers in which much time has been invested but which have not yet received the policy imprimatur, e.g. documents on Partnership, Evaluation and Learning, Programme Approach, Livelihood Security;
e) That Trócaire should significantly strengthen its Programme Quality Unit by providing it with resources commensurate with (a) the wide scope of its remit and (b) its centrality to the organisational development challenges outlined in this Report.

1.
Introduction 
1.1.
This report is one of a series of seven which together constitute the end product of a wide-ranging external evaluation commissioned by Development Cooperation Ireland of its Multi-Annual Programme Scheme (MAPS). This Scheme was first introduced toward the end of 2002; it involved five participating agencies (Christian Aid Ireland, Concern, GOAL, Self Help Development International and Trócaire), and at the time of writing MAPS is approaching expiry of its initial three-year phase of operation. The evaluation assignment was conducted between late January and late June 2005 by a consultant team comprising INTRAC (UK) and Annesley Resource Partnership (Ireland).

1.2.
The purpose of the MAPS Evaluation was to assess the progress of the Scheme, focusing primarily on relevant strategic and operational issues and examining performance from the perspectives of (a) international standards of best practice, (b) effectiveness, (c) efficiency, and (d) impact, with particular emphasis on Partnership. The exercise was designed to look mainly at organisational structures and systems, their changes/developments since the inception of the programme both horizontally and vertically, and establish any evidence of operational changes. Whilst most of the evaluators’ time was devoted to information gathering and in-depth bilateral consultations with key personnel in Development Cooperation Ireland and in the five participating agencies in Ireland, field visits were also undertaken in five selected countries to see at first hand some illustrative examples of the outworking of MAPS at ground level.  In Trócaire’s case, the countries of operation that received visits by the Evaluation Team were Ethiopia and Sierra Leone. Given that Trócaire is utilising MAPS funding across 35 of its programme countries, and that each country programme is unique in its own way, the Evaluation Team recognises the limitations either of ascribing representativity to the two country programmes visited, or to extrapolating from the particular to the general on the basis of findings from them.

1.3.
This report assesses the experience to date of Trócaire vis-à-vis MAPS; it attempts to present the wider institutional context and culture within which the agency’s handling of MAPS is to be understood, addresses the key challenges which appear to have arisen, and identifies certain practical steps towards even greater effectiveness and impact in a future phase of MAPS (should this eventuate). 

1.4.
Trócaire was established in 1973 by the Roman Catholic episcopate in Ireland, as the Church’s official channel of aid and support to the developing world. From the outset, Trócaire was given a dual mandate to tackle the causes as well as the effects of underdevelopment in developing countries; in other words: 

(i) to support long-term development projects overseas and to provide relief during emergencies; and 

(ii) at home to inform the Irish public about the root causes of poverty and injustice and mobilise the public to bring about global change, as well as to influence the political decision-makers who shape the policy of developing countries at national and international levels. 

1.5.
As a practical expression of this, Trócaire determined from the outset that it would allocate its unrestricted income donated by the Irish public roughly as follows:

· 70% to funding development programmes overseas, 

· 20% to development education

· 10% to emergency and rehabilitation work. 

1.6.
Trócaire is the Irish affiliate of Caritas Internationalis (an international network of 162 Catholic emergency and relief agencies, and one of Trócaire’s primary avenues of response to sudden-onset emergencies), and of CIDSE (an international network of 15 Catholic development agencies from Europe and North America, which share common roots in Catholic social teaching and a rights-based, advocacy-led approach to development).  Trócaire employs over 100 people in Ireland between its head office in Maynooth and its regional offices / centres in Dublin, Cork and Belfast. In addition, a similar number of local and expatriate staff work in its overseas offices, which comprise two regional offices in Kenya (covering Kenya, Uganda, Sudan, Tanzania and Somalia) and Central America (covering Honduras, Nicaragua, El Salvador and Guatemala), as well as five country offices - Angola, Afghanistan, Ethiopia, Rwanda and Mozambique. Trócaire is supporting development efforts in a total of 55 countries worldwide. All country programmes are the responsibility of a Programme Officer. Those countries which do not have a field office presence frequently have an in-country ‘accompanier’ contracted by Trócaire to provide liaison, monitoring and other forms of support. 
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2.
Origins and Context 

2.1.
Trócaire and partnership

2.1.1.
The advent of MAPS was seen at the outset as a major milestone in the partnership working between Development Cooperation Ireland and the participating agencies. It represented a significant move away from the traditional annual funding schemes with their short-termist orientation, onerous procedures and high transaction costs, towards a larger-volume funding facility which allowed for:
· multi-annual predictability;
· significant operational flexibility;
· programmatic focus;
· emphasis on impact;
· emphasis on strengthening partnerships.

With regard to this last point, the term ‘partnership’ denoted two sets of relationships – one being the relationship between Development Cooperation Ireland and the MAPS NGO concerned, the other being the relationship between that MNGO and the collaborating civil society or other entities in the field. In this context, the MAPS Guidelines (2003) envisaged

“a strengthening of the partnership with NGOs [in the field] by a more open and continuous dialogue based on mutual understanding, shared goals, agreed strategies and joint evaluations.”

2.1.2.
Trócaire is not a novice to the discourse on partnership working within a development context, having consciously adopted a strong partnership-based approach as a distinctive keynote of its profile as an organisation for the past 30 years, and having largely eschewed the direct implementation model which characterised most other Irish development NGOs for much of that time. Since 1994, Trócaire has established a field office presence overseas in order to facilitate the cultivation of deeper and more effective partnerships, through which the agency strives “to help to increase the leverage of the poor and marginalized over decision-makers, whether they are national governments, international financial institutions, trans-national corporations or local power-holders.”
 Trócaire thus sees itself as having devised a model of partnership which both informs and reinforces its engagement in effective advocacy through policy dialogue, public campaigns, and analysis of key issues in international politics and economics.

2.2.
Trócaire’s profile

2.2.1.
Apart from self- portrayal as an advocacy-based, partner-focused organisation, and as “a progressive development organisation with an ambitious agenda delivered upon by professionally competent and committed staff”
, Trócaire identifies three other key characteristics of its corporate persona: firstly, the philosophy of faith-based compassionate solidarity; secondly, the notion of ‘rootedness’ within Irish society (valuing the numerically small contributions of ordinary individuals just as much as the multi-million Euro grants from institutional donors); and thirdly, an aversion to technocratic or mechanistic perspectives on development (as distinct from viewing human development as a complex, people-centred process). 

Finally, Trócaire is protective of its independence from officialdom; it sees its independence as both necessary and desirable if its engagement in advocacy is to have credibility. Accordingly, Trócaire has consciously and unilaterally decided to limit its co-financing income from institutional sources to 49% of total income (excluding emergency appeals). Herein lies an implicit recognition on the part of Trócaire that to rely on statutory agencies for the major portion of its operational funding requirement would potentially compromise its independence from secular government organs and its freedom to critique public policy in Ireland, in Europe and on the global stage. 

2.2.2.
According to a survey by Lansdowne Market Research in 1999, Trócaire commands roughly 40% market share of annual private donations by the Irish public towards Third World aid.  In 2002/3, donations amounted to €26.3m (up almost 5% on the preceding year). Donations represented 55% of the total income figure for that year (€47.5m), while co-financing from official sources (incl. MAPS) accounted for 44%. The mainstay of Trócaire’s fundraising is the annual Lenten campaign, which generates over €10m annually (notwithstanding the fall-off in church attendance and competing demands from sudden-onset emergencies such as the Asian Tsunami, for which Trócaire alone collected €27m in the first three months of 2005).  

2.2.3.
It may be relevant to recall here that Trócaire has suffered two significant organisational ‘shocks’ within the past three to four years which are thought to have had an adverse effect on the agency:

· Its relocation (2002) from South Dublin to Maynooth 
, as a result of which the agency lost some 40% of its HQ based staff, with consequent disruption of institutional memory and loss of some key, highly experienced staff;
· The untimely death in mid-2004 of its International Director, who was an inspirational figure in the organisation and whose absence was felt deeply by staff in the International Department in particular
.


2.2.4
Prior to this Evaluation, Trócaire undertook what was initially intended as an internal review of its regional / field office structure, but which evolved into a ‘Models of Working Review’ (this being the title of the final report), covering all forms of working with partner organisations (regional office, field office, the PO in Maynooth, with/without accompaniers). Between March and November 2004, six of the seven offices were visited while, for comparative purposes, two countries with programmes managed from Ireland were included. Partner organisations and national staff gave substantial input in each field location. Benchmarking against other, like-minded INGOs was carried out in the field and at Head Office, and donors were also consulted. The report emerging from this process has 30 recommendations towards a strategy for the future development and management of field offices. A meeting of International Department staff to discuss the report and recommendations took place in April 2005, and it is envisaged that the primary issues of concern will be addressed and resolved by mid 2006.

