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The Government Watch (G-Watch) of the Ateneo School of Government (ASoG), 
with support from the European Commission through the Strategic Projects Facility 2, 
embarked on a project in 2010 entitled Monitoring and Improving Service Delivery of 
LGUs using the G-Watch as a Social Accountability Tool, more popularly known as the 
G-Watch Localization Project. The project is a demonstration activity that aims to show 
the application of the G-Watch Social Accountability model at the local level.

This manual is designed to be a flexible information toolkit for anybody who wishes 
to monitor their local government’s service delivery and programs. It teaches one to 
set-up monitoring initiatives at the local level, jointly undertaken by key persons from 
the LGU, together with CSOs (civil society organizations), which include local citizen 
groups, people’s organizations, faith-based organizations, professional organizations 
and academe-based organizations. 
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This manual presents the process undertaken 
by the G-Watch Team together with its local 
partners in setting up various local monitoring 
initiatives in the six (6) pilot sites of the 
G-Watch Localization Project. Hopefully, 
through this manual one can replicate the 
positive outcomes in their own localities.

The G-Watch Social Accountability 
Approach 

G-Watch is one of the Social Accountability 
programs of ASoG. It aims to develop 
constructive engagement among citizens, civil 
society organizations and the government 
to monitor public transactions and develop 
monitoring tools to improve services 
and prevent corruption.  It promotes and 
strengthens transparency and accountability 
towards effective governance through 
performance monitoring.

Social accountability is an approach for 
building public accountability that relies 
on civic engagement, i.e., processes and 
initiatives taken by citizens and/or civil society 
organizations who participate directly or 
indirectly in exacting accountability. 

It is an approach used to enhance public 
accountability that involves civil society 
organizations, communities and citizens 
through the conduct of participatory 
monitoring, usually within the framework of 
constructive engagement between citizens 
and government.

The rationale of social accountability lies on 
the phrase, “a public office is a public trust.” In 
addition, current accountability mechanisms 
(state-based and ex-post facto) in ensuring 
efficiency and preventing corruption in 
government are limited, thus the need to 
extend accountability measures to include the 
public and ordinary citizens.

Government Watch (G-Watch) is a model 
of how citizens and the government can 
enter into a constructive engagement to 
achieve desired outputs, such as promoting 
transparency and accountability and at the 
same time increasing the efficiency of the 
delivery of government services. G-Watch 
engages citizens and the government through 
dialogue to address problems and solutions 
identified in the process of monitoring 
government projects. 

By being constructive and inclusive, G-Watch 
brings forth the notion that citizens can share 
the responsibility of making government 
programs and services more effective, 
instead of complaining or incessantly making 
demands and tireless fault-finding and head-
hunting. G-Watch opens up an opportunity for 
citizens to become part of the solution that will 
reform and restructure government processes 
towards good governance.

The G-Watch social accountability approach 
has five features, as indicated in Figure 1.1

Chapter 1: Government Watch Goes Local
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Joint Citizen-Government Monitoring

The first feature of the G-Watch model is that it 
required a joint citizen-government monitoring. 
Both citizens and government officials watch 
and monitor a particular government process 
constructively.   As a joint effort, government, 
citizens and civil society organizations agree 
on a common goal and objective to improve 
the delivery of services received by the people. 
Together, government and citizens set-up a 
performance monitoring system to include 
the coordination-communication system and 
reporting mechanism among others.

Easy-to-Use Tools

The second feature of this model is the use 
of easy-to-use tools. As G-Watch monitoring 
entails citizen participation, average citizens 
must be able to use the monitoring tools 
easily. G-Watch builds the capacity of 
communities and citizens by developing 
easy-to-use monitoring tools with measurable 
performance indicators. 

Preventive and Pre-Emptive

The third feature of the G-Watch model is that it 
is preventive and pre-emptive by clarifying the 
standards (processes, outputs, performance 
targets, etc.) of a service delivery. It serves to 
ensure that standards and complied with and 
that abuse and deviations from the standards 
are avoided.  This then provides a feedback 
mechanism for corrective measure. G-Watch 
then prevents corruption at the onset of the 
service delivery.

Community-Based

The fourth feature of the G-Watch model is that 
it is community-based. G-Watch empowers 
communities, community representatives 
and ordinary citizens, who are usually the 
direct beneficiaries of government’s goods 
and services to check and ensure that the 
government actually does its job and delivers 
quality goods and services. Ensuring that 
monitoring is decentralized and localized 
also allows initiatives to be embedded in the 
community’s life for sustainability. 

Figure 1.1  G-Watch SAc Features

3

G-Watch in Local Governance



Data- and Evidence-Based

The fifth and final feature of the G-Watch 
model is that it is data- and evidence-based. 
G-Watch generates hard data and evidence 
that serve as bases for recommendations 
on how to improve the service delivery being 
monitored. 

Through these features, G-Watch monitoring 
initiatives contribute in governance by 
enhancing transparency, accountability and 
efficiency, which hopefully would lead to 
improvements in service delivery outcomes.

The G-Watch social accountability model 
follows a certain kind of technology as 
illustrated in Figure 1.2.  The technology has 
the following steps/activities:

 � Identify what to monitor
 � Formalize partnerships
 � Baseline performance and map 

standards
 � Develop monitoring tools and design
 � Actual monitoring
 � Post-monitoring activities
 � Institutionalization

Figure 1.2.  G-Watch Technology
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How Did G-Watch Evolve?

G-Watch started with one basic idea—that 
ordinary citizens can directly help prevent 
corruption in the government. Established 
in the year 2000 as a reaction to corruption 
reports and inefficiencies during the term of 
ousted Philippine President Joseph Estrada, 
G-Watch developed a preventive approach 
to curb corruption by introducing a simple but 
well-planned participatory method. 

G-Watch devised easy-to-use tools and 
used them in the monitoring of textbooks, 
school buildings, medicines, public works, 
etc.—all of which were done in partnership 
with government agencies.  The success of 
G-Watch can be seen through its track record 
that covers the following projects: 

Bayanihang Eskwela

Bayanihang Eskwela is a collaborative 
public-private sector program involving the 
Department of Public Works and Highways 
(DPWH), Department of Education (DepED), 
Office of the Ombudsman (OMB), Boy Scouts 
of the Philippines (BSP), Girl Scouts of the 
Philippines (GSP) and G-Watch. This project 
aims to ensure quality school buildings for 
public school children through preventing 
corruption in school building construction 
programs.  It has established benchmarks in 
the performance of the DepED and DPWH and 
demonstrated success in making contractors 
more responsive to clients’ needs. It has also 

empowered local communities to check the 
delivery of public services, most especially 
school buildings.

Textbook Count

Textbook Count is a collaborative program 
of G-Watch and DepED in partnership with 
several civil society organizations that started 
in 2003. It aims to ensure that the right 
quantity and quality of textbooks are delivered 
to the right recipients at the right time. 
Textbook Count is geared towards eliminating 
corruption in textbook procurement, 
systematizing textbook deliveries nationwide, 
making suppliers more responsive to the 
clients’ needs, establishing benchmarks for 
DepEd’s performance, and mobilizing citizens 
for monitoring and inspection to achieve 
greater transparency.  With the help of citizen 
group volunteers, Textbook Count was able 
to safeguard the integrity of the bidding 
process, ensure good textbook quality, help 
high schools and districts check the textbooks 
delivered to them, as well as distribute 
textbooks to elementary schools.

DSWD Disaster Relief Distribution

The Department of Social Welfare and 
Development (DSWD) Disaster Relief 
Distribution is a monitoring program 
developed by G-Watch as a reaction to 
lingering reports that relief distribution 
is highly susceptible to corruption, most 
especially if it remains unchecked. It is with 
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this premise that the program was created 
to track relief goods in the form of food and 
clothing packs released by the DSWD to 
Regions II, VII and CARAGA (Region XIII) as 
well as to monitor donated goods released by 
the Bureau of Customs (BOC) to DSWD.  The 
program intended to confirm if relief goods 
reached the intended beneficiaries. It was 
able to identify the strengths and weaknesses 
in DSWD’s disaster relief distribution system 
and was able to determine problems that 
the DSWD typically encounter in obtaining 
BOC confiscated goods for relief operations. 
Beneficiary feedback on the delivered relief 
goods was also included in the reports. The 
program was aimed at helping the government 
ensure provision of relief goods for disaster 
victims, especially the poor.

BOC Monitoring

The findings of the DSWD Relief Distribution 
Monitoring revealed that there are problematic 
relief donations from the Bureau of Customs 
(BOC). It is in this light that BOC Monitoring 
was developed by G-Watch. The G-Watch 
research on the Bureau of Customs looked 
into the process involved in the auction 
of abandoned, overstaying and forfeited 
goods.  It aimed to advance a layman’s 
appreciation of the process and design a 
manual for civil society participation in the 
form of monitoring the implementation of the 
process. The research also identified system 
weaknesses that translated into revenue loss 
for the government, implementation delays 

and procedural lapses, and proposed that 
civil society participation be tapped to help 
address these problems.

PRO – Protect Procurement Project

G-Watch is involved in PRO- PROtect 
PROcurement PROject. The main objective of 
this project is to protect, sustain and expand 
the gains from previous projects, specifically 
Textbook Count. Protection basically refers to 
preventing a return to the old system, which 
lacked transparency and accountability, 
sustaining the momentum of reforms that 
have been put in place, and expanding from 
textbooks to the many other types of goods and 
services procured by government agencies. 
By and large, the proposal responds to the 
challenge of continuity and growth.

COMELEC Budget Watch

G-Watch has expanded its scope of 
involvement to electoral reform through 
Commission on Election (COMELEC) 
Budget Watch, a pioneering program that 
documents and monitors the budget and 
fiscal management of the Commission on 
Elections, with the goal of determining key 
areas where civil society can participate in 
the budget process. It also researched on the 
cost of electoral services particularly of voter 
education, voter registration and the actual 
conduct of voting.

Chapter 1: Government Watch Goes Local

6



Internally Displaced Persons Rights Watch

The IDP Rights Watch is one of the capacity 
building projects of the Ateneo School 
of Government in partnership with the 
Commission on Human Rights (CHR). It 
builds on the experience of Government 
Watch’s application of its social accountability 
approach in human rights compliance 
monitoring. It recognizes the vulnerability and 
dismal human rights situation of internally 
displaced persons (IDP) and the effort of the 
Commission on Human Rights and several 
stakeholders (both state and non-state) to 
improve and rehabilitate the IDP victims of 
armed conflict in Mindanao.

The G-Watch social accountability model 
has proven to work in improving the service 
delivery and program implementation of 
national government agencies. These 
initiatives resulted in outcomes like reduction 
of price, reduction of procurement period 
and increase in compliance to standards 
that arguably improve the delivery of these 
basic services. It also paved the way to a 
brand of constructive engagement between 
civil society groups and the government in 
performance monitoring. 

This is made possible through a favorable 
policy context, openness of the government 
agencies, presence of champions and 
capable citizen organizations to name a 
few, but more importantly, the willingness 
and commitment of citizen organizations 
and government agencies to constructively 
engage one another.

Why Localize G-Watch?

G-Watch monitoring tools and methods 
have been effective in improving service 
delivery at the national level. The success of 
G-Watch in improving the service delivery of 
national government agencies needs to be 
multiplied to further promote transparency 
and accountability in governance, particularly 
at the local level.  A systematic transfer of its 
tools and methods to a greater number of 
interested and responsible local civil society 
groups has to be undertaken to multiply 
the impact of this type of initiative. This will 
help address inefficient service delivery and 
increase transparency and accountability 
at the LGU level. Moreover, it shall instill 
among citizens and local authorities a certain 
awareness and set of practices that put high 
premium on the citizens’ rights to a decent 
and active life.

According to the US Country Assistance 
Strategy for the Philippines 2009-2013, the 
Philippines has a long tradition of broad, 
participatory democracy.  However, poor 
governance at the local level, weak rule of law, 
and corruption are long-standing problems 
that thwart the Philippine government’s 
ability to deliver basic services and attract 
investment for economic growth. 

Similarly, the EC-Philippines Strategy Paper 
of 2007-2013 notes that the country has not 
achieved sufficient economic progress over 
the past decades to substantially reduce 
poverty, due mainly to high population 
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growth, lack of employment creation, rampant 
corruption, feudal politics and insurgencies. 
Hence, reforming the public sector entails 
decentralization, combatting corruption and 
civil service streamlining.  

While devolution has made some progress, 
the lack of adequate financial resources 
to carry out the devolved responsibilities, 
the weak capacity of LGUs, and insufficient 
preparation have prevented effective 
decentralization.  There are still a lot of 
underperforming LGUs . These LGUs are not 
meeting or are unresponsive to the needs of 
the people that make them fall behind their 
developmental targets. In addition, the long 
history and pervasiveness of patronage 
politics at the local level exacerbates the 
LGUs’ underperformance.

The mandated mechanisms for people’s 
participation are not fully utilized as well. 
People’s participation has been limited 
to the policy-making and planning stage, 
which are generally representation and 
voice. There is limited or non-participation 
in the implementation of the service as well 
as in the monitoring and evaluation stages 
of the service delivery. Several avenues for 
participation exist, but are yet to be explored 
as illustrated in Figure 1.3. 

This is no surprise as the Philippines has 
always been weak in terms of monitoring 
and evaluation. Performance monitoring is 
considered to be the waterloo of Philippine 
governance. 

Engagement between government and 
citizens has naturally been antagonistic in a 
sense that citizens just incessantly complain 
and find faults in government. The engagement 
can be described as “witch-hunting” to “burn-
at-the-stake.” LGUs have yet to move forward 
towards a more constructive engagement with 
citizens as citizens increase their participation 
in governance. 

Through the passage of the Local 
Government Code (LGC) of 1991 that led 
to the decentralization of governance in 
the Philippines, the government has been 
brought closer to the people through the local 
government units.  Five key services have been 
devolved to the LGUs, namely: agriculture, 
health, social welfare, public works and 
highways, and environmental protection.  The 
LGC also guarantees people’s participation in 
decision-making processes and governance 
of the LGUs. 

Decentralization is considered as a promising 
mode and process of democratic governance 
whose ultimate goal is economic and 
social development, or in particular, the 
socioeconomic transformation of communities 
through good governance practices of LGUs. 
It “promises genuine and meaningful local 
autonomy to enable local government units to 
attain their fullest development as self-reliant 
communities and to make them more effective 
partners in the attainment of national goals.”

However, after more than 15 years of the LGC, 
service delivery in the country remains weak, 
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and the participation of citizens at the local 
level remains limited.  One indication of this 
is the still centralized delivery of services that 
are supposedly devolved to the LGUs given 
the lack of capacity of local mechanisms to 
deliver these services.  After more than 15 
years of the LGC, its intention to enhance the 
role of LGUs in economic growth and social 
development has not materialized.  

The aim of applying the G-Watch social 
accountability model at the local level is 
to facilitate the constructive engagement 
between citizens and government and 
to devise a mechanism to systematically 
transfer G-Watch tools and methods to local 
actors. This will help address inefficient 

service delivery and increase transparency 
and accountability at the level of the LGUs. 
As what it does with the national agencies, 
G-Watch shall be situated in the programs that 
the LGU implements to ensure the effective 
provision of social services by monitoring 
the process in every step of the way from 
planning to contracting to the actual delivery 
to the beneficiaries.

The G-Watch concept in the sphere of the 
local government is expected to trigger the 
same demand for a citizen-led monitoring 
of local government programs among its 
constituencies, given an open and friendly 
policy environment.

Figure 1.3. Situating G-Watch in Local Governance
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The LGU, as the primary partner, likewise 
stands to gain from a G-Watch type of 
undertaking since it offers supplemental ideas 
and resources that help improve the local 
government’s capacity, performance and 
credibility.

How to Localize G-Watch

So, how do you localize G-Watch? 

As mentioned earlier, the G-Watch model 
follows a certain technology which consists of 
the activities to be undertaken in implementing 
such a program. However, before these 
activities can be started, there are four main 
principles/ideas that G-Watch builds/works 
on. These are:

1.  Building a multi-stakeholder constituency 
at the local level.

A multi-stakeholder constituency is important 
so that the monitoring activity can retain its 
objectivity and that the project will not be 
dominated by a single group or organization. 
To map out the critical stakeholders for the 
project as well as better understand the 
situation at the local level, a research activity 
known as a Rapid Field Appraisal (RFA) is 
undertaken. 

The RFA is a political mapping activity 
that provides an initial feel and level of 
acceptability of the project in the locality. It 
helps provide an initial assessment of the 
situation and condition of the area as well 
as the presence of key elements that can be 

helpful for the implementation of a 
social accountability program such 
as G-Watch.  

The RFA is also a tool that 
enables anyone to map the critical 
stakeholders for the project. In 
addition, it enables one to tap local 
citizen and civil society groups who 
may be willing and open to engage 
in this kind of project. 

In the end, the conduct of an RFA 
activity aims to tap civil society 
organizations and build a multi-
stakeholder constituency for social 
accountability.

Chapter 1: Government Watch Goes Local
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2.  Customizing monitoring tools and design 
to be context-specific. 

The local governance context has peculiar 
features and dimensions. There are four 
interrelated and overlapping factors of local 
governance, namely the a) local policy 
environment, b) the local government unit, 
c) people’s participation in local governance, 
and d) governance and corruption situation 
at the local level, that affect the application of 
G-Watch.

The policy environment which defines the 
contours and boundaries of what constitute 
the form and substance of local governance 
is the foremost and necessary consideration 
for localizing G-Watch. Part of the policy 
environment is the corresponding development 
paradigm on which local governance policies 
are grounded, as well as the significance or 
expected impact of the policy.

This manual incorporates lessons based on the actual experiences of 
these six (6) pilot sites in implementing their own G-Watch projects in 
their localities:

Naga City implemented the “Edukasyon sa Naga, Salmingan 
Ta!” which looks comprehensively at the education service delivery of both the 
Department of Education and the local government unit.

Dumaguete City looked at the provision of drugs and medicines in their health 
service delivery with their “Subay Kahimsog” monitoring project.

Puerto Princesa City embarked on monitoring ecotourism particularly on their 
community-based sustainable tourism (CBSTs) with their “Ambligan ang Kalibotan.”

Island Garden City of Samal applied the G-Watch technology in revenue generation 
by looking at their Environmental User Fee (EUF) Program through the “IGaCoS 
Bantay Kinaiyahan.”

The municipality of San Miguel, Bohol looked at the service delivery of agricultural 
services particularly the rice production program with their “BULHON sa Pang-uma” 
project.

Finally, the Province of Southern Leyte looked at their infrastructure service delivery 
with their “Tambayayong sa Infrastrakturang Paglambo sa Southern Leyte.”
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The local government unit, the primary 
government entity at the local level and thus 
the primary prospective partner institution 
of the local G-Watch, is also a crucial 
consideration. In particular, the LGU’s 
functions and mandate, its organization and 
structures, and its processes and mechanisms 
are to be factored in. To be integrated as well 
is the kind of local government orientation that 
is facilitative in localizing G-Watch.

Since G-Watch is a civil society initiative that 
underscores people’s participation or civil 
society engagement in local governance, the 
different avenues of people’s participation, 
the practice or application, and the issues 
and concerns surrounding it must be taken 
into account. 

Finally, the good governance and anti-
corruption framework for the local G-Watch 
must also take into account the local socio-
political realities that shape the practical 
realm of governance at the local level. These 
realities pertain to the face-to-face encounters 
between the governing authority and the 
governed or the people’s general sentiment 
towards other people, the government and 
the society as a whole.

So, it is important that the application of 
G-Watch is customized and be made context-
specific as every LGU has certain peculiarities. 
All of these interrelated and overlapping 
factors and dimensions will affect, influence, 
and to some extent, shape the face and 
character of the localized G-Watch.

In addition, the monitoring design and tools 
should also be customized to fit the local 
context. It is then important that the tools and 
the monitoring design are developed together 
with the identified critical stakeholders, as 
they provide practical and technical know-
how on custom-fitting the project in terms of 
the local culture and context.  

To help further assess and customize the 
design, there are two research activities 
that must be undertaken. This is the 
Rapid Capacity Assessment (RCA) and 
the standards mapping. The RCA aims to 
baseline the capacity of the LGU in terms 
of good governance, social accountability, 
constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring.  The standards mapping on the 
other hand, is the process of researching/ 
clarifying the standards of what you will 
monitor. The output will be the main content 
of the monitoring tool.

3. Tapping existing mechanisms and maximize 
conducive policy environment.

With the passage of the LGC in 1991, people’s 
participation was institutionalized. The 
involvement of ordinary Filipinos in the affairs 
of governance has been deepened, widened 
and sustained, thus showing participatory 
democracy at work.
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The LGC provides for the following avenues 
for people’s participation:

1. Local Development Councils (LDCs). The 
LDCs plan and prioritize local programs 
and projects. LDCs are mandated to 
include members from accredited NGOs 
to comprise as many as one-fourth of the 
membership.

2. Local Special Bodies (LSB). These 
include bodies such as Local Health 
Board, Local School Board, the Bids and 
Awards Committee and the Peace and 
Order Council.

3. Local legislatures (Sanggunian). Three 
(3) seats are allocated for sectoral 
representatives from women, workers 
and other sectors identified by the 
council.

4. Initiative and recall. The Constitution 
and LGC provides for this process of 
direct people’s participation to ensure 
accountability in public office.

5. Referendum. A proposition is presented 
to the public for their ratification.

6. General Assemblies. A gathering of 
people they initiated or initiated by the 
local government for consultation and 
dialogue.

7. Mandatory consultations of the 
NGOs/POs by national government 
agencies prior to the implementation of 
development projects.

The tapping of NGOs and the private sector for 
project implementation and service delivery, 
including build-operate-transfer arrangement, 
is also provided in the LGC. 

It is important that these mechanisms are 
tapped to create and maximize a conducive 
policy environment for social accountability. 
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4.  Building the capacity of stakeholders in 
constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring. 

Capacity building interventions through 
training, exposure visits, and mentoring/
coaching shall be provided to both LGU 
and CSO representatives to develop their 
capacities in G-Watch methodologies, 
approaches, tools and manuals particularly 
in constructive engagement & performance 
monitoring. 

Constructive Engagement refers to measures 
that link citizens more directly to the decision-
making process of the government to enable 
them to influence public policies and programs 
in a manner that can create positive impacts on 
their economic and social lives. Constructive 
engagement is a process of building a mature 
relationship between two naturally opposable 
parties that are bound by a given reality. 

Performance Monitoring, on the other hand, 
is an accountability process or action that 
entails: 

 - watching the implementation with the 
main objective of the project in mind;

 - comparing the plan and standards with 
the actual accomplishments;

 - checking particular aspects of the project 
in its various stages; and 

 - recommending remedial actions, if 
necessary.  

The rationale for having performance 
monitoring is that the weakest link in 
government is monitoring. In addition, 
monitoring can be a proactive process 
of ensuring compliance to performance 
standards. 

Some Considerations

G-Watch is neither the perfect nor the ultimate 
example or model of a social accountability 
initiative program. In fact, G-Watch also draws 
on the practices of other similar projects. 
G-Watch does not claim to be an expert; it is 
also continuously learning as it continues to 
engage with the government.

In addition, as this manual tries to be 
comprehensive in its approach, it cannot cover 
all the tips, information, tools and techniques 
needed to set up a local monitoring initiative. 
Instead, it will demonstrate how such an 
initiative can be possible based on the rich 
and unique experiences G-Watch.

Lastly, in as much as the goal of this 
manual is to enable the replication of similar 
endeavors, what is written here is particular 
to  the accounts and actual experiences 
of the LGUs that have already undertaken 
a local monitoring initiative. There may be 
instructions, activities or processes that may 
not be applicable to a local context where 
a monitoring initiative will be implemented. 
Contexts may vary. The primary goal of this 
manual, however, is to present useful ideas 
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and practices that can be replicated provided 
that they are attuned to local needs.

Given these limitations, this manual is 
envisioned to be a relevant material for 
anyone who will take the lead in monitoring 
local service delivery. 

To the Reader

Since monitoring service deliveries seem 
daunting and technical, this manual is simple 
and easy-to-understand. It can be used by 
any concerned citizen groups/organizations 
that wishes to engage with their LGU. It can 
also serve as a guide for LGUs who wish to 
encourage local citizen participation in their 
monitoring efforts. This manual is a step-by-
step guide from laying down the groundwork 
of the project to getting government response 
on the results. 

