Institutional Self-Assessment
Introduction

An organisation is a dynamic entity in a world of constant change, where it continually struggles to fulfill its mission over time by meeting short, medium and long-term objectives and goals.  As the staff and board evolve, so does the organisational structure.  Given the continually shifting internal and external environment, an organisation’s leaders encounter an increasingly important challenge: how to adapt to the constant change without losing sight of fulfilling the organisation’s mission.  The process that allows an organisation to successfully adapt is known as the process of Institutional Development.  

Organisational assessment processes are nothing new in the field of non-profit management, also known as institutional development, a process often conducted by an external expert or consultant.  What is relatively new is the idea of organisational self-assessment.  The Nature Conservancy has developed the following tool to assist organisations to determine their current level of development based on eight core institutional areas.  With a little guidance and the right tools, an NGO (non-government, non-profit organisation) is capable of consciously self-reflecting and identifying its own strengths and weaknesses as an organisation.  This self-analysis – conducted collectively by the group’s senior management and front-line staff – then becomes the starting point for intentional organisational improvements.  The end result should be an action plan detailing best approaches for meeting improvement targets.  This will in turn allow for adequate planning for future growth and development that capitalizes on current strengths while supporting current limitations.

In the spirit of organisational learning, The Nature Conservancy welcomes comments and suggestions to this methodology.  Such input constitutes important feedback during the phase of field-testing and improving this technical assistance tool.  

Why conduct an Institutional Self-Assessment?

An entity that demonstrates the openness to examine itself and subject itself to constructive self-criticism stands to benefit in the following ways:

· Better identify organisational priorities as well as institutional shortcomings

· Improve organisational effectiveness in achieving its mission

· Revisit and review the effectiveness of the organisation’s strategic plan

· Demonstrate a higher degree of professionalism to donors and external allies

· Improve documentation and monitor institutional progress according to benchmarks

· Highlight areas for organisational learning and improvement

· Increased ability to undertake strategic alliances

· More proactive attitude among staff and volunteers


Getting Started

An organisation must begin the process by determining specific goals in utilizing the assessment tool, and determining both how the process should be facilitated and who should be involved.  

Facilitation

It is most effective to use an external facilitator the first time the Self-Assessment is implemented.  The facilitator can assist the organisation in designing the most appropriate self-assessment process for its specific situation. The overall focus is promotion of an organisation wide discussion on the current development stage as well as future development direction.  The facilitator acts as a resource throughout the process, providing contextual information on specific indicators in the tool, facilitating the exercise itself, documenting the assessment process, and assisting the organisation to identify the best approaches for meeting its improvement targets in the form of an action plan.  Objective organisational reflection and clear directions to guide strengthening efforts are products of a well-planned and well-facilitated assessment.  

The Nature Conservancy (TNC), or other external partners, can be helpful in facilitating an organisation’s initial self-assessment exercise, given its historic commitment to institutional strengthening to help achieve conservation results.  Ultimately, the goal is for the NGO to internalize the assessment process such that it is capable of taking stock of its own progress on a regular basis.

Key Actors
The organisation will need to determine who should be involved in the process, and determine the role of potential external actors.  Broad participation throughout the organisation provides rich information and discussion.  Participation of both programmatic and administrative staff, as well as both senior management and frontline staff is crucial in understanding the organisation’s true capacity.  Depending on the NGO’s size, internal participants may include all staff and board members, or could be limited to a number of key individuals representing the categories outlined above.  External participants will vary by organisation—some will include several strong partners, while others may include only one or two external participants.  

Methodology

The assessment can be conducted using a variety of different approaches, which might include individual interviews, work in small groups, or an organisational wide workshop.  The overall focus is promotion of an organisation wide discussion on the current development stage as well as future development direction.  

This tool employs a commonly used four-point scale.  The scale is designed to depict a certain spectrum along which a typical NGO may well evolve over time, although experience teaches us that many groups will likely not travel along a perfectly logical, linear progression as it acquires capacity in the different organisational areas.  Please note that to reach the next benchmark category within an indicator, an organisation must also comply with all the lower benchmarks within the indicator.  Note, too, that the scale is not intended to pass judgement on the organisation assessing itself.  An organisation that scores a four on a particular indicator is not inherently better than a group that scores a two.  It is the responsibility of each organisation to use the tool to identify key areas of capacity that it feels are critical to improve on in order to progress as an entity.  Similarly, only the organisation itself can set its own benchmarks for progress.  For some groups progress may entail moving from a two to a three rating while another may challenge itself to advance from one to four. Lastly, an explanation box has been included after each indicator to enable the facilitator (whether internal or external) to capture more qualitative observations of the assessment process, and assist organisations in subsequent progress evaluation.