2.2.5.
Organisation and management issues are continuously under discussion, and one valuable forum at which such discussion takes place is the annual combined meeting of HQ and field staff. There has been internal reflection as to whether the traditional division of management responsibility in the International Department along geographical lines is suited to a more programmatic mode of working, and whether a different demarcation of responsibility along thematic or cross-cutting lines would be more effective. This is a dilemma which faces all MNGOs, especially the larger ones.  Trócaire’s reflections around this issue will continue in the context of the preparation of the Strategic Plan 2006-9; in the meantime it has already moved to strengthen its management corps by creating three new Programme Manager positions at senior level within the International Department – one each for Africa, Asia / Latin America, and Programme Quality / Co-financing
 - in addition to the one existing position, which in future will cover Emergencies.

2.3.
Trócaire’s entry into MAPS

2.3.1.
Negotiations between Trócaire and Development Cooperation Ireland concerning inclusion in MAPS commenced in May 2002, and were concluded in time to receive PAEG approval on 3rd December 2002 (in the amount of €34.328m over the period 01.01.03 – 31.12.05 
). In the intervening period, Development Cooperation Ireland sponsored an external consultant (Ms Mary Jennings) to work with the agency in order to help it to dovetail its pre-existing Strategic Plan 2002 – 2005 with the MAPS Guidelines, and to offer professional advice on the development of Trócaire’s MAPS submission (which was presented to Development Cooperation Ireland in October 2002).  

2.3.2.
The advent of MAPS constituted a quantum increase in terms of flow of funds from Development Cooperation Ireland to Trócaire. In 2002, Trócaire received funding under the Block Grant Scheme amounting to €3,699,127, covering some 40 projects in 15 countries, plus €2,454,000 under the Emergency Preparedness and Rehabilitation budget line, plus €680,059 under the Human Rights & Democratisation budget line; this yielded a total in 2002 of €6,833,186. By comparison, the equivalent inflow of funds in 2003 (Year 1 of MAPS) amounted to €9,295,701 covering 168 projects / programmes in 34 countries, whilst in Year 2, MAPS co-funding of €12,711,698 was allocated to 211 projects / programmes in 35 countries worldwide. Therefore, taking 2002 as the base year, the percentage increase in funding as a result of the advent of MAPS was 36% and 86% respectively in 2003 and 2004. 

These changes are apparent from the graphs which follow:

[image: image1.emf]DCI Transfers to Trócaire 

(MAPS equivalent)

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

2002 2003 2004

€000s

                 
[image: image2] 

2.3.3.
In terms of financial administration, Trócaire has treated MAPS as a co-financing fund linked to specified projects / programmes in 35 out of its total of 55 operational countries, rather than as a form of agency-wide budget support. It has consistently contributed from its own resources approximately 25% of the cost of the designated programmes which receive 75% funding from MAPS.  Accountability and traceability of MAPS funding have been facilitated by this approach (although it has repeatedly given rise to administrative complications from Trócaire’s point of view (some of which relate to asynchronous financial years).

2.3.4.
However, the rationale and ethos of MAPS was as concerned with qualitative considerations such as fostering a programmatic approach as with the quantum of resources allocated and disbursed. In its MAPS submission document (as well as in its earlier Strategic Plan), Trócaire identified five key areas in which longer-term (non-emergency) development interventions were to be focused:

· Livelihood Security;
· Development of Civil Society;
· Peace-Building and Conflict Transformation;
· HIV / AIDS;
· Rehabilitation.
Since projects and programmes which related primarily to HIV/AIDS were supported under the separate HAPS budget line (which pre-existed MAPS by one year), the remaining four key areas together constituted the four pillars of Trócaire’s operationalisation of MAPS. 

2.4.
Clarity

2.4.1.
On the basis of the documentation review and the interviews held during this Evaluation, it would appear that the objectives of MAPS as stated in the 2002 draft Guidelines document, were reasonably clear to both Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire in so far as they went (although some confusion arose over the fact that several editions appeared
). What is more doubtful is whether these Guidelines were comprehensive; Trócaire considers that at the outset of MAPS, not all the possibilities which the Scheme brought were fully comprehended by either party and that its application for MAPS I funding took place in a relative vacuum; for example, it was made clear to Trócaire that access to MAPS funding would preclude access to Block Grant, Human Rights & Democratisation and, unless in exceptional circumstances, Emergency Preparedness and Rehabilitation funds, but there was no mention of Organisational Development funding being rolled in to MAPS. In addition, the mainstreaming on MAPS-funded interventions of HIV / AIDS, Gender and Environment was understood to be strongly desirable rather than an explicit requirement. Finally, neither party appears to have had an adequate understanding of the other’s strengths and weaknesses to operationalise MAPS.  

2.4.2.
Now that MAPS has been in operation for two full years, it transpires that the existing Guidelines have, in hindsight, revealed significant areas of opacity, such as:

· what constitutes a programmatic approach, and how the paradigm shift from a project-based to a programmatic approach is to be attained and verified (in the absence of agreed performance monitoring parameters);

· the extent to which MAPS funds could be used as co-financing to “leverage up” other funds;

· the requirement for co-financing by the recipient (the 75:25 ratio is implied, but not spelt out anywhere in the Guidelines
);

· the expectations and priorities surrounding mainstreaming of Development Cooperation Ireland’s three cross-cutting policy issues of HIV / AIDS, Gender and Environment; 

· the extent to which policy coherence in practice would boil down to Trócaire adopting Development Cooperation Ireland policy.

2.4.3.
Nevertheless it was recognized by all concerned that (a) MAPS was so innovative that it would necessarily involve some degree of ‘learning by doing’, and (b) that one of its core characteristics of flexibility would have been negated, the more prescriptive its Guidelines were.  To a large extent therefore, a leap of faith was required by both parties (especially Development Cooperation Ireland) in order to get the Scheme up and running on the basis of a fairly open set of Guidelines, at least for a pilot phase, subject to this joint Evaluation taking place after two full years of operation.   
3.
Partnership Relationships 
3.1.
Historically, Trócaire has earned the respect of Development Cooperation Ireland and others for its high-quality policy analysis, research and publications on topical issues pertaining to international development, for its imaginative work on development education, for its ability to nurture and retain a sizeable constituency of public support within Ireland, for being a policy-driven (and not personality-driven) agency, for its track record of probity (which was further endorsed by the financial systems review carried out in 2002 by BDO Simpson Xavier as part of the preparatory groundwork for MAPS by Development Cooperation Ireland), and for its capacity to balance emergency responsiveness with a long term development perspective focused on issues of structural equity and human rights.  Thus, when Development Cooperation Ireland began in 2001 to consider the initiation of a Multi-Annual Partnership Scheme, Trócaire would have been considered prima facie to be a strong – indeed obvious - candidate for inclusion, having earned considerable trust and confidence. There may even have been a tacit assumption that the agency may have had a significant ‘head start’ over certain other MNGOs (in terms of apparent ability to operationalise MAPS speedily, comprehensively and smoothly). 

3.2.
Over the years, Trócaire had accumulated more experience than its peers as a practitioner of partnership; even in emergency settings Trócaire works in a partnership mode more often than not.  Trócaire’s range of Southern partners was (and still is) heterogeneous, in terms of size, capacity, expertise, autonomy, management systems, communications, etc. The corollary was that its pre-MAPS portfolio comprised a corresponding number and range of individual projects. Although Trócaire had already embraced the principle of programmatic working prior to its entry to MAPS, it was nevertheless faced with a considerable challenge to progressively recast this portfolio into a more programmatic mode, without the luxury of being able to ‘stop the clock’. It is extremely difficult for an organisation which has an existing cadre of partners on a project - not programme - basis to rapidly switch to working programmatically, without being accused of imposition on its Southern partners (and in the process risking damage to those partner relationships). 

3.3.    The challenges which MAPS posed for Trócaire were probably under-estimated at the time when the Scheme was first introduced, both by Development Cooperation Ireland and by Trócaire itself. These challenges included:

· The sheer length of time needed for an organisation of Trócaire’s size and complexity to translate a new programmatic direction into operational effect (even with definitional clarity about what a ‘programme’ was);
· A need to (re-) build its internal organisational capacity (especially in the aftermath of significant staff losses and physical relocation in 2002);
· Possible underestimation of the capacity building needs of many southern partners;
· Robust and systematic programme quality mechanisms (e.g. impact assessment and institutional learning capabilities) requiring longer to internalise than may have been expected;
· Evaporation between intended and actual outcomes, with certain institutional factors 
 militating against or delaying the ‘project → programme’ transition. 

3.4.
In addition to these objective challenges and difficulties, some have suggested
 that Trócaire was in some respects over-cautious in its mode of implementing MAPS
. There are – not surprisingly- different views about this:

· One viewpoint is that rather than using the scheme’s inherent flexibility to transcend the boundaries of that which was ‘tried and tested’, the tendency was for Trócaire to build its MAPS co-financed portfolio around an assortment of existing, well-established partners (other than missionary societies) which were implementing ‘safe’ projects / programmes (i.e. ones which could self-evidently fall within the scope of the four thematic pillars, and which could be reliably counted on to furnish monitoring reports on time).
  

