Summit Notes by Matt Muir.

5-May-2010 Moore Foundation, Palo Alto, CA

Guillermo Castilleja (Moore): welcome comments, some framing, priority, no monitoring system in place to measure objectives—warning signal; how can you tell progress at different scales, are we making a difference?
Brett Jenks (Rare): introduce the day; rules; telling people to be ready to be cut off; reads excerpt from “Switch”; health industry example (100,000 lives); framing the challenge; agenda; Nick (not status measures); survey (data for discussion; benchmark; define the problem; lead to solutions); bright spots (example of one solution to some of the many problems we face), //, after lunch- aspirations for the future (vision & consensus statement to improve measures); initiatives – [people may be frustrated of chronic challenges, of having the same conversation over and over again within organizations, long way to go, frustration of lack of buy-in, impatience of progression ( channel that into creating initiatives (so that by tomorrow, we can be working toward relieving the pressure of the chronic frustration)].  

Reading consensus statement

Everyone’s done something already (attending this meeting; sat in on working group calls; volunteered to take a survey)

Rules for focusing (cell phones – run outside; show everybody how serious you take this), be open-minded

Introductions (30 second for each slide): One representative from each organization/foundation were asked to stand up and give aspiration, burning question for conference
MAC – Ruth Bowman, evaluation new in foundation world; learn, make connections, be more engaged in evaluation

AWF – Adam Henson

ASU – Sheila O’Connor; 

Benetech – Jim Fruchterman; asp- toolmaker to better measure performance

Blue Moon Fund – asp- work together to do better job

Campbell Foundation – burning ? – how to do we understand conservation by what we measure?

CI – Andy Rosenburg – asp – use the result, get to a point to understand what does/doesn/t work

CGBD – joint effectiveness

Earth Justice – Trip – legal tools, bring thinking into our org, this community farther along than the advocacy community

Fondo Mexicano – want to learn more to evaluate and monitor our new program, we’re at the right spot in the beginning

Foundations of Success

GEF – bring together focal areas of biodiversity; burning ? – institutionally, we’re good at measuring; how can we measure effectiveness of people we’re supporting? Ongoing dialogue, our hope is for input on this internal discussion.

Grantham Foundation – how to best use money effectively to protect environment

Helmsley – 

Hewlett – NA west, mitigate climate change, energy; asp- measure policy advocacy, shared infrastructure

IUCN – how to get this stuff done

Marisla Foundation – how to translate into advocacy arena; how to do this in an staff-lite org

MacArthur – broader impact of conservation

Monterey Institute – track skills of conservation executives; put together 2 weeks courses; one skill – measuring conservation effectiveness

Moore Foundation - ~5-7 people here; would like to see several people commit; would like to see us back in a year revisiting what has happened

Mulago Foundation – our big focus is measuring bang for buck, scalability; focus on pragmatic and rigorous, emphasize simplicity

Audubon – key to good conservation tool

NFWF – Tom Kelsch – created by Congress, partnerships between fed & NGOs; ability to measure return on investment; greater standardization

TNC – asp - open-access to all information

Packard – burning ?, indicators of policy impact

Pew – went from funder to implementing org, take info back to org

Rainforest Alliance – asp – measuring what we need to measure

Resources for the Future – economic arguments to foster conservation; asp – bring ecology and economics; money to do this; 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds – learning tools of how people do this; species action plans; how we measure capacity building, measure sustainability

Skoll – open access to information, infrastructure

USAID – 

Walton Family Foundation – first time we’re looking at doing SPM for our programs; asp – meaningful collaborations, move it along, not just talk

WCS – asp –delivering conservation outcomes; 

WWF – struggle with this issue, committed to making progress; asp – better work on collaborative strategies, at large scales; overcome institutional obstacles
Alan Holt (Cargill Philanthropies)

Purpose – have a focused discussion, clarify, working groups

Agenda – discussion – what are the key obstacles - 
Nick Salafsky (FOS)

Story of Washington’s murder, numerical methods to measure effectiveness of medical practices