While the assessment indicators that follow represent norms that most organisations can use to gauge their own progress, they are by no means the only assessment criteria.  In addition to these eight core indicators – which can be useful for comparing with assessments of other kindred organisations – an NGO that is serious about taking stock of itself as part of its institutional culture may well choose to develop additional indicators which it feels more fully depicts its capacities.  As long as the group is committed to self-assessment for the long haul and demonstrates the willingness to learn and change, the specific indicators used become secondary.  
The eight established assessment indicator categories are: 

· Strategic Vision and Planning

· Leadership

· Organisational Management

· Human Resources

· Resource Development

· Financial Management

· Constituency Building/Outreach

· Programmatic Capacity

Institutional Capacity Indicators

A:  Strategic Vision and Planning

Clarity of purpose and direction is generally regarded as a hallmark of effective organisations.  An organisation also benefits from clarity on its niche in relation to other similar groups.  Once the group’s mission has been clearly identified, ideally with the active participation of staff and key volunteers, it needs to be internalized and reinforced so that staff and board member alike can readily articulate it within and without the organisation.  Once a culture of planning has been established in an organisation, the group is capable of translating long-term strategic directions into annual plans linked to the resources available to help those plans come to fruition.

A 1: Organisational Mission

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	A specific, focused mission is readily articulated by staff and board, directs activities of the organisation, is widely recognized by the public, and is reviewed periodically.

	3 =
	A specific, focused mission is readily articulated by staff and board and directs activities of the organisation.

	2 =
	A specific, focused mission is readily articulated by staff.

	1 =
	An imprecise or broad mission does not provide clear direction for the organisation.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




A 2: Strategic Planning

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	The Strategic Plan, including long-term institutional financial plan (3-5 years) guides all major program decisions; plan is updated periodically as the result of a participatory process involving staff, board and outside advisors

	3 =
	Current strategic plan exists.  Staff are somewhat familiar with strategic plan.

	2 =
	Strategic plan outdated or being prepared

	1 =
	No strategic plan exists

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




A 3: Operational Planning

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Based on strategic planning, annual operating plan, including cost and income projections, completed for each program and for the organisation as a whole in the past year.

	3 =
	Annual operating plans, including cost and income projections, completed for most programs in the past year.

	2 =
	Incomplete annual operating plans completed for most programs.

	1 =
	No annual operating plans completed for programs.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




A 4: Impact assessment (achievement of the mission)

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Staff and board members periodically assess progress toward achieving the mission as measured against the group’s strategic plan, making use of outside evaluators where appropriate.

	3 =
	Staff and board members periodically assess progress toward achieving the mission as measured against the group’s strategic plan

	2 =
	Staff occasionally assesses progress toward achieving the mission.

	1 =
	Staff never assesses progress toward achieving the mission.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




B.  Leadership
No one type of leadership fits all organisations.  Leadership as a concept is often a situational quality rather than a uniform one.  In many organisations, one of the most underutilized leadership resources is the board of directors.  The potential of unpaid, volunteer leaders from the broader community to help guide the direction of an NGO, to contribute pro bono professional expertise, and to lend credibility to the organisation cannot be overestimated.  Many of the most effective NGOs have been able to forge a working partnership between the executive director and senior staff and the board.  In its maximum expression, this partnership tends to lead to collective leadership that is capable of continually renewing itself, facing organisational change in a proactive way, and holding the organisation to high standards of conduct.

B 1: Governing Board Composition

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Active recruitment of prominent representatives of important sectors of local society with appropriate skill sets to replace existing or departing board members.

	3 =
	Board members represent a few important sectors of local society and address some skill sets needed for governance of the organisation.

	2 =
	Majority of board members represent a single important sector (academia, business, press/media, other organisations, etc.) of local society and are not selected to adequately fulfill the skill sets needed for governance of the organisation.