· A countervailing view would be that MAPS constituted ‘uncharted waters’ for all parties concerned, that the MAPS Guidelines were so non-prescriptive as to permit loose interpretation, and that therefore the prudent decision was to err on the side of caution. 

The Evaluation Team found that there were indeed several instances of MAPS funding being directed towards genuinely coherent programmes (as distinct from collections of projects under a programme umbrella), e.g. Development Rights Programme in Tamil Nadu, India, and the Human Rights programme in Kenya; also, the Central America programme is said in general to be more programmatic than other regions.
 On the other hand, the Evaluation can point to other coherent programmes within Trócaire’s portfolio which would appear to have been eminently suited to MAPS, but which have not been included in it, e.g. the Bonded Labour programme in Pakistan. This inconsistency would indicate that the decisions regarding the (non-) inclusion within MAPS of certain projects and programmes has proved highly problematic for Trócaire from the beginning.

3.5.
Our analysis suggests that the foundations for a viable partnership between Trócaire and Development Cooperation Ireland were historically firm, and that the overall relationship between the parties has continued to deepen and mature during the lifetime of MAPS, because of:
· the shared experience of being part of the MAPS process itself; 

· the intensified dialogue which takes place at the quarterly Partnership Monitoring Committees (PMCs), and 

· the greater mutual understanding of the constraints and pressures that each partner faces. 

In Trócaire’s own words, “the quarterly Partnership Monitoring Committee (PMC) meetings with Development Cooperation Ireland served to enhance the relationship and level of dialogue between Trócaire and Development Cooperation Ireland….. The review meeting in June 2004, to critique the first Annual Report was positive and useful in providing constructive feedback on the report and on the progress of the Scheme in general.”
 

3.6.
One action which served to positively reinforce the Development Cooperation Ireland / Trócaire partner relationship was the ten-day monitoring visit by officials of Development Cooperation Ireland’s Civil Society Unit to MAPS programmes and projects in Central America in June 2003; this visit served to provide Development Cooperation Ireland with insights into the challenges and opportunities associated with the movement towards a programme approach based on multi-annual funding commitments. It also gave an insight into the particular dynamics and characteristics of a partnership approach as a number of partner organisations were visited in each country. “This open relationship with Development Cooperation Ireland has enhanced the flexibility of the Scheme and has increased awareness of the need for long-term commitment to achieve impact.”

3.7.
The fact that both parties had sufficient mutual trust and confidence to make the leap of faith into MAPS indicated in itself that the partnership relationship had moved well beyond that of donor - recipient, and had become much more supportive and interlocutory in nature; however it has not yet progressed to the stage of what Fowler
 calls ‘institutional supporter’ – a relationship in which transactions benefit both what the organisations do and what they are, and which is primarily concerned with overall development effectiveness and organisational viability.  

3.8.
The generally positive aura surrounding the climate of relations between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire is tinged with a modicum of disappointment (revealed, for example in some of the PMC minutes). Clearly, MAPS enabled the actions envisaged in Trócaire’s original MAPS submission to be implemented on a scale and with a degree of confidence which would otherwise have been impossible. But was MAPS’ potential to add significant value, in qualitative terms, to Trócaire’s pre-existing overseas programme really exploited to the full? Was MAPS optimally utilised by Trócaire as a catalyst towards programmatic transformation, to drive the quest for best practice, and to experiment with innovation
? Is the perception of some degree of under-achievement justified in absolute terms, and / or is the difficulty rather attributable to unrealistic expectations at the inception of MAPS? These questions will be further explored in the sections of the Report which follow.

4.
Organisational Strengthening 

4.1.
Policy Implementation

4.1.1.
The four categories which constituted the pillars of Trócaire’s original MAPS submission (Livelihood Security, Development of Civil Society, Peace-building and Conflict Transformation, and Rehabilitation) have been consistently adhered to, although the actual relative percentage share of disbursement during Years 1 and 2 has diverged from that which had been projected; relatively less spent on Peace-building and relatively more on Development of Civil Society, as shown in the table:  

Analysis by sector of Trócaire’s total programme expenditure (MAPS plus own funds) 2003-4. 

	Year
	
Sector

	TOTALS

	
	Livelihood Security
	Development of Civil Society
	Peace Building/Conflict Transformation
	Rehabilitation
	

	2003
	4,619,378
	4,484,748
	1,095,945
	3,848,622
	14,048,693

	
	33%
	32%
	8%
	27%
	100%

	2004
	4,837,490
	5,909,457
	1,073,617
	3,151,704
	14,972,268

	
	32%
	39%
	7%
	21%
	100%

	2003-2004 totals
	9,456,868
	10,394,205
	2,169,562
	7,000,326
	29,020,961

	
	32.5%
	35.8%
	7.5%
	24%
	100%

	2003-2005

planned
	31%
	26%
	14%
	29%
	100%


Source: Trócaire’s MAPS Annual Reports for years 1 and 2.

4.1.2.
However, the degree to which these four categories have evolved into coherent programmes (as distinct from thematic clustering of discrete project interventions at country level) would appear to be somewhat more limited than had been anticipated by Trócaire (and by Development Cooperation Ireland) at the outset of MAPS. Trócaire’s Strategic Plan 2002-5 had included an explicit aim to ‘programmatise’ 75% of interventions by the end of the period (coinciding with the expiry of MAPS I). By early 2004, this was acknowledged to have been an over-ambitious target and the need for detailed and rigorous sectoral strategy /policy framework papers covering the four areas became apparent. As a first step, the Programme Quality Unit facilitated the development of discussion documents, supported by the Programme Quality Task Group, in consultation with HQ-based and overseas staff colleagues. In some instances (e.g. Peace-building and Conflict Sensitivity), externally facilitated staff training was undertaken. In other cases, (e.g. Civil Society), external consultants were engaged to bring the policy paper to fruition. Such work is inherently valuable, and is fundamental to building sectoral interventions which are genuinely programmatic in character.  The fruits of this work will only become evident in the period of the next Strategic Plan (and, by extension, in a future phase of MAPS). 

4.1.3.
The Evaluation Team encountered evidence of a degree of ‘evaporation’ between programme policy thinking at Head Office and the outworking of this in-country, specifically in Ethiopia (which may admittedly be atypical because it is a joint Trócaire/CAFOD country programme). It transpired that the expansion and spread of both partners and activities in Ethiopia following the initial availability of MAPS funding had contributed to insufficiently focused programming, as a result of which the agencies showed signs of being over-stretched. In other words, the initial tranches of MAPS funds, at least in this particular country programme, could be said to have been absorbed, rather than applied strategically. In response, the Joint Agency Management structure commissioned a Trócaire-CAFOD Partnership review which led to the development of a new strategic plan (more programmatic and less geographically spread, and with a clear focus on livelihoods and civil society strengthening) to supersede the previous one (which bore little evidence of an integrated, holistic vision expected of a programme). Of the two organisational cultures present in this joint Ethiopia country operation, CAFOD was seen by the Evaluation Team as more process oriented while Trócaire was particularly task focused, especially in its approach to policy development and change; the CAFOD systems for appraisal and reporting seemed to be more prevalent in the country office.  

4.1.4.
This particular recent experience from Ethiopia raises questions for Trócaire HQ as to how they were managing the flow of MAPS funding to avoid supply-led spending, whilst at the same time maintaining overall policy / programme coherence. Interpreted positively, a capacity was demonstrated (through the mechanism of the Joint Agency Management Structure which Trócaire and CAFOD had put in place) to recognise the warning signs when defects in the design of the country strategy became apparent, to take corrective action, and hopefully in the process to derive and disseminate across the agency key learning points for the future. A presentation of this kind of problematic case study in the MAPS Annual Report or to a PMC meeting would be valuable, and would actually strengthen the credibility of Trócaire in the eyes of Development Cooperation Ireland as a partner of candour and self-critique.  

4.2.
Mainstreaming cross-cutting issues.

4.2.1.
HIV / AIDS is seen by Trócaire both as a substantive focal sector and as a cross-cutting issue throughout its programme. A reasonably comprehensive HIV /AIDS Policy Statement exists since December 2002 which has guided the process of mainstreaming HIV / AIDS within the organisation, and by extension to an increasing number of overseas partners; this process is still ongoing.  There is a part-time in-house HIV/AIDS Focal Person at Programme Officer level, and a full-time specialist Advisor (at the more senior level of Coordinator) has been appointed and is scheduled to take up duty in July 2005. Trócaire has been a very active player in HAPS (drawing down €0.5m in the current year), and in Dochas’ HIV/AIDS Network.  

4.2.2.
The Trócaire experience at both HQ level and in the field suggests that the MAPS process, working in tandem with HAPS, has facilitated the mainstreaming of HIV/AIDS across the organisation. The Mozambique Field Office is said to have done excellent work on the concept of mainstreaming HIV/AIDS prevention and awareness, and this is serving as a benchmark for other programmes. In Nicaragua, all partners have received training in mainstreaming and a national NGO has been subcontracted to conduct this year long process. This model was piloted in Nicaragua and has been adopted as a strategy for mainstreaming in Guatemala and Honduras. On the other hand, it was clear from the field visits that not all partners were aware of the concept of mainstreaming, and that there appeared to be no overall policy on mainstreaming at partner level, and what it should look like in practice.  As a result there needs be additional effort by Programme Officers and field office staff to ensure that partners have an understanding of what mainstreaming is and what it entails.