The guidebook is divided into several 
chapters, each discussing a particular step or 
component in setting up and implementing a 
monitoring program similar to that of G-Watch. 
The succeeding chapters will be informative 
and instructive material on the following 
topics:

Chapter 2 - Laying Down the Groundwork

This chapter provides a step-by-step account 
on how to lay the foundation for any monitoring 
project. It discusses how to introduce G-Watch 
to the local level, gather commitments for the 

project as well as formalize agreements with 
stakeholders. This chapter also discusses how 
to conduct the rapid field appraisal (RFA) as 
a means to familiarize oneself with the social, 
environmental and political context in which a 
monitoring activity will be implemented.

Chapter 3 - Conducting the Rapid Capacity 
Assessment Approach

This chapter discusses how to conduct a 
Rapid Capacity Assessment (RCA) for the 
baseline situation and customization of the 
monitoring project in a particular locality. It 
also provides guidelines on how to present 
the results to the stakeholders.

Chapter 4 - Designing the Local Monitoring 
Project

This chapter is the essence of the manual as it 
discusses how to develop the local monitoring 
initiative. It is a step-by-step guide on how to 
select the service delivery to be monitored as 
well as how to design a monitoring project.

Chapter 5 - Capacity Building

This chapter provides information on how to 
conduct capacity-building activities related to 
the monitoring initiative. It focuses on topics 
to be considered during such activities and 
how to deliver them. 
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Chapter 6 - Sustaining the Monitoring 
Initiative

Lastly, this chapter provides a guide on the 
set-up of sustainability mechanisms for a 
monitoring project.

Designed to be easy-to-use and easy-to-
understand, this manual will facilitate and 

guide your learning on how to effectively set-
up a performance monitoring system in your 
own locality through a step-by-step process. 

If you’re ready, proceed to the succeeding 
chapters and be on your way to developing 
your own monitoring project. 

Some Symbols That Might Help

This is the remember symbol. When you see this symbol, take it as a 
signal to pay extra attention and memorize some key words. We even 
encourage you to take down some notes.

This is the tip symbol. This tells you to watch out for some tricks of the 
trade, shortcuts and helpful hints. 

This is the story symbol. This manual is based on the experience 
of the G-Watch Team and its local partners in implementing various 
local monitoring initiatives in six (6) pilot areas of the G-Watch 
Localization Project. This symbol highlights anecdotes that will enhance 
your knowledge and understanding about the processes that were 
undertaken.

Chapter 1: Government Watch Goes Local
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The Local Government Code (LGC) decentralizes power to local government units 
(LGUs) to bring the government closer to the people. It operationalizes the provision 
in the Constitution which stipulates that, “the State shall ensure the autonomy of local 
governments.” 

The LGC is also fulfills the Charter’s mandate, directing Congress to pass a law that 
would ensure a “more responsive and accountable local government structure instituted 
through a system of decentralization with effective mechanisms of recall, initiative and 
referendum.” In addition, the said Code enhances the autonomy of the LGUs, allowing 
their officials to take the lead in achieving development and in ensuring the welfare of 
their constituency. 

Chapter 2

Laying 
Down the 
Groundwork



In summary, the salient features of the LCG 
are as follows: 

 � devolves to the LGUs the responsibility 
for the delivery of various aspects of  
basic services, including health, social 
services, environment, agriculture, 
public works, education, tourism, 
telecommunications services and 
housing projects and other services 
such as investment support;

 � devolves to LGUs the responsibility for 
the enforcement of certain regulatory 
powers;

 
 � provides the legal and institutional 

infrastructure for the participation of civil 
society in local governance;

 � increases the financial resources 
available to local government units; and 

 � lays the foundation for the development 
and evolution of more entrepreneurial 
oriented local governments.

The LGC promises genuine and meaningful 
local autonomy to enable local government 
units to attain their fullest development as self-
reliant communities and to make them more 
effective partners in the attainment of national 
goals. With such enormous powers granted 
to LGUs, they have gained unprecedented 
autonomy and can now be compared to little 
republics of their own. 

This does not guarantee however, that 
LGUs will automatically open their doors for 
partnership with civil society organizations 
(CSOs). It is their prerogative whether they 
want such kind of cooperation in their locality. 
Hence, CSOs would need clear strategies 
if they are to implement an initiative akin to 
G-Watch at the local level.

Possible Entry Points in Introducing 
G-Watch

As we begin, keep in mind that there is 
no single kind of LGU. Local government 
units have their varying characteristics and 
uniqueness. 

The question is: How do you approach the 
LGUs? How do you introduce G-Watch in a 
specific type of LGU?

There is no single strategy for introducing 
G-Watch, given the variety of LGUs. But here 
are some of the steps for you to get started:

1. Conduct political mapping

Political mapping is a technique that is 
employed when one wants to “record and 
analyze alliances and/or positions of political 
actors/ stakeholders” within a particular 
location or context (PLCPD).  

In the G-Watch methodology, a political 
mapping is usually done during a research 
activity called rapid field appraisal (RFA). 
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Through political mapping, one determines 
his/her possible allies and champions as well 
as the disposition of critical players in the 
locality towards social accountability, citizen 
participation and constructive engagement.

The RFA is a stakeholder’s mapping instrument 
to determine the political acceptability of the 
project to the LGU and to local CSOs alike. 
It is an initial scanning to determine whether 
the G-Watch Social Accountability Approach 
is acceptable to the community. The RFA also 
enables the researcher to map the critical 
stakeholders for the project.

Since the information that it generates is 
preliminary in nature, what the RFA provides 
is an initial feel on the level of acceptability of 
G-Watch in the locality. The RFA provides an 
initial assessment of the situation in the area, 
as well as the presence of key elements that 
can be helpful in the implementation of a social 
accountability program such as G-Watch.  

During the RFA, critical information should be 
obtained so that you will be able to have an 
idea on the nature and direction of the LGU. 
These include, but are not limited to:

 � Socio-economic profile;

 � Organizational and resource profile;

 � Political profile of the leadership (i.e. LCE, 
Vice LCE, Sanggunian, Administrator, 
Heads of Planning, Budget, Social 
Service Programs), particularly their 

political stance related to civil society 
participation/ social accountability; 

 � Mapping of civil society groups in terms 
of their mandate/ objectives, known 
advocacies/ projects and organizational 
strengths as well as their networks, 
resources, members/ staff, coverage 
and previous work with the LGU;

 � Actual (existing/ past) efforts and local 
issuances, between the LGUs and the 
civil society organizations, or work of 
LGUs with civil society participation, 
including actual functionality/ operations 
of mandated and other civil society 
mechanisms/ avenues of participation at 
the local level (outside the mandated); 
and

 � Performance/ audit reports (official 
documents from DILG, COA, Internal 
Audit, planning, from third-party source, 
media).  

Moreover, since you are there to look at the 
possibility of doing G-Watch in the locality, 
you must keep abreast with the issues in the 
locality, particularly the most important—the 
service delivery that is most important to the 
community. Later on, this will become the 
subject of your G-Watch monitoring project if 
everything pushes through. G-Watch is about 
performance monitoring, so ultimately, you will 
need to have a service delivery or program of 
the LGU to monitor.
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During the RFA, it would be helpful if you ask 
the respondents to identify at least three of the 
most critical programs or service deliveries 
in the locality. “Critical” may be defined in a 
number of ways, but here are some few guide 
questions that should help you identify what 
is critical:

 9 What are the basic necessities in the 
locality?

Ask the stakeholders. What do they 
consider important? What projects/
service deliveries are relevant to them?

 9 Which items receive the highest budget?

Get the Annual Investment Plan (AIP) 
of the LGU and look at the budget of 
different projects in the locality and 
compare them. What items represent a 
significant percentage? Usually, the more 
money there is on an item, the more it 
is considered a priority. The budget is 
quantifiable data that can help determine 
how significant a project is.

 9 Which items, projects or processes are 
the most prone to corruption?

Items and projects are usually prone to 
corruption when they receive the highest 
budgets, or when they are placed under 
the authority of officials who have been 
connected with issues of corruption. 
Processes are prone to corruption when 

there is no transparency, or when the 
general public does not have access 
to information. Many times, there is no 
formal, law-sanctioned process requiring 
access to information as well.

 9 What is the current political, social, and 
economic context?

Nobody wants to do something that 
nobody cares about. Learn everything 
about the locality. Gather media reports. 
Talk to credible persons who are more 
familiar with the local dynamics such 
as those from the academe. The more 
immediate the issue at hand is, the more 
people will care about it, and the more 
cooperative and supportive they will be. 

There are important things to be ascertained 
after the RFA. Once these things are known, 
these will help you determine the prospect 
of doing G-Watch in the locality.  These will 
also give an overview of  things to expect and 
challenges that may be encountered. These 
are:

 � The willingness and openness of the 
local chief executive, the Sanggunian 
and the middle managers; 

 � The state of partnership/ cooperation 
between civil society groups and the 
local government units or the level of 
openness of the LGU to civil society 
participation; 
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Things to Remember when you do an RFA

Usually, a rapid field appraisal (RFA) involves three major activities: a) 
preparations and groundworking; b) actual RFA fieldwork; and c) post-
fieldwork. It is advised that the RFA be conducted for not more than four 
(4) days, including travel time.

Before going to the field, it is important to do necessary preparations and logistical 
preparations. This will serve as a guide in order for the Researcher to identify exactly 
what data, information and documents must be gathered during the fieldwork. This 
also facilitates a more efficient implementation of field research activities especially 
when time and resources are limited.

Correspondence with the LGU must be made in order to request for secondary 
materials related to the study. Correspondences must also be made to civil society 
organizations in the locality. To find civil society organizations, the Researcher must 
start by establishing contacts with known networks in the area. The Researcher can 
also check with major national organizations whether they have affiliations on the 
ground and search the news (local and national) about them. Available materials 
from the LGU are also important since these may have documented the civil-society 
organizations that the local government have worked with in the past. 

Indicate in the correspondences that among the agenda during the field work is 
setting an interview or focus group discussions (FGDs) with the following:

• Local Chief Executive (LCE);
• Vice LCE/ a representative of the Sanggunian (preferably the most respectable);
• Administrator;
• Planning Head;
• Budget Head;
• Heads/ representatives of at least three (3) major civil society groups engaging 

the LGU;
• Head/ representative of at least one (1) major civil society group not engaging 

the LGU;
• An expert based on the area (i.e., someone who has done written work or 
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whose opinion about the LGU, civil society participation in the locality and/or 
local governance is credible and is given importance);

• A media practitioner covering news about the LGU; 
• Church/ academe leader who have engaged the LGU leaders.

  
Once the preparatory activities are done, the actual conduct of the RFA research 
follows. As a general rule, always start the interview/focus group discussion with 
a brief description of the project and the objective of the RFA. Before conducting 
the interviews, the Researcher must prepare a set of questions to be asked for 
purposes of organizing the information to be obtained from the respondents. The 
following are some general questions that may be asked:

For the LGU:

• What are the efforts of your locality to operationalize/actualize the 
mechanisms for the participation of non-government organizations/ people’s 
organizations (NGOs/ POs)?

• What are/ were the pros and cons of engagement of civil society organizations 
in your local governance? (As much as possible, get both his/ her normative 
and positivist response.)

• What are the most important/ critical programs/ service delivery for your 
locality? Why?

• What are/ were the major challenges in ensuring efficient, transparent and 
accountable delivery of services, program implementation and procurement of 
your LGU? Name your top three, if possible. 

For CSOs:

• Can you tell us about your organization’s work in local governance—its 
objectives, gains and challenges? 

• How is your engagement with the local government? What are/ were the cost 
and benefit of your engagement? What are/ were the facilitating/ hindering 
factors? Is the leadership supportive of your engagement? (If possible, ask 
specific people who have been supportive.) 

• What do you think are the strengths and weaknesses of the available 
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mechanisms for the participation of non-government organizations/ people’s 
organizations (NGOs/ POs) in local governance? 

• What are/ were the most important/ critical programs/ service delivery for your 
locality? Why? 

• Are you engaged in the monitoring of programs and service-delivery of the 
LGU?

• What are/ were the major challenges in ensuring efficient, transparent and 
accountable delivery of services, program implementation and procurement of 
your LGU? Name your top three, if possible. 

After the fieldwork, key to making sense of the data gathered is processing. The 
Researcher must allot time for processing fieldwork results in order to make sense 
of them and reflect on the information he/she is able to obtain.

In terms of processing and preparations of reports, the Researcher is usually 
asked to produce two (2) main outputs from the RFA, namely, the Field Notes and 
the RFA report.

The Field Notes is the Researcher’s diary that should contain the process/ 
activities undertaken, key observation relevant to the RFA, including reflection 
points/ insights while preparing and on the field. 

The RFA report is an 8-10 page report that basically contains all the data and 
information being asked from the RFA, which includes the most critical data and 
information gathered.
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 � The presence/ absence of civil society 
groups (non-government organizations, 
people’s organizations) with work 
related to or close to the G-Watch model 
of social accountability; 

 � Reports on good performance/              
anomalies involving the LGU; and 

 � Resources/ budget available to the LGU. 

2. Identify your entry points

After your RFA, you should already be able 
to point out the critical players in the locality 
or the actors that could help with your entry. 
Remember that at this point, your main 
objective is to gain access in the locality. 
How you fare in trying to get access will spell 
out the success or failure of getting your 
monitoring project into fruition. Since you are 
starting out, the first thing that you need to do 
is to get an endorsement. Where do you get 
an endorsement?

If you do not have direct access or if you 
haven’t had an encounter or have not worked 
with the local chief executive before, the best 
person to talk to initially is the Administrator 
of the LGU. Getting an endorsement from the 
Administrator is very critical because more 
often than not, the Administrator is the closest 
advisor of the LCE. Also, it is the job of the 
Administrator to study concerns (i.e., projects, 
engagements, partnership) involving the LGU 
and to give advice or recommendation to the 

LCE. The Administrator will be the first judge, 
whether what you are bringing to the LGU will 
be beneficial or not. 

The G-Watch Localization project was 
first discussed with the City Administrator 
of Dumaguete City during the RFA. The 
Project Team presented the project to the 
City Administrator, highlighting how it could 
help the City in terms of improving service 
delivery and contributing to the City’s efforts 
at transparency and accountability. Being a 
former development worker and a former Vice-
Mayor, the City Administrator immediately 
saw the value added of the project to the 
LGU. He committed to help the Project Team 
present the idea to the Mayor as well as to the 
City Council. A meeting with the Mayor was 
set thereafter through the efforts of the City 
Administrator.

In Island Garden City of Samal, the City 
Administrator was perceived to be a good 
governance advocate, having led several 
transparency and accountability projects 
in the LGU in partnership with various 
development agencies. Upon hearing the 
goals and objectives of the project, the City 
Administrator believed that it can further 
the efforts of the LGU at improving its 
good governance practice. After which, he 
committed to champion the project to the LCE. 
A meeting with the Mayor was set thereafter.
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As soon as you get the nod of the Administrator, 
you are off to go. But everything does not end 
with the Administrator. Although there is a 
greater chance of success with the approval 
of the Administrator, an effort to impress the 
LCE should be exerted as well. Remember 
that the LCE is the single most critical actor 
that you should convince. The LCE has to say 
“Yes” as well. 

Prepare for your project presentation. Use 
visual presentations (i.e. Powerpoint) if 
necessary to help the LCE visualize what 
you are trying to say. Remember that LCEs 
attend to so many concerns in their daily 
routine; that is why it is important that you 
leave a mark. The LCE does not usually 
make a decision during the meeting. He will 
probably give instructions to the Administrator 
during a private conversation or delegate it 
to the Administrator.  So, if the Administrator 
is still responsive and cooperative after your 
presentation to the LCE, that means you have 
successfully broken the one barrier for your 
entry. 

But aside from the Administrator, you may 
have to talk to other persons as well. The 
Administrator might not be the most appropriate 
person to talk about the prospective projects 
that you intend to monitor. In Puerto Princesa 
City for example, because the ecotourism 
program was eyed to be monitored during the 
RFA, the City Tourism Officer became more 
pivotal in the success of the monitoring project 
rather than the Administrator. Pinpointing the 
right person to talk to depends upon how 

good your RFA is. 

After everything is said and done, it all boils 
down to who among the LGU officials are 
closest to the LCE? Who among them has the 
power to convince the LCE and who among 
them does the LCE listen to?

Of course getting the endorsement of the 
Administrator and getting the approval of the 
LCE is the most ideal situation. What if you 
are caught in a not so ideal situation, such 
that you are having a hard time convincing the 
LCE? What are your available options? What 
else can be possibly done before giving up?

You may ask help from external sources. Try 
engaging the Department of the Interior and 
Local Government (DILG). Since all local 
government units in the country fall under 
their jurisdiction, they might help you convince 
the LCE, most especially if the LCE is not in 
adversarial position with the sitting Secretary 
of the Department. Sometimes, credible civil 
society organizations (CSOs) in the area can 
help put pressure on the LCE. You may talk 
to them.

Another way of securing your entry is to 
formalize the openness of the LGU. Instead of 
relying from a verbal “yes,” you might want to 
put everything in black and white. If situations 
permit, you may ask a letter of intent or 
letter of support from the LGU. The letter of 
intent or support basically tells that the LGU 
is willing to take part in the undertaking and 
is willing to commit to support the project. 
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You may give them a template of the letter 
and have it signed by the LCE. There is a 
greater assurance of support because once 
black and white documents are signed, it is 
highly unlikely that the LGU will retract the 
agreement. However, in doing this, you still 
have to exercise caution. Other LCEs might 
not be comfortable with this.

3. Anticipate odd possibilities

What if your efforts at convincing the 
Administrator and the LCE just wanes?  
What if the LGU signed a letter of intent but 
withdraws suddenly? What if it is no longer 
fruitful to pursue a project in an area anymore? 
How would you know? As per experience, 
there are two instances when pursuing the 
undertaking is no longer worthwhile.

First, the LCE and other LGU officials say 
“yes” for the sake of showing that they are 
open but there is emotional baggage that exist 
between them and the initiator of the project. 
In this instance, it is no longer advisable to 
continue because that “baggage” may bring 
complications to the project later on. It is best 
to settle all issues first or wait for the situation 
to get better (i.e., change in administration). 

Second, the LCE is not cooperative at all. If 
an LGU ignores your communications and 
does not make an effort to entertain you, it is 
a sign that the LCE does not want the project 
and does not want to work with you anymore.   
The rule of thumb is to push a little bit harder 
but when you have reached the limit, step 

back and accept the fact that you have lost the 
chance of engaging the LGU into your project. 
Maybe wait for another chance. Who knows, 
there might be a change in administration in 
the future and the next administration will be 
more cooperative.

But giving up is not always the case. As a good 
governance advocate, you must remember 
that it is imperative to contribute in bringing 
reforms to your LGU and you cannot just sit 
there and wait for a change in administration 
before you engage. What if the administration 
does not change for long? Maybe you should 
just pull a few strings and eventually get to 
engage even without the nod of your LCE. 
Let us take the case of Southern Leyte as an 
example.

The political situation of Southern Leyte when 
G-Watch came in was so polarized. The 
incumbent governor was hurled with several 
accusations of corruption coming from the 
opposing camp. This made the LGU very 
cautious and sensitive when engaging groups 
such as ASoG and other civil society groups in 
the area. The LGU thought that a partnership 
with a certain group or organization may be 
taken by the other camp as favoritism, and 
this itself could sprout controversies from the 
other camp and could be used against them.

The situation became even worse when the 
G-Watch Research Team talked to groups 
critical of the current administration. The 
G-Watch Team was put in a bad light, as 
the act was wrongly interpreted by the LGU. 
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According to the LGU, those groups will never 
listen and G-Watch will always be perceived 
badly no matter what they do. Because of this, 
the LGU told G-Watch that it will no longer 
pursue the engagement.

Since G-Watch could no longer drop Southern 
Leyte as one of the G-Watch Localization 
sites, it needed to push through. G-Watch 
regrouped to assess the situation and think 
through the next steps that would have to be 
done.  G-Watch decided to do the following:

 9 Find credible persons and organizations 
that the LGU trusts. 

Since the LGU already said no, it was 
imperative for G-Watch to find pressure 
groups from civil society organizations. 
Since the LGU was seemingly aloof 
with organizations that it does not trust, 
it was imperative to find an organization 
that the LGU is willing to listen to or 
a friendlier organization to the LGU 
without necessarily being influenced by 
it. In other words, a credible, independent 
organization that is perceived by the LGU 
as non-partisan.

At that time, the academe was the only 
organization that fit the bill. The College 
of Maasin, through its president  Rev. 
Joshue Zuriel G. Tiempo (popularly 
known as Pastor Zuriel) was asked to 
intervene. Pastor Zuriel, particularly the 
organization that he leads, the College of 
Maasin Community Extension Program, 
is perceived to be independent. He was 

not known to be averse to the LGU.

Pastor Zuriel talked to the governor 
and explained to him the real objective 
of G-Watch and how it can help the 
community. Since a perceived credible 
and independent person was talking to 
the governor, the latter eventually said 
he would support the undertaking but 
maintained that the LGU would still not 
enter into a formal agreement because of 
their fear. 

The G-Watch respected the decision 
of the LGU and went on to mount the 
monitoring initiative in the locality. The 
monitoring initiative was framed in such 
a way that the civil society organization 
in the locality leads it and tap the LGU for 
assistance. 

 9 Be more sensitive to the situation. 

Although the LGU did not enter into a 
formal agreement, they assured that they 
would give one hundred percent support 
to the initiative. The G-Watch Team 
and the organizations involved in the 
undertaking did not want this opening to 
be jeopardized so it became very careful. 
Since the LGU was very suspicious, it was 
imperative to be sensitive to the situation. 
G-Watch and the organizations involved 
made sure that the LGU was informed of 
all its actions.  It made sure that it did not 
hide anything from the LGU to prevent it 
from thinking that there was something 
shady going on.
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 9 Win the support of the Administrator.

Here, the support of the Administrator 
again became pivotal. Before seeking 
an audience with the governor, all 
negotiations were coursed through the 
Administrator and a lot of explaining was 
done with him. Apparently, when the 
Administrator finally became convinced, 
it became easier for the governor to be 
convinced as well. With the support of 
the Administrator, relevant persons from 
the LGU were tapped to help the CSO 
implement the monitoring initiative in the 
area.

Building a Constituency

After getting a preliminary go signal from the 
LCE or after finding an opening, the next step 
is to build a constituency. Your constituency 
serves as your backbone in getting all the 
goals and objectives done. So if you desire 
to implement a monitoring program akin to 
G-Watch, it is important that there is a group 
of local stakeholders that will help you get 
everything done, from conceptualizing, to 
mounting, to implementing a monitoring 
program. 

Who is your constituency? Your constituency 
must comprise of credible and dedicated 
persons. Look around you – who can you  
include? But mind the nuances, consequences 
and political implications in building your 

constituency. Who are the right persons to 
tap? What are the considerations? Well, go 
back to the results of your political mapping 
and rapid field appraisal. 

1.  Political Dynamics of the LGU

Finding the right persons is the first step. 
Who among LGU officials can champion 
your cause? Who among the LGU officials 
could offer much needed support for your 
program? Who exerts influence? What is the 
relationship between and among the players? 
What interests are at stake?

In practice, you should be careful in choosing 
the right persons to engage in the LGU. The 
rule of thumb is to win all critical players in 
the LGU at your side. There are instances 
however when there are opposing camps 
inside the LGU. The Mayor and Vice-Mayor 
might not be in good terms. If this is the case, 
balancing becomes imperative. Win the other 
side without intimidating the other. 

2.  Willingness and openness of Sanggunian 
and middle managers to the project

Of course, getting the approval of the LCE is 
imperative. But the relationship that you build 
with the middle managers inside the LGU 
could make a difference. If you are monitoring 
a specific program or a service delivery, 
you will be more likely working closely with 
middle managers, or the ones in-charge of 
overseeing and implementing that program or 
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service delivery. They are the heads or lead 
officers. The local council, or the Sanggunian, 
is also important to win. The Sanggunian will 
have to the last say whether to authorize the 
LGU to enter the agreement or not.

In all of the of G-Watch Localization sites, the 
Project Team built good working relationships 
with the heads of the departments or offices 
inside the LGUs that are responsible in the 
implementation of the service deliveries 
that were monitored. Someone from the 
Sanggunian was also identified to champion 
the initiative. As a rule of thumb, find the 
councilor who chairs the committee under 
which the program or service delivery you 
are monitoring falls. For example, if you 
are monitoring education service delivery, 
then you should talk to your councilor who 
chairs the Committee on Education at the 
Sanggunian.

3.  State of partnership between CSOs and 
to LGU

The whole point of your monitoring initiative 
is constructive engagement – engaging the 
CSOs and LGU officials to work together to 
improve service delivery. Here, you might 
need to scan the environment and make 
sure that the persons you will be tapping 
from both the LGU and the CSOs are not 
averse towards each other, because if they 
are, it will lead you nowhere. Get people from 
the LGU and the CSOs that are amicable 
towards one other and can agree on certain 

things without necessarily compromising their 
independence.