	1 =
	Organisation has no clear distinction between volunteer and staff functions; board members selected without regard to organisation’s needs or representation of key sectors of local society.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




B 2: Board Effectiveness

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Board members govern actively and effectively to guide the future of the organisation and ensure its long-term institutional and financial stability.  Committees have been formed to address specific issues such as Investments, Financial Sustainability, Fundraising, etc.

	3 =
	Most board members regularly provide leadership, financial oversight, set policies, participate in planning, give or obtain funds, and provide continuity for leadership transitions.  

	2 =
	Some board members contribute time, effort or money to organisation’s governance.

	1 =
	Board members are inactive, do not provide guidance and/or funding. 

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




B 3: Role of Executive Director and Senior Management in board development

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Executive Director and senior managers have highly constructive working relations with their counterparts on the board of directors and its committees.

	3 =
	Executive Director and senior managers have working relations with their counterparts on the board and/or its committees.

	2 =
	Executive Director and senior managers have poor working relations with the board and/or its committees.

	1 =
	Executive Director and senior managers have either hostile relations or no working relations with their counterparts on the board and/or its committees.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.




B 4: Decision making processes 
Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Senior managers actively value teamwork and seek to delegate authority and responsibility for decision making to the most appropriate level of the organisation to assure well-informed, timely decision making.

	3 =
	Senior managers developing greater awareness about the importance of delegation of decision making authority and teamwork.

	2 =
	Senior managers occasionally delegate responsibility to other levels of the organisation and promote teamwork.

	1 =
	Senior management not open to delegating management authority to other levels of the organisation or promoting teamwork.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




B 5: Management of Organisational Change
Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Senior leadership encourages organisational change and innovation, and routinely reviews and updates its strategies, structure and procedures accordingly.

	3 =
	Senior leadership acknowledges the need for organisational change and routinely engages in strategic planning.

	2 =
	Senior leadership tends to favor organisational inertia and engages in strategic planning when absolutely necessary.

	1 =
	Senior leadership openly prefers the status quo and resists internal and external ideas related to organisational change.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.




B 6: Organisational Values and Ethics
Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	The organisation has a statement of values or code of ethics that all staff and board members are familiar with and utilize.

	3 =
	The organisation has a statement of values or code of ethics and is the process of disseminating it among staff and board members.

	2 =
	The organisation is beginning to develop a statement of values or code of ethics with the participation of staff and board members.

	1 =
	The organisation has not addressed the issue of institutional values or ethics, or only has a general notion of its institutional values.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




C.  Organisational Management
As organisations grow and evolve, they are constantly challenged with balancing the need for greater organisational effectiveness with the responsiveness characteristic of a smaller entity.  Organisational growth normally implies a greater need for managerial systems and procedures to assure donors and the general public that the NGO is well managed.  Internal demands, such as clearer human resource policies and better filing systems, may also help drive the process of improving managerial capacity.  Yet staff members may be reluctant to submit to more complex and sophisticated policies and procedures, which they may see as overly bureaucratic.  The correct balance of internal controls and operational responsiveness will vary from group to group.

C 1: Organisational Structure

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	All staff familiar with organisational chart, which reflects actual communication, delegation, and reporting flows; chart is updated on a regular basis, as needed.

	3 =
	Some staff familiar with organisational chart, but actual communication, delegation and reporting flows occasionally follow different pattern.

	2 =
	Most staff unfamiliar with organisational chart; actual communication, delegation and reporting flows often follow different pattern.

	1 =
	No clear organisational structure exists to facilitate correct communication, delegation and reporting flows.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




C 2: Internal Communications

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	A variety of formal communications channels facilitate long range vision by integrating a variety of verbal and written communications on a continual basis, in addition to daily communication.

	3 =
	Established formal communications channels include regular staff and program meetings; organisation documents and distributes most pertinent information in writing.

	2 =
	Some formal communications channels exist, such as occasional staff or scheduled program meetings; organisation documents most pertinent information in writing.

	1 =
	No formal communication channels exist, such as regularly scheduled staff or program meetings; only informal internal communications among staff.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




C 3: Policies and Procedures  

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	A policies and procedures manual is published, and widely used and referenced; individual policies and procedures are regularly revised by the organisation to reflect legal, structural and organisational changes.

