
NSP-II Prospective Evaluation:

Sub-Treatment Intervention (STI) Implementation Manual for Facilitating Partners (FPs) in Evaluation Districts
1. INTRODUCTION
In the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each of the 10 Evaluation Districts (Khost Wa Firing [Baghlan], Balkh [Balkh], Sang-i-Takht [Daykundi], Daulina [Ghor], Adraskan [Herat]), Chist e-Sharif [Herat], Farsi [Herat], Gulran [Herat], Hisarak [Nangarhar], Sher Zad [Nangarhar]), the Evaluation Team requests the cooperation of FPs in implementing two Sub-Treatment Interventions (STIs). These STIs represent minor modifications in the method of mobilizing communities under the NSP program, but can potentially improve community satisfaction with the program, the quality of sub-project implementation, and provide for more effective attainment of program goals. Within each Evaluation District, the two STIs are to be implemented in some of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities chosen by the Evaluation Team.
 
The first STI (STI-1) concerns the procedure by which the CDC is elected and is intended to demonstrate which type of election procedure is most effective and appropriate for NSP. The second STI (STI-2) concerns the process for determining which sub-projects are prioritized for implementation and seeks to demonstrate the effect of formalized procedures for involving communities in sub-project prioritization on project outcomes. If the STIs are found to be successful in improving outcomes of interest to the program, they may be incorporated into subsequent revisions of the Operational Manual and used in other local governance and community-driven development (CDD) initiatives in Afghanistan and abroad. 
The objectives and rationale underlying each STI are outlined below, along with detailed implementation guidelines that aim to facilitate the work of FPs in ensuring that the two STIs are implemented successfully in selected communities. The manual is divided into six sections. Section 2 provides details on how the two STIs will be assigned to the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District; Section 3 provides detailed implementation guidelines for STI-1 (CDC Election Procedure); Section 4 provides detailed implementation guidelines for STI-2 (Sub-Project Prioritization Mechanism); Section 5 outlines considerations for the training of social organizers undertaking implementation of the STIs; and Section 6 concludes with a discussion of how the results of the implementation of STIs will be assessed by the Evaluation Team. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this document or the NSP-II Prospective Evaluation, please do not hesitate to contact one or all members of the Evaluation Team. Andrew Beath can be reached by e-mail at: beath@fas.harvard.edu and by phone at: 0700-079-311. Fotini Christia can be reached by e-mail at: christia@fas.harvard.edu. Ruben Enikolopov can be reached by e-mail at: enikolop@fas.harvard.edu  
ASSIGNMENT OF STIs
The two STIs are to be implemented across a selection of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District. The Evaluation Team will independently assign one of the two procedures for CDC elections (Cluster-Based or At-Large) and one of the two mechanisms of sub-project prioritization (Consultation Meeting or Referendum) in each of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District. This assignment will be done in such a manner as to ensure that there are no fundamental pre-existing differences, on average, between communities that are to receive the two different CDC Election Procedures, on the one hand, and the two different Sub-Project Prioritization Mechanisms, on the other.
 In addition, the assignment will be done to ensure that the numbers of communities which receive one variation of the STI is roughly similar (plus or minus one) to the number of communities that receive the alternate variation of the STI.
 The two STIs will be assigned independently of the other, producing four groups of roughly equal size among the 25 Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District. These four groups are displayed in Table 1 below:
Table 1: STI Assignments in Evaluation Districts

	
	CDC Election Procedure
	Sub-Project Prioritization Mechanism
	Number of Communities

	Group 1
	Cluster-Based Elections 
	Consultation Meeting
	6 or 7

	Group 2
	Cluster-Based Elections 
	Referendum
	6 or 7

	Group 3
	At-Large Elections 
	Consultation Meeting
	6 or 7

	Group 4
	At-Large Elections
	Referendum
	6 or 7


Thus, the 6 or 7 communities in Group 1 will conduct CDC elections and prioritize sub-project procedures according to a Consultation Meeting procedure. The 6 or 7 communities in Group 2 will conduct CDC elections according to the conventional Cluster-Based Election procedure outlined in the NSP Operational Manual, but will hold a Community Referendum to determine the order by which sub-projects are implemented. The opposite situation will prevail in the 6 or 7 communities in Group 3, which will hold an At-Large Election to compose the CDC, but will prioritize sub-projects according to a Consultation Meeting procedure. Finally, the 6 or 7 communities in Group 4 will elect the CDC by an At-Large Election and will hold a Community Referendum to determine the order by which proposed sub-projects are to be implemented.

The Evaluation Team will assume responsibility for assigning STIs to each of the 25 NSP Communities and thereby determining which of the four groups each community will be assigned to. Prior to the commencement of training of social organizers responsible for the mobilization of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities, the Evaluation Team shall provide each FP with four lists and four accompanying maps, each of which will include the names and locations of 12 or 13 communities: (1) The first list and map shall include those communities which are to elect CDCs according to Cluster-Based Elections; (2) The second list and map shall include those communities which are to elect CDCs according to At-Large Elections; (3) The third list and map will include those communities which are to conduct sub-project prioritization according to the Consultation Meeting procedure; and (4) The fourth list will include those communities which are to conduct sub-project prioritization through the administration of a Community Referendum. FPs are requested to administer the election and sub-project prioritization procedures to communities as directed by these four lists.