Measuring Effectiveness – an overture (opera)

How other fields do M&E, other measuring systems

What is measuring effectiveness? Not accounting/certifaction; Not status assessment.  We’re not talking about these

What’s the unit? Outputs, Outcomes, & Impacts

Across all fields, in 1970s – evaluation, more participation in the 1980s, now full on project cycles

Most basic of many models – Plan, Do, Check, Adapt

Rosetta Stone – sick of discussing terms

Open Standards is one flavor of SPM, you can speak whatever language you want

How much should we invest in measuring effectiveness? SPM does not specify M&E design!

r vs K selection – invest lots in small things; invest in few big things

when to invest in measures – 3 points

Should we mandate effectiveness? Cystic fibrosis

Competition b/w conservation orgs AND other worthwhile social causes

How to roll out measuring effectiveness… internally? GE hired and fired people on how seriously they took their system (Six Sigma) of measuring effectiveness

…externally? Medicine rquires people to file data with clinical trials database before they can publish results

culture of data sharing

How do we continue this conversation?

Our fundamental hypothesis – investment in SPM will lead to more conservation success

Ultimately, better conservation outcomes

Elizabeth O’Neill (WWF): 

Survey Presentation.
Alan asks for clarifying questions from audience.
(Pew) Survey treated SPM as separate entity; at Pew, SPM is integrated all along the way, we’re all about results. Questions were worded in a way that SPM as a separate entity; is it an add-on activity or fully integrated?   [this was particularly in reference to dedicated SPM staff, Hank’s position is that all Pew staff do SPM or they’re fired]
EO: How do we all think about this? Dialogue

Alan Holt : do we agree with the basic story of data; obstacles to overcome – add on sheet in front of room.  Also why we do SPM?  Adding items to list.  Ranking top three.  Stickers.  Divide groups that can’t agree.

Working Tables comments:

Biggest obstacles vs best intervention points (different)

Fail-safe environment

Lack of collaboration

Lack of evidence

Competitive advantage between orgs seeking funds

Culture of reflective failure

Staff – not so much that we need dedicated SPM staff, everybody needs to do it
Project design & monitoring – if you don’t design, you can’t monitor

Coordination across multiple scales – higher level monitoring vs lower level

Role of donors – dedicated funding for monitoring, providing incentives for orgs to do monitoring

Implementer and Donor culture inertia – resistance to change

Funding model – driven by individual donors, funding incentives for organizations to adopt SPM, Motivation has to come from internal leadershi, diversity of learders
BREAK
Brett – intro bright spots, Vietnam child poverty story, no staff, no money, ultimatum to achieve something in 6 months or be kicked out: realized that not every poor child was malnourished; what’s different about poor nourished children that poor malnourished children don’t take advantage of?  Identified 3 factors; pilot mothers changed behavior, “positive deviance”

AWF: mountain gorilla field-based project that uses SPM;  gorilla conservation coalition; ranger-based monitoring ( reducing threats ( more gorillas; conservation status is relatively healthy

CI: Hari, Global Conservation Fund: good project management; avoiding the dung beetle dilemma (if you don’t have a plan and objectives, you end up with a pile of …); GCF=creation, expansion, monitoring of PAs; economical monitoring= 2k/PA/yr; what success looks like

Moore: gain resiliency; marine ecosystems; trouble communicating with spaghetti diagram; step-back; how do we think about change; conservation solutions(behavioral outcomes(conservation outcomes; using Miradi to represent those three “results”

USAID: Cynthia Gill; Bright Spots or Black Hole? Current indicators limited by (1) must roll-up, (2) communication role, (3) little management value.  Lack of biodiv strategy & corporate goal.  Balance between integration and focused performance measurement.  Will there be light?  Much more recognition for M&E, better tools evolving; common standards are emerging.