	3 =
	A policies and procedures manual exists, which the organisation usually follows; the policies and procedures manual is not revised or updated and contains some irrelevant or outdated information.

	2 =
	Informal procedures and standard decision-making practices are agreed upon by the organisation, however they are not documented or regularly followed.

	1 =
	No standard policies and operating procedures exist; ad hoc and informal approaches used for decision making.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




D:  Human Resources

It is often stated that an organisation’s most important resource is its employees.  Unfortunately, too few NGOs place sufficient importance and effort into effectively managing and developing human resources.  For example, human resource needs are often neglected in the strategic planning process, calling into question the ability of the organisation to successfully implement its plan.  Effective human resource management can be reflected in low turnover, since a worker who feels valued and rewarded has less incentive to change employers.  In addition to the tangible rewards of paid employment, many employees thrive on less tangible factors, such as contributing to a worthwhile cause, the possibility of career advancement, and professional development opportunities.

D 1: Recruitment Process
Benchmarks:  

	4=
	Staffing projections based on organisation’s strategic plan; job descriptions exist for all staff, are used systematically in recruitment, and are updated on a regular basis.

	3 =
	Some positions developed based on organisation’s strategic needs, job descriptions exist for most posted positions and for all staff; recruitment reaches beyond existing contacts.

	2 =
	Few positions developed based on organisation’s strategic plan; job descriptions exist for some positions but rarely developed before recruitment begins; recruitment reaches beyond existing contacts.

	1 =
	Positions are developed arbitrarily; no job descriptions developed; recruitment does not reach beyond existing contacts.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




D 2: Staff Orientation and Development

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation plans for, budgets resources, and provides orientation and relevant skills training (including management) to all staff; organisation obtains funds to carry out its training strategy and continually trains staff in accordance with their written annual objectives.

	3 =
	Organisation provides some staff orientation and training in skills relevant to their job responsibilities and occasionally seeks funding for training.

	2 =
	Organisation provides access to orientation and training on an opportunistic and random basis to a few staff.

	1 =
	Organisation provides little access to orientation and training.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




D 3: Performance Management

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Institutionalised, systematic process of supervision and evaluation linked to setting personal performance objectives, remuneration, job placement and promotion decisions; process updated on a regular basis.

	3 =
	Organisation provides some guidelines to managers for supervision, evaluation, and annual performance reviews of supervised staff.

	2 =
	Managers provide supervision and evaluation on a sporadic basis and/or conduct informal, irregular performance reviews of staff.

	1 =
	Managers provide little or no systematic supervision or evaluation; no performance-review system in place.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




D 4: Competitive and Equitable Compensation and Benefits

Benchmarks

	4 =
	Salaries and benefits are competitive to those of kindred organisations and based on a scale that reflects equity across job classifications and job level.

	3 =
	Salaries and benefits are sometimes comparable to those of kindred organisations and the salary scale is moderately equitable.

	2 =
	Salaries and benefits are generally not comparable to those of kindred organisations and inequities exist in the salary scale.

	1 =
	Salaries and benefits lag far behind those of kindred organisations and no salary scale exists.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




E:  Resource Development

A cornerstone to an organisation’s long-term financial viability is development of a comprehensive and integrated strategic, financial and development plan.  The process should begin by analyzing the organisation’s proposed financial needs, based on the goals and activities detailed in its strategic plan.  Once the strategic plan has been quantified in monetary terms, a group can identify its long-term funding needs, design a development and fundraising plan corresponding to those needs, and create a strategy to broaden its funding source base.  In addition, for organisations with endowment funds or other financial assets, sound financial planning ensures adequate provisions have been established and a structure is in place for the long-term stability of institutional assets.

E 1: Strategic Financial Planning

Benchmarks: 

	4 =
	Organisation’s financial sustainability plan implemented and monitored; goals are being met and adjustments made.

	3 =
	Organisation has begun to develop fund-raising and other income-generation strategies to respond to quantified financial needs and has begun testing those approaches.

	2 =
	Organisation has quantified financial need to accomplish programmatic and administrative objectives for the next 3-5 years.