4.2.3.
In general, there was a recognition that keeping HAPS separate from MAPS offered some benefits at the time (for instance ensuring focus, ring fencing funds, and applying special criteria, etc.), but that from now on HAPS and MAPS should be integrated so that they work to a common set of principles and financial deadlines.

4.2.4.
The attention to mainstreaming of Gender as a cross-cutting issue within Trócaire is less consistent. There is a brief (2-page) Gender Policy statement which formed part of the 1999-2002 Strategic Plan, but there is no dedicated gender specialist on the HQ staff. There are also many examples of ‘women in development’ type interventions in the agency’s global programming, as well as some strategic responses to gender needs in certain locations and contexts
. In the field, the evidence is that partners are at extremes of the continuums in terms of their understanding and application of gender, which is, in part, a reflection of the range of partners in terms of size and capacity. Scope for programmatic links between partners may exist here. In Ethiopia, the Trócaire team was aware of some degree of weakness in this area, which is compounded by their working environment and the difficulty of recruiting women. A future plan to develop an intern scheme for female staff in Addis Ababa is one way in which this weakness is being addressed. There is also recognition at HQ level that the gender dimension requires more attention, and the Programme Quality Unit expects to initiate a process of policy formulation for Gender Mainstreaming in Trócaire in 2006. 

4.2.5.
In Trócaire, there would appear to exist a degree of confusion as to whether environment is considered to be a cross-cutting issue; at one of the oral briefings in HQ 
, the Team was informed that environment was not one of Trócaire’s cross-cutting issues, yet it is included as such in the Partner Monitoring Report template. It would therefore appear to the Evaluation Team that with the exception of Central America (where environmental protection forms a core part of the risk reduction approach being adopted by partners in the regional rehabilitation programme), environment tends to be treated as relatively peripheral to the programme as a whole. The question as to whether the mainstreaming of this aspect is to be a requirement under a future phase of MAPS, and if so what timescale would be realistic for such mainstreaming to be attained, is one which requires greater clarity between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire in the negotiations for MAPS II. 

4.2.6.
In summary, there is a certain degree of unevenness in Trócaire’s approach to mainstreaming key issues with its partners. Whilst the progress in relation to HIV / AIDS mainstreaming is impressive, there appears to be room for more awareness raising particularly around gender and environment. Trócaire is very conscious of not wanting to be seen to impose concepts on its partners, as this would militate against the overall concept of partnership. This raises questions about the extent to which a purely partnership organisation can be accountable for their partners’ policies and approaches while maintaining a sense of partnership. This is a question that Trócaire could usefully discuss in its forthcoming strategic planning process.  

4.3.
Impact 
(see also 4.4 below)
4.3.1.
The potential for MAPS to be utilised in support of the agency’s own organisational development needs does not appear to have been recognised in time. Furthermore, the potential of MAPS to act as a catalyst to inculcate programmatic thinking agency-wide does not appear to have been grasped; with some exceptions
, the tendency seems to have been to compartmentalise MAPS mainly within the International Department, leaving the Communications & Education, and Policy & Advocacy Units  (for example) largely on the sideline.

4.3.2.
Our analysis suggests that the existence of shared policy objectives and policy complementarity between Trócaire and Development Cooperation Ireland is largely assumed, rather than emerging from a process of contested engagement. Both organisations of course can point to a large convergence in thinking, e.g. around the Millennium Development Goals). Nevertheless, each one is formulating policy statements on a continuous basis, but this seems not to impinge on (or to be impinged by) the MAPS machinery for mutual partnership-working.  For example, Trócaire’s very high-quality discussion paper Conflict Sensitivity and Peace-building in Development (March 2004) would have been an ideal occasion for organising a presentation to a thematic PMC meeting on that aspect of development discourse.

4.3.3.
The greater continuity in funding that has come with MAPS has been influential in enabling Trócaire to take a more strategic view, plan more programmatically, and work in a more coherent way, but this process is by no means complete.  For example, in Sierra Leone the degree to which Trócaire’s interventions to date have evolved in a programmatic direction has been limited by an apparent lack of strategic thinking at local partner level, which in turn is being inhibited by the fact that many of Trócaire’s sister Caritas agencies support the same local partner, but only on an annualised basis. Apart from CAFOD and Trócaire itself, Caritas agencies from the North (Caritas Germany, Switzerland, etc.) are involved in humanitarian work as their primary mode of working, and for them yearly project-based grants are the norm (see also paragraph 5.8).  

4.4.
Modus Operandi & Innovation

4.4.1.
The last two strategic plans formulated by Trócaire’s International Department (2000 and 2002) envisaged a shift away from a project-based to a programmatic approach.  This shift was essentially understood as a move from funding of individual discrete projects to financing a more coherent range of interventions, spanning a number of partners with a range of activities contributing to a particular goal.  In general, these partners would be involved in a common thematic or sectoral area with a common vision, consistent with Trócaire’s own vision and mandate, with the intention of achieving enhanced impact by acting in concert and aligning the various activities in which Trócaire is involved.   

4.4.2.
The issue was first discussed in depth at the International Department’s strategic planning workshop held in December 1998, at which the advantages of such an approach were noted as follows:

· A more coherent and focused approach;
· A more integrated framework (to include advocacy and lobbying activities); 

· More effective, as resources would be focused on contributing to an overall goal;
· More opportunities for developing links and areas for common learning between partners, rather than individual project partners who tend to be more isolated;
· More pro-active and would allow for a process of consultation with key partners involved in the programme;
· Emphasis on longer-term planning;
· Reduced transaction costs, arising from a lighter burden of appraising, approving and administering multiple discrete projects;
· Enhancement of advocacy efforts, given the increased number of partners involved and the broader representation this encompassed.

Potential disadvantages of the programme approach were identified as follows:

· a programme approach may reduce the traditional flexibility in Trócaire to respond to emerging issues or to the possibility of responding to creative or innovative small projects;
· where partners have limited capacity, developing a programme approach may not be possible as the focus of activities may be on strengthening the capacity of partners and working on shorter project timeframes; 

· Definitional ambiguity as to what constitutes a “programme” – is it simply a collection of projects, conveniently clustered together to reduce administration or is there something additional that makes a programme more meaningful? 

4.4.3.
A consensus emerging from this 1998 Workshop was to move to a programme approach, a position which was endorsed in the Strategic Plan 2000-2002, which had as an objective the reduction of the number of individual projects and consolidation into programmes. The next Strategic Plan 2003-2005 specified a target for the implementation of the programme approach, namely that 75% of Trócaire’s interventions be ‘programmatised’ by 2005, a target which then also got incorporated into the MAPS submission, but which ultimately proved to have been unattainable in practice (as was noted earlier in this Report). Amidst all of these decisions, there may well have been a tacit assumption that everyone involved knew what constitutes - for Trócaire - a programmatic approach, without having first addressed the definitional ambiguity underlying the term.  

4.4.4.
There have been some significant and (relatively) innovative initiatives taken by Trócaire prior to, and during, the lifetime of MAPS, and for most of which MAPS was a catalyst. These offer promise of a handsome dividend in a next round of MAPS (should there be one); they include:

· The creation in 2003 of a Programme Quality Unit within HQ, with significant responsibility for coordinating policy development, designing and implementing more systematic M&E, and contributing to programme-related staff development;
· The introduction, initially on a pilot basis, of ‘accompaniers’ to provide mentoring support to, and monitoring of, Trócaire’s partners in countries where there was no field office presence. These accompaniers could be either a resource NGO or a local development consultancy practice. So far, the experiment has been introduced with apparent success in Colombia, Haiti and India;
· A new impetus has been given to policy development in a number of key areas, preceded by or accompanied by a process of organisation-wide participative consultation and (where required) staff development work. For example, a detailed discussion paper was produced on Conflict Sensitivity and Peace-Building in Development in 2004, coupled with an externally facilitated staff training programme around this theme (conducted by International Alert). Similar initiatives are currently under way (but at different stages of gestation) on the topics of Civil Society Strengthening and Livelihood Security;
· A major internal review is currently being carried out by a sub-group of the Executive to develop a new Programme Funding Approval protocol; this will supersede the existing mechanisms whereby projects (as traditionally understood) received funding approval via a Project Intake Committee; in the new era of moving to programme-based interventions, new mechanisms and procedures need to be put in place;
· The design, piloting and phased introduction of a significantly enhanced Project Appraisal and Monitoring Form (PAMF) which incorporates baseline information on the situation analysis prior to the planned intervention, and identifies appropriate indicators of performance and achievement; these tools facilitate subsequent impact assessment, and make evaluations at later stages in the project cycle more meaningful.   