In Southern Leyte, for example, because the 
situation became so polarized that the LGU 
did not trust organizations that were identified 
with the other political camp, the G-Watch 
Team was very careful in selecting its CSO 
partners in the area. It painstakingly looked for 
CSOs that were perceived to be neutral and 
are acceptable with the LGU. The LGU was 
even consulted in choosing the local G-Watch 
coordinator to make sure that the LGU and 
CSO partners would work harmoniously.

In the Island Garden City of Samal (IGaCoS), 
there were some CSOs who categorically 
said that they are not comfortable working 
with the LGU when the G-Watch Team did an 
initial appraisal on the openness of the CSOs 
in the area. As a result, only those that were 
willing to constructively engage with the local 
government were tapped as partners in the 
implementation of the monitoring initiative in 
the area. 

Although some CSOs would dismiss the 
idea of engaging the LGU at the onset, some 
reinforcements need to be done to encourage 
them to do so. Show them that constructive 
engagement can actually work as you 
implement the monitoring initiative. Constantly 
talk to them about their apprehensions and 
fears. Who knows, they might join in the next 
rounds of monitoring. 
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4.  CSO Dynamics

Similarly, there is another factor to consider. 
You do not only look at the state of LGU-CSO 
partnership but also the dynamics of civil 
society organizations within the area. Are they 
willing to work together? What are their issues 
and interests and how do you manage them? 
It is important to look at these things because 
it would help you decide who to include and 
work with in your monitoring initiative. This will 
also anticipate what to troubleshoot when it 
comes to relationship building with CSOs.

5.  Potential CSOs 

Finally, which CSO in the area should you 
engage and enjoin in the monitoring initiative? 

CSOs have the same weight as LGUs in 
determining the success of any monitoring 
initiative, primarily because one of the goals 
of a partnership is to demonstrate that 
constructive engagement could work. In 
looking for CSO partners, it is important to 
know:

a) Who the CSOs are in the area? 
b) Who are their members?
c) What are their advocacies? 
d) What are their track record? 

The scanning should give an idea of who 
would be most viable to partner with. By viable, 
it means that partner CSOs should  add value 
to the undertaking. More importantly, they 
must be open to the idea of being capacitated, 

particularly on performance monitoring 
and constructive engagement. Aside from 
the considerations set forth earlier, here 
are some factors that you should consider: 
reach, capacity to mobilize membership, 
and sustainability. The CSOs‘ experience, 
organizational strength and capability are 
plus factors.

For instance, in monitoring the implementation 
of Environmental Users Fee (EUF) in IGaCoS, 
the Samal Evangelical and Ministerial 
Fellowship (SEMFEL) was considered as 
a viable partner because of its promising 
membership. It was also the most active 
CSO in the City. Their organization also had 
the ability to raise resources, which is a good 
prospect for sustainability.  The Transport 
Federation, Inc. was also considered as 
a viable partner because it had a wide 
membership of motorcycle drivers that could 
be mobilized as warm bodies for monitoring 
activities. 

6.  Appreciation on the G-Watch Application 

More importantly, your constituency must 
believe that an undertaking such as that 
advanced by G-Watch works and something 
can be done to improve service delivery.
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Formalizing Agreements

Once the respective LCEs have signified their 
interest, a formal MOA between ASoG and 
the LGUs shall be signed.

Formal agreements with the partner LGUs 
and CSOs imply a co-ownership between 
and among all stakeholders involved. Many 
times, the LGU welcomes the fact that they 
are involved in the monitoring program; it 
signifies their commitment to transparency 
and accountability and their openness to 
exploring their processes with civil society. 

When there is no formal agreement, it is harder 
to get confidential documents, interview 
persons who are working for the LGUs, or 
even get them to commit to implementing the 
solutions suggested by the team.

Collaboration is usually formalized through a 
signing of a memorandum of agreement. 

A memorandum of agreement (MOA) is “a 
written document describing a cooperative 
relationship between two or more parties 
wishing to work together on a project or to meet 
an agreed upon objective. A MOA serves as a 
legal document that describes the terms and 
details of the partnership agreement. A MOA is 
more formal than a verbal agreement, but less 
formal than a contract. Organizations can use 
a MOA to establish and outline collaborative 
agreements, including service partnerships or 
agreements to provide technical assistance 
and training.” (advocatesforyouth.org). Your 

MOA should capture your project and thus 
facilitate how it will be implemented by your 
different stakeholders. 

The value of having a signed MOA is that 
the terms of engagement are clarified and 
formalized. One knows what to expect. It 

While formal agreements 
reap benefits, there are times 
when they maybe abused by 
some LGUs by using them 
as evidence of their non-

involvement in alleged corruption cases. If 
there are news of corruption within some 
LGUs, they use the MOA and the project 
to claim that they cannot be corrupt if an 
external office is monitoring them. 

While there is no concrete evidence 
of corruption, you should look out for 
this use of good publicity to cover up 
controversies, and consider the fact that 
your organization’s name may be dragged 
into the corruption case as well.

G-Watch has also encountered instances 
in its engagement at the national level 
when the projects are advertised as 
priority programs of the government. This 
gives the project a political color. Political 
sponsorships are something that you 
should look out for, because you need to 
maintain the neutrality of your program, as 
well as your organization.
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is clear about what and what not to do. It 
binds stakeholders to their commitments and 
enables to extract accountabilities from the 
participating institutions.  It also facilitates 
the coordination and communication among 
participating institutions and enables an 
efficient delivery of project outputs.

The signing of the MOA may also serve as the 
launching of the project.

Remember that the processing and approval 
of MOA takes some time so consistently follow 
up with the agencies involved as they usually 
take it up with their legal team.

There are some important parts that you 
should not miss in crafting your MOA. First, you 
should have the “purpose of the agreement” 
which in this case is the implementation of a 
monitoring program or project. This section 
should spell out the reason for having the 
MOA in the first place. In this section, include 
the names of the parties involved, a brief 
description of the project, key contacts for 
each party involved, and other pertinent 
information.
 Secondly, your MOA should have the “Detailed 
Description of Roles and Responsibilities” 
of each institution entering into the MOA. If 
your group decides to co-finance the activities 
of your monitoring initiative, you should 
have another section specifying “Payment 
Schedule”. This section should contain the 
amount of funding to be provided and the 
schedule and amount of the tranches.

It is strongly suggested that you also lay down 
the roles and responsibilities of the Core 
Group. The members of your Core Group 
will be coming from different institutions and 
organizations but as a multi-sectoral group, 
they will have common responsibilities that 
they should co-implement. It would therefore 
be best to have a separate section in the MOA 
that will spell out how each will act. 

Your MOA should also have a section on legal 
safeguards which include the non-waiver, 
severability, amendment, term of agreement, 
etc. 
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Lastly, identify who your signatories will 
be. These are most likely the heads of the 
agencies entering into the agreement. These 
include the local chief executive, the executive 
directors of the civil society, etc.

In making your MOA, make sure you set 
a meeting to discuss each part especially 
the section enumerating the roles and 
responsibilities of each group. It is important 
to completely level off with your partners with 
regards to what the project will expect from 
them. Thus, it is critical that you run down and 
agree on each point as this will spell out how 
the next few activities will look like. 

Going through this document should also 
facilitate the commitment setting of your 
stakeholders. They should be able to lay down 
what they can and cannot do for your project.

It is also suggested, although not required, 
that you have a formal signing of the MOA as 
a symbolic coming together of the partners 
in the project. This will not only jumpstart the 
upcoming monitoring activities but will also 
help popularize your project!

But before you finally get to convince all key 
stakeholders to sign a MOA, there are a few 
things that you should undergo, and they are 
enumerated as follows:

1. Presentation of the project to key 
stakeholders

This is basically presenting the results of 
the RFA you have conducted earlier to key 
stakeholders in the locality. The highlight 
of the presentation is your presentation of 
what are the three critical service deliveries, 
according to the local stakeholders. Here, you 
are basically presenting to them the possible 
service deliveries or programs to be covered 
by your monitoring project. At this stage, you 
ask the stakeholders to validate if your findings 
about the three critical service deliveries hold 
true – that those service deliveries are really 
the ones critical in the locality and should 
merit monitoring. 

In sum, a MOA states the 
following:

• What the project is, and its goals and 
components;

• Who are entering into an 
agreement and what the duties and 
responsibilities of each partners are;

• Which specific unit/office per 
participating institution is assigned for 
the coordination and communication 
for the project; and

• When the start and end of the project 
is, as well as the duration of the 
contract.
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The presentation can be done in two 
possible ways. Either you organize a 
separate presentation for the LGU and CSO 
stakeholders, or organize a presentation 
where all stakeholders are present in one 
venue. Whichever the case, it is important 
to weigh the options available. For instance, 
some CSOs may not be outspoken when the 
LGU officials are around so you might want 
to do a separate presentation. Or if the LGU 
wants to do the presentation with the CSOs, 
then conduct a joint presentation. But in most 
cases in the G-Watch Localization Project, 
separate presentations were done. 

Your objective is to let the stakeholders come 
up with a unanimous decision on what are the 
three critical service deliveries in the locality. 
And you should lead them to that. More 
often than not, you’ll get similar sentiments 
and opinions from the stakeholders. But in 
cases where there are disagreements (i.e., 
the mayor wants infrastructure while the 
CSOs wants agriculture), you will have to 
facilitate a process for them to come-up with 
an agreement. Most probably, both ends 
will have to come up with a compromise or 
the final decision would depend on several 
factors such as the priority of the LGU, or the 
preference of partner CSOs based on their 
advocacies. Or to make it more systematic, 
you can use the criteria earlier identified as 
points for selection.

The next thing to do is go into the details 
of the service deliveries/programs that are 
identified to be critical. This shall also serve 

as an input to the next steps to be undertaken, 
especially the conduct of the Rapid Capacity 
Assessment research to baseline the situation 
of the service deliveries and programs and 
later on, the development of tools to be used 
in monitoring. 

Once this is done, and everything is ironed 
out, you may now proceed with the MOA 
signing. 

2. Dealing with apprehensions

Of course, getting to the MOA signing is not a 
plain and simple road. The biggest roadblock 
that you will encounter is apprehensions from 
the stakeholders that you intend to involve 
and partner with. 

Usually, when you introduce the idea of 
performance monitoring, you get mixed 
reactions. Some stakeholders would be jittery 
to take on the challenge due to the mere fact 
that it is their first time to do monitoring work 
and that they do not have any experience in 
monitoring whatsoever. This was the case in 
Dumaguete City. There were also different 
reactions when they heard a monitoring 
project on health programs was being 
mounted. Some barangays were receptive 
to the idea, while the others were not. Also, 
the political dynamics inside the LGU made it 
difficult for G-Watch to maneuver.

Meanwhile, in Puerto Princesa City, some 
CSOs were reluctant to enter into an 
agreement with the LGU brought about by 
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the allegations of corruption hurled at the city 
government, and because of the perception 
that there is lack of transparency. Aside from 
that, since monitoring of the Community-Based 
Sustainable Tourism (CBST) Program of the 
City was selected to be the service delivery/
program to be covered by the monitoring, 
its palatability to most of the CSOs became 
a problem. Because most CSOs in the area 
were involved in anti-mining campaigns and 
delivering basic services to mining stricken 
areas, they were a little bit hesitant to engage 
in activities outside their niche. 

Dealing with similar or any other kind of 
apprehension is particularly difficult. It is 
highly challenging that might lead you to think 
that you will no longer continue or find another 
locality to engage in. 

If you wish to proceed, you may try to flex your 
muscles and try to find solutions to address 
the apprehensions.

In Dumaguete, G-Watch assured the 
stakeholders new to monitoring that a 
capacity-building program would be provided 
and that they did not need to worry that they 
did not have any experience in monitoring. 
Also, since political tensions were observed 
inside the LGU, G-Watch had to balance its 
actions and see to it that when it engaged 
the mayor, it was not misinterpreted by the 
opposition.

It helps to immediately address the concerns 
of CSOs who have negative perceptions 

about their LGU. Since you are there to 
promote constructive engagement through 
your monitoring project, talk to them and make 
them understand that they are there to help 
improve the state of their LGU, to improve its 
governance situation and not to aggravate 
their negative perception. When the goals of 
the monitoring project were explained to the 
CSOs of Puerto Princesa City, they seemed 
to have understood it and everything went 
smoothly.

However, if you have already done everything 
but a certain group remains unconvinced, do 
not force that group to still join the endeavor. 
Chances are, the negative perception won’t 
change. This is detrimental to the goal of 
teaching about constructive engagement. 
Negative perceptions would just fuel negative 
relationship with the LGU. We do not say 
that engage only groups that are favorable to 
the LGU. It goes without saying that engage 
only those groups that are not judgmental 
and believe that something possible can be 
done to address the problems and improve 
the governance situation in the locality. The 
preference of the LGU is another matter. In 
choosing CSO partners, you should choose 
those groups that the LGU is comfortable 
working with. But choose credible groups that 
do not compromise their objectivity.

Now, if you have CSOs who are hesitant to join 
the endeavor because the service delivery of 
program to be monitored does not fall under 
their line of work or advocacy, it will ultimately 
be their choice to join or not. But before 
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letting them go, present to them overarching 
themes or causes in which they can identify 
with, such as the common aspiration for good 
governance. Highlight also the value added for 
them as an organization. What’s in it for them? 
Maybe you could showcase the monitoring 
project as a point of their expansion and a 
window of possible funding opportunities in 
the future. Ultimately, when organizations 
whose advocacy is related to the service/
delivery or program to be monitored are few, 
you will have no choice but to engage other 
organizations just to make sure that you have 
your partners, and that manpower support 
during the actual monitoring is properly 
provided. You must root for organizations that 
have networking capacity and those that have 
the capability to sustain the initiative.

Whatever apprehensions you encounter, be 
sure to find the right solutions to deal with 
them.

3. Troubleshooting

Although efforts are being exerted to win 
the stakeholders’ commitment to sign into 
a formal agreement, there will always be 
chances that you will not succeed, most 
especially when the LGU categorically says 
it will not enter into a formal agreement. Of 
course, some measures can be done to arrest 
this situation such as letting the CSO work on 
themselves and just demand accountability 
from the LGU. This worked for Southern 
Leyte. At the later part, when CSOs showed 
persistence that they want to continue with 

the undertaking, the LGU declared its support 
but still, it maintained that it will not enter into 
a formal agreement.  Good thing that the 
LGU somewhat became cooperative with the 
monitoring, even sending relevant officials to 
various activities in the monitoring project. 

But what if the LGU of Southern Leyte did not 
become cooperative at all? This is what you 
are trying to prevent. You do not want to get 
to this situation. You want to get the support 
of critical stakeholders, particularly the LGU, 
and as much as possible, you want it to 
enter into a formal agreement so that there 
is a black and white document that clarifies 
its responsibilities relative to the monitoring 
project.  

But how do you handle the LGU so that it will 
not be dissuaded? Of course, the political 
sensitivity of the persons doing the legwork for 
the monitoring project is of vital importance. 
Go back to your political mapping. What are 
the different stakeholders in the locality? What 
are their relationships and political interests?

The negotiation for the LGU to sign a formal 
agreement went uneventful in Southern 
Leyte because the G-Watch researchers 
assigned in that area missed to take into 
account what they have learned during the 
rapid field appraisal. The RFA research had 
shown that the political situation in the area 
is polarized, wherein two opposing political 
forces are after each other and that their 
actions are clouded with distrusts. When the 
RFA was being undertkaken, it was found out 
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that the incumbent governor was engaged 
in a political battle with the losing camp, with 
allegations of corruption being hurled at him 
left and right. Given this situation, the LGU 
became so protective that it did not engage 
those that it did not trust, particularly if they 
are very critical of the current administration 
or if they are associated or identified with the 
opposing camp. 

Forgetting this vital piece of information, 
the G-Watch researchers went on to talk to 
groups that the LGU was not comfortable 
with, without the latter’s knowledge. Because 
of this, the LGU became suspicious. The LGU 
said it will no longer sign a formal agreement 
because by so doing, it may need to include 
those groups that are identified with the 
other camp because if it does not, this will 
be another opening for the other camp to 
accuse it of entering into shady deals. But 
the simple fact is that the LGU does not want 
to engage them. To make things simpler, the 
LGU decided that it will not sign a formal 
agreement with anyone. Were it not for the 
perseverance of some neutral CSOs in the 
area, the monitoring initiative in Southern 
Leyte would not have become a reality. 

When the G-Watch Team finally learned that 
signing a formal agreement with the LGU 
was already out of the question, it had to 
troubleshoot and pick every option available 
and tap appropriate persons. At that time, it 
was too late to drop Southern Leyte. What 
G-Watch did was to create a constituency 
among the CSOs and lead them to push the 

undertaking in their locality. Credible CSO 
leaders in the area, those that were perceived 
by the LGU as neutral, was asked to talk to 
the governor and the provincial administrator. 
Eventually, these efforts paid of. The LGU 
extended its support even with the absence 
of a formal agreement.

4. Formal and informal channels

The LGU’s decision to enter into an 
agreement is in the hands of the Sanggunian. 
The Sanggunian is the legislative branch of 
the LGU that authorizes it to enter into formal 
agreements (e.g., MOA). In order to get the 
LGU to sign the agreement, it is important to 
approach someone from the Sanggunian that 
appreciates your monitoring project and can 
ensure that the your monitoring project gets 
appreciated by people in the Sanggunian. 
This is the formal channel in the LGU through 
which you obtain a MOA.

Forging a MOA with the CSOs requires a 
less formal process or even an informal one. 
You will definitely encounter different kinds of 
CSOs. There are CSOs whose organizations 
are flat and non-hierarchical, and there are 
also those which observe a certain level 
of bureaucracy. Verbal agreements can be 
taken as a “yes” but make sure you know 
very well who you are talking to and that you 
trust him/her completely. Make sure that they 
show up in the MOA signing event. However, 
a more bureaucratic CSO may require you 
to undergo a formal process like writing 
formally their board of directors and meeting 
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them to introduce the objectives of your 
monitoring project, discussing with them their 
responsibilities in detail and other matters that 
need to be sorted out before they agree to be 
present in the MOA signing.

Baselining the Locality

Once the MOA is signed, the monitoring 
project is ready to go. Crudely, the rapid field 
appraisal research serves only to scan what 
is available in the locality and learn about 
existing relationships between and among 
stakeholders. After using the results of the 
RFA to come up with a short list of the service 
deliveries/programs that are critical in the 
locality, and after letting the stakeholders 
validate the results, the next step is doing the 
Rapid Capacity Assessment research (RCA). 

Usually, the RCA research requires a lot of 
information from the LGU and assistance from 
its officers and staff to access them. It is highly 
recommended that it be undertaken after the 
LGU has signed a formal agreement through 
the MOA, because assisting the conduct of 
the research can be included as one of the 
responsibilities of the LGU in the MOA.

The RCA research basically baselines 
the competency of the LGU in terms of 
transparency, accountability and good 
governance using a variety of methods that 
involve interviews, actual observations and 
surveys. 

Aside from the general purpose of the RCA, it 
is also intended to:

1.  Situate the Monitoring Project in the 
Setting of the Locality

In the RCA research, critical service deliveries/
programs identified in the presentation to 
stakeholders shall be studied in detail. The 
results of the RCA research are the basis of 
the service delivery or program to be covered 
by the monitoring program. If you are doing 
just one monitoring project, there should only 
be one service delivery to be identified.

By studying the service deliveries/programs in 
detail, you will be able to surface what among 
them needs to be monitored. The results will 
of course be based on the criteria on the 
definition of critical, problematic or priority. 
Obviously, monitoring will be done according 
to the need, based on the set of criteria used 
in establishing that need. The RCA basically 
validates if there is really a need to conduct 
monitoring in the locality, and based on 
empirical data, how imperative it is.

The overall goal of monitoring a service 
delivery/program is to improve governance 
in terms of transparency and accountability. 
Since the RCA will measure the baseline 
of the locality in terms of how it fares in its 
governance practice, the measurement 
can identify areas that can be improved on 
through conducting performance monitoring 
and pursuing a collaborative undertaking 
between the LGU and CSOs in a constructive 
fashion. 
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2. Touch Base with Key Stakeholders

After initial contact during the conduct of 
the RFA, the conduct of the RCA, through 
interviews, FGDs and other research activities 
undertaken, can provide an opportunity for the 
researchers to touch base and build rapport. 
Rapport is necessary in the entire course of 
the monitoring project because members of 
the project team and the stakeholders will 
have to deal with each other. The objective is 
to enable them to build that relationship so that 
they can work together harmoniously. 

3. Build Ownership of Stakeholders

Lastly, you should not project yourself as an 
outside observer conducting research and 
just being there to get data for your own 
purposes. Your main objective is to engage 
the stakeholders in the research so that they 
have a stake in the production of knowledge. 
The stakeholders are not just subjects that are 
being researched. Implement a participatory 
research approach wherein the stakeholders 
are participants to the research. Progress of 
the research should be presented to them 
from time to time to enable them to provide 
interpretations to the findings and give 
relevant inputs and analysis. This way, the 
stakeholders in the locality own the data, 
idea and knowledge and that it is not just an 
external thing given to them by an outsider. 

If they know that they own the results of the 
research about their situation, that in itself 

can drive them to find solutions to their own 
problem. The job of the researcher doing the 
RCA research is only to facilitate the exchange 
of information. This is consistent with the 
brand of research that the Ateneo School of 
Government promotes called action research. 

Action research is the brand of research 
being developed by the School in addressing 
real-life problems and issues in politics 
and society. Akin to Applied Research and 
Participant Observation, it seeks to answer 
research questions through actual application 
of proposed solution or action to address 
critical governance and political issues. It 
acknowledges the impact of the research on 
the research topic while the research is being 
conducted. What provides the necessary level 
of objectivity is the methodology of the research 
involving before and after comparison of the 
situation and the collaborative and participative 
approach of the research.

Identifying, Forming the Core Group

By the time you finish the  RCA, you would 
have most likely built rapport with the different 
stakeholders.

Once you are able to identify your constituents 
from the LGU and from the CSOs, based on 
the considerations mentioned above, the next 
task is putting them together into a group, each 
one with tasks and responsibilities relative to 
the goal of implementing a monitoring initiative. 
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Your group of constituents from both the LGU 
and the CSOs is called the Core Group. By 
gathering them together into a Core Group, 
you are able to solidly form your needed 
constituency or group of champions that will 
ensure that the monitoring initiative is carried 
out and that its goals are attained. The Core 
Group is primarily responsible for planning and 
implementing the activities of the monitoring 
initiative.

Who should comprise a Core Group? 

The Core Group must have a good balance of 
people from LGU and CSOs who can and are 
willing to work together.  It is very important 

that each member gets along with others in 
the group. 

The selection of the members of the Core 
Group should start early on. It starts when 
preliminary research, such as the RFA and 
RCA are done. This is one of your covert 
agenda while doing the research. As you 
meet key stakeholders, for instance during 
interviews, you should already start sensing 
whether they have the potential to become 
Core Group members or not. Also, while 
conducting preliminary research, you should 
already have a sense of who among the key 
stakeholders are credible and who among 
them appreciates the idea you are introducing. 

Also, talk to your LGU. 
They might have an idea 
on who among the CSOs in 
the area could be potential 
Core Group members. 
Remember that the LGU will 
be working with the CSOs 
so it is important that they 
are comfortable with one 
another. Ask suggestions 
from the LGU. Be careful, 
however, because you need 
to strike a delicate balance 
between the objectivity of the 
CSOs and the acceptability 
of the LGU.
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How do you identify Core Group Members from the CSO?

In the experience of G-Watch, a set of criteria was followed in 
choosing CSO members for the Core Group.  This consists of the 
following:

• The CSO member must be acceptable to the LGU and CSO community. 
The word “acceptable” means that the CSO must have integrity, 
professionalism and respectability in the eyes of the LGU and CSO 
community. They can balance CSO & LGU views and able to represent 
and meditate to both parties.

• In addition, the CSO must have a broad reach in terms of membership 
and/or network. It is ideal that the CSO can cover the whole locality with 
the scope of its members/networks, who can be tapped to be monitors for 
the project.

• The CSO must be based locally. It means that the CSO main office is 
within the locality and not in other municipality or city. If not, it would be 
best that the CSO have a regular project (current or past engagement) 
in the locality where the monitoring project would be implemented. This 
would be beneficial as the CSO can gauge better the situation for the 
project. 

• The CSO must also be inclusive, which means that it must be able to 
include most of the sectors in the locality that are notably recognized and 
accredited by the LGU. The accreditation sometimes gives the CSOs the 
ticket to engage with the LGU. 