In order to ensure that these lists are sent to FPs in a timely manner, it is requested that FPs inform the Evaluation Team as soon as possible of the expected dates for the training of the social organizers responsible for the mobilization of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District.
2. STI-1: CDC ELECTION PROCEDURE
A. Motivation
The purpose of STI-1 is to determine the form of election procedure that is most appropriate for electing a Community Development Council (CDC / Hanbastagi Shura). Specifically, this change in procedure will examine whether a cluster elections (where community members elect representatives only from the part of the village in which they live) or an at-large election (where villagers can elect anyone from the village, regardless of whether that person lives in their part of the village or not) is most effective in improving the effectiveness of the NSP. Results obtained from the evaluation of STI-1 will guide the development of procedures for electing CDCs in future phases of the NSP program, other forms of local elections in Afghanistan, as well as election procedures in other community development and local governance programs around the world. 
According to the current NSP Operational Manual, FPs are required to implement cluster elections in order to select the members of the CDC in each community which is to receive the NSP program. However, it is unclear whether this is the most appropriate means of electing community members to the CDC. Cluster elections are a good way to ensure representation for each geographical area of a given electorate. However, cluster-based elections also come with drawbacks - they can restrict the choice of voters, negatively impact the quality of projects and the degree to which policies represent the whole village, and may ultimately undermine the confidence of voters in the elected council. There are two commonly cited concerns with cluster election systems that appear relevant to the NSP: (1) the restrictions that cluster elections impose on the ability of voters to elect the best candidates; and (2) the tendency of cluster election systems to generate projects and policies which benefit particular districts or clusters at the expense of the wider electorate. These two concerns are explained in further detail below:
1. Restriction of Voter Choice: Under a cluster election, community members can vote only for those candidates who live in their own area of the village. While this is a good method of ensuring that each cluster in the village has a dedicated representative on the CDC which can advocate for that cluster and can provide for ease of communication between the CDC and villagers, it may prevent voters from electing the most competent or reliable people to the council. Consider the case, for instance, where villagers wish to elect the best educated people to the council and all the best educated people live in the same area of the village. Under this scenario, community members would only be able to elect one or two of the best educated people in the village and so would be prevented by the cluster election system from exercising their will to elect the best educated people!
 Obviously this sort of outcome is unlikely to be desired by the village or conducive to the implementation of high-quality sub-projects.
2. Patronage: Another common concern with cluster election systems is that the local nature of representation gives elected representatives an incentive to focus just on delivering political benefits to their own part of the village rather than considering the welfare of the whole village when deciding whether to implement a particular project or policy.
 In the case of NSP, for instance, cluster elections may cause CDC members to choose sub-projects that are located in, or which otherwise serve, their part of the village rather than those sub-projects which deliver the greatest benefit to the village as a whole. Where one or a few members of the CDC are particularly powerful or persuasive and are able to have undue influence over sub-project selection, a cluster-based election can lead to a few clusters receiving a disproportionate share of the benefits offered by NSP sub-projects, to the expense of the rest of the community.
Thus, although cluster election systems can be an effective means of ensuring each geographical area of the community is represented on the CDC, they can also have adverse impacts by restricting villagers from electing their preferred people to the CDC and by causing CDC members to opt for sub-projects which benefit particular parts of the village over sub-projects which offer general benefits to the whole village. 
At-large election systems (such as the election system used to elect members of Wolesi Jirga) avoid these two pitfalls of cluster elections by allowing villagers to vote for whoever in the village they feel would make the best members of the CDC, regardless of where in the village they live. Under the at-large election system, CDC members are elected by the whole village, rather than a single specific area, thereby making CDC members more likely to select and prioritize sub-projects that benefit the whole village. On the other hand, however, at-large election systems may not be as effective in ensuring representation for all parts of the community on the CDC. Thus, it is not clear which approach – cluster elections or at-large elections – is more appropriate for the NSP. 
The purpose of STI-1 is to carefully examine the relative benefits of holding at-large election for the CDC compared to a cluster election for the CDC. Provided that the two different election systems are implemented as directed below, the Evaluation Team should be able to provide a clear recommendation of which type of election is most appropriate for the NSP program. The following sections outline the details of the two election systems to be implemented under STI-1.
B. Determination of Clusters for Cluster-Based and At-Large Elections
Regardless of whether a village in the Evaluation District is assigned a cluster election or at-large Election, Social Organizers for FPs should undertake the process of dividing all families (or dwellings) in each the village into a series of clusters or areas. The division of villages into clusters must take place prior to the administration of the election. The division of communities into clusters is required by the NSP Operational Manual, which states that cluster sizes will vary depending on the size of the community, but should not exceed 20 families. As noted in the NSP Operational Manual, clusters are to serve as the basis for village-wide consultations, whereby elected CDC representatives meet with and seek feedback from their assigned cluster before making decisions on priorities, subprojects, and community contributions. Clusters will continue to serve this role in all of the villages, regardless of whether a cluster election or at-large election is held.
The method to dividing communities into clusters should be the same for all the communities regardless of whether a cluster election or at-large election will be conducted. Each cluster should be assigned a unique number or name, which is to be used for identifying clusters to villagers, FP staff, and the Evaluation Team and in reporting cluster vote tallies and other information of interest. FPs may employ whatever procedures are deemed most appropriate to determine how communities should be divided into clusters, but these procedures should be the same across all villages in the Evaluation District. Clusters should be formed in a geographically contiguous and logical fashion. That is, neighboring dwellings should be grouped together so that each cluster represents a particular area of the village and not an assortment of dwellings spread across the village. To demonstrate this, the two illustrations below show two sets of clusters, one correct and one incorrect. In the illustration on the right, the village is drawn with non-contiguous set of clusters – neighboring dwellings are not grouped together. This is an incorrect procedure for composing clusters. The illustration on the left represents a correct means of composing village clusters – neighboring dwellings are grouped together in clusters.
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Once the community has been divided into clusters, the community members should be informed of which cluster they belong to. This is particularly important in villagers assigned to receive a cluster election, because, as described below, community members may only elect representatives to the CDC from within the cluster in which they live. Social Organizers may undertake a number of steps to inform community members of the location of clusters. One thing Social Organizers should do is to prepare a map of the community with the clusters and enclosed dwellings clearly displayed, with each cluster being assigned an individual number (Cluster 1, Cluster 2 etc.). This map should then be displayed in a public area in the village, so that each community member has an opportunity to examine the map and determine which cluster they belong to. The map of the community should clearly indicate the borders of the clusters, as well as the main landmarks such as the center of the village, village community center, village market, health centers, schools, mosques, bridges, main roads, major electricity source, major source of drinking water, garbage dump, agricultural fields, and other important features in the village. 
Regardless of whether a cluster-election or at-large election is administered by the FP per the direction of the Evaluation Team, the Social Organizers and FP staff must ensure that each cluster has separate male and female polling stations, with an individual male and female ballot box for each cluster. Thus, if the community is divided into six clusters, there should be a total of six male and female polling stations, located within  each of the six clusters. These polling stations should be approximately located near the geographical centre of each cluster so that they are easily accessible by families living in that cluster. Where clusters are organized around a mosque or other communal building or resource, Social Organizers may consider placing the polling stations next to the mosque or communal building or resource in order to make the polling station easy to find. FPs must ensure that an adequate number of Social Organizers and FP staff are assigned to monitor the voting process in each of the polling stations, in order both to answer questions and resolve problems of community members wishing to vote in the election, and to discourage incidents of voter fraud or manipulation of the results of the election. 

As described further below, regardless of whether a cluster-based or at-large election is held, the election results in each cluster must be counted first and recorded. Where an at-large election is held, the results of elections in each cluster will be combined in order to determine which candidates are elected to the CDC. However, as each cluster will have an individual male and female representative, even with an at-large election, it is essential that Social Organizers and FP staff count and record the votes obtained in the ballot boxes in each cluster and report these to the Evaluation Team. 

C. Election Rules
Per the requirements of the NSP Operational Manual, the CDC is established through an election conducted according to the following rules:  

· Every resident of the community, male and female, aged eighteen years or above who has lived for at least one year in the community, has the right to vote in the CDC election;

· Every resident of the community, male and female, aged eighteen years or above who has lived for at least one year in the community; has no record of criminal conduct or human rights violations; has sufficient time available for work on the CDC; and is not a member of the National Assembly or Provincial Council is eligible to be elected a member of the CDC;

· Members of the CDC shall be elected for a three-year term on the understanding that any member cannot be elected for more than two consecutive terms;
· Information and documents concerning the CDC election procedure, including an explanation of the election procedures and the registration of voters, should occur at least 30 days prior to the date of the election;

· Voting is conducted through a secret ballot. Each person should be allowed to cast his or her vote in private without interference;
· Separate polling stations should exist for male and female voters;  

· Predefined candidate lists and electioneering are prohibited. All community members who are eligible to be a CDC member are a candidate unless they withdraw their candidacy. To avoid the problem of electing the candidates that would be unwilling to serve as CDC members, prior to the election community members will have an opportunity to declare that they will not accept the position if elected.
· Designated FP staff should be present to assist illiterate voters in filling out their ballots, but should in no way provide any advice or information that may be perceived as influencing the choice of the voters. 
· At least 60% of eligible voters must vote for the election to be valid. If the turnout is less than 60%, new elections should be organized;
· Only one CDC is to be elected per village. Separate CDCs cannot be established for sub-groups of an existing village (such as political, ethnic, or family groups);
· The counting of votes and announcement of results shall take place immediately and openly following the conclusion of the voting process;

· Convening of the election, announcement of the results, and registration of the CDC shall be carried out under the supervision of the MRRD representatives of the respective district and also potentially under the supervision of a monitor assigned by the Evaluation Team;

· The names of candidates elected to the CDC should be posted in at least three public places accessible to the residents of the community.
In both at-large and cluster-based elections, election results must first be counted separately in each cluster. Where at-large election is held, it will then be necessary for Social Organizers to combine the cluster vote tallies into a village-wide tally in order to determine the results of the election and determine the CDC representatives. 
In both at-large and cluster-based elections, a record of the cluster vote tallies must be retained by the Social Organizer and the FP staff and reported to the NSP office and the Evaluation Team. In the case of at-large elections, a record of the village vote tallies should also be retained by the Social Organizer and the FP staff and reported to the NSP office and the Evaluation Team (in addition to the cluster vote tallies). 