4.4.5. The extent to which the advantages conferred by MAPS (security

 predictability, flexibility..) are being passed by Trócaire to its partners in-country is largely (and understandably) a function of the level of capacity of the partner concerned. For example, it would appear from a meeting 
 with Trócaire’s Regional Director for Central America that the multi-annual thinking is indeed being applied there with very productive results. In contrast, the partners in Sierra Leone are still being held on a tight rein of year-by-year allocations; this would seem to highlight the unmet capacity building needs in such partner organisations. It is also true that while funding may in some cases be annualised, partnerships are multi-annual, and this is also reflected in budgeting; one-year funding may be related to the overall development of a partner’s capacity, or to align funding cycles, or may be in anticipation of a strategic plan for the country or region concerned. From the evidence seen by the Evaluation team, the flexibility, which MAPS allows, is usually shared with local partners, and where trust evolves from an experience of engagement, there is greater likelihood that Trócaire will share the benefit of predictability by making three-year agreements. Where the relationship is new, Trócaire appears to manage the risks in a way that is appropriate.

4.5.
Information flow and reporting

4.5.1.
Across all Trócaire projects and programmes, all beneficiary partners are required to submit narrative and financial reports every six months. In addition, frequent interaction takes place between Trócaire and partner personnel, via one of the following mechanisms:

· Where Trócaire has a local field office presence, partners are visited on site on a quarterly basis, and partners have access to field office staff in between;
· Where Trócaire has no field office in-country, partners receive monitoring visits approx. 3 times per year, either from a HQ based Programme Officer
, or from a contracted ‘accompanier’ in-country or in-region.

4.5.2.
A standard format for 6-monthly reports has been in operation since August 2004, and invites partners to report on project progress (outcomes and impact), cross-cutting issues, monitoring and learning, linkages and advocacy, and recommendations for changes. In what is an interesting variant on agency reporting formats, Trócaire also invites partners to present a Case Study as an annex to the report
.  This could be a human story that highlights the changes that the project has brought about in the life of a beneficiary family/village, or alternatively it could be an analysis of a particular strategy/approach representing a model of good practice.

4.5.3.
On the basis of evidence collected during the field visits, the Evaluation Team found that partners are generally complying with the monitoring / reporting requirements (bi-annual financial and narrative report), and that they do not regard this requirement as unduly onerous – indeed they recognise that monitoring is primarily of value for internal purposes as an aid towards organisational effectiveness, rather than merely to comply with externally-imposed donor requirements. However, partners would appear to have some way to go to achieve a higher level of reporting, whereby greater emphasis would be placed on outcomes and impact, rather than merely on activity. The challenge is to view the implementation of the respective projects / programmes through a wider angle lens, and thereby to identify changes (attitudinal, behavioural, structural or other). 

4.5.4.
The field visits threw up some questions about the degree of clarity within the organization surrounding development of policy (and programme), as the methods and process seemed to vary. For example:

· With regard to developing the new Ethiopia Country Strategy, current field-level thinking is that a new approach to programme development will be organic, drawing from local demands, experience and practice in the field.

· Other initiatives on policy have come from Maynooth e.g. proposals on the system for (i) Monitoring & Evaluation, and (ii) HIV / AIDS, for which different processes applied in both instances  (perhaps influenced by the source of policy demand and/or by HR capacity to manage a given work load at a specific time).     

· In other instances, external consultant input into policy formation is utilised, e.g. the current exercise around Civil Society Strengthening. 

The diversity of these processes gives rise to several difficulties around legitimacy, the authority level, and the fact that they do not always result in practical frameworks for implementation and monitoring. Furthermore, diverse policy development processes have implications for some other key areas of investigation under MAPS including: 

· Projects to programmes transition;
· Mainstreaming 

Arising from this, there appears to be a need for the HQ Management team to clarify the policy route applicable at different levels (strategic / operational), and to disseminate this across the organisation, perhaps as part of the process of developing the new Strategic Plan 2006-2009. 

4.6.
Learning
4.6.1.
A very positive development was the creation in early 2003 of a Programme Quality Unit with responsibility for policy development, M&E, and programme-related staff development. It is clear that the Unit has become the main repository of institutional learning, and that it is taking valuable steps to disseminate learning points across the organisation. However the Unit is in danger of being over-burdened, having had only one staff member assigned to it for most of the time. 

4.6.2.
Trócaire has made considerable strides towards embedding an evaluation culture within the organisation. The second draft of a detailed discussion paper Evaluation and Learning in Trócaire – Overall Evaluation Framework and Policy Principles was circulated internally by the Programme Quality Unit in October 2004 (though it does not seem yet to have been progressed to the point of definitive adoption). This paper reflects up to date analysis from the literature with regard to good practice in project / programme evaluation, as well as current insights from Oxfam, Christian Aid, and (of course) Trócaire’s own experience.  

4.6.3.
In Trócaire, the impetus to conduct an evaluation can come from a number of sources, depending on the context and the perceived significance of the exercise:

(a) At project / partner level: the ‘routine’ evaluation requirement would normally be discussed with the programme officer at planning stage;
(b) An evaluation can be partner-led, with support / advice (e.g. on draft ToRs) being provided by the Trócaire Programme Officer;
(c) An evaluation can be triggered by a Trócaire PO as part of the Project Cycle Management - based sequence;

(d) In the case of a higher level strategic evaluation, the impetus could come from the Programme Quality Advisor, or from the Programme Coordinator.

4.6.4.
At field level, the Evaluation team found that while it was clear that there was a lot of monitoring going on consciously or unconsciously at a local partner level - through regular meetings, 6-monthly reports, participatory feedback from the community, SWOT analysis in the strategic plan, etc. -, the challenge is how to link this into a systematic evaluation process. A model for this has already been devised by the East Africa Regional Office, in the form of a performance assessment and learning framework, the purpose of which is to systematically track how individual projects feed in to the overall strategic plan for the region. This seems likely to generate important learning points of which the personnel across the entire organisation (HQ and field) need to be fully aware, and then to take on board whatever is of most practical use within their respective areas of work.

4.6.5.
MAPS is seen as a portal to shared learning, dialogue and developing mutual understanding between Development Cooperation Ireland and the MNGOs, and laterally among the MNGOs concerned. There was an expectation that MAPS would be a mechanism to promote shared learning and disseminate new thinking. Unfortunately, there appears to be no obvious vehicle or Forum associated with the MAPS process that enables Trócaire, or the other MNGOs, to come together to engage with Development Cooperation Ireland staff in wider policy debates.  There is an apparent vacuum at this level and it is unclear how Development Cooperation Ireland expects to engage MAPS partners in such inter-organisational dialogue.  Equally, there was no obvious mechanism associated with the MAPS process to encourage mainstreaming “best practice” or share lessons learnt among the MAPS partners.  MAPS may have helped facilitate some additional dialogue between sectoral specialists in the partner NGOs, but it is likely that this would have happened anyway through existing contacts (especially relating to emergency and relief interventions) or through the Dóchas inter-agency network.

4.6.6.
Although there seems to have been some degree of shared learning between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire on institutional and topical issues as part of the quarterly PMC meetings (e.g. on progress against Trócaire’s MAPS application LogFrame, and on the situation in Iraq), there has been little enough lateral exchange of learning between the MNGOs. The relative dearth of such interaction was even more striking at field level; whilst there have been occasional meetings of MNGO personnel at country level, these have tended to be in countries where Development Cooperation Ireland itself maintains a mission (e.g. in Tanzania and Ethiopia
), but in Sierra Leone (where a Development Cooperation Ireland office has just recently opened), there has been virtually no round-table gathering of MNGO representatives, nor was there even regular contact between two MNGOs (Trócaire and Christian Aid) who were both utilising MAPS to support simultaneously one local partner  (albeit for distinct activities).      

4.7.
Capacity building 

. 

4.7.1.
Capacity-building is stated as one of Trócaire’s cross-cutting issues, implying that it is both an objective and an activity which is part and parcel of every project and programme funded by the organization. Arising from the field visits, the Evaluation Team would strongly concur with Trócaire’s own assessment that: 

“there is a continuing need for capacity building of partner organisations, especially in the areas of strategic planning and identification of impact. Also, … there is a need for development and reinforcement of strong administrative ability within local NGOs, even in cases where these are staffed by highly committed and passionate individuals.”

4.7.2.
Central America is probably the region in which Trócaire’s capacity building efforts for and with local partners are furthest advanced. Such efforts comprise the following:

· Interventions to strengthen institutions/counterparts: Training on logframe indicators, financial training, institutional strengthening, and participatory community problem-solving;
· Interventions that increase productivity levels of beneficiaries: these refer to specific skills training in areas where beneficiaries operate (i.e. diversification techniques, micro-credit management training). For example, the Orfilia Vasquez women’s cooperative of Northern Nicaragua provided training in micro-irrigation techniques for eight partner organisations from Nicaragua and Honduras. As a result these partners are now able to build such systems with the active participation of beneficiaries. In the process, the Orfilia Vasquez cooperative has enhanced its own training skills and is now preparing other technical courses; 

· Interventions that increase counterparts’ capacity to lobby governments: In Nicaragua, advocacy training that two local partners (CESESMA and AMDES) have received is being used in order to lobby local and national governments as part of a network of Human Rights organisations.