• The CSO must also have the capacity to sustain the project, as this would 
be beneficial in the long run. It means that they have the manpower and 
can mobilize necessary resources to maintain the monitoring project in the 
locality.
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Members of the LGU who will be joining the 
Core Group must be the immediate personnel 
or officers responsible for the implementation 
of the program or service delivery to be 
monitored by the monitoring initiative or 
project you are trying to set-up. 

For example, in Puerto Princesa, because 
the service delivery is community-based 
sustainable tourism, the LGU’s City Tourism 
Office is part of the Core Group. In IGaCoS, 
because the service delivery is EUF, it is 
important that the CENRO office is included 
in the Core Group. In Naga City, because 
the service delivery is education, it important 
the Department of Education and the Local 
School Board are members of the Core 
Group. So, knowing what the service delivery 
to monitored would also dictate the members 
of the Core Group, at least for the LGU side.

It helps to ask the following questions:

 � What local offices and agencies have a 
direct involvement in the service delivery 
you would like to monitor? 

 � What offices can give the best technical 
advice to the project?

Remember that more than the purposes 
of monitoring, members of the Core Group 
coming from the LGU are most needed when 
it comes to their technical expertise on the 
program or service delivery being monitored. 

Usually, tapping people from the LGU involves 
formal communication and requests. This is 

usually the protocol in any government office. 
If this is the case, it is best to write a formal 
letter asking the Mayor or concerned offices 
about inviting a particular person to be part of 
the Core Group. You may also ask the LCE to 
recommend or endorse a person who he/she 
thinks would fit the bill. If you have already 
gotten the nod of the LCE in the beginning, 
this process would be just for formality’s sake. 

Meanwhile, in identifying CSO members of 
the Core Group, look for persons that are 
objective and independent, who can stand 
their ground, and have an affirmative stance 
towards the LGU. They must be the type of 
persons who can give criticisms but on a 
constructive fashion. You may set a meeting 
with your prospective organizations to sort 
things out.

Once you have finalized the list Core Group 
members, gather them into a meeting to 
discuss initial plans and prepare them for the 
next part–building their capacities.

Capacitating the Core Group

The Core Group will play the biggest role in 
the monitoring initiative. Planning, strategizing 
and implementing the monitoring activities 
will be the main responsibilities of the Core 
Group. There is no other way to prepare the 
Core Group but to train them intensively and 
build their capacity and equip them with the 
necessary knowledge and skills. 
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Conduct a Core Group Training. The training 
would enable the members of the Core Group 
to have the right disposition and mentality 
towards the monitoring initiative. The training 
is a critical formation strategy to build the 
members to become champions for social 
accountability. 

The first order of business before conducting 
the training would be to define your objective 
and then determine what the content of the 
training would be. Basically, one of your 
objectives would be to create champions of 
social accountability that would push for the 
realization of the monitoring initiative and 
engage each other constructively.  

In relation to facilitating constructive 
engagement, take the opportunity to let the 
Core Group bond, for them to develop a sense 
of community that is one in aspiring improved 
deliver of services and better governance in 
their locality. Once they realize the importance 
of their role, and realize how their being mere 
members of the Core Group could contribute 
a lot in building a better place for the people 
in their locality, their sense of commitment will 
gradually come out.

The same thing happened to the Core Group 
members during the Core Group Training 
conducted in Ilo-ilo City for the G-Watch 
Localization Project in 2011. Most of the 
Core Group participants who were invited 
confessed that they only knew a little why 
they were invited in the training. Some of 
them were even clueless. 

After undergoing the training, they realized 
how important their roles as Core Group 
members were, as they got inspired to move 
by the inputs and discussions in the training. 
After attending the training, it came into them 
that by participating in the undertaking, they 
are able to contribute something in their 
locality. They have committed themselves 
and stayed until after the completion of the 
monitoring activities. Even after that, they 
have committed to sustain the undertaking in 
their localities.

In the Core Group training, it helps if you 
organize your inputs so that the participants 
would best appreciate them. You may 
organize the training in two folds, as follows:

 � Forming individual skills and knowledge 
on social accountability, constructive 
engagement and performance 
monitoring; and

 � Forming a community of advocates.

It is important that there is a balance in forming 
the individual capacity as well as creating 
a community that is pursuing transparency 
and accountability in governance. Building 
a community for such endeavors enables 
the core members to commit to the project, 
as they feel that they are not alone in these 
endeavors.
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1.  Forming Individuals

In forming the individual, one creates 
champions by equipping them with the 
foundations and principles of social 
accountability, constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring in relation to good 
governance. It is in discussion and of culling 
out how these principles can be practiced that 
these are understood better.  By understanding 
these ideas, the Core Group members are in 
better position to advocate such initiatives.

Moreover, since you are imparting the 
G-Watch approach and technology, it is helpful 
if the participants are levelled-off. G-Watch 
veers away from the traditional mode of anti-
corruption initiatives such as “witch-hunting” 
and exposing practices of graft and corruption 
among public officials. The approach is pre-
emptive and preventive and thus, creates a 
positive engagement between the LGU and 
CSOs. This positive engagement in turn 
creates trust between each other. It is with this 
trust that the Core Group must work together 
towards social accountability, transparency 
and constructive engagement. As they work 
together, they begin to support other, thus 
forming a group of champions. 

2.  Forming a Community of Advocates 

More than imparting the necessary skills, 
it is important to build a relationship among 
Core Group members, to create that bond 
that would fuel them to work together in 

pursuit of goals towards good governance. 
It is important to build that bond, that sense 
of belongingness so that they can freely 
exchange their ideas without them feeling 
intimidated. This is the key towards building a 
harmonious relationship among Core Group 
members. This way, they can cohesively act 
together to advocate and rally the change and 
improvement that they are aspiring for. 

For instance, during the Core Group training 
conducted for the G-Watch Localization 
Project, some participants coming from the 
same locality barely knew each other. In fact, 
they only met each other at the airport on their 
way to Ilo-ilo. But after the training, their bond 
become stronger, going back to their locality 
with the common hope, goal and aspiration.

But how do you facilitate bonding among the 
participants during the training? Here are 
some few activities that could help:

 9 Getting-to-know-you activity and 
Icebreakers

Since Core Group members or participants 
may not know each other very well, it is 
important to do a getting-to-know-you 
activity. During the training, icebreakers 
are important and can be incorporated in 
between the activities, as it would help in 
breaking personal barriers. Icebreakers 
could be in the form of a short game or an 
exercise activity. 
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 9 Workshop & Group Discussion

In trainings done by G-Watch, there 
would always be workshops and group 
discussions. So this will also be definitely 
present in training the Core Group. These 
activities serve as sessions to deepen 
the understanding of the members of the 
Core Group about the topics at hand, as 
they are intensively able to talk and share 
with others their insights and ideas. In 
addition, questions as well as concerns 
regarding the topic being discussed or 
about the project can surface during 
workshops and group discussions. It is 
in sharing of ideas that the participants 
are able to learn more about each other’s 
point of view and how to deal with each 
other’s in exchanging ideas, concerns 
and even arguments.

 9 Solidarity Night 

The solidarity night is an activity where 
camaraderie and friendships are 
strengthened through a social gathering. 
Based on the experience of G-Watch, the 
solidarity night is usually a recognition 
night, wherein specials awards, citations 
and recognition are given to the 
participants.  

 9 Commitment Ritual

The commitment ritual is an activity 
wherein the members verbally express 
their commitment towards the project. It 
is usually a solemn occasion as it require 
a symbolic offering to represent their 
commitment. This ritual exercise is also 
usually accompanied by the signing of 
their pledge for the project. This solidifies 
the commitment among the Core Group. 
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Based on the experience of G-Watch, once the Core Group members have 
a solid sense of commitment, it is only then that they are able to embrace 
the roles and responsibilities of the Core Group members, which are as 
follows:

1. Be the secretariat of the local G-Watch;
2. Be an implementer of the G-Watch monitoring in their locality covering the pre-

monitoring activities, actual monitoring activities, post monitoring activities and the 
sustainability activities;

3. Be G-Watch social accountability advocates.

Specifically, the Core Group will be tasked to:

1. Implement planned pre-monitoring activities such as:
a. Finalize the list of organizations to be involved in the monitoring initiative (if it 

still necessary)
b. Finalize monitoring tool and monitoring design
c. Organize MOA signing
d. Identify/mobilize monitors
e. Brief/orient monitors
f. Other activities as stated in their action plan

2. Execute actual monitoring activity
a. Coordinate with concerned agencies for the schedule of monitoring activities
b. Spearhead and monitor the deployment of monitors
c. Channel reports from quick feedback for action of concerned offices
d. Collect monitoring reports

3. Conduct post monitoring activities
a. Process the monitoring results
b. Conduct feed-backing/problem solving session
c. Write monitoring report
d. Present monitoring reports

4. Plan and implement institutionalization activities
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To gauge the impact of the monitoring project in the locality, a baseline study is needed 
for reference to determine the change and improvements in local governance. 

The rapid capacity assessment (RCA) is a research activity that seeks to baseline the 
capacity of an LGU for performance monitoring and constructive engagement. The RCA 
aims to assess the baseline capacity of the LGU in social accountability application 
and practice and the current level of good governance (particularly transparency, 
accountability and efficiency) of the LGU.

The RCA results shall serve two purposes, namely:

 � as basis for the service delivery to be covered by the G-Watch application; and
 � as baseline data that shall be used in assessing the project results after the project 

implementation.

Chapter 3

Conducting the 
Rapid Capacity 
Assessment 
Research 



In foregoing the RCA, there are four things that 
one must look at. The first are the research 
factors. What will the research look at? The 
second are the indicators and measures of 
the factors included in the research. What are 
the markers that help determine and assess 
the factors of the research? And lastly is the 
methodology that one has to take. How do 
you go about the research to capture the 
factors and indicators in the research? The last 
would be the logistics.  What considerations 
do you have to work through during an RCA?

What to Look for in the RCA?

The RCA primarily answers the following 
research questions:

 9 Can the G-Watch Social Accountability 
(SAc) model contribute to governance 
efficiency through the strengthening of 
transparency and accountability at the 
local level? 

The other way of putting the research question 
is as follows:

 9 What are the factors that affect (facilitate/ 
hinder) the application of the G-Watch 
SAc model?

 9 What are the factors that affect the 
effectiveness of the G-Watch SAc model 
in strengthening the LGUs’ transparency, 
accountability and efficiency?  

Given these questions, there are three (3) 
sets of factors that the research tries to look 
at.

The first set includes the factors that enable 
the application and practice of the G-Watch 
Social Accountability Approach (Enabling 
Factors), particularly the practice of 
constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring. These are:

 � Cultural appropriateness;
 � Responsive institutional mechanisms;
 � Capable local government officials; and 
 � Capable citizens’ organizations 

The capacity of the LGU to apply and practice 
the G-Watch Social Accountability Approach 
is determined by the inter-related factors 
above.  The practice of the G-Watch Social 
Accountability Approach entails government 
officials who possess competencies in 
constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring. Their practice of constructive 
engagement in performance monitoring is 
enabled by institutional mechanisms that make 
such practice conducive, such as appropriate 
national and local policies; mechanisms for 
transparency and accountability, like access 
to information, availability of performance 
standards in services, monitoring systems 
and processes; and mechanism for system 
improvement/ reform.  
 
Outside the government terrain, but 
engaging the government would be the 
citizen organizations who also have the 
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competencies in constructive engagement 
and performance monitoring and whose 
participation are enabled both by institutional 
mechanisms for citizen participation and 
the cultural context, which is defined by the 
existing political, social, economic condition 
of the country.  

The practice and application of the G-Watch 
Social Accountability Approach aims to result 
in good governance, particularly enhancing 
transparency and accountability that result in 
greater efficiency.  Theoretically, transparency 
and accountability achieve efficiency by 
addressing other good governance factors 
such as:

 � Promotion of participation that enhances 
responsiveness, hence preventing 
wastage;

 � Increase in compliance by clarifying 
and monitoring standards and targets, 
deterring deviations from standards and 
promoting the meeting of targets; and

 � Building the confidence of stakeholders, 
including fund sources such as 
taxpayers, national government and 
donor funders, including beneficiaries 
and staff. 

The improvement in efficiency leads to more 
quality and accessible goods and services 
available to the people. This, in the long run, 
with continued effort to improve governance 
through Social Accountability, would result in 

improved quality of life and empowerment of 
the people. 

The diagram in Figure 3.1 shows the Capacity 
Assessment Framework on the application and 
practice of the G-Watch Social Accountability 
Approach. 

The second set of factors includes the 
elements of good governance (Good 
Governance Elements) that are supposed to 
improve through the application and practice 
of social accountability, namely transparency 
and accountability and their consequent 
elements such as participation, compliance 
or rule of law, stakeholders’ confidence and 
efficiency. 

Finally, good governance practice is meant to 
improve governance in terms of quality of life 
and empowerment (Impact).

Indicators and Measures

Now that your  baseline research factors are 
clear, it is now time to operationalize them 
and discuss the indicators and measures. It 
will be helpful if a review of related literature is 
conducted to help further define the indicators 
and measures. A review of related literature 
would enable you to see what have been 
done before and lets you assess what can 
be adopted to your research and what are 
applicable in the locality.  
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Some of the indicators presented here 
are lifted from previous studies such as 
Bayanihang Eskwela and the article of Alex 
Brillantes titled Developing Indicators of Local 
Governance in the Philippines, a discussion 
paper presented at the East-West Center 
Association, 2000 International Conference in 
Building an Asia Pacific Community.

Let us go over the first set of factors – the 
enabling factors. The following are their 
definitions and possible indicators: 

1. Cultural appropriateness. This is 
defined as attitudes, beliefs and norms 
that enable constructive engagement 
and performance monitoring.  

Constructive engagement refers to 
the joint efforts of the government and 
citizens’ organizations that aim common 
objectives and goals.  Performance 
monitoring, on the other hand, refers to an 
accountability process/ action that entails: 
(1) watching the implementation with the 
main objective of the project in mind; 

Figure 3.1: Capacity Assessment Framework
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(2) comparing the plan and standards 
with the actual accomplishments; (3) 
checking particular aspects of the project 
in its various stages; (4) recommending 
remedial actions, if necessary.

Cultural appropriateness can be assessed 
by looking at the following key indicators 
and measures:

 � Government officials’ attitude 
towards civil society (coopting, close, 
open/ facilitative)

 � Civil society attitude towards 
government (claim-making or 
clientelistic)

 � Practice of volunteerism
 � Women/youth involvement
 � Notion of ‘conflict of interest’ 
 � Notion of being independent/ 

objective

2. Responsive institutional mechanisms. 
These are defined as functioning 
mechanisms that enable constructive 
engagement and performance 
monitoring such as policy, program, 
projects/ initiatives and resources of the 
government.  As such, the following can 
be the indicators and measures:

 � Ordinances on citizen participation, 
citizen-government partnership, 
performance monitoring

 � Mandated mechanisms for citizen 
participation (i.e. LSBs)

 � Access to information
 � Standards and performance 

indicators
 � Monitoring process and mechanism
 � Mechanism for system improvement/

reform
 � Resources (human and financial) 

for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring

3. Capable local government officials.  
This means that key local government 
officials possess the competencies 
for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring. The LGU 
would be assessed based on these 
competencies. 

Competencies on constructive 
engagement include:

 � coordination
 � negotiation
 � communication
 � resolving conflict 
 � consensus-building
 � feedbacking in the system 
 � improving the system

Competencies for performance monitoring 
include: 

 � baseline
 � benchmark
 � develop tools
 � administer tools
 � check on outputs
 � process result
 � communicate results
 � measuring output, result, impact
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4. Capable citizens’ organizations. 
This means that citizens’ organizations 
possess the competencies (mentioned 
above) for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring. They will be 
assessed similar to the assessment of 
the LGU officials.

Let us now go over the second set of factors 
– the good governance elements. 

1. Transparency. This refers to the 
mechanisms and actions that make 
government officials, processes and 
documents open and accessible to 
the public. Indicators for transparency 
include: 

 � Clearly posted accomplishment 
reports measured against stated 
targets 

 � Published Financial Reports 
 � Open to queries of any stakeholder
 � Accessible to stakeholders for queries 
 � Regular conduct of reporting and 

updating
 � Presence of an outside monitoring 

and evaluating body

2. Accountability. This refers to the 
processes by which public officials inform 
and justify their plans of action, their 
behavior and the results to the public. 
This process include the sanctioning 
accordingly irregularities committed by 
the public officials. 

Accountability indicators consist of: 
 � Presence of performance 

measurement and appraisal system
 � Internal and law-provided rules and 

regulations posted for guidance of all
 � Public accountability stipulated in laws 

such as Ethics and Accountability Law 
and Anti-Graft and Corrupt Practices 
Act operationalized and practiced

 � Presence of grievance committee 
and arbitration committee 

 � Audit report of COA posted in 
conspicuous places

 � Assets and liabilities well accounted 
for

 � Complete and available financial 
report

3. Participation.  This means that there 
is significant involvement of people and 
entities outside the government in the 
processes, decisions and actions of the 
government. Its indicators include: 

 � Regular consultations conducted
 � Participation of civil society organizations 

in committees
 � Presence of programs and activities 

with clear private sector and civil society 
participation

 � Beneficiaries are always involved and 
consulted in programs and processes

 � Presence of a feedback mechanism

4. Compliance/ Rule of Law. This 
means that laws, rules and standards 
are followed. In addition, government 
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performance targets and goals are met. 
Indicators include:

 � Rules and standards processes and 
behaviors are followed

 � Deviations and violations decreased/ 
are avoided

 � Accomplishments vis-à-vis targets 
and goals improved

5. Stakeholders’ Confidence. This is 
defined as those with stake in governance 
are confident in the government that 
they can easily be mobilized to support 
government initiatives. Its indicators 
include: 

 � Confidence/ trust rating towards the 
government improved

 � Willingness to support government 
programs and the leadership 
increased

6. Efficiency. Simply put, this means that 
benefits are higher than the cost. It can 
be measured by:

 � Improvement in the quantity and 
quality of goods and services given 
the same resources.

 � There is little to no wastage.

Now it is time to go over the last set of factors 
– Impact.
1. Quality of life. This refers to the 

improvement in the socio-economic 
condition and living standards of the 

people. This can be measured depending 
on the service delivery one would be 
monitoring. For example, if you would 
like to look at the health service, you 
would look at health indicators.  If you 
would like to monitor education services, 
look at educational indicators. Below are 
some socio-economic indicators that 
indicate quality of life:

 � Health indicators
 � Education indicators
 � Sustainable development indicators
 � Poverty indicators

It is also important to take into 
consideration that perceived quality of life 
in your locality. If people feel or see that 
the quality of life is good, chances are 
they are. 

2. Empowerment. This refers to the 
capacity of the people to influence 
situations and outcomes that involve 
them and their environment. Indicators 
for this include:

 � Resources available to people
 � Ability in terms of knowledge & skills 
 � Level of political efficacy 
 � Perceived level of political efficacy

It is important that while discussing indicators 
and measures, your scope and limitations are 
defined. The scope and limitation can focus 
the research activity by considering only all 
that is critical and not all indicators. 
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For example, in getting the baseline of these 
sets of factors, there is a general limitation of 
not being exact, especially since most of the 
indicators and measures are qualitative and 
subjective. In addition, there will be specific 
scope and limits in measuring each of the 
variables. 

Below are some scope and limitations that 
were identified in the implementation of the 
RCA. 

For enabling factors:

1. Cultural Appropriateness.  The RCA 
mainly highlighted the cultural issues 
that could facilitate or hamper the 
successful implementation of G-Watch 
by qualitatively investigating on the 
indicators enumerated.

2. Responsive institutional mechanisms. 
This will be an inventory of the mechanisms 
that can facilitate social accountability, 
such as mechanisms for citizen 
participation, constructive engagement 
and performance monitoring. Data-
gathering will be conducted mainly 
to empirically establish (1) that these 
mechanisms are functional; and (2) how 
these mechanisms actually facilitate 
social accountability.  Mechanisms that 
could hamper social accountability will 
not be deliberately studied.
In addition, it would be good to look 
at institutional mechanisms of three 
service deliveries covered in RCA for 

the past three (3) years. As mentioned 
in the objectives, the RCA also serves 
as a basis for the service delivery to be 
covered by the G-Watch application. 
Having three service deliveries to choose 
from, the RCA can show which service 
needs the monitoring the most. Looking 
at the delivery of services for the past 
three years would enable one to look 
at patterns or trends that may help in 
choosing the service delivery.

3. On the capacity of local government 
officials and citizen organizations. 
The list of competencies noted above 
only includes the basic ones and is 
not at all comprehensive. The level 
of competencies will be subjectively 
assessed by the target subjects 
themselves. This self-assessment will be 
aggregated to have an overall picture of 
the level of competencies of the group 
(government and civil society).

On the elements of good governance:

Purposively sampled respondents, whose 
responses shall be aggregated to get the 
overall picture, will assess the elements of 
transparency, accountability, participation and 
a part of compliance/ rule of law subjectively 
of the LGU in general and the three (3) critical 
service deliveries in particular.  

Some of the indicators of compliance/ rule of 
law shall be measured by looking at actual 
data. Particularly, in looking at the indicator 
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“deviations and violation decreased/ are 
avoided” and “accomplishments vis-à-vis 
targets and goals improved,” actual recorded 
deviations from and violations of rules and 
standards and actual accomplishments shall 
be researched on the three (3) critical service 
deliveries.  

In looking at stakeholders’ confidence, actual 
trust and confidence level and willingness to 
support of stakeholders shall be measured. 

In looking at efficiency, actual cost/ resource 
and outputs (goods/ services) produced 
and provided of the three (3) critical service 
deliveries shall be measured. 

For the last set of factors – impact: 

Official records shall be used in baselining the 
quality of life and empowerment indicators. 
Although there is a supposition that good 
governance will lead to the improvement in 
quality of life and empowerment, it will take a 
while before the impact is recorded, long after 
the implementation of the project, subject to 
the continuation of the initiative. 

Hence, the RCA shall record baseline data 
on the desired impact, there is no claim that 
there will be any change in these data after 
the project. The recording is for the purpose 
of two things: (1) to establish the need for the 
service delivery/ program; and (2) for future 
impact assessment.

Doing the RCA

Now that your factors and indicators are set, 
how do you know go about the research? 
What research methods/methodology do you 
now employ?

There are several methods /methodology that 
can be used to accomplish the RCA. Let us 
now discuss five of these methods.  However, 
before choosing your research methodology, 
it is best that you come up with your research 
questions based on the indicators and 
measures you have identified. Knowing what 
your research questions would allow you to 
better gauge what methods/methodology can 
be used to answer them. 

Going through our sets of factors and 
indicators/measures, Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 show possible research queries you can 
ask and the corresponding research method/
methodology to answer them.

55

G-Watch in Local Governance



TABLE 3.1.  Set 1: ENABLING FACTORS
Factors  Research Questions

(Based on Key Indicators/ Measures)
Data-gathering Methods

Cultural 
appropriateness

• What is the prevailing attitude of government 
officials towards civil society participation? Does it 
tend to co-opt it, to be close from it or to be open/ 
facilitative towards it?

• What is the prevailing attitude of civil society 
towards government? Is it characterized by claim-
making or is it clientelistic?

• What is the attitude towards and the level of 
practice of volunteerism? Is it a norm?

• What is the attitude towards and practice of women 
and youth involvement? 

• What is the prevailing understanding of ‘conflict of 
interest’? 

• What is the prevailing understanding of being 
independent/ objective?

• Literature/ documents 
review (Method 1)

• Actual observation 
(Method 2)

• FGD (Method 3)

Responsive 
institutional 
mechanisms

• Are there ordinances on citizen participation, 
citizen-government partnership, performance 
monitoring? Are these implemented?

• Are the mandated mechanisms for citizen 
participation (i.e. LSBs) implemented? Are they 
functional/ operational? 

• Is access to information promoted and 
guaranteed?

• Are standards and performance indicators readily 
available?

• Are there monitoring process and mechanisms? 
Are they functional?

• Are there mechanisms for system improvement/ 
reform? Are they operational?

• Are there resources (human and financial) 
allocated for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring, particularly those 
enumerated above?