D. Cluster-Based vs. At-Large Election Procedures
Across the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District, two different election procedures will be implemented. In 12 or 13 of the NSP Evaluation Communities, a Cluster-Based Election procedure (similar to that described in the NSP Operational Manual) will be implemented. In the remaining 12 or 13 NSP Evaluation Communities, an At-Large Election procedure (similar to the procedure through which the Wolesi Jirga is elected in each province) is to be implemented. Further details of each of these procedures are outlined below:
Cluster Election: Under a Cluster Election procedure, each community is divided into groups of families or dwellings, called clusters. Each cluster is to elect two representatives – one male and one female – to the CDC. Where a community is assigned to receive the cluster-based election procedure, Social Organizers should ensure that community members understand that they may only vote for persons who live in the part of the village in which they themselves live. To ensure that voters are aware of which individuals and families reside in their assigned cluster, social organizers should disseminate information on the location of the cluster to members of the community. This may be in the form of a map, posted in a public location in each village, displaying the location of each cluster and the assignment of households to the respective clusters, or it may take the form of a list of the households which belong to the different clusters.
Only the male and female that receive the highest number of votes in each cluster are to become members of the CDC, provided that they live in that specific cluster. In the event that the individual(s) who receives the most votes in a cluster does not live in that cluster, they should not be elected to the CDC. In this case, the individual with the most votes and who lives in that cluster should be elected to the CDC. In order to distinguish the cluster-based election from the at-large election described below, it is very important that each cluster only elect CDC representatives who live in the cluster. It is accordingly requested that FPs ensure that this condition is adhered to by Social Organizers when collating the results of the election and composing the CDCs.
As noted in the NSP Operational Manual, the male and female CDC representatives elected by each cluster are to meet with and seek feedback from their cluster before making decisions on priorities, subprojects, and community contributions. In this sense, each member of the CDC ‘represents’ a particular cluster, to which they are required to report to, and whose interests they should seek to represent on the CDC.


Example: In order to demonstrate how a CDC should be selected based on the results of a cluster-based election, consider the hypothetical election results presented in Table 2 below. This village was divided into three clusters by the Social Organizer, meaning that the CDC will have six representatives, three male and three female. The results from the ballot box in Cluster 1 are presented in the left-hand column, the results from the ballot box in Cluster 2 are presented in the middle column, and the results from the ballot box in Cluster 3 are presented in the far-right column. In each of the three columns are four pieces of information: (1) the number of votes each candidate received in that cluster; (2) the name of the candidate; (3) the gender of the candidate; and (4) the cluster where the candidate is from. For example, Ajmal Ahmady, a male who lives in Cluster 1, received 39 votes in Cluster 2, 8 votes in Cluster 1, and 6 votes in Cluster 3. 
Table 2: CDC Composition for Cluster-Based Elections

	Cluster 1 Ballot Box Results
	Cluster 2 Ballot Box Results
	Cluster 3 Ballot Box Results

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.
	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.
	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2
	47
	Nadima Wardak
	F
	2
	24
	Eng. Noorzad
	M
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Fatima Laghmani
	F
	3
	39
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1
	16
	Massouda Sultan
	F
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Aman Ahrary
	M
	1
	35
	Aman Ahrary
	M
	1
	12
	Fatima Laghmani
	F
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Zabi Assil
	M
	1
	21
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2
	9
	Ahmad Wali
	M
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Arezu Ghani
	F
	1
	14
	Sherzad Arary
	M
	1
	6
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1
	7
	Eng. Noorzad 
	M
	3
	5
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Nadima Wardak
	F
	2
	1
	Abdul Stanikzai
	M
	2
	2
	Abdul Stanizkai
	M
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	102
	Total Votes
	
	
	164
	Total Votes
	
	
	74
	Total Votes
	
	


In this particular cluster-based election, due to a mistake by the Community Organizers, the community members did not understand that they should only vote for people who live in their cluster. As a result, community members voted for both people who in their cluster and other parts of the village. Nonetheless, in order to determine which candidates should become members of the CDC, the Social Organizer must select the male and female candidates that received the most votes from each cluster and who also live in that cluster. 
In Cluster 1, Eng. Shahim received more votes than any other male, but does not live in Cluster 1 and so is ineligible to be elected to the CDC as the representative for Cluster 1. Of the male candidates who live in Cluster 1, Aman Ahrary received the most votes and so is the male CDC representative for Cluster 1. Of the female candidates who live in Cluster 1, Arezu Ghani received the most votes and so is the female CDC representative for that cluster. For Cluster 2, the female CDC representative is Nadima Wardak and the male CDC representative is Eng. Shahim, who are the top female and male candidates who live in that cluster. For Cluster 3, the female and male CDC representatives are Massouda Sultan and Eng. Noorzad, respectively. 
At-Large Election: In an At-Large Election, villagers are free to vote for any person in the community, regardless of where they live. In order to ensure that a sufficient number of community members are elected to the CDC, each community member participating in the at-large election is to be given three votes. These three votes should be given by each community member to those individuals from the community who they would most like to become members of the CDC. The three votes are not to be ranked in anyway, although community members may opt not to use all of their three votes. Social Organizers should ensure that community members understand that they may use their three votes to vote for those individuals in the community who they would most like to be members of the CDC, regardless of whether those individuals live in their cluster or in another cluster. 
Only the male and the female members of the community who get the most votes in the community election are to become members of the CDC. The determination of which candidates become members of the CDC should be completed without consideration of where those candidates live in the village and which clusters they belong to. Thus, if the size of the CDC is 16 members, only the eight males and eight females which received the highest number of votes should be elected to the CDC. The size of the CDC and the balance between male and female representatives to the CDC should be determined in the same manner as for a cluster-based election. That is, the CDC will eventually consist of an equal number of men and women and the total number of representatives in the CDC will be twice the number of clusters.
Although at-large elections stipulate that CDC representatives are to be elected by the whole community, rather than specific clusters, it is important that the system of consultation and reporting stressed by the NSP is maintained, even when at-large elections are held. In order to do this, it is necessary to assign one male and one female CDC representative to a cluster to which they are to report and to seek feedback from before making decisions on priorities, subprojects, and community contributions. The assignment of CDCs to reporting clusters should be done by Social Organizers once the membership of the CDC has been determined by the results of the at-large election. 
To make the reporting assignments for CDC members, Social Organizers must ensure that the votes are tallied and reported by cluster in addition to being tallied for the entire community.
 On the basis of this information, Social Organizers should seek take the expressed preferences of each cluster into account by assigning CDC members to clusters where they received the most votes. However, in the event that a single individual receives a large share of the votes across a number of different clusters, it may not always be possible for Social Organizers to administer a rigorous and consistent procedure to determine cluster reporting assignments. In such cases, Social Organizers should exercise discretion and take appropriate factors – such as the location of residence of the CDC representative(s) and the distribution of votes across the clusters – into account when making the assignments. Social Organizers should pay special attention to assignment of female member of the CDC to clusters to insure that all the female members of the CDC can freely visit the cluster that they are assign to.
Example: In order to demonstrate how a CDC should be selected based on the results of an at-large election, consider the hypothetical election results presented in Table 3 below. As in the earlier example, the community was divided into three clusters by the Social Organizer, meaning that the CDC will have six representatives, three male and three female.
 In an at-large election, the candidates elected to the CDC are those which receive the highest number of votes, regardless of the cluster in which the candidate resides. Thus, in order to determine which community members are elected to the CDC, the number of votes obtained by each candidate in each cluster should be combined to get the total number of votes obtained by each candidate across the whole community. Even though community members in at-large elections will have three votes each compared to just one vote in cluster-based elections, we assume for the sake of simplicity here that the vote results in the at-large election are identical to those in the cluster-based election described in the previous example. When the votes in each of the three clusters are combined into a single tally for the whole community, we obtain the results displayed in Table 3 below. 
Table 3: CDC Composition for At-Large Elections
	Election Results

	
	
	
	

	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.