NFWF: Matt Birnbaum; Open Standards in Conservation Grant-Making; talking as a funder.  “what do we got for that money?”  systematically show return on investment; institutionalize M&E, retrofit into existing programs.  Application of SPM.  Design initiatives/retrofit existing programs.  Facilitates participatory planning process.  Burden of applying SPM shifts from grantee to funder.  Online application: included outcomes, indicators.

TNC: Peter Kareiva; Dan Salzer converted me that measures were important; board now cares about it so much, they ask at every meeting.  Getting serious: peer review.  Must talk common sense (not scientist speak) & money sense.  Lack expertise (of making it elegant/simple).  Learned too many indicators.  Reacted: investment guidance (not overwhelming project teams); SWAT teams (fly-in teams); online training (can’t send SWAT teams everywhere); “measures fellows”; ConPro.  Terrible at transparency.  Only 190 out of ~1100 ConPro projects are publicly available.  Peter wants all projects public access by 2015.  How he’s going to do it? Get the board to propose it.

Rare: perfect is the enemy of the good; cutting and modifying into something that is unrecognizable (Joan Rivers side by side); Balanced Scorecard: 60 measures: so many indicators (nothing was getting measured).  Don’t need to be rigidly quantitative.  Understanding without endless philosophical debate.  Provide the info to those who can act on it.  Breakthrough: contribution not attribution (did not need rigid control groups).  Balanced Scorecard: down to 19 measures, going down.  Pride campaigns.  Projects -> Programs.  Weekly flash reports – leading indicators.  Miradi ( scorecards.  Do it.  Hold staff accountable (that’s when it starts to work).

WCS: Karl Didier; how do we train practitioners? University-based opportunities; expanding the network.  Heavy use of distance-learning.  Both students & practitioners.  Vision & goals.  Website.  Side meetings.

TNC: Dan Salzer.  Miradi example.  High level theory of change.  Here’s how you enter measurements.  Here’s how you upload a Miradi project to ConPro.  Dashboards – here’s how you see our progress.  Reducing transaction cost to users.  Spatial aspect.  Collaborating with other orgs to see if they want access.

Brett: clarifying questions?

Question: for all the presentations, what data was collected?  Is there data and is it being used to make decisions?  USAID: no.  Moore: grant-making decisions.  TNC: data exists; board has changed; at other levels, not so much.  Rare: we cancelled a program that wasn’t achieving a certain standard; % of self-reported behavior change in 30 sites (not sure what we’re gonna do with that data yet but encouraging: glimmer of hope). NFWF: review of projects.

Brett: what did you learn?

Responses: Collaboration between orgs is important.  As a funder, lots of good examples as funders, judging the effectiveness of our funding portfolio.  
Benetech: rolling up from projects to programs.  In time, this is where the field is going; should get in front of this.  Perfect is the enemy of the good.  Many groups working on behavioral change—need to collaborate.  The prospect of ConPro as a tool for multiple orgs (is ConPro the leader?  Is it a network?).

Brett: doubts about collaboration, database, terminology?  What are the most important conditions or environment that we can create to achieve success?  What needs to be done to make it possible to push for greater enthusiasm for SPM?

Responses: Motivate people.  Must save time.  Must be better than informal monitoring of the situation that happens now.  Must move beyond the perception that it’s science tool vs a strategic management tool.  Must reflect more (counters time issue)—recognizes that it takes time, but it’s important.  Collectively the community needs to accept failure (so much that can be learned); unwilling to change course as a result of data; we use data to support our assumptions rather than direct what we do.

Brett: anything else: what is going to motivate you as a leader in your org to shift your views and think about SPM differently?  What would you be scared if your competitors were doing and you weren’t?

Responses: Dan Salzer: funding to make this happen.  Clear reward (sustainability of the work); reward for using data to change course (through recognizing failures) vs being rewarded for only touting achievements.  Mandate the framework; holding us accountable to the bottom line of biodiversity conservation.  Reflect on how far we’ve come: this summit exists, we’re talking about a common platform, driven by top-down, boards, senior management; core people in strategic planning; next step is reaching out to whole conservation community, encourage people to see that it delivers in better conservation outcomes.
Alan Holt: introduce & read consensus statement.  