• Literature/ documents 
review (Method 1)

• Actual observation 
(Method 2)

• FGD (Method 3)
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Capable local 
government officials

What is the level of competencies on performance 
monitoring, which include knowledge and skills on how 
to:

• baseline
• benchmark
• develop tools
• administer tools
• check on outputs
• process result
• communicate results
• measuring output, result, impact

What is the level of competencies on constructive 
engagement, which include knowledge and skills on:

• coordination
• negotiation
• communication
• resolving conflict 
• consensus-building
• feedbacking in the system 
• improving the system

Literature/ documents review 
(Method 1) 

Competency Assessment (self 
and partners) (Method 4)

FGD (Method 3)

TABLE 3.2. SET 2: GOOD GOVERNANCE ELEMENTS
Elements Research Questions Data-Gathering Methods

Transparency, 
Accountability, 
Participation, 
Compliance, 
Stakeholders’ 
Support and 
Confidence

What is the level of transparency, accountability, 
participation, compliance and confidence of 
stakeholders in the three service deliveries in recent 
time, last three years?

Good Governance Assessment 
Survey (Method 5)

Compliance What is the level of compliance in the three service 
deliveries in recent time, last three years, in terms 
of the number of deviations/ violation of rules and 
standards and accomplishments vis-à-vis goals?

Literature/ documents review 
(Method 1)

Efficiency What is the level of efficiency in the three service 
deliveries in recent time, last three years, in terms of 
the quantity and quality of outputs produced/ serviced 
provided and the resources allocated?

Literature/ documents review 
(Method 1)
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Method 1: Review of Related Literature

The main purpose of a review of related 
literature is to analyze useful documents 
and other studies related to your research. 
This entails going through reports and other 
paperwork.

Table 3.4 is a summary of the questions to be 
answered by this method and what specific 
literature and documents to look for.

A tool can be used to document the status 
of the document being acquired, as well as 
alternative or other related materials gathered, 
the reasons for unavailability of document and 
other related notes. 

By adding a third column to the table, you 
already have a tool that can be used for the 
process. Just see the sample in Table 3.5.

Method 2: Actual Observation

The method of actual observation is akin to 
participant observation where the researchers 
will attempt to have a first-hand experience of 

the LGU’s activities—in this case, the LGU’s 
ability for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring. 

This is also a way of determining how the 
actors deal with the research as a monitoring 
activity, where documents are requested 
and access to information and existence of 
relevant mechanisms is verified.

In accessing the documents and in doing 
a walk-through, it is critical to take note 
of variables such as time (the amount of 
time spent in accessing the documents/ in 
observing the mechanism), attitude and 
others that can indicate the functionality of the 
mechanism.  

For this mechanism, the note-taking part 
is most critical. The researchers should 
extensively and exhaustively document and 
account her/ his observation. Preferably, 
the researcher takes down notes on the 
spot, while the actual observation is being 
conducted. After this, the notes should be 
reviewed. The researcher shall then add his/ 
her reflections, but must distinguish this from 
what was empirically observed.

TABLE 3. SET 3: IMPACT
Elements Research Question Data Gathering Method

Impact What is the current quality of life and empowerment 
indicators related to the three critical service deliveries 
in recent time, last past three years?

Literature/ documents review 
(Method 1)
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TABLE 3.4. SUMMARY OF  QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED BY METHOD 1: REVIEW OF 
LITERATURE  

Research Questions Literature To Be Gathered
Cultural appropriateness 

• What is the prevailing attitude of government officials 
towards civil society participation? Does it tend to co-opt 
it, to be close from it or to be open/ facilitative towards it?

• What is the prevailing attitude of civil society towards 
government? Is it characterized by claim-making or is it 
clientelistic?

• What is the attitude towards and the level of practice of 
volunteerism? Is it a norm?

• What is the attitude towards and practice of women and 
youth involvement? 

• What is the prevailing understanding of ‘conflict of inter-
est’? 

• What is the prevailing understanding of being independ-
ent/ objective?

Studies on governance/ political culture 

Reports with discussion on cultural factors 
affecting performance

Competencies in performance monitoring and constructive 
engagement

Human resource/ competency/ training needs 
assessment reports in LGU/ CSOs

Responsive Institutional Mechanisms

• Are there ordinances on citizen participation, citizen-
government partnership, performance monitoring? Are 
these implemented?

• Are the mandated mechanisms for citizen participation 
(i.e. LSBs)  implemented? Are they functional/ opera-
tional? 

• Is access to information promoted and guaranteed?
• Are standards and performance indicators readily avail-

able?
• Are there monitoring process and mechanisms? Are they 

functional?
• Are there mechanisms for system improvement/ reform? 

Are they operational?
• Are there resources (human and financial) allocated for 

constructive engagement and performance monitoring, 
particularly those enumerated above?

Ordinances on citizen participation, citizen-
government partnership, performance monitoring
 

Reports on the functioning of mechanisms 
for citizen participation, citizen-government 
partnership, performance monitoring (particularly 
on the three critical service deliveries)

Minutes of the meetings (recent)

Guidelines/ Memo on or Plans with standards 
and performance indicators (particularly on the 
three critical service deliveries)

Any document that contain the standards/ 
performance targets
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Guidelines/ Memo on monitoring processes and 
mechanisms (particularly on the three critical 
service deliveries)

Monitoring reports on the three service-delivery 
from the past three years

Guidelines/ Memo on system improvement/ 
reform/ change management/ institutional 
development 

Report on the need for and/ or recent 
improvement of the system in the LGU, 
particularly the aspects related to the three (3) 
critical service deliveries

Budget allocation/ financial report on allocation 
for mechanisms for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring (particularly on the three 
critical service deliveries)
Other related documents

What is the level of compliance in the three service 
deliveries in recent time last three years in terms of the 
number of deviations/ violations of rules and standards and 
accomplishments vis-à-vis goals?

Reports on the three critical service deliveries 
from the past three years

What is the level of efficiency in the three service deliveries 
in recent time last three years in terms of the quantity and 
quality of outputs produced/ serviced provided and the 
resources allocated?

Reports on the three critical service deliveries 
from the past three years
Budget/ financial/ audit report

What is the current quality of life and empowerment 
indicators related to the three service deliveries in recent time 
last three years?

Reports on developmental outcomes (human 
development, poverty monitoring reports)
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TABLE 3.5.  SAMPLE TOOL TO BE USED TO DOCUMENT METHOD 1. REVIEW OF 
LITERATURE

Research Questions Literature To Be Gathered Status/ Notes
As of (date): 

________________
Cultural appropriateness 

• What is the prevailing attitude 
of government officials towards 
civil society participation? Does 
it tend to co-opt it, to be close 
from it or to be open/ facilitative 
towards it?

• What is the prevailing attitude 
of civil society towards govern-
ment? Is it characterized by 
claim-making or is it clientelis-
tic?

• What is the attitude towards and 
the level of practice of volun-
teerism? Is it a norm?

• What is the attitude towards and 
practice of women and youth 
involvement? 

• What is the prevailing under-
standing of ‘conflict of interest’? 

• What is the prevailing under-
standing of being independent/ 
objective?

Studies on governance/ political culture 

Reports with discussion on cultural factors 
affecting performance

Competencies in performance 
monitoring and constructive 
engagement

Human resource/ competency/ training needs 
assessment reports in LGU/ CSOs

61

G-Watch in Local Governance



Responsive Institutional 
Mechanisms

• Are there ordinances on citizen 
participation, citizen-govern-
ment partnership, performance 
monitoring? Are these imple-
mented?

• Are the mandated mechanisms 
for citizen participation (i.e. 
LSBs)  implemented? Are they 
functional/ operational? 

• Is access to information pro-
moted and guaranteed?

• Are standards and performance 
indicators readily available?

• Are there monitoring process 
and mechanisms? Are they 
functional?

• Are there mechanisms for sys-
tem improvement/ reform? Are 
they operational?

• Are there resources (hu-
man and financial) allocated 
for constructive engagement 
and performance monitoring, 
particularly those enumerated 
above?

Ordinances on citizen participation, citizen-
government partnership, performance monitoring
 

Reports on the functioning of the mechanisms 
for citizen participation, citizen-government 
partnership, performance monitoring (particularly 
on the three critical service deliveries)

Minutes of the meetings (recent)

Guidelines/ Memo on or Plans with standards and 
performance indicators (particularly on the three 
critical service deliveries)

Any document that contain the standards/ 
performance targets

Guidelines/ Memo on monitoring processes and 
mechanisms (particularly on the three critical 
service deliveries)

Monitoring reports on the three service-delivery 
from the past three years

Guidelines/ Memo on system improvement/ 
reform/ change management/ institutional 
development 

Report on the need for and/ or recent 
improvement of the system in the LGU, 
particularly the aspects related to the three (3) 
critical service deliveries

Budget allocation/ financial report on allocation 
for mechanisms for constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring (particularly on the three 
critical service deliveries)
Other related documents

62

Chapter 3. Conducting the Rapid Capacity Assessment Research



Table 3.6  is a guide on how to go about the 
actual observation, taking into consideration 
the research questions one is trying to 
address. 

Like in Method 1, it is important to have a 
document tool handy. By adding another 
column to the table, it can be used for on-
the-spot note-taking or the highlights of the 
on-the-spot notes. Again, reflection notes 
or processing of observation notes must be 
distinguished from actual observation notes. 
Table 3.7 is the sample of the documentation 
tool.

Method 3: Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

The FGD are usually done to extract issues 
and consensus points among stakeholders on 
the variables being assessed. 

In particular, there are four (4) clusters of 
questions that will also be addressed through 
the FGD, namely: questions on cultural 
appropriateness, questions on the functionality 
of the institutional mechanisms, questions 
on level of competencies of target actors in 
performance monitoring and constructive 
engagement and questions on the level of 
good governance.  

What is the level of compliance in 
the three service deliveries in recent 
time last three years in terms of the 
number of deviations/ violations 
of rules and standards and 
accomplishments vis-à-vis goals?

Reports on the three critical service deliveries 
from the past three years

What is the level of efficiency in the 
three service deliveries in recent 
time last three years in terms of 
the quantity and quality of outputs 
produced/ serviced provided and the 
resources allocated?

Reports on the three critical service deliveries 
from the past three years
Budget/ financial/ audit report

What is the current quality of life and 
empowerment indicators related to 
the three service deliveries in recent 
time last three years?

Reports on developmental outcomes (human 
development, poverty monitoring reports)
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TABLE 3.6. GUIDE ON HOW TO ACCOMPLISH METHOD 2
Research Questions Activity

Cultural appropriateness 

• What is the prevailing attitude of government officials towards 
civil society participation? Does it tend to co-opt it, to be close 
from it or to be open/ facilitative towards it?

• What is the prevailing attitude of civil society towards govern-
ment? Is it characterized by claim-making or is it clientelistic?

• What is the attitude towards and the level of practice of volun-
teerism? Is it a norm?

• What is the attitude towards and practice of women and youth 
involvement? 

• What is the prevailing understanding of ‘conflict of interest’? 
• What is the prevailing understanding of being independent/ 

objective?

Attend at least three (3) joint activities of the 
LGU and CSOs or LGU activities with CSO 
participation; one to two of which should be 
using mandated mechanisms.
  
Observe the interaction with particular focus 
on the issues and areas being asked by the 
research questions.

Responsive Institutional Mechanism

• Are there ordinances on citizen participation, citizen-gov-
ernment partnership, performance monitoring? Are these 
implemented?

• Are the mandated mechanisms for citizen participation (see 
Localization Framework) implemented? Are they functional/ 
operational? 

• Is access to information promoted and guaranteed?
• Are standards and performance indicators readily available?
• Are there monitoring processes and mechanisms? Are they 

functional?
• Are there mechanisms for system improvement/ reform? Are 

they operational?
• Are there resources (human and financial) allocated for con-

structive engagement and performance monitoring, particu-
larly those enumerated above?

Take note of your experience in acquiring 
the documents for the RCA to have a first-
hand experience on access to information 
and availability of standards/ performance 
targets. 

Ask for a walk-through/ exposure in the 
monitoring system system/ processes of the 
LGU.

Focus on three (3) critical service deliveries.
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TABLE 3.7.  METHOD 2: ACTUAL OBSERVATION SAMPLE DOCUMENTATION TOOL
Research Questions Activity Observation Notes

Cultural appropriateness 

What is the prevailing attitude of government officials 
towards civil society participation? Does it tend to 
co-opt it, to be close from it or to be open/ facilitative 
towards it?
What is the prevailing attitude of civil society towards 
government? Is it characterized by claim-making or is 
it clientelistic?
What is the attitude towards and the level of practice 
of volunteerism? Is it a norm?
What is the attitude towards and practice of women 
and youth involvement? 
What is the prevailing understanding of ‘conflict of 
interest’? 
What is the prevailing understanding of being inde-
pendent/ objective?

Attend at least three (3) joint 
activities of the LGU and 
CSOs or LGU activities with 
CSO participation; one to 
two of which should be using 
mandated mechanisms.
  
Observe the interaction with 
particular focus on the issues 
and areas being asked by the 
research questions.

Responsive Institutional Mechanism

• Are there ordinances on citizen participation, 
citizen-government partnership, performance 
monitoring? Are these implemented?

• Are the mandated mechanisms for citizen partici-
pation (see Localization Framework) implement-
ed? Are they functional/ operational? 

• Is access to information promoted and guaran-
teed?

• Are standards and performance indicators readily 
available?

• Are there monitoring process and mechanisms? 
Are they functional?

• Are there mechanisms for system improvement/ 
reform? Are they operational?

• Are there resources (human and financial) allocat-
ed for constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring, particularly those enumerated above?

Take note of your experience 
in acquiring the documents 
for the RCA to have a first-
hand experience on access 
to information and availability 
of standards/ performance 
targets. 

Ask for a walk-through/ 
exposure in the monitoring 
system system/ processes of 
the LGU.

Focus on three (3) critical 
service deliveries.
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The FGD shall be undertaken at the later part 
of the research to allow the researchers to 
make the questions more specific and pointed 
to emerging research results. 

There shall be six to eight participants, 
representing the typology of actors who will 
be part of the project, such as a representative 
of the executive branch, a representative of 
the legislative branch, non-management LGU 
staff, NGO leader, NGO staff, representative 
of church/ academe, and PO representative. 
These participants would be your prospective 
monitors during actual monitoring.  

Below are the FGD mechanics and guide 
questions: 

1. Briefly present the G-Watch approach, the 
project and the objective of the FGD.

2. Start the discussion on the topic cultural 
appropriateness. 

Guide Question: What are the cultural 
issues that could facilitate or hamper the 
successful implementation of G-Watch?

* Probe answers by going deeper into 
cultural factors being looked, such as:

 9 Government officials’ attitude towards 
civil society (coopting, close, open/ 
facilitative)

 9 Civil society attitude towards 
government (claim-making or 
clientelistic)

 9 Practice of volunteerism
 9 Women/youth involvement
 9 Notion of ‘conflict of interest’ 
 9 Notion of being independent/ objective

3. Summarize the points of the discussion on 
cultural appropriateness. 

4. Proceed to the discussion on functionality 
of institutional mechanisms.

Guide Questions: 

 9 What mechanisms or practice can 
promote and facilitate the application 
and practice of the G-Watch Social 
Accountability Approach? Why? How? 

 9 What are the gains and 
accomplishments and the issues and 
challenges confronting the mandated 
mechanisms for citizen participation, 
citizen-government cooperation and 
performance monitoring? If possible, 
focus on the three critical service 
delivery.

5. Summarize the points of the discussion on 
institutional mechanisms. 

6. Proceed to the discussion on the level 
of competencies of LGU officials and 
CSOs in constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring. 

Guide Questions: 
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 9 How capable are the LGU officials 
(more specifically those involved in 
the three critical service deliveries) 
in constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring? Explain your 
answer.

 9 How capable are the CSOs in 
constructive engagement and 
performance monitoring? Explain your 
answer.

*Probe by going through the specific 
knowledge and skills: 

 9 Competencies on performance 
monitoring: baseline, benchmark, 
develop tools, administer tools, 
check on outputs, process result, 
communicate results, measure 
outcome and impact.

 9 Competencies on constructive 
engagement: coordination, negotiation, 
communication, resolving conflict, 
consensus-building, feedbacking in 
the system and improving the system.

7. Summarize the points of the discussion on 
competencies. 

8. Proceed to the discussion on the level of 
good governance. 

Guide Question: How would you assess 
the level of transparency, accountability, 
participation, compliance, stakeholders’ 

satisfaction and efficiency of the LGU, 
particularly in the areas of the three (3) 
critical service deliveries? 

9. Summarize the points of the discussion 
regarding the level of good governance.  

10. Thank the participants for attending. 

11. Prepare the documentation of the FGD.

Method 4: Competency Assessment

The Competency Assessment Survey shall 
be divided into two parts: a self-assessment 
and partner-assessment. This method will 
gauge the competency of those involved in 
constructive engagement in performance 
monitoring in the LGU and CSOs. As such, 
there are two survey sets: for the LGU 
officials/ staff (Tables 3.8 and 3.9) and for the 
CSO representatives (Tables 3.10 and 3.11). 
 
The survey tool for the LGU officials/ staff shall 
be administered to fifteen (15) purposively 
sampled respondents, namely: 

 9 (1) LCE/ administrator
 9 (1) Planning head
 9 (1) Budget head
 9 (1) HR head
 9 (3) Heads of the departments responsible 
for the three target critical service 
deliveries

 9 (3) Sanggunian members
 9 (5) staff
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The survey tool for the CSO representatives 
shall be administered to fifteen (15) purposively 
sampled respondents, namely: 

 9 (5) PO members (2-3 POs) 
 9 (3) NGO executives (at least 2 NGOs)
 9 (4) NGO/ PO staff (at least 2 NGOs)
 9 (3) academe, church, etc. (at least two 
other CSOs)

In determining which of the respondents 
under the same category shall be interviewed, 
convenience and accessibility shall be the 
basis of decision, with bias for more diversity 
in other aspects not enumerated above. The 
researchers are supposed to take note of the 
reasons for selecting the respondents.  

The survey is preferably administered by 
the researchers and not self-administered. 
At the start of the survey, the objective and 
mechanics of the survey must be explained 

to the respondents. Take note that this is a 
capacity assessment survey, if a respondent 
inquires about a word/ terminology, the 
researchers must take note of it before 
explaining to the respondents what the word/ 
terminology mean. If the respondents still don’t 
understand the word/ terminology even after 
the researchers’ explanation, the respondent 
must be advised to choose the option NA.

Method 5: Good Governance Survey

This method shall assess the level of good 
governance being practiced in the identified 
three (3) critical service deliveries (if this 
can be assessed separately depending on 
the advice of the LGU coordinator and the 
respondents), and of the LGU in general.   

It is based on the Likert Scale, which indicates 
the level of respondents’ agreement to the 
statement.

TABLE 3.8. COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT SURVEY-LGU OFFICIALS PART 1

Self-Assessment
Instruction: Rate your/ your units’ level of competency in the enumerated knowledge/ skills, using the 
scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest. If you can’t assess, choose NA; state the reason why. 

Performance Monitoring Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Establishing baseline data
Setting benchmark or performance targets
Developing monitoring tools
Using or administering the monitoring tools
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Checking the outputs based on standards and targets
Monitoring procurements
Monitoring contract implementation
Processing monitoring results
Generating issues and problems based on monitoring 
results
Formulating proposed solutions to issues and problems 
based on monitoring results
Communicating results to stakeholders
Measuring results and outcomes

Constructive Engagement Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Coordinating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, church, 
academe, media) to conduct a monitoring
Negotiating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, church, 
academe, media) on proposed reforms/ measures for 
improvement based on monitoring result
Communicating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, 
church, academe, media) in undertaking the monitoring 
activities and with regards the results of the monitoring
Resolving differences and conflicts that arise from joint 
undertaking
Building consensus on means, ends and processes of a 
joint undertaking
Feeding to the leaders and decision-makers the result of the 
monitoring for possible action
Getting the recommendations acted upon by leaders and 
decision-makers 
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TABLE 3.9: COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT SURVEY FOR LGU OFFICIALS PART 2

Assessment of Partners
Instruction: Rate the level of competency of your partner citizen organizations in the enumerated 
knowledge/ skills, using the scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest. If you can’t assess, choose NA and state 
the reason why. 

Performance Monitoring Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Establishing baseline data
Setting benchmark or performance targets
Developing monitoring tools
Using or administering the monitoring tools
Checking the outputs based on standards and targets
Monitoring procurements
Monitoring contract implementation
Processing monitoring results
Generating issues and problems based on monitoring 
results
Formulating proposed solutions to issues and problems 
based on monitoring results
Communicating results to stakeholders
Measuring results and outcomes

Constructive Engagement Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Coordinating with the LGU to conduct a monitoring
Negotiating with the LGU on proposed reforms/ measures 
for improvement based on monitoring result
Communicating with the LGU in undertaking the monitoring 
activities and with regards the results of the monitoring
Resolving differences and conflicts that arise from joint 
undertaking
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Building consensus on means, ends and processes of a 
joint undertaking
Feeding to the leaders and decision-makers the result of the 
monitoring for possible action
Getting the recommendations acted upon by leaders and 
decision-makers 

TABLE 3.10: COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT SURVEY-CSO REPRESENTATIVES PART 1

Self-Assessment)
Instruction: Rate your/ your orgs’ level of competency in the enumerated knowledge/ skills, using the 
scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest. If you can’t assess, choose NA; state the reason why. 

Performance Monitoring Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Establishing baseline data
Setting benchmark or performance targets
Developing monitoring tools
Using or administering the monitoring tools
Checking the outputs based on standards and targets
Monitoring procurements
Monitoring contract implementation
Processing monitoring results
Generating issues and problems based on monitoring 
results
Formulating proposed solutions to issues and problems 
based on monitoring results
Communicating results to stakeholders
Measuring results and outcomes
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Constructive Engagement Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Coordinating with the LGU to conduct a monitoring
Negotiating with the LGU on proposed reforms/ measures 
for improvement based on monitoring result
Communicating with the LGU in undertaking the monitoring 
activities and with regards the results of the monitoring
Resolving differences and conflicts that arise from joint 
undertaking
Building consensus on means, ends and processes of a 
joint undertaking
Feeding to the leaders and decision-makers the result of the 
monitoring for possible action
Getting the recommendations acted upon by leaders and 
decision-makers 

TABLE 3.11: COMPETENCY ASSESSMENT SURVEY FOR CSO REPRESENTATIVES PART 2
 
Assessment of Partners
Instruction: Rate the level of competency of your LGU in the enumerated knowledge/ skills, using the 
scale of 1-4, 4 being the highest. If you can’t assess, choose NA and state the reason why. 

Performance Monitoring Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Establishing baseline data
Setting benchmark or performance targets
Developing monitoring tools
Using or administering the monitoring tools
Checking the outputs based on standards and targets
Monitoring procurements
Monitoring contract implementation
Processing monitoring results
Generating issues and problems based on monitoring 
results
Formulating proposed solutions to issues and problems 
based on monitoring results
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Communicating results to stakeholders
Measuring results and outcomes

Constructive Engagement Competencies
1 2 3 4 NA Reason why NA

Coordinating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, church, 
academe, media) to conduct a monitoring
Negotiating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, church, 
academe, media) on proposed reforms/ measures for 
improvement based on monitoring result
Communicating with civil society groups (NGOs, POs, 
church, academe, media) in undertaking the monitoring 
activities and with regards the results of the monitoring
Resolving differences and conflicts that arise from joint 
undertaking
Building consensus on means, ends and processes of a 
joint undertaking
Feeding to the leaders and decision-makers the result of the 
monitoring for possible action
Getting the recommendations acted upon by leaders and 
decision-makers 
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There shall be thirty respondents to the Good 
Governance Assessment Survey purposively 
sampled, namely: 

a) from the LGU
 - 1 LCE/ Administrator
 - 3 Executive Heads
 - 3 Sanggunian
 - 3 Ordinary Staff (technical/ program/ 

professional, administrative/ clerical, 

b) 10 CSOs 
 - 7 with existing partnership (preferably 

with various sectoral focus, type of 
engagement)

 - 3 without existing partnership

c) 10 customers 
 - customers of various frontline service 

(get the average customers in a day 
and randomly pick 10 numbers)

In determining which of the respondents 
under the same category shall be interviewed, 
convenience and accessibility shall be the 
basis of decision, with bias for more diversity 
in other aspects not enumerated above. The 
researchers are supposed to take note of the 
reasons for selecting the respondents.
Table 3.12 shows the survey tools that will be 
answered by the 30 respondents.

Other RCA Requirements

Now that you have planned and worked on 
the variables and methods for the research, 

how do you go about the actual RCA activity? 
What are the logistical considerations you 
must look into?

First you must look into the manpower. 
Because the research activity entails 
enormous tasks, one person cannot do it 
alone. Try to organize a research group with 
three to four members. Delegate who among 
the team will be: Research Supervisor (1), 
Lead Researcher (1), Research Assistant (1-
2).