	
	
	
	

	56
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2

	
	
	
	

	53
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1

	
	
	
	

	52
	Aman Ahrary
	M
	1

	
	
	
	

	54
	Nadima Wardak 
	F
	2

	
	
	
	

	31
	Eng. Noorzad
	M
	3

	
	
	
	

	30
	Fatima Laghmani
	F
	3

	
	
	
	

	16
	Sultan Massouda
	F
	3

	
	
	
	

	14
	Sherzad Arary
	M
	1

	
	
	
	

	12
	Zabi Assil
	M
	1

	
	
	
	

	10
	Arezu Ghani
	F
	1

	
	
	
	

	9
	Ahmad Wali
	M
	3

	
	
	
	

	3
	Abdul Stanikzai
	M
	2

	
	
	
	

	302
	Total Votes
	
	




Given that there are three clusters in this community, the CDC is to comprise six representatives – three males and three females. Thus, in this case, the CDC will be comprised of the three males and three females with the highest number of votes. According to the vote tally displayed in Table 3 above, the male CDC representatives are Eng. Shahim (56 votes), Ajmal Ahmady (53 votes), and Aman Ahrary (52 votes). The female CDC representatives are Nadima Wardak (54 votes), Fatima Laghmani (30 votes), and Sultan Massouda (16 votes). Note that the change in the type of election procedure from a cluster-based to an at-large election has resulted in a change in the composition of the CDC, even though the pattern of voting remains identical.



With an at-large election, an extra step is required in order to determine the cluster reporting assignments for the six CDC representatives. In order to do this, it is necessary for social organizers to examine the results of the election on a cluster-by-cluster basis. The results of the election by cluster are given in Table 4 below. As with the cluster-based election, each cluster should have two reporting representatives – one male and one female. In contrast to the reporting structure with the cluster-based election, however, it is not necessary for representatives to live in the cluster that they are reporting to. Rather, the reporting assignments should be determined by the pattern of voting in the different clusters. Where possible, CDC representatives should be assigned to the clusters where they received the most votes. Thus, in the example, Eng. Shahim and Fatima Laghmani should be assigned to report to Cluster 1, since this is the cluster where they received the most votes. For cluster 2, Nadima Wardak is the female representative and Aman Ahrary is the male representative. Although Ajmal Ahmady received more votes than Aman Ahrary in Cluster 2, Aman Ahrary did not receive any votes in Cluster 3 and so should not be assigned to report to that cluster. Instead, Ajmal Ahmady becomes the male representative for Cluster 3, with Massouda Sultan taking the female representative position for the cluster. The cluster reporting assignments for the example are summarized in Table 4 below:  
Table 4: Determination of Cluster Reporting Assignments for At-Large Elections

	Cluster 1 Ballot Box Results
	Cluster 2 Ballot Box Results
	Cluster 3 Ballot Box Results

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.
	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.
	Votes
	Name
	
	Cl.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2
	47
	Nadima Wardak
	F
	2
	24
	Eng. Noorzad
	M
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Fatima Laghmani
	F
	3
	39
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1
	16
	Massouda Sultan
	F
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Aman Ahrary
	M
	1
	35
	Aman Ahrary
	M
	1
	12
	Fatima Laghmani
	F
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Zabi Assil
	M
	1
	21
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2
	9
	Ahmad Wali
	M
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Arezu Ghani
	F
	1
	14
	Sherzad Arary
	M
	1
	6
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Ajmal Ahmady
	M
	1
	7
	Eng. Noorzad 
	M
	3
	5
	Eng. Shahim
	M
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Nadima Wardak
	F
	2
	1
	Abdul Stanikzai
	M
	2
	2
	Abdul Stanizkai
	M
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	102
	Total Votes
	
	
	164
	Total Votes
	
	
	74
	Total Votes
	
	


E. Reporting

In addition to conducting CDC elections in NSP Evaluation Communities according to the procedures prescribed in Sections B, C, and D above, the Evaluation Team requests that FPs submit a number of pieces of information following the completion of the election process in the villages which are included in the evaluation. This information is critical to enabling the Evaluation Team to determine the relative merits of the two different election procedures. The Evaluation Team requests that the following information be submitted by FPs following the completion of CDC elections in the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District:

1. Map of Community – This should show the location of clusters and list the number of dwellings or families in each cluster. The unique numbers that have been assigned to clusters for identification and reporting purposes should be clearly marked on the map. In addition, the map should indicate the main landmarks as described above. FPs will be issued with a template by the Evaluation Team, which can be given to Social Organizers to guide in the drawing of the map;
2. Vote Tallies – All the information presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4 should be provided for each NSP Evaluation Community. That is, the name, gender, cluster of origin, and number of votes received by each candidate should be listed. In the case of both at-large and cluster-based elections, vote tallies and accompanying information should be provided for each cluster in the community. For at-large elections, vote tallies and accompanying information for the entire community should also be provided. The Evaluation Team will provide to FPs forms on which the cluster-by-cluster and, if applicable, community-wide election results, along with accompanying information, should be recorded for each NSP Evaluation Community by the Social Organizers; 
3. List of Elected CDC Members - The names of representatives elected to the CDC should be provided, along with title, occupation or profession, highest level of education, age, and cluster of origin. In the event that elected CDC members decline to take their position on the Council, a report on the reasons for the refusal should be provided by the Social Organizer. The Evaluation Team will provide forms on which Social Organizers should record the requested information on CDC members, as well as information concerning refusals of elected CDC members to join the Council;
4. Election Log or Diary – To support the evaluation, it would be nice if Social Organizers could keep a log or diary of anecdotes and stories documenting community reaction to the administration of the election procedure. This may include any incidents that occur during the election process, as well as general notes on community sentiment as perceived by the Social Organizer, and comments and suggestions expressed to the Social Organizer by community members, election candidates, or government representatives. This log and diary will provide crucial input for the Evaluation Team in compiling the final report and we hope FPs will help encourage Social Organizers to keep such a log or diary. The level of detail of the log and diary can vary depending on the situation in a community (they should reflect any important issues arising during the elections, but omit routine details). FPs can use their discretion in allowing lower level of detail for the logs or diaries for the Social Organizers that experience especially high workload. 
F. Monitoring

In order to ensure that election procedures are conducted according to the manner prescribed in the above sections, the Evaluation Team, support staff, and representatives of the NSP office will conduct regular and consistent monitoring of election procedures in NSP Evaluation Communities. This monitoring will include, but will not be limited to, the observance of CDC elections and vote-tallying procedures; interviews with community members, election candidates, and elected CDC representatives; inspection of cluster-by-cluster and community vote tallies compiled by Social Organizers; and election audits to ensure that the results of vote tallies coincide with ballots cast by community members. The Evaluation Team will ensure that non-Afghan observers are not sent to the regions in which their presence may have a negative effect on the results of the program. These regions will be determined through consultations with FPs.  
3. STI-2: SUB-PROJECT SELECTION MECHANISM

A. Motivation
The purpose of STI-2 is to examine whether the administration of a community-wide referendum to select sub-projects for implementation under the NSP program results in a significant impact on important outcomes. Specifically, outcomes under a community-wide referendum (known as a Sub-Project Selection Referendum) will be compared to alternative participatory processes (known as a Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting) in order to determine which approach is most appropriate for the NSP program. If the Evaluation Team finds that the administration of a Sub-Project Selection Referendum has a significant and positive impact on important outcomes, it is hoped that similar formal procedures for incorporating community preferences into decision-making processes will be used further by the NSP program and other governance programs.