4.7.3.
There has also been significant capacity building work in Mozambique and Rwanda. In Mozambique, the incapacity of partner organisations to respond to the floods of January 2000 highlighted organisational shortcomings, and Trócaire took the initiative of instituting a special capacity building programme. This was included as a case study in the MAPS Year 1 report. In Rwanda, a partner capacity building programme was set up to strengthen civil society in the wake of the 1994 genocide.

4.7.4.
In contrast to the Central America scenario, the beneficiary partners whom the Evaluators met in Ethiopia and Sierra Leone had received rather less capacity building support (or for that matter capacity needs assessments). The support provided in Ethiopia is understood by the partners as including dialogue and technical support. However, in the absence of an overall assessment these risk being ad –hoc. Once again this reflects Trócaire’s and their partners’ reluctance to be seen to interfere or impose on their partners.  It is important to note that Trócaire’s flexibility is valued and that one Partner interestingly noted that it should not get too close as there was a risk that funding relationships could become privileged over and above the other relationships with constituents.

4.7.5.
In Ethiopia, there is now a clear intention to set in motion capacity building 

inputs which have been agreed with partners.  In Sierra Leone, the Evaluation Team identified a clear need at partner level for staff capacity building linked to an organisational development strategy (e.g. project cycle management, effective supervision, MIS, etc), and felt that the good relationships which exist between Trócaire and its partners offered a good foundation on which to build a closer and more interactive and supportive relationship along these lines. 

4.8.
Impact on Organisational Development

To summarise, MAPS has been an important means of enabling Trócaire to begin to realise its autonomously set goal of working programmatically.  A very positive development was the creation of a Programme Quality Unit with responsibility for policy development, monitoring and evaluation, and programme-related staff development.  However the full potential of MAPS in this regard does not appear to have been maximised yet, largely because the obstacles and challenges to working programmatically, which were present in Trócaire’s own institutional structure and environment, were not sufficiently appreciated at the outset. Furthermore, the HQ Management team, perhaps as part of the process of developing the new Strategic Plan 2006-2009, should clarify the policy route applicable at different levels (strategic / operational), and disseminate this across the organisation. 

5.
Southern Partnerships/ Impact 

5.1.
Across the institutional landscape of international development, partnership is considered important in helping to improve aid effectiveness and create a more collaborative framework for implementation of development programmes, in enhancing donor coordination and behaviour, and in building more local ownership of the development process. Partnership is therefore a key principle that has been used to define the relationship between the more progressive donor NGOs and their implementing partners for over thirty years, and is also now being used by Governments to define their funding relationships with civil society agencies.  

However as a result of the wide use of the term, there is no clear universal definition or understanding of all that it denotes.  Rather there is a spectrum of understandings and typologies from ‘service provision’ at one end to ‘mutual’ ‘reciprocal’ ‘trust based’ relationships at the other.
  A consequence of this lack of clarity is that NGO’s are increasingly confronted with questions about their role and the added value they bring to the development process. For instance, are they merely conduits for aid delivery, or should they be adopting a more proactive advocacy strategy alongside their southern partners, in order to achieve systemic / structural change?  

5.2.
The organisational capacity of Trócaire’s southern partners across 55 countries encompasses the entire spectrum: some partnerships are with sophisticated networks of southern NGOs, while others are with the local church diocesan development offices, or with small local NGOs and community-based organisations whose internal capacity may often be decidedly weak, and over-reliant on one or two individuals. Trócaire sees value in all the partnerships in this spectrum, perceiving (quite rightly) that the nature of work for social change and justice is such that initiatives need to be taking place at all levels at once so that, when opportunities are created through policy change, partners are in a position to exploit that change.  In some cases, these partnerships are long-established ones, for which a substantial investment of time may be required in order to persuade them of the benefits for all of Trócaire’s definitive shift to a programmatic mode of working.

5.3.
Just as the capacity of Trócaire’s southern partners is widely differentiated, so also Trócaire’s degree of engagement with them varies greatly.  In some cases, it will involve small-scale support for projects, with communication between the partners sometimes limited to written correspondence during the project cycle and little or no follow up in the field.  In other cases, it might involve more active engagement and face-to-face contact with partners through occasional appraisal, monitoring or review trips to project sites by Trócaire personnel. In contrast, there are many instances of partnerships in Trócaire’s portfolio which evince more inter-active involvement between Trócaire and its partners at all stages of the project cycle, regular visits to projects, participation by the southern partner in lobbying and advocacy work, in the Lenten campaign in Ireland, and in other promotional activities.  

5.4.
Finally, the quality of partnership between Trócaire and the beneficiary seems also to be influenced by the particular administrative mechanism through which Trócaire maintains contact with that partner.  Trócaire has a number of Field or Regional Offices where Programme Officers (POs) are responsible for visiting partners regularly to monitor progress (e.g. Rwanda, Ethiopia). In other cases, visits are made by POs based in Ireland to partners on a yearly or twice-yearly basis; in-between they maintain contact with partners by e-mail and telephone (e.g. Zambia, Sierra Leone, Peru, Philippines and South Africa)
. In a further variation, in countries where no field or regional office is present, local resource agencies are employed as ‘accompaniers’ to programmes, to provide professional guidance and support, to monitor projects and programmes being funded, and to send reports on their progress to Trócaire Head Office on a regular basis; examples of this model include India and Colombia. 

5.5.
What emerges from this reflection is firstly that the praxis of partnership-working is complex (even for a Northern NGO like Trócaire with extensive experience and a good reputation), and secondly that a ‘one size fits all’ blueprint for partnership is illusory.  In response, Trócaire commissioned a Policy Paper on Partnership, which appeared in draft form in September 2003; a key recommendation of this document is that out of the array of partners currently on Trócaire’s books, it should identify a core group of ‘strategic partners’ based on criteria such as:

· Mutual agreement on core values;
· The extent to which there is real engagement or potential for engagement at a deeper level and beyond the funding relationship;  

· Priority attention to visionary organisations with a special dimension to their work that contributes (or has potential to contribute) significantly to the development of a strong civil society in the south, especially through capacity building;
· Capacity to add value to the development of policy and practice within Trócaire and vice versa.
As this Partnership position paper would appear still to have the status of a discussion document, and has not yet been definitively approved by Trócaire, the challenging questions posed by it would appear to be extant, and its recommendations therefore await implementation.

5.7.
CIDSE (the European Agency Network of which Trócaire is a constituent organisation) has identified a number of tools and processes that could deepen collaboration and impact in a partnership
, and which Trócaire has broadly endorsed. These include:

· Partnership agreements where there is a formal record based on agreed core values, a shared vision and objectives, time-lines, and possible areas for development between partners;
· Partnership consultation whose purpose is to move towards a reversal of power relationships;
· Technical and other support that involves the provision of consultants or ‘accompaniment’;
· Programme Development that looks at more coordinated regional or sectoral programme approaches rather than support to individual projects;
· Shared development of explicit learning systems between partners on how each side of a partnership is working with a view to bringing about positive improvements;
· North-South funding and solidarity relationship – the more traditional and established partnership model used by agencies such as Trócaire;
· Establishment of local offices alongside national partners such as the Trócaire regional and country offices throughout the world.  

5.8.
In the view of the Evaluation Team, Trócaire has moved to internalise most of these points, e.g. the need for written agreements (standard practice), and the progressive introduction of ‘accompaniers’. However, the degree to which these precepts of good practice have been demonstrably carried through into the everyday relationships between Trócaire and its partners is more problematic (not necessarily through Trócaire’s fault). For example, one of Trócaire’s long-standing partners in Sierra Leone is Caritas Makeni, which is receiving support from a multiplicity of other ‘donors’, the majority of whom are affiliates of Caritas International (CI); however within this latter grouping, Trócaire and CAFOD are the only ones willing to provide multi-annual commitments, but find themselves outnumbered by their CI peers who are wedded to an annual cycle of project grant disbursement (in virtue of their primary focus on emergency and recovery interventions); consequently Caritas Makeni has little incentive to think strategically. In this tricky situation (which is probably not an isolated case), the most strategic move for Trócaire may be to seek to take the lead within the CI grouping, in an effort to ‘raise the game’ by forging a more concerted, cohesive and longer-term perspective among the CI agencies, and then to collectively work out a jointly agreed strategic plan with Caritas Makeni. Such an initiative would generate an obvious multiplier effect over time, and would be very consonant with MAPS philosophy. Trócaire is probably well placed to do this, as it is active in Caritas Internationalis at the level of international networking, and has led several ERSTs (CI Emergency Response Teams – the primary network response mechanism after sudden-onset disasters), most recently in tsunami-affected Asia.
6.
Summary Against MAPS Objectives
6.1.
 MAPS has three stated objectives, the first of which is:

To facilitate receipt by NGOs of Development Cooperation Ireland funding in such a way as to promote flexibility within their own programme framework of visions and strategies, in so far as these visions and strategies are in line with the Irish Government’s policy of development cooperation.