The roles and responsibility of the team 
members are as follows:

Research Supervisor. As the senior in the 
team, he/she is tasked to do the oversight of 
the activities. He/she should:

 ο design the research  and develop tools;
 ο ensure that the design and tool are 

followed;
 ο join the research activities preferably 

during the conduct of the FGD and when 
the LCE or other critical players are to 
be interviewed; and

 ο ensure that all members are performing 
their tasks
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TABLE 3.12: GOOD GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY

Instruction. State if you Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree to the statements below. 
If you can, assess first the critical service deliveries identified before assessing the overall LGU.

Service 
Delivery 1

Service 
Delivery 2

Service 
Delivery 3

Overall LGU

Transparency
Good Governance 
Indicators

SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA

Accomplishment 
reports are clearly 
posted and measured 
against stated targets 
Financial Report 
published
Openness to queries 
of any stakeholder
Accessibility of officials 
to stakeholders for 
queries 
Reporting and 
updating regularly 
conducted 
Presence of an 
outside monitoring and 
evaluating body
Presence of 
performance 
measurement and 
appraisal system
Internal and law-
provided rules and 
regulations posted for 
guidance of all
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Service 
Delivery 1

Service 
Delivery 2

Service 
Delivery 3

Overall LGU

Accountability
Good Governance 
Indicators

SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA

Public accountability 
stipulated in laws 
such as Ethics and 
Accountability Law 
and Anti-Graft and 
Corrupt Practices Act 
operationalized and 
practiced
Presence of grievance 
committee and 
arbitration committee 
Audit report of COA 
posted in conspicuous 
places
Assets and liabilities 
well accounted for
Complete and 
available financial 
report

Service 
Delivery 1

Service 
Delivery 2

Service 
Delivery 3

Overall LGU

Compliance
Good Governance 
Indicators

SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA

Rules and standards 
processes and 
behaviors are followed
Deviations and 
violations are avoided
Targets and goals are 
met
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Assets and liabilities 
well accounted for
Complete and 
available financial 
report

Service 
Delivery 1

Service 
Delivery 2

Service 
Delivery 3

Overall LGU

Confidence/ Trust/ Support
Good Governance 
Indicators

SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA

Confidence/ trust 
rating towards the 
government is high
There is a general 
willingness to support 
government programs 
and the leadership 

Service 
Delivery 1

Service 
Delivery 2

Service 
Delivery 3

Overall LGU

Efficiency
Good Governance 
Indicators

SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA SD D A SA

The quantity and 
quality of goods 
and services are 
commensurate to the 
resources allocated 
and used
There is little to no 
wastage in resources.
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Lead Researcher. He/she is expected to:

 ο communicate with contacts;
 ο understand the dynamics and manages 

the dynamics on the ground;
 ο take the lead in the conduct of the 

research; 
 ο take the lead in the preliminary 

processing of research data;
 ο present the report;
 ο finalize the report; and 
 ο guides the framing of the report.

Research Assistants. He/she is expected to:

 ο assist in the data-gathering and 
processing of data;

 ο acquire documents and administer 
surveys;

 ο process the documents in collaboration 
with the lead researcher;

 ο document data-gathering activities with 
the lead researcher;

 ο process the research data with the lead 
researcher; and 

 ο write the report in consultation with the 
lead researcher

Now that you have your team, the second 
consideration is schedule and coordination. 

An RCA activity can be done at a time when 
the research team is available. The research 
activities usually take a minimum of five days. 
The team, through the lead researcher, should 
be able to maximize the time by coordinating 
schedules with the respondents and parties 
involved in the research. 

In addition, the team should already have a 
plan of action in terms of preparation, actual 
conduct and post-research activity. The 
preparation includes sending out letters of 
invitations, arranging venues for meeting 
place and following-up. 

The conduct of research activity involves the 
actual execution of the research methods 
mentioned earlier. Expect that data gathering 
will be difficult. You would be encountering 
challenges and things will not go as planned. 
Therefore, expect that some data will be 
incomplete. Do not mark incomplete data 
as a finding unless you have done data 
triangulation.  In the data triangulation, data 
is validated through two other sources of 
information.  Sources of information would be 
interviews, surveys and document reviews. 
Data triangulation would help address the 
incomplete data.  

The post-research activity involves processing 
the data gathered and writing the RCA report.

Once the post research activities are done, it 
is now time to present the RCA results.

It is useful that the research team do multiple 
processing sessions before the actual RCA 
results presentation. This is because of 
two reasons. First, you will be talking to 
many stakeholders with varied interests. 
There are members of the LGU, CSOs and 
even academe. The presentation should be 
responsive to the different interests of the 
audience present. 
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And second, the objective of the project is to 
build a conducive environment for constructive 
engagement. Hence, there is that challenge 
to frame the findings constructively without 
losing the objectivity and reality of the situation 
particularly on governance and transparency 
issues with low or negative scores. It will be 
a balancing act on the part of the research 
team to communicate the findings without 
compromising the process of constructive 
engagement. 

It is recommended that the team do at least 
three (3) processing sessions. The first 
processing session is to just review the actual 
data gathered. It is during the first processing 
session that the team would comment on and 
clarify the data gathered. 

The second processing session is the 
presentation of the revised data, based on 
the first processing result.  Once the team is 
settled on the data, it is now ready for a dry-
run. 

The third processing session is devoted to the 
dry-run of the RCA presentation before it is 
presented to the public. It would be good to 
do a dry-run with the Core Group. Presenting 
to the Core Group will be a sort-of a validation 
session regarding the data gathered as well 
as a good sensing of the political dynamics 
in the locality. Therefore, upon reviewing 
the findings during the processing session, 
the research team should be sensitive and 
informed of the political dynamics coming 
from the RFA research. In addition, in areas 
where there are existing conflicts between 
the CSOs and LGUs, the presentation of RCA 
results should be done separately to avoid 
further discord between the parties. 
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After baselining the condition of social accountability in your locality, the next thing to do 
is to design the monitoring project. 

Be warned however, that designing the monitoring project may not be as simple as 
1-2-3. In fact, this may be one of the most crucial pre-monitoring stages that you have 
to undergo since this will spell out how your monitoring project will look like. Here, you 
will (1) identify what to monitor, (2) map important standards, (3) develop the monitoring 
tool, and finally (4) develop the monitoring design proper of your monitoring project. 

But don’t worry! This chapter will guide you through the important steps that you would 
have to make. 

Chapter 4

Designing 
the Local 
Monitoring 
Project 



Identifying What to Monitor

The logical starting point in designing your 
monitoring project is finalizing and identifying 
what to monitor. You have to level-off what 
service delivery your monitoring initiative will 
focus on. 

Before proceeding however, it may be good 
to clearly define terms as they may be 
interchanged and lead to confusion in the 
future: 

A local service delivery (LSD) refers to the 
specific public services of the LGU that is 
planned, funded and implemented by an 
LGU office. For example, primary health care 
services of barangay health centers or seeds 
subsidy by agricultural office or textbook 
delivery by the local school board.

On the other hand, a local service sector (LSS) 
is a thematic cluster of service deliveries 
having a common and/or coherent function 
in advancing public welfare. Some examples 
include health, agriculture or education.

Therefore, there are instances that there is 
a multitude of local service deliveries (LSDs) 
within a local service sector (LSS). For 
example, in the case of San Miguel, Bohol, 
there are a lot of local service deliveries in the 
agricultural sector. The service deliveries in 
the agriculture sector include but not limited 
to: 

 � Technical Assistance on the New 
Package of Technology to the Farmers 
and Fishermen

 � Education and Training Services
 � Upgrading of Native Animal through 

Artificial Insemination
 � Seeds Subsidy to Farmers
 � Maintenance of Livestock Dispersal 

Program
 � Preparations of Project Proposal
 � Livestock Treatment and Castration
 � Immunization Program
 � Strengthening of Peoples Organization
 � Tilapia and Carp Fingerling Dispersal

So how did San Miguel, Bohol came up with 
choosing the service delivery of seeds subsidy 
to farmers among all the service delivery in 
the agriculture sector?  It was a product of 
dialogue between the LGU and the citizen 
organizations. The selection was made based 
on:

a. Possible significant impacts of a 
monitoring project on the problems of the 
local service sector;

b. Plans and development priorities of the 
LGU and the local civil society; and

c. Compatibility of the LSD with the project 
monitoring timeline and objectives.

To help you in assessing the abovementioned 
points in finalizing the service delivery, below 
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are some of the questions you may want to 
answer as they can point you to a particular 
LSS or LSD which proves most promising as 
your focus of monitoring: 

What are the basic necessities of the 
community?

What are the needs of a community that are 
considered to be important by majority of the 
stakeholders? By knowing what they are, you 
can be guided on which agencies or projects 
that are directly relevant to the community 
and consequently, which services you should 
monitor. 

While there are some universally accepted 
necessities for survival, like food, water and 
shelter, it is also important to know the unique 
characteristics of your community; that is, 
what are the other goods and services your 
community deems equally important. 

You may do this by making either a quick 
research on the Internet, interviewing 
academics in the field of social sciences, 
politics or economics, or simply looking 
around. A bit of traveling and immersion in 
the community members’ daily life can help 
tremendously as well.

The LGU’s priorities and plans also reflect 
what it sees as important to its people. Many 
of these basic necessities also become 
flagship programs of the government.

Which items receive the highest budget?

Look at the budget of your LGU. What local 
service delivery or local service s receive the 
highest budget? Usually, the more money 
there is on an item, the more it is considered 
a priority. The budget is quantifiable data that 
can help determine how significant a program 
or a service delivery is.

Which items, projects or processes are most 
prone to corruption?

Look at today’s local and national newspapers 
and search for news on corruption. Check 
which departments or local agencies are 
frequently mentioned in these articles. 
Undertaking a periodicals research on your 
desired service delivery may determine if this 
criterion applies to your monitoring design. 

How do you determine whether items, 
projects or processes are prone to corruption? 
Usually, items and projects are usually prone 
to corruption when they receive the highest 
budget, or when they are placed under 
the authority of local agencies or officials 
who have been connected with issues of 
corruption. Processes are prone to corruption 
when there is no transparency, or when the 
general public does not have access to 
information. Many times, there is no formal, 
law-sanctioned process requiring access to 
information as well.
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What are the interests of your funding 
facility?

This question only applies when the LGU 
or civil society organization receive funding 
from external partners. These funding facility 
inherently have some requirements that are 
aligned to the funder’s thrusts. These funds 
may come from the national government and/
or from other outside sources. So long as your 
LGU directly implements or is a major partner 
in the implementation of a particular project/
program, the latter may be worth monitoring. 

What do your project stakeholders want?

It is important to take into consideration what 
your own stakeholders want. In finalizing the 
local service delivery that you will monitor, there 
must be a relatively good level of agreement/
approval that was reached between the LGU, 
citizens and civil society organizations. It is 
most certain that one locality will have a variety 
of issues and concerns, and the different 
stakeholders may have different opinions on 
what the local government should prioritize. 
That is why you should find a common ground 
which all your stakeholders can stand on—
more specifically, a common service that all 
or most find critical. For instance in Naga, 
there were some contentions on whether 
the monitoring would cover the housing or 
education sector. After much discussion and 
consultation, the different stakeholder agreed 
to have the project on education and expand 
it later on to housing monitoring.

If you want to find out what your stakeholders 
want, you may refer to your RFA and/or 
conduct a workshop with your stakeholders to 
check what service delivery they can agree 
upon.

Are critical institutional mechanisms for 
government-CSO monitoring functional, or at 
least, planned to be functional?

It will help if your local service sector already 
has in place mechanisms that enable citizen-
government partnership in project monitoring 
or otherwise. For instance, if you will monitor 
local infrastructure, it may be beneficial 
to have a functional project monitoring 
committee (PMC) as your platform for your 
monitoring initiative. Thus, you do not have 
to start from scratch, at the same time, there 
is a great chance that you can institutionalize 
your project later on on already-existing 
mechanisms. You can find this out by checking 
up on your local government systems.

Are there CSOs involved in the local service 
delivery/sector?

It is ideal that there are already existing 
mechanisms that you can tap for your initiative. 
These CSOs are our natural allies as they are 
already interested in the local service delivery 
you want to monitor. Moreover, they are most 
likely already knowledgeable on important 
standards and their inputs on your project will 
be very beneficial. 
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For instance, in the case of Puerto Princesa 
where the pilot monitoring project covered LGU 
services for community-based sustainable 
tourism sites, the natural allied CSOs were the 
community groups themselves who operate 
the CBST sites.

You should be able to have an idea already 
on which CSOs you can involve through the 
result of your RFA and RCA.

Does the service delivery reach the 
communities?

One of the major characteristics of G-Watch 
monitoring is that it should be community-
based. This means that service delivery 
happens where the community is and thus, 
you are able to tap the service delivery 
beneficiaries themselves as monitors. A little 
research on your candidate service deliveries 
can give you an idea which one reaches up to 
the communities.

Does standards exist or are in the works, 
and can they be mapped?

It is important that the service delivery you 
choose will have standards already set, or 
which are being set—standards that will be 
easy to monitor in terms of quantity, quality, 
cost, time and processes. It is best to choose 
a service delivery with observable and 
measurable standards. This makes it easier 
for you to convert standards to monitoring 
points. 

Is access to information assured or 
manageable?

Is the information relevant in monitoring your 
service delivery accessible to the public? In 
most service delivery, this should not be a 
problem as information in government should 
be by default accessible. However, there 
are some information which are not really 
collected, and thus may not be accessible. 
In other cases, information may be very 
technical and may not be facilitative for easy 
monitoring. At other times, information may 
be of a very sensitive nature.

Is the project duration within the monitoring 
timeframe?

If you are following a certain project timeline, 
you might want to consider the length and 
timeline of the service delivery programs you 
want to monitor. As much as possible, choose 
a service delivery which allows your project to 
cover substantial standards and processes.

Is there minimal capacity of the CSOs (eg. 
literacy)?

It may also be fruitful to know the different 
levels of capacity of your target civil society 
partners. This will help not only in your 
choice of which service delivery to monitor, 
but also the kind of competences you have 
to focus on during the project planning and 
implementation. 
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Is there room for improvement in the 
system?

Apart from issues on corruption, you’d also like 
to monitor service deliveries which may still 
need improvement in terms of efficiency. You 
may look at assessment reports on the project 
to check what needs most improvement in the 
service delivery systems.

Is there a mechanism or openness to a 
mechanism to reform the system?

Check whether there is general openness 
among the stakeholders involved in having 
a mechanism which will help reform their 
systems. Whether they are generally open 
or not, assess whether your project team 
can manage the different existing attitudes to 
ensure participation in your project.

These are just a few questions which may help 
you in choosing your project. Try to answer 
them and you would more or less, know which 
LSDs/LSSs may be best as your monitoring 
project’s focus.

When finalizing the service delivery that 
you will monitor, remember to maximize the 
results of the RFA/political scanning and 
the RCA. They should help you assess the 
local situation or context which might present 
challenges in the monitoring initiative. How 
to address the challenges might need to be 
discussed as well. 

Standards Mapping

1.  So what are standards? What is its 
definition?

Standards are rules or principles that are used 
as basis for deciding on the inputs, processes 
and expected outcomes of a public service. 
They are indicators to which people comply 
with to ensure quality service. 

Standards are defined as norms, guide and 
criterion based on laws, policy guidelines or 
processes. They are guides, rules, SOPs, 
normative or plans that are based on laws, 
policy documents/ guidelines or even 
sometimes unwritten norms.

There are different types of standards. They 
depend on the degree of formality, written to 
unwritten, as well as degree of geographic 
administration, local to international. The 
illustration in Figure 4.1 enumerates the 
different types of standards. 

There are five indicators for standards—time, 
cost, quantity, quality and process.  

Time standards are answerable by the amount 
of time it takes to finish or to deliver the service. 
Cost standards are answerable by the amount 
paid to the supplier or amount used for the 
delivery of the service. Quantity standards are 
answerable by the amounts or measurements 
used in the service delivery. Quality standards 
are answerable by stating color, texture, taste 
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and other physical appearances of the service 
delivery. Process standards are answerable 
by yes or no depending on the compliance to 
specific processes. 

Table 4.1 offers a few examples for standards 
on school furniture projects.

2. Why do we map standards? What is its 
importance?

We map standards to establish the system, 
processes and targets of local service delivery 

(LSD). This enables the understanding of 
what happens or what goes on during the 
delivery of the service identified. 

In addition, mapping out standards ensure 
what to expect in the identified critical process 
and variables in terms of time, quantity, cost 
and quality. It clarifies and sets the standards. 
This enables the understanding of the gap 
between the mandated set-up and the actual 
performance of an LSD. 

Figure 4.1. Typologies of Standards
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The bottom line question is what standards 
in terms of process, quantity, cost, time and 
quality that, if complied with, will lead to an 
effective service delivery?

Lastly, standards mapping is critical as the 
gathered standards is used for designing 
the monitoring tool. Standards are embodied 
in the monitoring tool.  Standards mapping 
involves the process of clarifying processes, 
rules, guides, norms of critical service delivery 
indentified.  Standards mapping serves as 
both an instrument and a procedure for 
determining what the LGU’s critical service 
delivery objectives and operating procedures 
are and monitoring the specified program.

3.  But where do we begin?

A particular service delivery will have a 
number of processes and activities which are 
coordinated among a number of stakeholders. 

Thus, the first step in standards mapping is 
identifying the scope and scale of the service 
delivery. The scope and scale are necessary 
as they set the parameters for monitoring.  

Scope refers to the number of steps or 
stages in the service delivery that would be 
monitored. In indentifying scope, it may be 
good to answer what are the relevant stages 
of the service delivery cross-cutting all the 
LGU and non-LGU offices involved?

For example in IGaCos, the scope identified 
was the collection and utilization phases 
of their Environmental User’s Fee service 
delivery (Figure 4.2).

Scale on the other hand refers to the number 
of areas/sites to be monitored. Scale is usually 
determined by the number of LGU offices and 
concerned non-LGU offices involved in the 
LSD. 

TABLE 4.1:  EXAMPLES FOR STANDARDS ON SCHOOL FURNITURE PROJECTS.

Local Service Sector: Education
Local Service Delivery: School Furniture Project
Type of Standard: Example

Cost Contract price must be below the ABC

Time Delivery made on the schedule as per contract

Quantity Number of chairs delivered should as agreed upon in the contract

Quality Chairs should follow the chair design

Process Contract must be won via competitive bidding
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In indentifying scale, it may be good to answer 
what are the LGU offices and non-LGU offices 
that are involved in the LSD to be monitored? 

Government units that determine the scale of 
the monitoring usually are:

a. City/Municipality/Provincial Government 
Departments

b. Barangay government units
c. National state agencies linked with the 

monitored LSD

For example in Dumaguete, the scale of 
their monitoring of the drugs and medicine 
provision can be illustrated with Figure 4.3. 

In identifying the scale and scope of the 
project, three (3) factors must be considered: 
time, access to information and operational 
costs for monitoring.  

In terms of time, take into consideration 
the timeframe of the monitoring activity. 
Determine whether the monitoring can 
cover from inception to completion of the 

Figure 4.2. Scoping of the Environmental User Fee Program 
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service delivery in comparison to 
the identified length of time for the 
monitoring initiative. 

It is important to note the availability 
and ease of access to information 
from the concerned offices of the 
service delivery. It may be fruitful to 
have a dialogue and coordinate with 
them to level-off needed information 
in order to map out standards. 

Finally, determine the operational 
costs of the monitoring. Scope and 
scale are largely determined by the 
resources for the monitoring. 

Once the scope and scale is 
identified, you can now map 
particular standards guided by the 
scope and scale you have set. 

You do this by generating a table 
of standards corresponding to 
the processes of the local service 
delivery that will be used as initial 
inputs of the monitoring tool. An 
example of a standards table is 
shown in Table 4.2.

Using this table, you can map out different 
standards which may be critical and worth 
monitoring. 

For instance, in monitoring procurement, 
there are a number of stages and specific 
processes worth monitoring—from the 

preparation of the bidding documents to 
contract implementation itself. For your 
reference, Table 4.3 is a sample standards 
mapping of the procurement process.

Figure 4.3. Scaling of the Provision of Drugs and 
Medicine in Dumaguete City 
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TABLE 4.2. COMPONENTS OF A STANDARDS TABLE
Stage/

Component/
Theme

Specific 
Process

Quality Quantity Time Cost

TABLE 4.3.  SAMPLE STANDARDS MAPPING OF THE PROCUREMENT PROCESS
Stage/Component/

Theme
Specific 
Process

Quality or Process 
Standards

Quantity or Cost 
standards

Time

Procurement Stage Pre-bid 
conference

BAC answers queries, issues 
raised by prospective bidders 
on the bid document

Supplemental/Bid Bulletin 
may be necessary to clarify 
or modify provisions in the bid 
document

1 calendar 
day

Issuance of 
Bid bulletin

7 days 
before 
opening of 
bids

Submission 
and Opening 
of Bids

Open the 1st envelope 
(eligibility/technical docs) 
followed by the 2nd envelope 
(financial proposal)

Use Pass/Fail Criteria

Conduct preliminary 
examination of bids

Return the financial bid 
proposal of disqualified bidders 
unopened

Bids must be 
under the ABC

Lowest calculated 
bid is identified

At least 12 
days after 
pre-bid 
conference
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4.  But how do we get all these information?

Standards mapping is a research activity. 
As such, it employs research methods.  
There are three methods usually done in 
indentifying standards—1) review of related 
literature/documents, 2) interview with key 
informants and stakeholders and 3) focus 
group discussions.

Review of Related Literature / Documents

When employing this method, look for 
documents and related literature that provide 
factual basis of standards to be identified in 
relation to the critical service delivery. One 
can gather the following documents in relation 
to the service delivery:

 ο Executive Orders / Ordinances 
mandating the formulation of the project 
identified

 ο Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) / 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

 ο Project Briefing (including budget, 
concept paper, monitoring template if 
available, etc.)

 ο National legislation that promulgates the 
creation of bodies / steering committees 
and their mandate to carry out program 
objectives

 ο Existing governance and policy studies 
on the LGU and LSD to be monitored

 ο Guidelines and Benchmarks of the LSD 
at the local or national level

Interview with Key Informants and 
Stakeholders

Interviews with key informants or stakeholders 
allow one to obtain direct information on the 
service delivery. This would present a better 
view on the entire system and processes of a 
local service delivery. 

Key informants may include: the head of 
departments or project managers, sectoral 
representatives, people’s organization or 
civil society organizations directly affected 
or involved in the service delivery as well as 
concerned individuals.

Focused Group Discussions (FGD)

After gathering data through policy documents 
and interviews, it is also important to have 
focus group discussions to validate and 
substantiate the standards you’ve mapped. 
An FGD will allow you to:

 ο present to the LGU or implementing 
agency the scope and scale of the 
critical service delivery to be monitored;

 ο present to the LGU or implementing 
agency the research activities and 
process of data gathering;

 ο allow the LGU or implementing agency 
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to discuss and lay out the standards 
and processes of the identified critical 
service delivery to be monitored; 

 ο cross validate the data and information 
gathered from interviews, documents 
and literature relevant to the identified 
critical service delivery; and 

 ο suggest measures addressing data 
gaps.

The composition of the FGD group includes 
relevant stakeholders and LGU departments 
working directly or closely with the service 
delivery identified. The possible members in 
the FDG may include but are not limited to the 
following:

 ο Local Government Unit

 � Local Chief Executive (Governor or 
Mayor)

 � Sangguniang Panlunsod or 
Panlalawigan

 � Provincial, Municipal or City 
Administrator

 � Heads of the Identified Implementing 
Department/Offices (of the identified 
critical service delivery)

 ο Civil Society Organizations whose work 
is involved in and related to the identified 
critical service delivery

It is important that during the FGD, the 
following are covered: 

 ο Validate standards that were gathered 
from interviews/documents review;

 ο Clarify how service is being delivered 
and the implementation process it takes 
and how the implementing agency 
understands it; and 

 ο What are the critical standards and how 
the implementing agency understand it.

Development of the monitoring tool

In getting the desired objectives of monitoring 
through citizen-government engagement, it is 
important to use not only systematic but also 
simplified or easy-to-use monitoring tools. A 
monitoring tool is a device used to gather the 
data and information needed to determine the 
status of program implementation or service 
delivery.

A tool comes usually in the form of a checklist 
that is used in monitoring. It indicates what 
the monitor will look at and observe usually 
in terms of time, quantity, cost quality and 
process and where the information comes 
from.

A G-Watch easy-to-use monitoring tool is both 
a data gathering instrument and a citizen’s 
checklist.
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 � As a data gathering instrument, it 
primarily gets information about the 
implementation of the program/project 
based on established plans.