In implementing STI-2, the Evaluation Team is interested in the question of whether an informal, participative process or a formal secret-ballot referendum is most appropriate for selecting which projects are to be implemented under the NSP program. On this question, there is some disagreement. To provide an overview of this debate, the two sections below provide examples of the relative advantages of the two selection mechanisms:

1. Referendum-Based Procedure: Formal secret-ballot referendums permit each member of the community an equal opportunity to express their preference for which project should be targeted for funding. This allows such decisions to be made in a perfectly democratic manner. Other studies indicate that the direct and formal involvement of community members in the process of sub-project selection improves community satisfaction with the program. For instance, a study of villages in Indonesia’s Kecamantan Development Program (KDP) contrasted outcomes of interest under a representative meeting-based mechanism for selecting sub-projects with the same outcomes of interest under a direct election-based mechanism.
 The study found that the election-based mechanism resulted in “dramatically higher satisfaction, increased knowledge about the project chosen, greater perceived benefits from the project, and higher reported willingness among villagers to contribute supplementary funds and labor to the project”. A major objective of requiring FPs to implement STI-2 is to determine whether these results are also applicable in the case of the NSP program. 

2. Advantages of Consultation-Based Procedure: Although a formal referendum may epitomize the ideal of ‘direct democracy’, there are practical reasons why this may not be an appropriate means of deciding the sub-projects to be targeted for funding. For example, a consultation-based procedure allows community representatives to advance their opinions in a public forum, but also permits representatives of the community to draw on their background knowledge or expertise before exercising their discretion in determining the final list of sub-project. As CDC representatives may possess levels of knowledge or education above that of other members of the community, they may be more qualified to assess the relative importance of sub-projects. If this is the case, it is feasible that the approach of representative democracy – as contrasted with the direct democracy of the referendum-based approach – may be more appropriate.

The motivation for STI-2 is to obtain clear evidence on the relative merits of referendum- and consultation-based procedures of determining which sub-projects should receive Block Grant financing through the NSP program. Provided that the Sub-Project Selection Referendum and Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting are implemented correctly by FPs and in the correct villages, as selected by the Evaluation Team, it should be clear, from the results of the survey which procedure is best. This result can hopefully serve to inform further refinements of the NSP program and similar procedures for the selection of public goods.  In the following sections, the specifics of the two selection procedures to be implemented under STI-2 are outlined in greater detail.

B. Community Development Plan

Regardless of whether a village is assigned to hold a Sub-Project Selection Referendum or Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, the CDC should follow the guidelines of the NSP Operational Manual and develop a Community Development Plan and propose a list of candidate sub-projects that may receive financing from NSP Block Grants. In addition, as required by the NSP Operational Manual, FPs should facilitate a meeting of female community members where they can speak freely and register their priorities, and should seek to ensure that at least one sub-project identified by women is included in the Community Development Plan. The sub-project identified by women will not be subject to the selection procedures described below and will be targeted for Block Grant financing regardless of the results of the selection procedures.

In addition to the requirements stipulated by the NSP Operational Manual, the list of Candidate Sub-projects that may receive financing from NSP Block Grants  submitted by CDCs in villages surveyed by the evaluation should include at least two sub-projects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject should exceed the amount than can be financed through the NSP Block Grant. The Community Development Plan and the list of Candidate Sub-projects should be submitted by the CDC to Social Organizers for examination as per existing procedures of the FPs. When examining the list of Candidate Sub-projects, Social Organizers must check to make sure that there are at least two sub-projects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject should exceed the amount than can be financed through the NSP Block Grant. This will require Social Organizers to find out the estimated cost of each of the proposed sub-projects, the proposed community contribution, and to check that the total value of these sub-projects exceed the value of the Block Grant. All of the proposed sub-projects should be feasible and acceptable under the requirements for sub-projects in the NSP Operational Manual. In the event that this is not the case, the Social Organizer should explain the procedure again to the CDC and require them to rewrite their list of Candidate Sub-projects. These requirements are to ensure that community members are given an opportunity to actually choose the sub-projects that are to be implemented from a list of proposed sub-projects made by the CDC.

Once the Community Development Plan and the list of Candidate Sub-projects have been written to the satisfaction of the Social Organizer, the FP staff, and is in accordance with the guidelines proposed by the NSP Operational Manual, the CDP and the list of proposed sub-projects are to be disseminated to the village community. This may take the form of posting the Plan and the list of Candidate Sub-projects, complete a description and illustration of each sub-project, in a public place so that community members are able to examine and fully consider the proposed sub-projects and discuss it in detail with friends, colleagues, and relatives. Alternatively, Social Organizers may request that CDCs hold a series of meetings with different parts of the community to explain the sub-projects that are being proposed for implementation. 

While Social Organizers and FP staff may make a choice as to which method is most appropriate to ensure community members are informed about the choice they will be asked to make in deciding the sub-projects targeted for Block Grant financing, it is essential that FPs ensure that CDCs in NSP Evaluation Communities implement a sustained and meaningful public information campaign at least one week prior to the administration of the Sub-Project Selection Referendum or the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting. In particular, community members must be made aware that the community is facing a decision on what sub-projects will be implemented using funding from the NSP program. Community members should understand the nature of the sub-projects and also understand that the CDC is soliciting their opinion as to what sub-projects should be targeted for Block Grant financing, regardless of whether a Sub-Project Selection Referendum or Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting is to be implemented. 

C. Referendum-Based vs. Consultation-Based Sub-Project Selection Procedure

Under STI-2, FPs will be asked to implement two different procedures for selecting the sub-projects targeted for Block Grant financing. These two different procedures should be implemented as directed across the 25 villages in each Evaluation District which were surveyed by the Evaluation Team. In 12 or 13 of these 25 villages, a Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting is to be implemented. In the remaining 12 or 13 NSP Evaluation Communities, a Sub-Project Selection Referendum is to be implemented. The Evaluation Team will give the FP Staff and Social Organizers a list of the 12 (or 13) villages which will receive the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting and the a list of the 13 (or 12) villages which will receive the Sub-Project Selection Referendum. In order for the evaluation to work, it is very important that the Social Organizers and FP staff follow these assignments carefully and be sure to implement the correct procedure in the correct village. Further details of each of these procedures are outlined below:
Sub-Project Selection Referendum: In villages assigned by the Evaluation Team to receive the Sub-Project Selection Referendum, a community-wide, secret-ballot referendum is to be held in order to determine the sub-projects that will receive financing from NSP block grants. The results of the referendum will be binding upon the CDC and the community. That is, only the sub-projects which are selected by the Sub-Project Selection Referendum will receive funding from NSP Block Grants. 

The implementation of the Sub-Project Selection Referendum is to be administered through a series of four stages. In the first stage, Proposal of Sub-Projects, the CDC should consult with community members and decide which sub-projects should be included as options for community members to decide upon in the referendum. In the second stage, Information Dissemination, CDC representatives, Social Organizers, and FP staff explain to community members the referendum process and the options presented. The third stage, Referendum Procedure, concerns the details of holding the referendum, while in the fourth stage, Referendum Results and Sub-Project Selection, the results of the referendum are transmitted into the list of sub-projects submitted for Block Grant financing. Each of these stages is explained in further detail below.
1. Proposal of Sub-Projects: Following the guidelines in the NSP Operational Manual, the CDC should develop a Community Development Plan based on the consultation with the village community. Once the Community Development Plan has been devised, the CDC must decide which sub-projects it would like to propose to the community for funding by the NSP Block Grant and compose a list of Candidate Sub-projects which will be included as options in the Sub-Project Selection Referendum.  All of the sub-projects which the CDC wishes to finance using the NSP Block Grant must be included as options in the Sub-Project Selection Referendum. 