6.1.1.
Trócaire has utilised both the opportunity and the flexibility offered by MAPS to scale up the work of its International Department very significantly within a short period of time, utilising the policy framework which had already been laid out in the Strategic Plan 2002-5. Moreover, MAPS has been an important means of enabling Trócaire to begin to realise its autonomously-set goal of working programmatically.  A very positive development was the creation of a Programme Quality Unit with responsibility for policy development, monitoring and evaluation, and programme-related staff development.  However the full potential of MAPS in this regard does not appear to have been maximised yet, largely because the obstacles and challenges to working programmatically, which were present in Trócaire’s own institutional structure and environment, were not sufficiently appreciated at the outset. Furthermore, the HQ Management team, perhaps as part of the process of developing the new Strategic Plan 2006-2009, should clarify the policy route applicable at different levels (strategic / operational), and disseminate this across the organisation. 

6.1.2.
There have been some significant and (relatively) innovative initiatives taken by Trócaire during the lifetime of MAPS, for which MAPS was a catalyst, and which offer promise of a handsome dividend in a next round of MAPS (should there be one). These include:

· The introduction, initially on a pilot basis, of ‘accompaniers’ to provide mentoring support to, and monitoring of, Trócaire’s partners in countries where there was no field office presence; 

· A new impetus has been given to policy development in a number of key areas, preceded by or accompanied by a process of organisation-wide participative consultation and (where required) staff development work; 

· A major internal review is currently being carried out by a sub-group of the Executive to develop a new Programme Funding Approval protocol; this will supersede the existing mechanisms whereby projects (as traditionally understood) received funding approval via a Project Intake Committee; in the new era of moving to programme-based interventions, new mechanisms and procedures need to be put in place;
· The design, piloting and phased introduction of a significantly enhanced Project Appraisal and Monitoring Form (PAMF) which incorporates baseline information on the situation analysis prior to the planned intervention, identifies appropriate indicators of performance and achievement; these tools should facilitate subsequent impact assessment, and make evaluations at later stages in the project cycle more meaningful.   

6.2.
The second stated objective is:

“To permit NGOs with a proven capacity to act in a predictable and coherent framework in so far as funding from Development Cooperation Ireland is concerned, thereby allowing longer-term relations to be established with Partners in the South”.

6.2.1.
The greater continuity in funding that has come with MAPS has been influential in encouraging Trócaire to take a more strategic view, plan more programmatically, and work in a more coherent way, but this process is by no means complete. The challenges which MAPS posed for Trócaire were probably under-estimated at the time of inception of MAPS, both by Development Cooperation Ireland and by Trócaire itself. These challenges included:

· the sheer length of time needed for an organisation of Trócaire’s size and complexity to translate a new programmatic direction into operational effect;

· A need to (re-) build its internal organisational capacity (especially in the aftermath of significant staff losses and physical relocation in 2002);
· Capacity building needs of southern partners in excess of earlier expectations;
· Robust and systematic programme quality mechanisms (e.g. impact assessment and institutional learning capabilities) requiring longer to internalise than may have been expected;
· Evaporation between intended and actual outcomes, with certain institutional factors militating against or delaying the ‘project → programme’ transition.

6.2.3.
The benefits of MAPS (flexibility, predictability, etc) have been to a considerable extent been passed on to Southern partners with the requisite capacity throughout the overseas programme. In other cases, relatively weaker NGOs and CBOs with whom Trócaire is working have more acute capacity building needs, the strengthening of which will constitute a priority to be addressed in a new phase of MAPS.  

6.3.
The third stated objective is:

To enhance and strengthen dialogue and mutual learning between the Partners (Development Cooperation Ireland and the 5 NGOs) in matters relating to strategies, approaches and the adoption of best practices.

6.3.1.
Our analysis suggests that the foundations for a viable partnership between MAPS and Development Cooperation Ireland were historically firm, and that the overall relationship between the parties has continued to deepen and mature during the lifetime of MAPS, through the intensified dialogue which takes place at the quarterly Programme Management Committees (PMCs), and the greater mutual understanding of the constraints and pressures that each partner faces.
 

6.3.2.
On the basis of evidence collected during the field visits, the Evaluation Team found that partners are generally complying with the monitoring/reporting requirements (bi-annual financial and narrative report), and that they do not regard these requirements as unduly onerous.  However, partners would appear to have some way to go to achieve a higher level of reporting, whereby greater emphasis would be placed on outcomes and impact, rather than merely on activity. The challenge is to view the implementation of the respective projects / programmes through a wider angle lens, and thereby to identify changes (attitudinal, behavioural, structural or other). Capacity building in this area should focus on using case studies, peer reviews or a most significant change approach in order to document impact.

6.3.3.
MAPS is seen as a portal to shared learning and new thinking between Development Cooperation Ireland and the MNGOs, and laterally among the MNGOs concerned.

(a) Regarding shared learning between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire, our analysis suggests that some dialogue on institutional and topical issues has occurred as part of the quarterly PMC meetings, but it has stopped short of a process of active engagement on policy objectives and policy alignment between both partners: common ground at policy level tends to be assumed rather than being explicit. MAPS, working in tandem with HAPS, has helped facilitate the mainstreaming of HIV/AIDS across the organisation.  However, it was clear from the field visits that not all partners were aware of the concept of mainstreaming, and that there appeared to be no overall policy on mainstreaming and what it should look like in practice.

(b) Regarding shared learning of a lateral or collective nature, there has been little enough evidence of this among the MNGOs themselves, either in Ireland or in the field; there needs to be a vehicle built into the future MAPS process (with the requisite investment in human resources) to monitor policy cohesion and facilitate learning, especially around the mainstreaming process.

6.4.
The potential for MAPS to be utilised in support of Trócaire’s own organisational development needs does not appear to have been recognised by Trócaire at a sufficiently early stage in the process
. (The agency has stated that it was not alerted to the possibility at the stage of initial application). Furthermore the potential of MAPS as a catalyst to inculcate programmatic thinking agency-wide does not appear to have been grasped; the tendency seems to have been to compartmentalise MAPS largely within the International Department, leaving the Communications & Education, and Policy & Advocacy Units  (for example) on the margin. The up-coming consultations leading up to the new Strategic Plan 2006-9 may be useful platform to (re-) generate an agency-wide understanding of the concept and practice of a programmatic approach. In addition, a significantly expanded and strengthened Programme Quality Unit will be needed in order to translate this improved level of understanding into operational effect and to effectively support impact assessment in a future phase of MAPS. 

6.5.
Overall, the Evaluation Team considers that the (already strong) partnership relationship between Development Cooperation Ireland and Trócaire has been strengthened as a result of MAPS, and that the Scheme has enabled Trócaire’s International Department to considerably scale up its interventions at a quantitative level and in a manner broadly consistent with the shared objectives enshrined in the MDGs. However, there is a modicum of disappointment that the opportunities afforded by MAPS to work more programmatically, creatively and imaginatively have not been maximised by Trócaire, and that the agency has not placed organisational development at centre-stage. In other words, the value which has been added to Trócaire’s programme of work as a result of the advent of MAPS has been less than optimal, and its catalytic potential towards programmatic transformation and the continual quest for best practice has not yet come to fruition in Trócaire’s case. Having said this, the Evaluation team readily acknowledges that the objective of

working with different levels of partnerships in a programmatic mode is understandably a long term process which is not realistically attainable within a 3 year “pilot” phase. In all likelihood, any shortcomings to which we have alluded may have more to do with over-ambitious or unrealistic expectations by all concerned at the inception of MAPS back in 2002, than with anything else. In any event, the validity of MAPS per se both as a partnership vehicle and as a strategic funding mechanism has been broadly vindicated in our assessment, as indeed has Trócaire’s participation in it. 

7 Recommendations


This report has considered the operational profile of Trócaire as an agency, and has attempted to gauge the degree to which this has been influenced by the MAPS funding since early 2003. Attribution is problematic, not least because MAPS funds form part – albeit the major part - of a co-financed totality of programme expenditure in selected countries; whilst the financial contribution is easy to disaggregate from the totals expended, the organisational outcomes are (of necessity) less so. Consequently, some of the broad recommendations that follow relate to strategic issues for Trócaire as a whole, but the Evaluation Team has tried to maintain its focus on areas which are most relevant to MAPS, as it would clearly be beyond our remit to go into organisational change processes within Trócaire in all their aspects. Having said that, it is hoped that the opportunity for an external view resonates with views held by different layers of staff in Trócaire. 

7.1.
General 

Recommendations

1. MAPS I has enabled Trócaire to substantially up-scale the volume of its work within a relatively short period of time. The emphasis in MAPS II should be on consolidation and qualitative deepening across its entire MAPS-supported programme (a process which may well require some incremental increase in resources); however, further significant growth of activity in net volume terms should not be a high priority for support under the next phase of MAPS. 

2. Allied to the preceding recommendation, geographical concentration is strongly recommended in the next phase, in the interests of greater effectiveness and of impact assessment over time.  Precisely how this might be achieved depends on the new Strategic Plan and on what arrangements Trócaire may propose for utilisation of MAPS support in future. For MAPS purposes, geographical concentration could be achieved by Trócaire progressively reducing the number of MAPS operational countries, and / or by reducing the total number of countries in which it operates.