Richard Cudney Bueno.  Vision presentation.  Maximizing conservation effectiveness across boundaries: envisioning what SPM can get us as a community.  Sea of Cortes. Measuring results at the site level.  Challenge of scaling up from site to network of sites.  Scaling up from site to regional levels of performance measurement.  Facilitating meaningful and productive collaboration among founders.  Gauging cross-grant impacts.   Promote learning within and across NGOs and funders.  
Follow-up Comments: Walton Foundation said that the obstacles identified in survey are acting here.

Alan Holt: the consensus statement: should we discuss revisions in break-out groups or should we just go ahead and approve it.  
· Vote.   About half stood up for accept as is.  
· Vote for a particular change=1, Kevin Starr, Mulago Foundation.  Change “state our desired results in terms of achievements, not actions.” From “achievements” to “conservation outcomes”.

· Andy: effective should be a continuous variable, not yes/no

· AWF Muruthi: increase sense of urgency

· Seek alignment across platforms, language, standards

· Elizabeth WWF: comments within WWF that it didn’t sound like it came from funders (only from implementing orgs); Peter @ Walton Foundation: language is generic/flexible enough to work for foundations, easier to understand and interpret for implementing orgs than foundations

· Barry: concern about “adapt our strategies based on what we’ve learned”, no body exists for data to be put into; need strategies to test alternatives; need a body to do the research.  As a funder, everybody is telling us that their strategy is working, and they’re not.  More complicated than “collect data in a way we can use it.”  It’s more complicated.  Andy comment: the way to get at this, meta-analyses: under what circumstances does something work.  Stronger basis to relate certain kind of measures to certain kinds of contexts.  Working groups of orgs within the room to compare effectiveness of strategies.  Nick @ Salafsky: evidence, it relates to sharing of results (good and bad), that’s how meta-analyses are made possible, learn both individually & collectively.

· Enrique Ortiz: how was the year 2015 goal arrived at?  Elizabeth: no hard objective reason.  Brett Jenks: 15% is informed by SPM.  How can we get it higher?  More staff, convincing boards, rolling out programs.  How soon can we reasonably expect this to happen?  2015 seems like a good date.

· John Robinson: very difficult to operationalize this stuff.  Need to define core set of what we believe in.  Define the process.  Define the accountable places.  Where we are going.  Community as a whole is heading this way (funding, implementing, all levels).  Process is going to be happening after 2015.  How do we articulate to represent that.  Lady: process should be more deliberate, milestones.  Cynthia USAID: what does commit mean?  I can’t commit all USAID to this.  Do I personally think this is a good idea? Sure.  Different than committing to particular pieces.  More wishy-washy would make this easier to commit to.  Two stages: (1) general vision: we’re going to work on this and make it better.  (2) ....  Alan Holt: that’s what we’re shooting for in the consensus statement: broad principles.   Samantha Campbell: use your imagination to make these changes; I’m the president so I’m empowered to make these decisions, but I think you can be creative about thinking about being an advocate within your organization to make some of the principles happen. Brit: are you going to be less effective after 2015?  

· Dan Salzer: data( we’re not where we want to be.  Status quo is not acceptable.  Practicing what we’ve talking about is not this document, that’s the initiatives.  Recommend not losing the importance of shifting the status quo.  Visions are ongoing, I don’t have a problem dropping the date.

· CI: Use of the word “commitment” rather than “intent” to make it aspirational.   Lawyers?  Should be headed as an aspirational document.

· John Robinson: all agree that status quo is not acceptable, all agree that…., the question is specific things to do, and that comes later.

· Nick Salafsky: lawyers.  Commitment does not mean signing a legal agreement.  Committing to general principles, committing to bringing it back to orgs.

· Elizabeth: commitment is scary but what we’re asking you to commit to are fundamental to good business practice.

· Guillermo: hung up on last paragraph.  Accountability with each other to make progress on this.  Move conservation community to a new place.  Be accountable to each other.  Come back in one year’s time( that’s holding us accountable.