Social Organizers and FP staff must explain to CDC representatives that sub-projects may only receive financing through NSP block grants if they are included in the referendum and are selected by the community through the results of the referendum procedure. The results of the referendum will be communicated directly by the FP staff and the Evaluation Team to the NSP office and the NSP staff will be required to disburse funds for only those sub-projects which are selected by the referendum. That is, barring exceptional circumstances, sub-projects proposed by the CDC will receive funding by the NSP office only if they were selected through the referendum.   

The number and type of proposed sub-projects which are to be included in the referendum is to be decided by the CDC in consultation with community members. However, there should be at least two Candidate Subprojects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject should exceed the amount that can be funded using the combined value of the estimated NSP Block Grant and the community contribution. It is thus important that the CDC estimate the cost and the expected value of the community contribution for each sub-project it wishes to propose. 

In order to ensure that the referendum is meaningful, Social Organizers must check that there are at least two Candidate Subprojects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject exceed the amount which can actually be funded by the combined value of the NSP Block Grant and Community Contribution. Social Organizers and FP staff should also check the list of the proposed sub-projects to make sure that all of them are eligible for NSP funding and none of them appear on the “Negative List” in the Operation Manual (i.e., mosques, weapons, vehicles, etc).

The sub-project identified by women is not included in the referendum and is to receive Block Grant financing regardless of the results of the referendum. 

2. Information Dissemination: In order to ensure that community members are well-informed about the choices they will face in the referendum and of the consequences of the referendum procedure, Social Organizers and FP staff working in communities assigned to conduct a Sub-Project Selection Procedure must ensure that CDCs disseminate information concerning the Community Development Plan, describe the function and cost of the proposed sub-projects, report the total value of the block grant which is expected to be disbursed to the community, and explain the consequences of the referendum in selecting which sub-projects will be implemented. 


In communities where levels of illiteracy are high, illustrations of the proposed sub-projects may assist community members in understanding the purpose of the proposed sub-projects. These illustrations, which might be the same as those that will appear on the referendum ballot, may be posted in a public location accessible by all community members, along with a written description and illustrations of the referendum process. If desired, the Evaluation Team will investigate the possibility of commissioning a designer to prepare these illustrations.

CDC representatives should explain to community members that the results of the referendum will determine which sub-projects will be implemented in the village under the NSP program and which sub-projects are not implemented.

3. Referendum Procedure: The referendum should be organized in the same way as the CDC election process. As such, FPs should employ the same village clusters that were used for the CDC election, following the same map of the community, cluster numbering system, and family or dwelling assignments that were completed for this process. As per the CDC election, individual male and female polling stations and ballot boxes for the referendum should be located in each cluster and, where applicable, located close to the geographical center of the cluster or near a mosque or other communal building or resource around which the cluster is focused. 


FPs must ensure that an adequate number of Social Organizers and FP staff are assigned to monitor the voting process in each of the male and female polling stations, in order both to answer questions and resolve problems of community members and to discourage incidents of voter fraud or manipulation of the results. As with both the at-large and cluster-based CDC election procedure, votes must be individually counted and recorded in each cluster and the cluster-by-cluster vote count must be reported to the Evaluation Team.  

All people who were eligible to vote in the CDC election are eligible to vote in the Sub-Project Selection Referendum. In addition, all applicable rules from the CDC election, such as the secret ballot procedure and the principle that community members should be free to cast their vote without interference, but should be assisted when requested, apply to the referendum procedure. In order to facilitate the participation of illiterate community members in the referendum, ballots should be prepared for the Sub-Project Selection Referendum which illustrate the proposed sub-projects.

Community members participating in the Sub-Project Selection Referendum are to be asked to indicate their most preferred sub-project out of those listed on the ballot. In the ballot they are to mark one and only one sub-project that they think is the most important and should be implemented.  
Subprojects should be rank according to the number of votes they receive in the referendum and the subprojects with the highest rank should be targeted for Block Grant financing. The number of subprojects targeted for Block Grant financing should be such that the Block Grant is used completely. It should never be the case that a subproject with lower rank is targeted for Block Grant financing if a subproject with a higher rank can be targeted for Block Grant financing.

 

At least 50 percent of eligible voters must vote for the referendum to be valid. In the event that less than 50 percent of eligible voters participate in a referendum, a new referendum date must be set for one week later and the CDC must undertake renewed outreach efforts to ensure the turnout for the second-round referendum reaches 50 percent. In the event that the second referendum fails to breach the 50 percent threshold, the FP concerned should contact the Evaluation Team and NSP office for further directions.  
4. Referendum Results and Sub-Project Selection: Following the completion of the referendum, Social Organizers and FP staff should tally the results in order to determine which sub-projects are to be funded by NSP Block Grants. Sub-projects should be ranked according to the number of votes they receive in the referendum and prioritized for Block Grant financing accordingly. That is, the proposed sub-project which receives the largest number of votes is to receive funding first, while the sub-project which receives the second-largest number of votes is to receive funding second etc. etc. 


The number of sub-projects targeted for Block Grant financing should be such that the Block Grant is used completely. Where the results of the referendum, the cost of a sub-project and the size of the Block Grant allow only partial funding of a sub-project, that CDC may decide either to allocate the remaining funds to expand or improve a sub-project which received more votes or may designate that sub-project for partial funding by the NSP Block Grant, with the remainder coming from community contributions. It should thus never be the case that a sub-project receives funding from the Block Grant if a sub-project which received more votes can receive funding through the NSP Block Grant. In the event that the number of proposed sub-projects which receive any votes in the referendum is less than the number of sub-projects that can be implemented, the CDC may decide which sub-projects will be funded by NSP Block Grants.

Once the results of the referendum are determined by the Social Organizers and FP staff, these should be communicated to the Evaluation Team and the NSP office. The results should then be communicated to the CDC. If the CDC has any concerns about the results of the referendum procedure, these should be addressed to the FP and, if the FP deems that these concerns represent serious consideration, they should in turn be communicated to the Evaluation Team and the NSP office.  

In the unlikely event that two or more projects receive the same number of votes in the referendum procedure, the FP can opt to break the tie through one of the two procedures. The first option is to organize another referendum in which the members of community vote to select only between the tied projects, with the one that receives the most votes being targeted for Block Grant financing. The second option is to let the members of CDC decide the sub-projects targeted for Block Grant financing.


In the event that the referendum procedure results in the selection of a sub-project which is infeasible or unadvisable due to availability of materials or other serious extenuating circumstances such as security issues, the FP may exercise its discretion to, in conjunction with the CDC, overrule the results of the referendum. Given the consequences of such a decision for community morale, this option should be exercised only when absolutely necessary. In the event that an FP does recognize an unavoidable need to overrule a referendum result, a description of the rationale underlying the decision, the consultation process with the village community, and all relevant information concerning community reaction should be formally reported to the NSP office and the Evaluation Team. In addition, the Social Organizers, FP staff, and CDC should organize a public meeting to notify the community of the decision, to explain the rationale behind the decision, and to address community concerns or complaints. 