	1 =
	Organisation has not identified minimum financial need to accomplish programmatic and administrative objectives for the next 3-5 years.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




E 2: Fundraising and Development Plan

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	The fundraising process is integrated with financial administrative systems, with clearly defined fundraising goals, and monitored and adjusted on an ongoing basis.  Responsibilities shared among several individuals as part of a systematic process

	3 =
	Organisation has begun to systematize resource generation activities; delegation of donor contacts and fund-raising efforts 

	2 =
	One individual responsible for almost all resource-generation 

	1 =
	No systematic resource-generation activities under way 

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




E 3: Diversification of Funding Sources

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation has a broad funding base consisting of at least ten sources (donors); no one source contributes more than 20% of the total annual revenues

	3 =
	At least five funding sources (donors) account for 60% of the organisation’s overall budget; no one source accounts for more than 25% of the organisation’s revenues 

	2 =
	One funding source (donor) accounts for more than 50% of organisation’s revenues; at least two other sources account for remaining 

	1 =
	One funding source (donor) accounts for more than 80% of organisation’s revenues

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




E 4: Generation of Unrestricted Income

Note: This indicator refers to funding that may be spent at the organisation’s discretion.  This funding may have been earned (sale of products or services, income from a trust fund) or provided by donors without specific instructions on how the funds are to be spent.   

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Unrestricted income accounts for more than 50% of the organisation’s total annual budget

	3 =
	Unrestricted income accounts for less than 30% of annual operations costs

	2 =
	Unrestricted income accounts for less than 10% of annual operations costs

	1 =
	Organisation generates no unrestricted income

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




E 5:  Long Term Investments [if applicable]

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Board of directors has established and implemented a strategy to guide creation and management of long-term financing mechanisms (endowment fund, real estate, business venture, etc.). 

	3 =
	Board of directors is in the process of developing a long-term financing strategy.

	2 =
	Organisation in the process of establishing a long-term financial sustainability mechanism. 

	1 =
	Organisation has not begun to establish any long-term financial sustainability mechanisms. 

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.




F.  Financial Management

While successful resource generation is often viewed as the key element in an institution’s financial development, it is equally important for an NGO to establish a corresponding financial management system to administer those funds.  An organisation’s accounting procedures must be computerized.  The degree of complexity of the accounting program should directly correspond to the NGO’s institutional development stage—organisations managing several projects from several funding sources require a more sophisticated accounting system.  The system should enable the group to generate financial reports in a timely fashion and adapt reporting formats to respond to varying donor preferences in format and frequency.  Cash flow projections enable the group to predict and plan for occasional shortfalls.  The organisation should accurately calculate the cost of doing business to ensure these costs are being charged to donors whenever possible, referred to here as the internal cost recovery rate (also known as overhead or administration costs).  Internal financial controls should facilitate successful external annual audits to ensure donors and the general public are confident their funds are being properly handled.  Comprehensive and up-to-date recordkeeping facilitates these and assures institutional memory despite inevitable staffing changes over time.

F 1: Accounting Systems

Benchmarks:  

	4=
	Accounting information utilized in decision-making process.

	3 =
	Organisation-wide chart of accounts permits cross-project financial analysis

	2 =
	Accounting done by project or donor only, no organisation-wide statements conducted

	1 =
	Accounting done by disbursement 

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




F 2: Internal Financial Reporting

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation-wide and program-specific financial statements, showing cumulative actual income and expenditures versus budgets provided at least quarterly to program managers and board.  

	3 =
	Organisation-wide and program-specific financial statements, showing cumulative actual income and expenditures versus budgets, produced but not circulated to program managers and/or board.

	2 =
	Some program-specific financial statements, showing cumulative actual income and expenditures versus budgets, produced but not circulated to program managers and/or board.

	1 =
	No financial statements produced showing cumulative actual income and expenditures versus budgets.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




F 3: Cash Flows

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Cash flow calculated quarterly, used to guide programmatic decisions.  No negative annual cash flow exists (annual income is equal to or exceeds expenses).

	3 =
	Cash flow calculated annually, used to guide programmatic decisions.

	2 =
	Cash flow calculated occasionally or for specific projects.

	1 =
	No cash flow analyses done.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




F 4: Indirect Cost Recovery Rate

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Indirect cost recovery rate has been calculated by external auditor and is being included in all grants (when donors allow it)

	3 =
	Indirect cost recovery rate calculated by staff but not verified by an external auditor; rate is included in most grants

	2 =
	Some indirect costs included in most grants, but a rate has not been calculated 

	1 =
	No indirect costs charged in project grants

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.