· Barry Gold: last bullet, add respectfully.  Confidentiality.  Evaluation can’t be shared totally openly, respecting confidentiality agreements.

· Brett Jenks: Medicare guy story.  Went to a funder: give me $20M and I’ll change field.  Change medical practices with comparative methods.   We always get bogged down with this stuff.  Some people want teeth, some people don’t.  Some people want it easy, others not.  We need to think bigger as a group.  We need to commit to try.  Let’s push ourselves.  Be rigorous about evaluating your own projects.  Date or no date, we need to get started.  There’s good stuff going on, early adopters are there, we now need to cross schism, create the marketplace.  If you’re a donor, why not decide to just fund projects that evaluate effectiveness.

· Enrique: a year to assess progress.  Was the questionnaire our baseline?  Yes.  We need to develop baselines for specific practices.

· Philip AWF: some people are here that can’t commit org, have people above me.  Alan: primary audience shifted while planning Summit from only CEOs to the level below.  Some orgs did have internal discussions on this.  
· Gustavo Fonseca: GEF, cannot sign on to it as it’s written.  Not because we don’t abide by these principles, we cannot have a mandate to do anything.  It’s a question of form.  We’re comfortable sharing these principles, but we can’t as an organization commit to anything.  Alan: through your presence here, you’ve shown that you’re part of this community.  If it’s just not in your operational procedure, then we have to leave it at that.

· David Wilkie: …, [some wordsmithing comment I didn’t catch].

Brett Jenks: break coming up. Here’s what’s happening in the afternoon.  Signing up makes you more likely to do something.  It’s important to be able to tell people: these are generally held principles, let us show you how we carry them out.  This is an easy big first step forward.  Fun part is thinking about actions.
//

Brett Jenks: when we started discussing this meeting, I wanted to bring someone from outside the field of conservation.  Rare has really learned from other fields, that’s our orientation.  I wanted to bring in someone who is a decade or more ahead of us.  “Why is it so challenging to improve health care delivery in the United States?”   Filmed interview.  10 minutes, on YouTube. “It’s like a child on a bicycle, they’re not doing formal experiments.”  “PDXX…plan, do, …., ….,” “being an early adopter can be lonely, [can be the only one in your org], don’t give up”

Let’s go into initiatives.

Brett Example 1: invite three people to Rare board meeting to present …, this is what the community is doing.  Inspire boards to help push for SPM.  Carve out an hour at next board meeting, to report and sharing of information.  Brett’s willing to go to one other’s board meeting to do this.  

Present a 3 minute initiative.  It’s okay to lose.  Rule: everybody’s got a voice, vote with your feet.  There’ll be some sorting/clustering if some initiatives are similar.  Remind yourself of hurdles within your organization and the ones we discussed.  We’re looking to advance state of measures in conservation.  (1) Purpose, (2) Goal, (3) How to do it.
Initiatives
***

6-May-2010

Brett Jenks: Initiatives: Vision, next few steps, don’t let it die.

Highlights from yesterday?  
Meeting people who “get it”.  Watching people walk in the door.  Survey validating that we’re not happy where you are.

Unexpected happenings from yesterday?  
Gustavo: people realize that lots has been done in M&E, there’s lots to be learned.  Mark: never worked in NGOs, all multilateral, and there’s two communities of practice: you guys and all these other people, total disconnect, when I was here yesterday, I felt like an outsider, but I’m going to talk today—hopefully a door will be opened today.

Insights? 
Elizabeth Kennedy: group is tightknit, there’s still a lots of gaps, there’s a web that could be better.  Alan: pleased of the interest in the meeting, surprised of how many orgs are circling around this problem, independently and how little time there is for people to compare notes; the potential to get better fast is bigger than I expected.

If we closed up right now, what would you take home back to your org?  What idea would you borrow?  
Training available.  Tell the larger org community what’s going on.  Failures okay.  Miradi inspiration.   Networking & contacts.  Engage everyone.  Summarize meeting and report back.  Nick: let’s make a presentation that everybody can have.