As indicated in the NSP Operation Manual, the CDC is encouraged to revise the Community Development plan at least once during the NSP program cycle to address gaps. These revisions may overrule the results of the referendum, but these changes should be made no earlier than one year following the date on which the referendum is held. In the event of such changes, a description of the rationale underlying the decision, the consultation process with the village community, and all relevant information concerning community reaction should be formally reported to the NSP office and the Evaluation Team.
Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting: In villages assigned by the Evaluation Team to receive the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, the village CDC it to convene a Consultation Meeting of community members to determine the sub-projects targeted for Block Grant funding. The options presented to the community at the meeting should be identical to those that would be presented on the ballot if a Sub-Project Selection Referendum were to be held in that community. Likewise, the CDC is required to engage in a similar process to disseminate information concerning the selection procedure and to ensure that community members understand, prior to the meeting, the options that will be presented to them. 

The major difference between the referendum-based procedure and the consultation-based procedure is the nature of the decision-making process. In villages assigned to receive a Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, no referendum is held to determine which sub-projects are to receive Block Grant financing. Rather, the CDC is required to convene and moderate a Consultation Meeting open to all community members in order to determine which sub-projects are to be targeted for Block Grant financing. In this meeting, CDC representatives are to describe fully the purpose and cost of the proposed sub-projects, present any information or opinion they may have concerning which sub-projects might be most appropriate for the village, describe any disagreements between CDC representatives concerning the selection of sub-projects, and, most importantly, listen to community members present their opinions concerning the selection of sub-projects. Discussion and debate between CDC representatives and community members should then occur in order to determine which sub-projects are to be receive funding from the NSP Block Grant. 

The central aim of the public meeting should be to arrive at a consensus among the concerned community members and the CDC regarding which sub-projects should receive funding from the NSP Block Grant. Although informal voting procedures, such as shows-of-hands, may be employed by the CDCs to structure the public meeting and to reach consensus, formal and/or non-consensus-based procedures such as secret-ballot voting should be avoided. Following this Consultation Meeting, the decision of the CDC and the community as to which sub-projects are to receive funding should be given to the FP and to the NSP office. Where no consensus is reached at the public meeting, the CDC is to have responsibility for selecting which sub-projects are to receive funding from the NSP Block Grant. The decision of the CDC should reflect the opinion of the majority of the participants in the meeting.  

As with the Sub-Project Selection Referendum, the Consultation Meeting for Sub-Project Selection is to occur through four stages. In the first stage, Proposal of Sub-Projects, the CDC decides upon the options to be presented to community members at the consultation meeting. In the second stage, Information Dissemination, CDC representatives, Social Organizers, and FP staff seek to raise the awareness of community members of the consultation meeting and of the options to be presented at the meeting. The third stage, Meeting Procedure, concerns the details of the consultation meeting, while the fourth stage, Meeting Results and Sub-Project Selection, concerns the finalization of the list of sub-projects to be awarded Block Grant financing. Each of these four stages is explained in further detail below.
1. Proposal of Sub-Projects: Following the guidelines in the NSP Operational Manual, the CDC should develop a Community Development Plan based on the consultation with the village community. Once the Community Development Plan has been devised, the CDC must decide which sub-projects it would like to propose to the community for funding by the NSP Block Grant. All of the sub-projects which the CDC wishes to finance using the NSP Block Grant must be presented by the CDC at the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting.


As with the Sub-Project Selection Referendum procedure, Social Organizers and FP staff must explain to CDC representatives that sub-projects may only receive financing through NSP block grants if they are presented at the meeting and are supported by the community at the meeting. On the basis of discussions during the Consultation Meeting, the CDC will be required to make a final decision as to which sub-projects will receive Block Grant financing. The selection will then be communicated directly by the FP staff and the Evaluation Team to the NSP office and the NSP staff will be required to disburse funds for only those sub-projects that are listed. That is, barring exceptional circumstances, sub-projects proposed by the CDC will receive funding by the NSP office only if they were selected through the consultation procedure.

The number and type of proposed sub-projects which are to be presented at the meeting is to be decided by the CDC in consultation with community members. However, there should be at least two Candidate Subprojects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject should exceed the amount that can be funded using the combined value of the estimated NSP Block Grant and the community contribution. It is thus important that the CDC estimate the cost and the expected value of the community contribution for each sub-project it wishes to propose. 

In order to ensure that the meeting is meaningful, Social Organizers must check that there are at least two Candidate Subprojects and the total costs of the Candidate Subprojects and the Women’s Subproject exceed the amount that can be funded using the combined value of the estimated NSP Block Grant and the community contribution.. Social Organizers and FP staff should also check the list of the proposed sub-projects to make sure that all of them are eligible for NSP funding and none of them appear on the “Negative List” in the Operation Manual (i.e., mosques, weapons, vehicles, etc).

The sub-project identified by women is not presented in the meeting (although it may be discussed) and is to receive Block Grant financing regardless of the results of the meeting. 

2. Information Dissemination & Outreach: In order to ensure that community members are well-informed about the choices that will be presented during the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, Social Organizers and FP staff working in communities assigned to hold a meeting must ensure that CDCs disseminate information concerning the Community Development Plan and the proposed sub-projects, describe the function and cost of the proposed sub-projects, report the total value of the block grant which is expected to be disbursed to the community, and explain the consequences of the Meeting in selecting which sub-projects will be implemented.


In communities where levels of illiteracy are high, illustrations of the proposed sub-projects may assist community members in understanding the nature of the projects that will be discussed at the meeting. These illustrations may be posted in a public location accessible by all community members, along with a description of the meeting and a notification of the date and location of the Consultation Meeting.


CDC representatives should explain to community members that the results of the meeting will determine which sub-projects are implemented in the community under the NSP program and which sub-projects are not implemented.

3. Meeting Procedure: All members of the community are to be invited by the Social Organizer, FP staff, and CDCs to the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting. The meeting is to be convened by the CDC and should be moderated by one or more CDC representatives. The Consultation Meeting should begin with a description of the importance of reaching community consensus on the list of sub-project targeted for Block Grant financing and of critical considerations (such as the availability of materials and the needs of the community) which should be accounted for when deciding about which sub-project to implement. 

The moderator of the Consultation Meeting should explain that all community members are free to express their opinions during the meeting, that the aim of the meeting is to reach a consensus among the community as to the most appropriate list of sub-project, and that accordingly the CDC will take the statements during the meeting into consideration before making its final decision on the sub-projects targeted for Block Grant financing.

Before discussion begins about which selection method is most appropriate, CDC representatives must be sure to explain each of the proposed sub-projects in detail. When explaining each proposed sub-project, CDC representatives should note the expected cost of each sub-project, as well as the expected value of the block grant to be disbursed by NSP. 

Once the CDC representatives have described the proposed sub-projects and the importance of the selection procedure, discussion should be held among the participants of the meeting about the most appropriate list of sub-project targeted for Block Grant financing. The way in which this discussion is structured is at the discretion of the moderator – the CDC representatives may express their opinions first and invite responses from the community members, or they may ask the meeting participants to speak first before giving their opinion. In any event, the purpose of the discussion should be to reach common agreement concerning the most appropriate list of sub-project targeted for Block Grant financing. In order to make progress towards a consensus, CDC members may employ informal points-of-procedure (such as a show-of-hands) when appropriate, but no formal or binding vote should be held before, during, or after the meeting.

Following the closing of discussion at the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, the CDC should meet to decide upon the final list of sub-projects which are to receive funding from NSP Block Grants. The CDC may decide to communicate this list to the participants at the conclusion of the Consultation Meeting or, in the event that consensus between the CDC and community members was unable to be reached during the Consultation Meeting, may alternately decide to deliberate in the hours or days following the meeting to determine the final list. In any event, not more than three days following the conclusion of the Consultation Meeting, the CDC will be required to submit to the Social Organizers and FP staff the list of sub-projects it wishes to submit to the NSP office for financing using block grants and the required community contribution. The CDC should understand that this list will be treated as final subject to it meeting the technical criteria outlined by the NSP Operational Manual and subject to the approval of the FP concerning the feasibility of the selected sub-projects. 