F 5: External Financial Reporting

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Financial reports for external review are completed and delivered on time, and utilized regularly for decision making.  Financial Reports are included in organisation’s Annual Report and have been published for at least two consecutive years.

	3 =
	Financial reports for external review are usually completed and delivered on time.

	2 =
	Financial reports and statements for external review are often incomplete or delivered late, including donor reports, balance sheet, income & expense statement, and cash flow.

	1 =
	Financial reports and statements produced sporadically for internal use only.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




F 6: External Oversight (Audits)

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Both internal and external audits conducted on a periodic basis and all recommendations fully implemented.

	3 =
	Both internal and external audits conducted on a periodic basis, and there is some attempt to implement recommendations.

	2 =
	Only internal audits conducted.

	1 =
	No internal or external audit or formal board review of organisation’s financial statements conducted.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




G:  Constituency Building / Outreach

No organisation can operate effectively in isolation.  Organisational effectiveness increasingly depends on the ability of an NGO to establish mutually beneficial relations with external entities, including other NGOs, governmental agencies, international organisations, academic institutions, the media, community-based groups, coalitions, and the private sector.  An NGO’s strategic plan should reflect such alliances in the form of a communication and/or marketing strategy.  Investments in information technology will pay dividends in an NGO’s efforts to reach out to and coordinate with its strategic partners.

G 1: Press/Media Relations

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation achieves permanent, regular favorable coverage in local press/media on an ongoing basis.

	3 =
	Organisation takes active steps to garner favorable coverage in local press/media on an occasional basis.

	2 =
	Organisation obtains some favorable coverage in local press/media on a random basis.

	1 =
	Organisation has no significant coverage in local press/media.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  





G 2: Working Relations with Other Organisations

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation has long-standing working relations and/or joint projects with a variety of strategic partner organisations. 

	3 =
	Organisation has working relations and/or ongoing joint projects with several strategic partner organisations.

	2 =
	Organisation occasionally engages in alliances and projects and with other organisations on an ad-hoc basis.

	1 =
	Organisation seldom collaborates with other organisations.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




G 3: Government Relations

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation has constructive working relations with relevant governmental agencies at various levels, and regularly participates in official events and in conservation meetings.

	3 =
	Organisation has working relations with some relevant governmental agencies and occasionally participates in official events and in conservation meetings.

	2 =
	Organisation has few working relations with relevant governmental agencies and rarely participates in official events or in conservation meetings.

	1 =
	Organisation has no working relations with relevant governmental agencies and does not participate in official events or in conservation meetings.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




G 4: Legitimacy

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation is highly-respected by a diverse array of actors in the conservation sector and the events it convenes attract a high degree of attention.

	3 =
	Organisation is generally well-respected by various actors in the conservation sector and the events it convenes generally attract attention.

	2 =
	Organisation is respected by few of the actors in the conservation sector and the events it convenes attract relatively little attention.

	1 =
	Organisation is not well-respected by actors in the conservation sector and the events it convenes attract little or no attention.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 



Additional Indicators for Constituency Building/ working with External Bodies

G 5: Ability to Work with Local Communities

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Community inputs are integrated into most management considerations. Organisation viewed as a community resource.

	3 =
	Community input is solicited for key decisions on organisation’s field programs. Organisation and efforts viewed as service provided to community.

	2 =
	Organisation is directed from distant urban center, but work is focused on field, and organisation is viewed as an ally of the community.

	1 =
	Organisation is located and directed from an urban center a long distance from the field, or is based on top-down structure.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




G 6:  Communications with Communities

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation able to engage in collective action on sustained basis with other communities, such as joint negotiations with hunters, loggers, conservancy formation, or agreeing on sustainable harvest of jointly-held resources.

	3 =
	Organisation able to enlist support of communities when necessary.  Some trust developed and conflict diminished.

	2 =
	Organisation increasingly aware of need to coordinate with communities.  Some collaboration on some common, broad-based issues initiated.  Considerable suspicion and conflict remain, however.

	1 =
	Little or no communication exists between organisation and communities on community-based natural resource management issues.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined. 




G 7:  Ability to Access Local Resources

Benchmarks:  

	4 =
	Organisation's projects create an enabling environment for support from local agencies and community as contributions to project results and for sustaining project results.