Tom Steinbach (Hewlett): reporting from ad hoc funder meeting this morning.  Number of funders met.  Where do we go from here?  Two things: (1) as orgs, try and deliver on the commitments, get serious (2) over next year, increase degree of coordination within funder community on this topic.  Commit to hosting a next year meeting.  Over the year, get together, in some way (CMP, CBGD), figure out how we collectively advance and disseminate best practices in space, keep transactions costs down (economies of scale); and (survey results) figure out how to address that there’s not enough donor pressure.  We’ll try and get that done.  Reason why we got together?  This group of funders clearly understands the importance of measuring the effectiveness of conservation.

Mark Zimsky (GEF): GEF bright spot.  We call SPM results-based management.  Arrangement at Intl level, lots of moving parts.  Grants: $250M per year.  People who seek a grant need to M&E.  It’s very easy for a granter to do this.  Every partner has a role and responsibility.  GEF evaluation office.  We rue the evaluations internally, but it is a very useful tool.  GEFEO: implementation of M&E policy, annual reporting (country portfolio evaluations, performance & process, impact); publicly available (it’s easy to put this stuff up, transparency was talked about yesterday, we have to because we’re a publicly funded effort).  Challenges: large & heterogeneous portfolios (projects have their own systems), short term investments( limit portfolio indicators to a few key ones, use proxies that are reliable, …..; [stuff]; building the evidence base.  Why? Clear and credible evidence about “what works and…”, getting past the anecdote towards strong evidence based.  METT-based.  Protected areas, biodiversity mainstreaming, ecosystem valuation (under what conditions does it work).

Alan Holt: initiatives are summarized, we’re going to break into groups, there’s a checklist but don’t be a slave to it.

Peer-review summit – Dan Salzer

Community of Practice – Sheila

Common data / standards – Nick

Meta-analysis – Hari

Streamlining reporting – Matt Birnbaum

Educate & inspire boards – Daniel Hayden 

Training – Will Crosse, Matt Muir, Jeff

Measuring policy advocacy – Dale
TRAINING GROUP WORK

Name of initiative: Conservation Effectiveness Training
Brief description: Problem to be addressed ( poor project design and poor implementation as a result of poor design.  There are several existing training efforts—some sophisticated and across organizations (Conservation Coaches Network), some in-house (Audubon online training), some with specific university audiences (FOS, Monterey), some with different models (RSPB: ZIPO (sp?), what GEF uses)—and other organizations that have a training need or interest.  The challenge is to leverage and not duplicate those existing efforts and to meet gaps.

Primary purpose: Increase understanding, skills, and buy-in to deliver better project design & implementation
Key outcomes expected:
· Knowledge across audiences of SPM training – opportunities & gaps

· Longer-term outcomes: tailored training (board/senior management; practitioners, emerging practitioners, trainers/facilitators), more sharing between organizations of best training practices, better conservation (better design, better implementation, better M&E)
· Get more organizations to take part in CCNet

· Assigning people from organizations to work on this as a priority

How you’ll measure success: (1) review done, (2) tailored training developed, (3) reconvene at 2011 meeting
	Key Actions
	Completed By
	Who’s responsible

	Team definition:

1. Who from the working group

2. People who were not present on Thursday: Karl Didier (WCS), Jora Young (TNC)?

3. Who gets assigned from organizations to work on this as a priority
	
	

	Assessment design: 

1. Survey population – who we are surveying

2. Key questions:

a. What are your best practices?

b. What audiences are you reaching?

c. How do you measure effectiveness?
	
	

	Assessment Implementation

1. Survey vs email
	
	

	Assessment Report
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


The team:

Will Crosse (CI):
Jeff Langholz (Monterey):
Martin Davies (RSPB):

Maria Eugenia (Fondo Mexicano):

Judy Braus (Audubon):

Adam Henson (AWF):

Matt Muir:

Karl Didier (WCS)?

TNC? Jora Young?