4. Meeting Results and Sub-Project Selection: Once the list of proposed sub-projects has been decided upon by the CDC and given to the Social Organizers and FP staff, these should be communicated to the Evaluation Team and the NSP office. If any member of the community has any concerns about the results of the Consultation Meeting, these should be addressed to the FP and, if the FP deems that these concerns represent serious consideration, they should in turn be communicated to the Evaluation Team and the NSP office.  

In the event that the CDC selects a sub-project which is infeasible or unadvisable due to availability of materials or other serious extenuating circumstances such as security issues, the FP may exercise its discretion to overrule the decision of the CDC. Given the consequences of such a decision for community morale, this option should be exercised sparingly and only when necessary. In the event that an FP does recognize an unavoidable need to overrule the decision of the CDC, a description of the rationale underlying the decision, the consultation process with the CDC, and all relevant information concerning community reaction should be formally reported to the NSP office and the Evaluation Team. In addition, the Social Organizers, FP staff, and CDC should organize a public meeting to notify the community of the decision, to explain the rationale behind the decision, and to address community concerns or complaints. 

D. Reporting

In addition to determining the list of the sub-project targeted for Block Grant financing in NSP Evaluation Communities according to the procedures described above, the Evaluation Team requests that FPs submit a set of information following the completion of the selection process in the NSP Evaluation Communities. This information is critical in enabling the Evaluation Team to determine the relative merits of the two procedures prescribed by STI-2.

For villages that are assigned the Sub-Project Selection Referendum, the Evaluation Team requests that the following information be submitted by FPs following the completion of the selection process:

1. 
2. List of Candidate Subprojects – List, description, and estimated total cost and the amount requested from NSP for the subprojects which were presented as options on the ballot used in the Subproject Selection Referendum;
3. 
4. 
5. Vote Tallies – The number of votes received by each project should be listed. The results should be reported both at the cluster and village level. The Evaluation Team will provide to FPs forms on which the cluster-by-cluster and community-wide referendum results should be recorded by the Social Organizers in each NSP Evaluation Community assigned to administer the Sub-Project Selection Referendum; 
6. List of Selected Subprojects – the list of subprojects selected to be targeted for Block Grant financing based on the results of the referendum;
7. Referendum Log or Diary – To support the evaluation, it would be nice if Social Organizers could keep a log or diary of anecdotes and stories documenting community reaction to the administration of the election procedure. This may include any incidents that occur during the election process, as well as general notes on community sentiment as perceived by the Social Organizer, and comments and suggestions expressed to the Social Organizer by community members, CDC members, or government representatives. This log and diary will provide crucial input for the Evaluation Team in compiling the final report to the NSP and MRRD. The level of detail of the log and diary can vary depending on the situation in a community (they should reflect any important issues related to the preparation of the Community Development Plan and referendum, but omit routine details). FPs can use their discretion in allowing lower level of detail for the logs or diaries for the Social Organizers that experience especially high workload.  

For village that are assigned to implement the Sub-Project Selection Consultation Meeting, the Evaluation Team requests that the following information be submitted by FPs following the completion of the selection process: 

1. List of Candidate Subprojects – List, description, and estimated total cost and the amount requested from NSP for the subprojects which were presented as options on the Consultation Meeting;
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. Minutes of Consultation Meeting – Minutes of Consultation Meeting, as recorded by Social Organizer of FP staff;
6. List of Selected Subprojects – the list of subprojects selected to be targeted for Block Grant financing based on the results of the Consultation Meeting;
7. Selection Log or Diary – To support the evaluation, it would be nice if Social Organizers could keep a log or diary of anecdotes and stories documenting community reaction to the administration of the consultation-based procedure. This may include any incidents that occur during the process, as well as general notes on community sentiment as perceived by the Social Organizer, and comments and suggestions expressed to the Social Organizer by community members, CDC members, or government representatives. The level of detail of the log and diary can vary depending on the situation in a community (they should reflect any important issues arising in the preparation of the CDP and selection, but omit routine details). FPs can use their discretion in allowing lower level of detail for the logs or diaries for the Social Organizers that experience especially high workload.

The information requested by the Evaluation Team which is reported to the MRRD in the Disbursement Forms should not be replicated in the reporting materials. More detailed reporting guidelines will be issues as soon as the new version of the Operation Manual and Disbursement Forms is approved. 

E. Monitoring

In order to ensure that sub-project selection procedures are conducted according to the manner prescribed in the above sections, the Evaluation Team, support staff, and representatives of the NSP office will conduct regular and consistent monitoring of sub-project selection procedures in NSP Evaluation Communities. 

This monitoring will include, but will not be limited to, the observance of Sub-Project Selection Referendums and Consultation Meetings; interviews with community members, CDC representatives; inspection of cluster-by-cluster and community vote tallies compiled by Social Organizers; and election audits to ensure that the results of vote tallies coincide with ballots cast by community members.

The Evaluation Team will insure that international observers are not sent to the regions in which their presence may have a negative effect on the results of the program. These regions will be determined through consultations with FPs.  

F. Training 

A special training session for the social facilitators should be organized to introduce them to the different interventions. This training may take a similar form to the training presently undertaken by FPs to introduce the NSP Operational Manual to their Social Organizers. The purpose of the training is to communicate the objectives and rationale behind the different interventions as well as to explain the technical differences and specificities of each of the interventions from the status quo procedures outlined in the operational manual. 

At the end of the training session Social Organizers should take a short test to ensure their full understanding of the procedures at hand. As Social Organizers may cover geographically clustered areas and the interventions will be geographically diverse, it is probable that the same social facilitators will be implementing different procedures in villages that are close together. For these reasons it is important that social facilitators are trained in all the different procedures and have a solid understanding of the differences between them so that they can implement the various STIs without confusion in communities to which they are assigned. 
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� If desired, FPs may implement the two STIs in the 15 Priority Communities or in Non-Evaluation Districts at their discretion. The implementation of STIs in communities outside of the 25 NSP Evaluation Communities in each Evaluation District will, however, not be able to be evaluated by the Evaluation Team.


� The reason for this is to ensure that the effect of the STIs on outcomes of interest can be distinguished from the effect of pre-existing conditions (such as levels of education in the community, proximity to roads or the district center, or the average income level of the community) on those same outcomes of interest.


� The reason for this is to maximize the statistical power of the NSP-II Prospective Evaluation to determine the impact of the two STIs on the outcome of interest.


� As a number of FPs report that the quality of sub-projects implemented under NSP is strongly affected by the level of education of CDC members, such concerns appear to be especially relevant.


� In the United States, for instance, the cluster system for electing candidates to the House of Representatives and Senate is widely acknowledged to have led to the problem of ‘patronage’, where Representatives and Senators seek funding for programs (public works projects and agricultural subsidies are two of the most common examples) which deliver economic benefits concentrated in their district or state of origin, but which have little value for the other parts of the country which must also pay for such programs. As Representatives and Senators are only elected by their particular district or state, rather than the whole country, they have no incentive to prioritize projects which deliver general benefits to the whole country over those which just deliver benefits for their state or district. To avoid this problem, many countries in Europe and elsewhere have implemented Proportional Representation systems to elect national and local legislatures.


� The cluster vote tallies, in addition to the community vote tallies, should be submitted to the evaluation team in accordance with the procedure outlined in Section E below.


� This is an unrealistically small number chosen simply for ease of presentation.


� See: Olken, Benjamin (2007). “Political Institutions and Local Public Goods – Evidence from a Field Experiment in Indonesia”. Working Paper: Department of Economics, Harvard University. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.nber.org/~bolken/indopolitics.pdf" �http://www.nber.org/~bolken/indopolitics.pdf� 
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