3. That Trócaire’s submission for a new phase of MAPS should reflect, and be anchored in, the main tenets of the emerging Strategic Plan, with more realistic targets and timeframes than previously. A dilemma may arise in that the deadline for proposals for MAPS II may precede the completion of the Strategic Planning process (May 2006), whilst in the meantime multi-annual commitments to partners will need to be discharged; a means of harmonising these potentially conflicting pressures will required skilful negotiation between Trócaire and Development Cooperation Ireland.  

7.2.
Policy in Practice
Although policy gestation within Trócaire is conducted in a consultative style (ensuring input from field staff), difficulties arise (a) in moving from final draft to definitive adoption and (b) in disseminating policy into operational terms which staff at field level can implement.

Recommendations

1. That Trócaire’s Management Team should clarify the internal policy route applicable at different levels (strategic / operational), and to disseminate this across the organisation. It should also bring to definitive fruition the various position papers in which much time has been invested but which have not yet received the policy imprimatur, e.g. documents on (i) Partnership, (ii) Evaluation and Learning, (iii) Programme Approach, and (iv) Livelihood Security.

7.3.
Partnership

Trócaire’s scope to pass on the benefits of MAPS to its southern partners would appear to be constrained in some cases by its being part of a Caritas consortium, whose members (apart from Trócaire and CAFOD) have a focus on relief and emergency as their primary mode of working.

Recommendations

1. In cases where Trócaire is engaged in long-term development work as part of a Caritas grouping, it should seek to forge a more concerted, cohesive and longer-term perspective among the CI agencies, and then to collectively work out a jointly agreed strategic plan (including capacity building work) with the beneficiary local partners. Such an initiative would generate an obvious multiplier effect over time, and would be very consonant with MAPS philosophy. 

2. Capacity building efforts with southern partners should be further intensified, to help them achieve a higher level of reporting, and to place greater emphasis on outcomes and impact, rather than merely on activity. The challenge is to view the implementation of the respective projects / programmes through a wider angle lens, and thereby to identify changes (attitudinal, behavioural, structural or other).

Programmatic Approach

There is an on-going need to develop an overarching framework which embeds the idea of a programme, as more than merely a collection of projects under one theme. Defining characteristics are probably to be found in the agency’s current practice e.g. advocacy, synergy between micro and macro, multi-actor perspective, etc.  Once these characteristics have been agreed internally (and what better opportunity that the forthcoming Strategic Plan?), they can be used to assess the added value that Trócaire brings.

Recommendations

1. That the up-coming consultative process leading up to the new Strategic Plan 2006-9 should be utilised in order to (re-) generate an agency-wide understanding of the concept and practice of a programmatic approach. In particular, the following tasks are recommended to the Trócaire Management Team:

· Define the over-arching characteristics of a Trócaire programme in a way which transcends sector themes;  

· Develop clearer guidance for the field staff on the purpose of linking the micro to macro agendas and policies, and identification of advocacy opportunities at all levels (linked in to MAPS funded activity); 

· Examine whether advocacy and right-based approaches should be dealt with separately; 

· Increase the dialogue in Trócaire and with other NGOs around measuring contribution to the MDGs in a more meaningful way;
· Improve capacity in Trócaire to assess outcomes and impact.

Organisational Structure and Support Capacity

Recommendations

1. That Trócaire should significantly strengthen its Programme Quality Unit by providing it with resources commensurate with (a) the wide scope of its remit and (b) its centrality to the organisational development challenges outlined in this Report.

2. That there needs to be a defined ‘early warning’ procedure built into the system of reporting from the field level to HQ, in order to elicit a timely response at senior managerial level if country programmes are deviating significantly from planned disbursement, activity patterns or resource requirements. 

3. That Trócaire engage actively in improved mechanisms which may be put in place to enable lateral policy dialogue and exchange of learning to take place with Development Cooperation Ireland as well as with the other MAPS NGOs.
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TRÓCAIRE'S VISION STATEMENT





Trócaire envisages a just world where people's dignity is ensured, rights are respected and basic needs are met; where there is equity in the sharing of resources and people are free to be the authors of their own development.





TRÓCAIRE’S MISSION STATEMENT





Inspired by the Gospel and the lived experience of our partners, Trócaire works to overcome poverty and promote justice in the developing world by:


Supporting sustainable development programmes in partnership with communities in the South


Responding to emergencies with a commitment to the renewal of local skills and structures


Informing and challenging the Irish people about our responsibilities to work for global justice and enlisting their support and solidarity for all our work


Being an effective advocate for justice, at national and international level.
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� Caritas Internationalis is an international network of 162 Catholic emergency and relief agencies. Based on the diocesan structure of the Catholic Church, Caritas agencies are well placed to respond quickly at times of rapid-onset emergencies, as was the case with the recent tsunami in Asia. At such times, one of Trócaire’s primary avenues of response is through local Caritas structures.





� CIDSE is an international network of 15 Catholic development agencies from Europe and North America. The agencies share common roots in Catholic social teaching and a rights-based, advocacy-led approach to development.





� Strategic Plan 2002-2005, p 13.





� A new Head of International Department was appointed in November 2005 and is heading up a new strategic phase in the work of the Department.





� MAPS Guidelines. DCI Civil Society Unit, August 2003. p 4 


� www.Trócaire.ie


� Strategic Plan 2002-2005, p 13.


� This move was a decision by Trustees of Trócaire and was part of a wider rationalisation by the Bishops’ Conference of the overall organisation of the various Commissions and Agencies of the Conference, which was linked to the dispersal of offices throughout Dublin and environs.





� A new Head of International Department was appointed in November 2005 and is heading up a new strategic phase in the work of the Department.


� The three positions were advertised in the Irish Times on 20 May 2005.


� This amount was what Trócaire had requested from DCI/MAPS, and was supplemented by a 24.3% contribution from own resources, to produce an overall total programme cost of €45.3m 


� Versions of the Guidelines appeared in May 2001, August 2003 with Guidance Notes in 2003 and 2005


� A clarification to the Guidelines  which included levels of co-financing was given in a the notes of a meeting  dated 21st June 2002 where the following statement was made: ‘The standard practice of maximum of 75% co-financing will apply at the broad programme/sub-programme level, with no further limitations down the line.


� For fuller treatment of this point, refer to Section 5 – Southern Partnerships / Impact. 





� For example, during a focus group discussion between the Evaluators and Trócaire Programme Officers in Maynooth on 23.05.05. 





� There were exceptions: for example a Team finding arising from the field visit to Ethiopia was that the country programme there had not been sufficiently cautious in appraising how best to respond to MAPS: it had collected new geographic zones with some new or existing partners, only to find that the management resources in-country were spread too thinly.


 


� The minutes of the DCI / Trócaire MAPS Annual Review Meeting in June 2004 record: “Trócaire tends to use DCI money where they have confidence in the partners, but asked if risks could be taken with newer partners? DCI agreed that this was possible, and would contribute to learning”. (p 4).





� Whilst significant portions of Central America programme use MAPS co-financing, others receive support from EuropeAid.


� Trócaire Year 2 MAPS Report to DCI; March 2005. p. 7





� ibid.





� Fowler, A (2000). Partnerships – Negotiating Relationships: a Resource for Non-Governmental Development Organisations. INTRAC, Oxford.  Occasional Papers No 32


� In this Evaluation, the term ‘innovation’ is used to denote an organisation doing something which it did not do before. Innovation is therefore understood as organisation doing things in a different way, rather than as development of new models or approaches in the absolute sense.


� E.g. Trócaire’s collaboration with CDM in Hondouras.


� on 5th May 2005


� The PRSP programmes in Central America and Rwanda are good examples of where there has been coordination and coherence between the International Department and the Policy and Advocacy Unit.


�  This discussion took place on 1st April 2005 in Dublin.


� In a few countries without a Trócaire field office (e.g. Sierra Leone), a placement of a Trócaire intern has been negotiated with the local Caritas or CRS office, on the understanding that a portion of his / her time is devoted to Trócaire work; such an arrangement is strongly endorsed by partners as beneficial.


� Similar to Save the Children UK and OXFAM GB


� DCI and Trócaire are promoting this amongst the MNGOS in Ethiopia but it is not clear whether there exists among all MNGOs present in Ethiopia a strong shared vision about its purpose. 


� Trócaire 2004 MAPS Report, Mar 05. p 9.


� A point which will be developed more fully in the MAPS Evaluation Synthesis Report)


� A further variation on the contact model is, in fact, provided by the Sierra Leone programme, where an intern based in the CRS office in Freetown can spend up to 25% of her time working with Trócaire partners. Thus, Sierra Leone and Zambia are managed differently.





� Extracted from the Trócaire Draft Paper on Partnership, September 2003. 


� In Year 2 of MAPS, Trócaire requested and was granted permission from DCI to include the Programme Quality budget which is part of its organisational development (OD). It also applied successfully for OD funding from DCI as part of a separate funding scheme.
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