 � As a checklist, it also enables the monitor 
to determine the range of compliance or 
non-compliance of the implementation 
of the program/project/service delivery 
to established standards.

In making your monitoring tool, there is one 
thing you should remember: Your tool should 
be easy-to-use. Thus, make sure that when 
you make your tool, you always bear in mind 
that these will be used by ordinary, non-
technical people. It should take into account 
the limited technical capacity of citizen 
monitors and simplifies the act of monitoring. 
Tools for citizens’ monitoring activities are 
supposed to be simple and easy-to-use to 
facilitate the participation of ordinary citizens. 
They should be useful and empowering; not 
confusing and overwhelming.

Bear in mind as well that you will only be able 
to develop an effective monitoring tool after 
you have identified the following:

 � The scope and scale of your monitoring 
project;

 � The specific processes and steps 
involved in the service, product or 
program that you intend to monitor; and

 � The quality standards (attributes and 
elements) of the service, product or 
program that you intend to monitor.

When G-Watch started monitoring and 
evaluating government projects in 2000, it used 
a simple matrix or table that compared planned 
outputs against those actually accomplished 
according to the four parameters of quantity, 
quality, cost and time. The tool had a column 
for the monitor’s observations. The agency 
was also given space for their responses. 
The matrix was purposely kept simple so that 
ordinary citizens can use it (Table 4.4).

TABLE 4.4.  SIMPLE MATRIX OR TABLE COMPARING PLANNED OUTPUTS AGAINST ACTUAL 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Variables Road X to Z Variance Cause of 
Variance

Monitor’s 
Observations

Agency’s 
ResponsePlanned Actual

Quantity
Cost
Quality
Time
Processes
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Over time and with more experience, G-Watch 
monitors were trained to zero in on particular 
indicators.  In later rounds of monitoring, 
G-Watch has developed more elaborate 
checklists that fleshed out specific attributes 
or elements of the five general parameters of 
quantity, cost, quality, time and processes.
Here’s a quick run-through of how a basic 
G-Watch monitoring tool works: 

 � First, establish the planned/ normative/ 
standard time, cost, quantity, quality 
and process of the program, service or 
product you are monitoring.

 � Second, observe actual time, cost, 
quantity, quality and process of the 
program, service or product being 
monitored.

 � Easily, you can determine the variances 
or divergences between what was 
planned and what is standard, and the 
actual results.

 � Based on your interviews and 

observations, identify the causes (actual 
or potential) of the variance.

 � Make your own assessment of the 
causes of the variance. Is there an 
emerging issue that must be addressed? 
Is this a red flag or is the identified cause 
of the variance unavoidable?

 � Finally, confer with partner government 
institution to get their explanation for the 
variance.

With this general process as guide, here’s 
a three-step guide on how you can develop 
your own monitoring tool of checklist:

STEP 1: Select the critical standards in 
your standards mapping report/results that 
ensure transparency, accountability and 
effectiveness of what is being monitored.

From the standards mapping you have just 
conducted, identify important standards that 
you would like to monitor. Remember, not 
all standards may be as critical and thus 

Road Project should follow 
DPWH standards and the Program 
of Works

      Was the number  
  of materials delivered  
 according to the POW?
 Did the contractor use 

     Portland Cement?

Standard Monitoring point
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may be left out in the monitoring process. 
Critical standards on the other hand are those 
which directly affect  the level of integrity, 
transparency and accountability in the 
process, as well the efficiency of the service 
delivery being monitored.

STEP 2: Operationalize/convert established 
standards into easily verifiable / observable 
indicators or monitoring points.

Once you have identified standards, it is 
time to convert them into easily verifiable 
and observable indicators. If your standards 
are clear enough, it should be as easy as re-
phrasing your standard to a phrase which is 
easier to observe.

It would be better if you can further flesh out the 
parameters you are monitoring, particularly 
process and quality, by identifying specific 
attributes or elements of these parameters 
that must be checked and verified.

STEP 3: Craft the monitoring tool form and 
field in the monitoring indicators

In designing the monitoring form, the most 
convenient form is the checklist type. It 
covers several monitoring standards and a 
broad monitoring scope. The more defined 
the monitoring scope, the more simplified the 
monitoring form will look like. 

Table 4.5 is an example of a checklist as lifted 
from the tool pilot-tested in Samal.

TABLE 4.5.  SAMPLE CHECKLIST AS LIFTED IN THE TOOL PILOT-TESTED IN 
SAMAL
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The details column can be both a space for 
additional information regarding the quality 
of the processes conducted. It can also be a 
space for monitors to explain observations. In 
some cases, they are already pre-identified 
as shown.

Although a checklist is the most common form 
you can use for your G-Watch monitoring, 
you may also use other easy-to-accomplish 
forms. One can be a simple profiling form 
where you input the necessary information 
being asked for. This was used for instance in 
Naga’s teacher monitoring (Table 4.6).

This is most useful if you want to create a 
profile of the service you are monitoring.

A monitoring checklist may also be in the 
form of a table where you can inventory what 
you have observed. Just like in San Miguel’s 
rice delivery will be inputted in a simple table 
(Table 4.7)

This type may especially be useful for 
standard that focuses on single delivery items 
such as textbooks, chairs, drugs, etc. You 
would just have to input the number of items 
delivered or which are available at the time of 
your monitoring.

TABLE 4.6.  SIMPLE PROFILING FORM
Average Performance Rating 
(of all teachers) 2008 2009 2010

TABLE 4.7.  MONITORING CHECKLIST FROM SAN MIGUEL’S RICE DELIVERY
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Development of the monitoring design

Before setting up the monitoring design, it 
is important that the principles behind the 
performance monitoring be discussed. 

Principles serve as the anchor that guides 
decisions and priorities. It provides a way of 
looking at factors and variables, as well as 
developments and dynamics that may affect 
the success or failure of your monitoring 
program. Gleaning from the G-Watch 
experience, the four (4) following principles 
can appropriately guide the design of your 
monitoring project.

 9 Preventive Approach to Corruption

One way of addressing corruption is to 
prevent it from happening. There are several 
ways to prevent corruption in the government. 
Check-and-balance mechanism, rules 
and standard operating procedures, and 
performance assessments are just some of 
these means. Citizens’ participation has also 
been considered as one way of preventing 
corruption in the bureaucracy by ensuring 
transparency and by providing inputs for 
the improvement of existing systems and 
enhancing performance.

 9Multistakeholder Collaboration

Effective delivery of services and program 
implementation by the government cannot be 
ensured through government action alone and 

obviously not through private sector initiatives.  
There should be participation of and from key 
stakeholders, or the actors and participants 
that have direct stakes on the program and 
service being delivered. Multiple stakeholder 
participation in a program enhances the 
likelihood of success by building the sense 
of ownership of said stakeholders and by 
factoring in the diverse perspectives and 
views from the many actors, considering their 
different backgrounds and biases.

 9 Community Volunteerism and Participation

“Community” may not necessarily refer to a 
geographical-based category only; it may 
also refer to a group of people taking part in 
a common process for a prolonged period of 
time to achieve a medium-to long-term goal or 
set of goals. Related to multistakeholdership 
is the need to involve the beneficiaries of 
services in the management of the project, 
in this case, monitoring. Being direct 
beneficiaries of the services or products of 
the government, communities can easily be 
motivated to volunteer in order to ensure 
that services and products are delivered 
on time, in the right quantity and in the 
best condition. Filipino communities are no 
strangers to volunteerism, for “bayanihan” 
(voluntary, cooperative endeavor) has been a 
traditional practice that they are accustomed 
to. Community spirit is cultivated when each 
member of the community sees their place in 
the efforts to achieve a common goal. Since 
monitoring requires knowledge and skills, 
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the potential of community participation can 
best be maximized if knowledge is shared, 
skills are honed and mechanisms are set up. 
Capacity-building therefore is an essential 
component of a citizens’ monitoring program.

 9 Public Awareness and Information

Monitoring of government service-delivery 
and program implementation means taking 
part in governance, i.e., processes and actions 
through which public decisions are made and 
implemented, public resources are managed, 
public goods and services are delivered and 
accountability is ensured. Hence, there is no 
escaping being publicly accountable; in other 
words, you must be able to publicly account 
for your decisions and actions just like your 
government counterpart. It is very critical 
therefore to look into how you will keep the 
public informed of the progress and result 
of your project. Meanwhile, initiatives such 
as monitoring programs may also consider 
enhancing public awareness to promote 
greater participation and to inspire similar 
initiatives.

With all these in mind, you should be able to 
design your monitoring project with emphasis 
on participation in the service delivery. 

The monitoring design usually covers five (5) 
areas:

1. Objectives
2. Components
3. Coordination and Communication 

System
4. Flow of Actual Monitoring Activities
5. Reporting System

Let us go through them one by one.

1.  Objectives

In designing the monitoring project, one 
begins with clarifying the monitoring objectives 
and what the monitoring initiative expects to 
achieve. 

A good project design has a well thought out 
logical framework or logframe. The logframe
is a simple framework that organizes the 
goals, objectives, outputs and activities of 
a project. The logframe clarifies what the 
monitoring wants to achieve. It includes clear 
performance indicators, means of verification 
and critical assumptions of the project or 
program (as shown in Table 4.8). 

Logframe is a one-page document that 
provides information on:

 � WHY: the project was carried out (goal/
outcome)

 � WHAT: the project is expected to achieve 
(objective)

 � HOW: the project is going to achieve it 
(activities)

 � WHICH: external factors are crucial for 
the success of the project (assumptions)

 � HOW: to assess the success of the 
project (indicators)
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 � WHERE: to find the data required to 
verify the indicators for success (means 
of verification)

The columns represent the level of project 
objectives and the means required to achieve
them (the vertical logic).  The vertical logic is 
based on principles of causality, or the “if...
then” relationship.

The rows indicate how the achievement of 
these objectives can be measured and verified
(horizontal logic). Important assumptions 
pertain to conditions that can affect the 
progress or success of the project over 
which the project manager has no control. 
Some examples include natural environment, 
government action and lack of control 
on project inputs. What is critical about 
assumptions is to determine their significance 
and importance in delivering your objectives.   
G-Watch has only recently used the logframe. 
In designing past projects, the information 

required in a logframe was supplied, albeit not 
in this format.

2.  Components

The monitoring design should also identify 
the components of the project. It clarifies what 
phases of the service delivery will be covered 
as well as what critical part of the service 
will be looked at.  The components organize 
the service delivery into critical parts. The 
components of the monitoring design should 
be in line with the identified scope and scale 
during the standards mapping.

The components usually follow the major 
activities of the service delivery, but they 
could also be thematic, in that one theme cuts 
across the activities.
Let us look at the components of the monitoring 
project TIP SL (Figure 4.4):

TABLE 4.8.  LOGICAL FRAMEWORK OR LOGFRAME 
Performance

Indicators
Means of

Verification
Critical Assumptions

Goal/ Outcome

Objectives

Outputs
Activities
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As you can see, the monitoring project followed 
the general stages of an infrastructure project 
from pre-construction to post-construction. 
This set of activities was based on the scope 
and scale agreed upon by the different 
stakeholders in the monitoring project.

Thematic components may be covered as 
well. For instance, Edukasyon sa Naga, 
Samingan Ta! followed five (5) components 
covering five (5) different service deliveries 
of the local government on education: (1) 
teachers, (2) textbooks, (3) school buildings, 
(4) school furniture and (5) student welfare.

3.  Communication-Coordination

Before you start you monitoring, it is important 
to set-up a coordination and communication 
mechanism. It clarifies the responsibilities of 
the stakeholders.  
Coordination set-up is necessary in a multi-
stakeholder monitoring project because it 
provides an instrument that enables your 
monitoring team to link with other actors and 
institutions that you can work together with to 
accomplish a certain goal.

Figure 4.4. Components and Goals
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It is very important that you clarify the 
coordination and communication mechanism 
that will be used during the actual monitoring. 
Coordination is necessary in a multi-
stakeholder monitoring project because:

 � It assumes the interdependence of 
actors and institutions and ensures the 
maximization of available resources and 
articulation of various points of view.

 � Mechanisms for communication are 
critical to coordinate actions, share 
and disseminate information that is at 
the heart of a monitoring project, and 
respond accordingly to developments 
and results of the monitoring project.

The coordination and communication 
mechanism must be able to:

 � Connect the lines through which all the 
partner institutions will communicate 
and coordinate;

 � Identify the standard flow of information 
exchanges, which are required to start 
the monitoring, to ensure quick feedback 
during the conduct of monitoring, and to 
facilitate post-monitoring reporting; and

 � Establish the accountability relationship 
among and between the units and 
bodies involved in the project.

Coordination in a monitoring project is 
not complicated as it only involves a team 
consisting of representatives from different 
agencies and organizations that coordinate
with each other, to do a monitoring project 
and coming up with a report. 

Coordination and reporting 
are critical elements of your 
monitoring project.

At the heart of coordination and reporting 
is communication.

So how do you communicate effectively? 
Just four things according to Idealliance.
org.:

1. Be careful when giving information 
as this may lead to inaccurate 
perception.

2. Understand the values, perceptions 
and behavior of the people you 
interact and communicate with.

3. Avoid misunderstanding brought 
about by poor communication or 
miscommunication.

4. Clarity, logic and coherence should 
always be your best friends.
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In the experience of G-Watch, the coordination 
and communication mechanism for 
community-based monitoring usually has two 
dimensions, namely: the vertical flow, wherein 
civil society counterparts create their parallel 
LGU to local community coordination set-
up to mirror the hierarchical structure of the 
government; and the horizontal flow, which 
signify the local-based coordination among 
participating groups and institutions which 
can be self-reliant but not detached from the 
over-all coordination mechanism (Figure 4.5).
The success of your monitoring project greatly 

depends on how well you are able to establish 
partnerships with different stakeholders. This 
entails, of course, an effective communication 
and coordination strategy, to get hold of their 
cooperation and support. 

Coordination set-up is necessary in a multi-
stakeholder monitoring project because it 
provides an instrument that enables your 
monitoring team to link with other actors and 
institutions that you can work together with to 
accomplish a certain goal.

Figure 4.5. Coordination and Communication Mechanism
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4.  Flow of Actual Monitoring Activities

The next thing you should lay down are the 
activities your monitoring project will have. 
This usually follows five (5) general steps as 
shown in the Figure 4.6 (Southern Leyte):

Step 1: Identifying the Project to be 
Monitored

Yes you have already chosen what service 
delivery to monitor. Now it is time to choose 
which particular project you want to cover. 

Like for instance in Puerto Princesa, the 
monitoring Core Group chose only 10 CBST 
sites to monitor. In Southern leyte, they chose 
a number of infrastucture projects that they 
can cover given the number of volunteers and 
the timeframe.

Step 2: Identifying the Members of the 
Monitoring Team

You will then have to form your monitoring 
teams. Get people on board in this monitoring 
project through the members and network 

Figure 4.6. Flow of Actual Monitoring Activities
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of your project partners. To help you choose 
who you should invite as monitors, here are a 
few criteria you can follow:

 9 Direct implementers/service providers of 
the project

 9 Mandated monitors of the project from the 
government

 9 Beneficiaries of the projects to be 
monitored

 9 CSOs who have similar thrusts and 
objectives

 9 Groups which are most convenient/
strategic to tap in terms practical reasons 
(numbers, distance to project site, etc).

Step 3: Training of Monitors

You then need to train the people you have 
mobilized. Building of capacity usually 
requires a considerable amount of time. For 
projects that are short-term and have a limited 
budget, a simple briefing-orientation would 
be the most convenient way of sharing the 
basic information required by a community 
or group of volunteers to conduct monitoring. 
This then makes the first monitoring stint of 
the communities or volunteers an on-the-job 
training that is part of the capacitybuilding 
component of the project.

What are the basic objectives of briefing-
orientations?

 � To gather the target participants of the 
monitoring project;

 � To introduce the project to the target 

participants;

 � To brief the target participants on what 
the project intends to monitor;

 � To orient the target participants on 
the monitoring tool and the reporting 
mechanism/s to be used; and

 � To provide a venue for the target 
participants to meet and plan for their 
monitoring activities.

Step 4: Actual Monitoring

The next step is to conduct the actual 
monitoring itself. With your monitoring tool, 
your monitoring team will visit the sites as 
agreed upon. They will answer the monitoring 
tools, take pictures, and jot down field notes. 

There are two important key activities that 
the teams will have to conduct in answering 
the tool: (1) documents review and (2) actual 
observation. 

Step 5: Reporting

After and even during monitoring, the 
monitors will now have to report their findings 
to the Core Group and the service providers 
for action. This includes the quick feedback 
mechanism whereby any variance identified 
should be reported immediately and acted 
upon by your partner governtment agency. 
This also includes passing your monitoring 
tool to the Core Group for processing (see 
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section below on reporting for a more detailed 
discussion). 

Step 6: Post-Monitoring Activities

After monitoring and reporting, your are now 
ready to do three (3) important post-monitoring 
projects:

 � Processing of Data: Here the 
accomplished monitoring tools are 
processed through a processing 
template.

 � Sharing Session: Experiences and 
findings will be shared by the monitors 
themselves and they will be asked 
to validate the findings based on the 
processed monitoring tools.

 � Problem Solving Session: You will also 
conduct your problem solving session 
with important stakeholders (Core 
Group, decision makers, monitors) to 
surface possible solutions which can 
be implemented to address findings on 
variance, and sustain findings on high 
compliance to standards.

 � Public Presentation: The findings should 
then be popularized through a public 
presentation where the findings and 
the successes of the project will be 
presented to the public.

Reporting

And lastly, the monitoring design should 
include a reporting system. The reporting 
system indicates how the findings of the 
monitoring will be generated and transmitted 
to concerned agencies or stakeholders. It also 
indicates how the variances, if any occurred, 
will be managed and given appropriate 
response. The use of the quick feedback 
mechanism is identified when the reporting 
system is being designed.

The diagram in Figure 4.7 illustrates the 
reporting system of Edukasyon sa Naga, 
Salmingan Ta!

Once the monitoring teams are formed, they 
are tasked to visit the school site at least five 
times, administering different types of tools. If 
there was no issue that was raised, the local 
G-Watch consolidates the monitoring reports 
and then presents it to partners and the public. 
However, if there was an issue identified, 
the monitors will report this to the assigned 
persons/agencies/local Core Group. The local 
Core Group will report this to the concerned 
agency for immediate response and action. 
The action taken will be documented for 
consolidation of the monitoring reports and 
will be presented to the public.

Take note that you may have to prepare two 
kinds of reports: 
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 � During the monitoring, quick reports and 
quick feedback mechanism to get real-
time updates from the field and response 
from the implementing agency. 

 � After the monitoring, a consolidated 
report should summarize the findings of 
the monitoring initiative. This can be in 
the form of a project report or a public 
presentation.

It is important at this point to remember that 
in communicating your results, these have to 
be evidence-based. Thus highlight the results 
of your checklist and prepare attachments, 
pictures and other materials necessary to 
support your conclusions.

Monitoring Scheme

Figure 4.7. The reporting system of Edukasyon sa Naga, Salmingan Ta! 
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Quick Feedback Mechanism

A key characteristic of a G-Watch monitoring 
project is that it hopes to make sure that 
services are delivered at the right quality and 
quantity. It is preventive and pre-emptive, 
making sure that variances don’t occur in the 
first place.

For it to stay true to its objectives, the 
monitoring team should be able to utilize 
a quick-feedback mechanism through the 
coordination mechanism you have just set up.

The Quick Response Feedback Mechanism 
is a reporting system usually established to 
enable volunteers and monitors to report and 
update in real-time. Since reporting should be 
quick and fast, you need to take advantage 
of technology—mobile phones, internet, and 
so on. The simplest thing you could do is to 
disseminate your contact numbers to enable 
your volunteers to effortlessly reach you when 
they need to do so. On your end, this will help 
you be on the loop and make immediate and 
appropriate responses.  

In fact, a good way of checking whether 
your coordination mechanism is working is 
by checking if there are immediate concerns 
being addressed.

The use of quick feedback mechanisms is 
important because sometimes, there are 
services that cannot be corrected anymore 
and would just require more expenses for the 
government.

It is thus crucial for the monitoring to detect 
variations before they are irreversible. 
This is especially true for school building 
construction where correction of any mistakes 
in the implementation would probably require 
additional cost for the government.
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Monitoring is not an everyday thing for everyone. And the capacity to conduct monitoring 
is also not on everyone’s list, hence the necessity of building such capacity. 

In the context of a G-Watch monitoring, there are necessary capacities that need to 
be built, both for the LGU and CSOs involved. For the G-Watch Social Accountability 
Approach, stakeholders need to be capacitated on three key knowledge areas: good 
governance and social accountability, constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring.

In this chapter, you are given a guide on the capacity-building component of localizing 
G-Watch, which tackles the three abovementioned areas applied to the level of the 
Core Group, the LGU, and the monitors. 

Chapter 5

Capacity
Building



In the ideal setup, the LGU as an institution 
should also be given capacity-building 
interventions similar to what is given to the 
Core Group members and monitors. The 
capacity-building component of the pilot run 
of the G-Watch Localization Project mainly 
focused on the members of the Core Group 
and the monitors. It is in the hope that the 
Core Group members representing the LGU 
will bring to their respective departments the 
lessons and knowledge they learned in the 
process.

The capacity-building stage of the G-Watch 
Localization was approached in the same 
way that the other stages were approached 
–customizing the needs according to what is 
more relevant and appropriate to the locality. 
After understanding the locality (recall: laying 
the groundwork and conducting the rapid 
capacity assessment) and designing the 
monitoring project comes the crucial stage of 
capacity building for monitors. 

For the Core Group, the capacity-building was 
in parallel with the activities undertaken in 
designing the monitoring project. There was 
however no definite Core Group to speak of 
before the intensive training on the G-Watch 
Social Accountability Approach. Before the 
said training, only key individuals or officials 
were involved in the process of designing 
the monitoring system, including the drafting 
of the monitoring tool. Strictly speaking, 
the formation of the Core Group and their 
subsequent capacity-building formally 
started during the G-Watch training on social 
accountability.

In general terms, the whole capacity-building 
component of G-Watch Localization was done 
at both the individual and group levels, in the 
form of trainings, exposure visits, coaching 
and mentoring. 

3 Focus Groups for the 
Capacity Building

1. Members of the Core Group (both 
from the LGU and CSO)

2. Relevant offices in the LGU
3. Monitors

In a nutshell, here are three 
reasons why capacity building 
is an important component of a 
G-Watch monitoring: 

1. Being a new technology to many, 
the G-Watch Social Accountability 
Approach  needs to be taught to and 
be absorbed by the stakeholders. 

2. Social Accountability is in itself also a 
new concept. 

3. Stakeholders with specific tasks, like 
the monitors, need skills development  
and a continuing skills enhancement. 
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The three key activities that cover the capacity-
building interventions for the G-Watch 
Localization are as follows: formation of 
the Core Group, briefing-orientation, and 
mentoring activities on the ground. 

At the end of the interventions, it is expected 
that the Core Group and the LGU are able 
to formulate their joint monitoring work plan, 
implement the plan by doing actual conduct 
of monitoring activities for their respective 
identified service delivery, analyze and 
record their findings and produce monitoring 
experience reports including their learning 
and insights from the engagement.

Intensive Training for the Core Group

Having already identified the members of your 
Core Group, let us now proceed to equipping 
them with the things they need to have in 
implementing a monitoring project. 

An intensive training is the most plausible 
way to impart knowledge onto your Core 
Group. This was how each Core Group 
of the six sites were trained. They were 
gathered in a six-day training that focused 
on three major knowledge areas of G-Watch: 
good governance and social accountability, 

constructive engagement and performance 
monitoring. Each knowledge area took more 
or less a third of the total time spent for the 
whole training.

The training for the Core Group has the 
following objectives: 

1. To increase the knowledge of 
representatives from the local 
government unit (LGU) and civil society 
organizations (CSOs) on: 

a. general and specific Social 
Accountability Approaches, strategies 
and tools; 

b. complementation and synergy of 
LGU-CSO partnership to strengthen 
governance, development work and 
project management; and

c. strategies on sustaining and 
institutionalizing mechanisms for 
social accountability.  

See Chapter 2 for the discussion 
on the  formation of a Core 
Group (qualifications, roles and 
responsibilities).

The intensive Training on the 
G-Watch Social Accountability 
Approach was conducted in 
Iloilo City on 2-9 April 2011. It 

included inputs from experts, small group 
discussions, different workshops, panel 
and plenary discussions, simulations and 
an exposure visit. 
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2. To improve their attitude towards the 
strengthening of LGU-CSO partnership 
in monitoring and improving service 
delivery including CSO engagement in 
existing local participatory mechanisms, 
most especially in monitoring and 
evaluating project implementation;

3. To hone the participants’ skills on the 
development of monitoring tools, data 
gathering, problem solving techniques 
in addressing concerns of monitoring 
results and formulation of monitoring 
reports.