	3 =
	Organisation's projects draw significant support from local credit and government agencies, but sustaining project results depends upon continued support of the organisation.

	2 =
	Organisation's projects draw support from local credit agencies and/or government departments for technical expertise and financial support.

	1 =
	Organisation's projects have no relationship with local sources of credit, other resources, financial support or human resources.

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




H.  Programmatic Capacity

An organisation’s programs and projects demonstrate the degree to which it is putting its stated mission into action.  It is here where organisations that have created a true culture of planning at all levels – strategic, financial, and operational – prove the value they add to civil society in their respective countries.  Effective organisations also develop the capacity to monitor their projects’ progress and can make mid-course corrections as circumstances change.  They also acquire the ability to gauge the impact of their work toward achieving their stated mission.  This, in turn, assists them in raising funds for their programs.  Lastly, many of the most effective organisations programmatically develop mechanisms to involve project beneficiaries (or “clients”) into the process, from the design stage through the evaluation phase.

H 1: Project/Program Identification and Planning

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation has a coherent set of programs that are in line with its mission, which it manages professionally, delivering relevant and concrete project results

	3 =
	Organisation has a set of programs not out of line with its mission, some of which it manages professionally, delivering occasionally relevant and concrete project results

	2 =
	Organisation has a set of programs that often diverge from its mission, many of which it does not manage professionally, rarely delivering relevant and concrete project results

	1 =
	Organisation has a set of programs that are often inconsistent with its mission, most of which it does not manage professionally, rarely if ever delivering relevant and concrete project results

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




H 2: Program management

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation demonstrates consistent quality in project implementation including monitoring of progress toward project objectives and ability to make mid-project adjustments

	3 =
	Organisation demonstrates fairly consistent quality in project implementation, sometimes including monitoring of progress toward project objectives and ability to make mid-project adjustments

	2 =
	Organisation demonstrates inconsistent quality in project implementation, occasionally including monitoring of progress toward project objectives and ability to make mid-project adjustments

	1 =
	Organisation demonstrates poor quality in project implementation, rarely including monitoring of progress toward project objectives and ability to make mid-project adjustments

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




H 3: Monitoring of Progress and Impact

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation regularly evaluates impact, relevance and scale of its programs and its project beneficiaries

	3 =
	Organisation sometimes evaluates impact, relevance and scale of its programs and its project beneficiaries

	2 =
	Organisation has difficulty evaluating impact, relevance and scale of its programs and its project beneficiaries

	1 =
	Organisation not evaluating impact, relevance and scale of its programs and its project beneficiaries

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  




H 4: Intermediary Capacity-Building/Service-Providing Role 

Benchmarks:

	4 =
	Organisation plays a leadership role as a learning and teaching intermediary, systematically identifying and prioritizing its own and fellow stakeholders knowledge gaps, and has strategies and mechanisms to improve these.

	3 =
	Organisation maintains regular contact with other stakeholders, has prioritized its own knowledge gaps and those of key fellow stakeholders, and takes the initiative to promote sharing of best practices on an ongoing basis. 

	2 =
	Organisation has recognized the importance of identifying and sharing best practices with other stakeholders, has informally identified some knowledge gaps, and takes action to share this information with others on an ad hoc basis.

	1 =
	Organisation has little or no knowledge of other stakeholders, nor a means for identifying or assessing best practices, and takes no initiative to share information with others. 

	Explain how this benchmark was determined.  



 PRIORITY  INSTITUTIONAL  FACTORS 


Critical







Important
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BENCHMARK
INSTITUTIONAL SELF-ASSESSMENT

Critical and Priority Needs – Actions for 2007
Highest Priorities – benchmark below 3 + critical
Number – title, score
· [action 1, responsible person, by due date ]
· [action 2, responsible person, by due date ]

Number – title, score 
· [action 1, responsible person, by due date ]

· [action 2, responsible person, by due date ]

Number – title, score
· [action 1, responsible person, by due date ]

· [action 2, responsible person, by due date ]

Number – title, score
· [action 1, responsible person, by due date ]

· [action 2, responsible person, by due date ]

Number – title, score 
· [action 1, responsible person, by due date ]

· [action 2, responsible person, by due date ]
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