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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background:

Concern Angola’s Sustainable Livelihoods Programme is working with 100,000 vulnerable people in two provinces in rural Angola. It has a budget of 9.2million Euro and runs from 2006 to 2010, with a second phase planned from 2010 to 2015. Listen First is an action research project working in five pilot countries researching how Concern can manage downwards accountability on a systematic basis. 
In 2008 the Angola programme took part in the action research focusing on two main elements:
· Self assessment of Concern and partner staff’s current performance in relation to downward accountability. Thirty four staff took part in two workshops.

· Facilitating intended beneficiaries to provide structured feedback on Concern’s downward accountability performance. Twelve focus groups were held with 117 intended beneficiaries, plus twelve key informant interviews took place. 
This report summarises the findings and management recommendations that came from the study. 
Findings:

Intended beneficiaries provided rich qualitative and quantitative information about Concern’s performance across six areas: the four HAP operational benchmarks, transparency, participation, listening, and staff attitudes, plus how useful people found the work and its value for money. 

The quantitative scores, shown in the graph below, came from participatory bean ranking exercises run as part of the focus groups. The focus groups were randomly sampled and facilitated by frontline staff who did not work in that area. This peer review methodology aimed to reduce conflicts of interest, but keep the learning within the organisation. Staff received facilitation skills training as part of the process.
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The 1 to 4 scale on the graph is based on the Listen First framework and each level was represented pictorially by a cartoon used in the focus group bean ranking exercises. The staff self assessment exercise resulted in a score of two, which corresponds quite closely to the scores in the graph.

Concern staff gave positive feedback about the process of doing the research. One programme manager said “it (has been) a useful exercise, lots of information was provided by the respondents which (has prompted) us to re think and for staff to start reflecting on what we are doing. We have discussed initially the reports with staff & partners, and agree to many of the issues presented”. 

Partners were also involved and contributed significantly to the staff workshops. No community research was carried out in partner programme areas, however there was interest from the partners to do this in the future. 
Transparency:

Most of the respondents in the research knew who Concern’s work was targeting, however almost all said it was difficult to get detailed information about how to contact Concern: such as office telephone number, address or who best to contact. There was also reluctance to asking for more information. 
Focus groups and key informants all said they don’t have any idea about Concern’s fund or how much is being spent. However, many of the respondents indicated that they thought a lot of money had been spent for them.

Participation:

80% of the focus groups said they participated in a number of project related activities including for example: project identification, changes to activity plans, selecting group leaders for the project activities. However their level of participation related to being “informed” about what was happening, which is the first level of the Listen First framework. 
Listening:

Most of the focus groups and key informants were broadly satisfied with the way staff listen to them, however there were also a number of comments that they don’t get any feedback, or the feedback comes very late, when they do ask or make suggestions to staff. 

There were also issues about who spoke at these meetings: In one mixed focus group they said: “In many cases people normally don’t talk and present there issues during the meeting and it is not easy to encourage them to speak of what they feel, therefore during discussion who ever more powerful speak a lot, sometimes s/he speaks on behalf of others.”
Staff attitudes:

Respondents were generally satisfied with Concern’s staff’s attitude towards them, noting that staff were communicative and showed respect to people especially when talking to old people. However in three focus groups and with two key informants they said Concern was not very punctual for meetings and sometimes didn’t turn up at all. 

Also respondents said Concern staff regularly visited the easier to access villages, once or twice per week, whereas in more remote villages visits were much less regular, especially during the rainy season. 
Satisfaction including usefulness and value for money:

Most respondents said they appreciate Concern’s work in their community, some mentioned that Concern’s presence in their community gave them confidence and increased their moral, but that the government had almost forgot them. They felt that money has been spent wisely although they were not part of any decisions or management of funds, and their rationale is based on the huge quantity of inputs/investment they have seen in their community provided by Concern.
The focus groups and key informants raised the following suggestion on how the money could be better spent and for the work to be more useful;

· Concern and the community should plan together.

· More opportunities for discussions between Concern staff and the community.

· Provide timely and quick feedback/responses from the comments or suggestions raised.

· Support in some in resolving other problems in the community such as health, water etc.

· Provide information about Concern offices, and contact person, so if we have problems and we don’t get any feedback from the staff we will visit Concern office directly to ask why?

· Expand the beneficiaries of the goat credit scheme.
Recommendations:

The Concern programme managers said they found the research useful and make the following recommendations which are given in more detail in the main body of the report. They follow from the suggestions and feedback from the community. 
· Support partners and provide the opportunity for partners who are interested to carry out community research using a similar methodology.

· Feedback to the community the findings from this exercise.
· Establish community forums where people are all given the opportunity to speak
· Create community feedback committees at village level in which members are not part of any management groups or project management.
· Promote bottom up planning, and facilitate community to develop plans (activity plans and budget) which could feed into the total Concern Angola project budget on annual basis.
· Display in a strategic location the village project plans with the amount of money allocated for the project, the community contribution and expenses.
· Facilitate the community to have a say in the performance of staff working in their village, this could be in the form of staff performance appraisal in which community members would provide feedback.
· Train and orient the community leaders about the importance and the how to use some accountability monitoring forms provided by Concern Angola i.e.  Staff /visitor log sheet etc. The communities could be involved in developing those forms further.
· Repeat the community research at an appropriate time to see how things have changed, using this study as a baseline.








