These may seem a handful for you. Don’t 
let this burden you, instead allow it to guide 
you as you design the training for your Core 
Group.

The succeeding section discusses the 
important concepts in the knowledge areas 
covered by the Core Group training. These 
are presented to you mostly in bullets. This 
section does not intend to give an in-depth 
discussion of concepts that are important to 
G-Watch monitoring. It is not comprehensive 
and only outlines what must be learned by 
the key people who will be involved in your 
G-Watch monitoring. 

Key Knowledge # 1: 
Good Governance and Social 
Accountability

G-Watch is basically an effort towards good 
governance. Most basic to any G-Watch work 
is an understanding of what good governance 
is. This is the central theme of capacitating 
your Core Group.

As a starting session to your training, have a 
discussion allowing your Core Group to answer 
the question: what is good governance? 
Make them assess what to them good 
governance looks like, why it is important and 
so on. This first discussion will allow the group 
to arrive at varied perspectives coming from 
different sectors and hopefully will let them 
surface common points that they can use as 
foundation for the monitoring project.

You may adjust the design of 
the training for your Core Group 
as you deem appropriate, 
depending on the time and 

resources available. The whole training 
may be cut up into parts and does not 
need to be conducted in successive days 
which may eat up a lot of time of your 
participants. 

References are available online. You may 
visit the G-Watch-ASoG webiste www.asg.
ateneo.edu, or the ANSA-EAP website 
www.ansa-eap.net.
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Central to the discussion of good governance 
are the principles/elements behind it. United 
Nations outlines eight of the principles/
elements of good governance: 1) consensus-
oriented; 2) accountable; 3) participatory; 4) 
transparent; 5) responsive; 6) follows the rule 
of law; 6) efficient and effective; 7) equitable 
and inclusive. 

But you may wish to focus the training on 
transparency, accountability and participation. 

Transparency can be defined as:

 � Information is freely available for those 
who will be affected by decisions.

 � Information is adequate, relevant, easily 
understandable.

 � Decision-making and enforcement 
follow set of rules and regulations.

Accountability can be defined as:

 � Those in power are answerable to those 
who will be affected by the former’s 
decisions and actions.

 � They are responsive to the needs of 
the citizens from whom their power is 
derived.

 � There exist feedback & grievance 
mechanisms.

3 Key Knowledge Areas
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Participation can be defined as:

 � Involvement of the citizens in decision-
making processes and in efforts to 
improve their conditions.

 � Citizens are free to associate, capacitate 
themselves, and express their interests 
and views.

 � Inclusion, involvement, voice.

Hand-in-hand with the discussion on good 
governance is the discussion on social 
accountability. Social Accountability is 
defined as:

 � An approach for building public 
accountability and fighting corruption 
that relies on civic engagement, i.e., 
processes and initiatives taken by 
citizens and/or civil society organizations 
who participate directly or indirectly in 
exacting accountability.

 � Society’s role in improving government 
accountability.

 � Mechanisms of social accountability can 
be initiated and supported by the state, 
citizens or both, but very often there 
are demand-driven and operate from 
bottom-up.

Social Accountability Mechanisms

 � Traditional/ Conventional:

 9 Elections 
 9 Public demonstrations, protests, 
advocacy campaigns, investigative 
journalism and public interest lawsuits

 � Modern
 9 Use of participatory data collection 
and analysis.

 9 Enhanced space and opportunity for 
citizen’s engagement with the state.

 9 Emphasis on solid evidence base and 
direct interaction with government

Why is social accountability important?

 � Improved governance

 - It addresses lack of responsiveness, 
abuse of discretion, corruption, 
favoritism, etc. by allowing citizens to 
access information, voice their needs 
and demand accountability between 
elections.

 � Increased development effectiveness

 - It Improves public service delivery and 
more informed policy design.

 
 � Empowerment 

 - Expansion of  freedom of choice and 
action.

 - Means to increase and aggregate the 
voice of disadvantageous.

Social accountability stands on four pillars 

1) Access to Information: Are there 
available information? How useful are 
these information? Are these information 
accessible/open to citizens’ groups?
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2) Responsive Government: Are there 
spaces, structures and systems for citizen 
engagement?

3) Cultural Appropriateness: What social and 
cultural factors facilitate or hinder SAc?

4) Organized and Capable Citizens Groups: 
Are there organized citizens who are 
capable of articulation and negotiation?

Key Knowledge #2: 
Constructive Engagement

The second key knowledge area should 
therefore equip the Core Group on how to 
constructively engage with stakeholders. 

Constructive engagement is a situation 
whereby the government and civil society 
regard each other with trust and thereby 
provide support and assistance to each other 
whilst still maintaining an objective stance, 
the end goal of which is better governance 
and services.

Constructive engagement is a process 
of building mature relationship between 
two naturally opposable parties that are 
bound by a given reality. It has the following 
characteristics:

 � It involves trust-building between citizen 
groups and government. It build up 
incentives towards partnership)

 � It is evidence-based. It uses data and 
information.

 � It is results- or solution-oriented, with 
concrete outcomes benefiting the people 
especially the poor.

 � It is a sustained and sustainable kind 
of engagement, towards developing 
maturing partnerships.

Constructive Engagement 
refers to measures that link 
citizens more directly to the 
decision-making process 

of the government to enable them to 
influence public policies and programs in 
a manner that can create positive impacts 
on their economic and social lives.

Rationale 

 9 Improving governance, particularly 
addressing corruption, cannot be 
done by the civil society nor the 
government alone; all sectors will 
have to contribute.

 9 Relative openness of the government 
and existence of mandated 
mechanisms for citizen participation.

 9 Growing expectations regarding what 
civil society should deliver.
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Constructive engagement entails continuing 
dialogue and collaborative problem-solving. 
The former involves creative inquiry, 
negotiation and systematic deliberation on 
options towards action (ANSA-EAP, 2011). 
The latter is a “shared exploration towards 
greater understanding, connection and 
possibility” (The Co-Intelligence Institute, 
2003).

In the succeedingsections, useful approaches 
and tools for constructive engagement, as 
shared by ANSA-EAP during the Training on 
the G-Watch Social Accountability Approach 
are provided

Situation and Stakeholder Analysis

A situation analysis is the process of 
understanding the status, condition, trends 
and key issues affecting people and people’s 
livelihoods, ecosystems or institutions in a 
given geographic context at any level (local, 
national, regional or international). It allows 
you to identify the needs and concerns of all 
stakeholders, ensure that the development 
operation is appropriate to the situation, asses 
the likely consequences of the development 
operation within its wider context, and asses 
situational factors that will influence the 
implementation and effectiveness of the 
development operation.

A situation analysis consists of the following 
elements: defining the scope and boundaries 
of the situation; problems and issues; visions 
and opportunities; biological and physical 

environment; organizations; infrastructure; 
legal, policy and political institutions; 
economic conditions and markets; and social 
and cultural conditions.

Methods and tools for situation analysis 
involves: 

 � Background documentation review
 � Informal meetings
 � Stakeholder workshops
 � Formal surveys
 � Focus group discussions
 � Semi-structured interviewing
 � Direct observation
 � Mapping
 � Diagrams, etc.

The rationale of a stakeholder analysis is 
to help one define whom to try to involve in 
designing the project and in what way. It also 
allows one to find out whose information/
needs must be considered. 

Stakeholders are defined as those affected 
by the outcome – negatively or positively – 
or those who can affect the outcome of the 
proposed intervention. 

Stakeholders, on the other hand, are different 
from supporters in that the former encompass 
those that are not necessarily supportive but 
have strong interest in your endeavor.
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Steps in Stakeholder Analysis

1. Identify Key Stakeholders. 

Assess:

 � Who are the potential beneficiaries?
 � Who will might be adversely affected?
 � Have vulnerable groups been identified?
 � What are the relationships among the 

stakeholders?

2. Assess stakeholder interests and the 
potential impact of the project on these 
interests.

Assess:

 � What are the stakeholders’ 
expectations of the project?

 � What benefits are there likely to 
be for the stakeholders?

 � What resources might the 
stakeholder be able and willing 
to mobilize?

 � What stakeholder interests 
conflict with project goals?

3) Assess stakeholder influence and 
importance.  

For each stakeholder group, assess:

 � Power and status (political, social 
and economic)

 � Degree of organization
 � Control of strategic resources
 � Informal influence (for example 

personal connections)
 � Power relations with other 

stakeholders
 � Importance to the success of the 

project

Categorize stakeholders basing on the 
quandrants in Figure 5.1. 

Figure 5.1. Stakeholder Categories/Quadrants
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4. Outline a stakeholder participation 
strategy.

Understand what are:

 � Interests, importance and influence of 
each stakeholder group (Figure 5.2)

 � Particular efforts needed to involve 
important stakeholders who lack 
influence

 � Appropriate forms of participation 
throughout the project cycle

Mobilizing Support from Stakeholders

When you talk about winning support, you 
will have to first answer the question “Who 
are the supporters necessary to make the 
project successful?” It may seem like an 
easy question to answer but you should not 
to be overly confident since your answer 
greatly affects the fate of your program. 
Stakeholders, on the other hand, are different 
from supporters in that the former encompass 
those that are not necessarily supportive but 
have strong interest in your endeavor.

Figure 5.2.  Strategy for the Different Stakeholder Categories/Quadrants
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Before continuing, pause for a moment, take 
a deep breath and clear your mind. Now, list 
down the stakeholders that immediately come 
to mind. 

You can of course list down every Juan, 
Paula, and Maria, who you think are important
to your work, but it pays to be methodological. 
Being methodological simply means being 
aware of and having a clear understanding of 
the method being used to answer a question 
or achieve an objective. Moreover, it pays 
because you follow certain standards and 
principles that, if used again with no significant 
intervening variables, should yield the same 
result because they have been proven to be 
effective. This may be too difficult

to understand at the moment but you need 
not bother yourself with the explanation, if you 
do not feel like it, just know it pays to follow 
standards.

So, what are some of the standards or 
principles? Below are key questions and tips 
to keep in mind:

 � Key supporters are those who have 
influence and power over your project.

 � What are the manifestations of influence/ 
power? Resources, position of authority, 
talents, intelligence or expertise, moral 
suasion are some.

 � You may also ask: Who are affected by 
my work? Who have an interest in its 
successful

 � or unsuccessful conclusion?
 � Best to specify. Don’t identify categories, 

organizations or institutions. If it is 
possible to name names, better.

I bet you wrote down a long list of names but 
if you did not, good for you. That means you 
know who the most critical people are; who 
have influence and power over your work. For 
those who did come up with a long list, you 
need to prioritize.

Prioritizing Stakeholders

There are several ways you can prioritize, 
such as the consensus-building process, but 
the Power/ Interest Grid is worth trying. This 
method also guides you to the next step, which 
is ways to manage your stakeholders. You no 
longer take into account only your supporters 
but also those that could be greatly affected 
by your work.

Figure 5.3 is an illustration of the Power/
Interest Grid.

How to use the Power/Interest Grid?

1. First, you have to know your stakeholders

 � What is their stake in the work?
 � What is their position on the issue?
 � What are their means of influence and 

power?
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2. Based on the information you’ve gathered, 
map them according to the grid:

 � Stakeholders with high power but low 
interest in the concern

 � Stakeholders with low power and low 
interest in the concern

 � Stakeholder with high power and high 
interest in the concern

 � Stakeholder with high interest, but low 
power in the concern

3. There maybe stakeholders that are in 
between categories making them difficult to 
classify, though in between stakeholders may 
still fit the grid. 

If it is too hard to classify, you may drop them 
if the stakeholder is not significant. However, 
if you are uncertain of their status be sure to 
ask.

4. Your priority should be those with high 
interest and high power as well as those with 
high power but low interest.

5. You can accomplish this grid on your own

However, it is best to do it with a group so that 
you can engage in a discussion.

Figure 5.3.  Power/Interest Grid
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Managing Stakeholders

After prioritizing, the next key step is 
managing your stakeholders. The categories 
you created with the grid already provides 
you with guidance as to how to deal with your 
different stakeholders. Below are the general 
guidelines that the grid offers:

 � If the stakeholder has high power but low 
interest in the concern, keep satisfied.

 � If the stakeholder has low power and 
low interest in the concern, monitor with 
minimum effort. 

 � If the stakeholder has high power and 
high interest, manage closely.

 � If the stakeholder has high interest but 
low power, keep informed.

While this should give you a good general 
guide to identifying, prioritizing and managing
your stakeholders you will have a better 
understanding of this topic with concrete 
examples from actual experiences.
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There are three clusters of stakeholders that 
are most critical to G-Watch, namely:

 � Donors who provide the resources 
needed for the operations

 � Government agencies who are engaged 
in the work

 � Civil society partners and networks who 
are partners

Before moving on, the concept of partnership 
must be understood. There are several 
interpretations of partnership that lead to a 
variety of terms of engagement. Hoskins and 
Angelica (Fieldstone Alliance: 2007) provides 
a continuum of partnership relations as 
shown in Figure 5.4. As you move from left 
to right, partnership relations becomes more 
demanding and complex.

While knowing and understanding the state 
your partnership is in is important, the greater 
weight lies on your expectations of each 
other. The nuances in categories become 
particularly crucial when assessing the 
partnership and determining whether there is 
a progression. A good relationship with your 
partner may go beyond the set terms and the 
partnership advances to the next level.

Donor partners

G-Watch has been able to sustain its 
operations because of many factors; one of 
the most crucial is the support of its donor 
partners. In fact, G-Watch was created 
under a joint program of the United Nations 
Development Programme and the Ateneo de 
Manila University.

Figure 5.4.  Continuum of partner relations
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The Ateneo de Manila University or the UNDP 
was the first donor partner. G-Watch added to 
its list of donors through different encounters, 
which will be discussed next.

Accidental encounters

Accidental encounters aren’t as easy as they 
sound. Sitting around in your office will not get 
you and your organization noticed. You have 
to move. Your organization has to be seen, 
heard, and talked about.

G-Watch, with startup support from the UNDP, 
was able to build its list of donor friends, by 
making itself visible during related activities, 
such as relevant functions, conferences, 
forums, roundtable discussions workshops, 
and roadshows.

But how do you get invited to these 
happenings? Communication is key; and 
this is discussed extensively in another Set. 
However, you must make use of your own 
activities to communicate to “your audience” 
about you and your work. Your project should 
always have a public forum where you can 
discuss what you are doing or what you have 
accomplished.

Your target audience at these events must 
be relevant. They are your public—those that 
have one way or another interest in what you 
are doing, which is why extending invitations
to your gatherings should be done intelligently 
and with purpose.

Knowing about the community is key to 
making intelligent choices in targeting your 
audience. In the Philippines, advocacy areas 
would usually have a community of advocates
and advocacy groups. They are circles of 
friends or even enemies working in that 
advocacy. Learn about your community, get 
information about it, target them as your 
audience and get yourself invited. Donors, in 
all likelihood, are either immersed or in the 
background of these community gatherings.

Remember three important steps to create 
the right situations for accidental encounters: 
Expose yourself. Communicate. And socialize.

Planned encounters

The planned encounter is where you 
intentionally arrange for a meeting with a 
donor or the other way around.

It is easy to know who you need to meet if 
you keep yourself informed. Know who the 
funders working in your advocacy are. Your 
government website would most likely have 
that information. If not, search the Internet, 
find the donor organizations or funders and 
visit their website to check their priorities.

G-Watch attained its partnership with other 
generous donors through chance meetings, 
which were pursued while some were 
arranged meeting where the donors found us 
out.
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Government Partners

Engagement of civil society with the 
government is a multi-faceted experience 
since civil society acts as an opposition, critic, 
collaborator and partner of the government. 
G-Watch’s approach in engaging the 
government is that of a collaborator. G-Watch 
collaborates with a government agency for 
monitoring of service delivery and program 
implementation.

Here are some important tips in winning 
government support:

1. Understand your agency well

You must know the profile of your agency very 
well. Be aware of it’s strengths and limitations 
as well as what it should be doing but are 
unable to due to constraints, which you must 
take note of. Know that bureaucracies are 
full of standard procedures and regulations 
therefore things are not done as fast as 
you want it to be. Understand also that 
while the bureaucracy is supposed to be 
professionalized, it works within a political 
context that affects its functions.

2. Reinforce confidence and trustbuilding

It is necessary that you show the government 
what you can do for it and the good that will 
come from it. This is to help you along with 
your relationship with the government agency 
you wish to partner with. Do not expect to 
always be received with open arms though 
your intention is to help because they do not 
know you. A government institution cannot 
simply take your word for it, which is why trust-
building is necessary In the case of G-Watch, 
the first engagement with an agency is done 
without a memorandum of agreement. It is 
only after the dry run that the agencies agree 
to enter into a MOA when they see how and 
where they can make use of G-Watch .

3. Find a top to middle level champion

In the experience of G-Watch, the most critical 
factor to attain the buy-in of a government

When a donor has invited you 
to a meeting or the donor has 
accepted your invitation, it is 
important to know what to do 

during the meeting. Knowing your work 
well is obviously extremely important so 
that you can discuss it thoroughly and 
confidently. It is just as important to come 
prepared with other information.

• Know about the donor. Find out its 
priorities.

• Sometimes the donor is not 
immediately related to your work. In 
this case, you have to think about 
how your work relates with the 
priorities of your donor.

• Ideally, you should have a project 
idea, which you can pitch.
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agency is to find a champion who is a top to 
middle-level manager. A champion is one who 
can and is willing to rally his agency toward 
engagement with your organization. She or 
he ensures that your engagement is protected 
and sustained.

4. Form a constituency of supporters among 
middle managers and staff

In the course of engaging a government 
agency, it is best to build a constituency of 
champions from among the middle managers, 
such as directors and even the staff. It is hard 
to rely on your top manager champion alone. 
In the Philippines, secretaries serve in the 
pleasure of the president, the secretaries for 
undersecretaries, and assistant secretaries.

Unless he or she is tenured, which is rare. 
Given the volatile political situation, top 
managers of the bureaucracy come and go.

5. Secure funding for your project

Assume that the government can no longer 
accommodate additional cost. If you want to 
undertake a monitoring project, anticipate 
that you will have to spend for it. If you have 
funding for your work, the government can’t 
use the lack of funds as an excuse to not 
engage you. If the government agency sees 
your initiative as worth pursuing it can provide
counterpart as part of its commitment to your 
project.

6. Use a memorandum of agreement to clarify 
the terms and facilitate collaboration

To ensure that the terms are clear and that 
there is a means of ensuring that all parties 
are bound to their commitments, a MOA 
should be referred to.

There are important things you need to 
know about your project’s MOA that best 
contextualize it in the bigger picture of 
engaging the government agency:

 � The processing of MOA takes some 
time so consistently follow up with the 
agency.

 � Even with a MOA, there is no assurance 
that all commitments by the agency 
are met in the course of project 
implementation. For example, related 
documents, though guaranteed through 
the MOA, may still be inaccessible, 
especially in field offices where 
oftentimes documents, such as the 
MOA, are not forwarded.

 � Even if there is a MOA, buy-in of staff 
especially in the field or subnational 
offices, is not guaranteed. Therefore you 
must convince them that your project 
benefits them, especially when they 
start considering your project to air their 
views and issues to the national office or 
officials. Eventually, they should be able 
to see that the project is beneficial.
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7. Constantly communicate and coordinate to 
keep the relationship healthy

You must keep your partner government 
agency informed of the status of the 
implementation of the project. It should not 
be difficult to communicate with your partner 
agency, including your champions, since you 
must coordinate with them during the course 
of the project implementation. If there are 
controversies and emergencies, you must 
make yourself available to check on your 
partner agency regarding their response 
and course of action to determine how you 
will situate yourself in responding to the 
emergency.

8. Share accountability and responsibility

The engagement between you and your 
partner government agency can be sustained 
if it is founded on shared accountability and 
responsibility.

Civil Society Partners

Solidarity and communication are the two 
important principles in gaining the support 
and maintaining civil society partners and 
networks. Solidarity means having a common 
cause, a shared commitment and, support for 
each other. 

Communication involves consultation, 
coordinating, updating and reporting. The level 
of solidarity and the extent of communication 

depend on your terms of engagement with 
your civil society organization partner, which 
is in turn based on your category
of partners.

Your civil society partners can be categorized 
according to level of closeness with which
you work with them.

Reform movements and development 
networks

You are part of broad civil society reform 
movements and development networks in the
country; hence you must consider all reform 
groups and actors your partners or potential
partners in achieving your vision for 
your country. All the reform efforts are 
interconnected because development and 
progress is multi-faceted and requires the 
confluence of changes. For example, there 
can only be good governance if there is 
sustainable development and vice versa or 
there can only be electoral reform if there is 
good governance and vice versa.

1.Good governance/Anticorruption community

In the civil society reform and development 
advocacy world, your country is the good 
governance/ anti-corruption community. 
The shared cause and commitment in the 
community is much more focused, although 
approaches and strategies may vary. Support
is gained through solidarity and recognition of 
interdependence. Keep your community
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informed of your work and consult them on 
important matters that also affect them.

2. Project based networks

As a support and implementation mechanism 
for a project, you would need to form project-
based networks consisting of several civil 
society organizations, which you coordinate 
with.

For Government Watch, the most successful 
project-based network is the Textbook Count 
Consortium of Civil Society Organizations. 
The Consortium has expanded from 8 in the 
second round of Textbook Count to over 40 in 
Textbook Count 6. It is a loose network with no 
organizational structure only a memorandum 
of agreement where CSO members are 
committed very specific contributions to the 
project. 

Some tips in creating and maintaining a 
network:

 � The consortium should convene when 
the project is about to start. This is for 
updates.

 � During the course of project 
implementation, especially if there are 
critical issues.

 � That must be tackled, and for sharing 
and assessment sessions after 
the monitoring or before the public 
presentation.

 � Make it easy for the organizations to 
commit to the project first by aligning the 
goals of the project with the goals of the 
organization; second by giving them a 
list of option of specific contributions that 
they can choose from.

 � Constant communication is critical. Make 
the accessibility of information about the

 � project easy and let someone be available 
for the persons from the coordinator’s 
group to talk to about certain concerns.

3. Volunteers

Most of the volunteer monitors of the 
project are usually from network member 
organizations or are mobilized by the member 
organizations.  Support should be most 
extensive and concrete for the volunteers of 
the project.

 � Since they are no longer getting paid 
for their work, the project should at least 
provide them with minimal resources for 
them to do their work.

 � They must also be given all the 
information necessary to do their job 
well.

 � They must be given the capacity to use 
the tools and in doing their part in the 
project.

 � If necessary, they must be assisted in 
looking for additional funds for their work 
for the project.
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 � There must be a mechanism to receive 
and respond to their queries and give 
feedback quickly.

 � Their reports must be shared with them 
and they must be given an avenue to 
give their comments and suggestions on 
the project and its implementation.

Effective Communication Skills  (Framing, 
Active Listening, Effective Feedback-Giving 
and –Receiving, Reframing)

Effective communication skills are mostly 
learned through practice. It takes years 
to master them and guides like this are 
no substitute to the depth that experience 
gives an individual. What are outlined 
below simply gives you the key concepts in 
effective communication that are deemed 
most valuable in enriching your knowledge in 
constructive engagement.

Framing

It is looking at how we define, construct and 
present our information and messages for 
greater impact.

Why do we need framing?

 � A more focused message equates to 
effective reception.

 � Reception of message depends on how 
the sender is viewed by the receiver 
(“positioning”).

 � In dialogue, we need to create a critical 
phase of opening up and committing to 
problem-solving.

Some strategies for framing:

 � Emphasize on shared values or interests.
 � Try to be more specific in stating issues.
 � Describe consequences of issues or 

problems.

Dialogue is a process of “shared 
exploration towards greater 
understanding, connection and 
possibility.” From Co-Intelligence 
Institute.

Dialogue is NOT advocating BUT exploring        
NOT arguing BUT understanding
NOT blaming BUT discovering

Dialogue is seen as an effective 
communication.

Communication is an exchange of 
information, thoughts, ideas and emotions. 
There are two means of communication: 
verbal and non-verbal. Dimensions of how 
dialogue can be an effective communication 
are:

• Sending our message
• Expressing understanding
• Being aware of one’s thinking and 

reactions
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 � Be conscious of how you position. 
Positions are images of speakers in an 
exchange.

 � Clarify who is expressing opinions/
proposals.

 � Seek feedback, comments and 
suggestions.

Active Listening

Active listening is a more focused listening 
to understand both the substantive and 
emotional messages of the sender as well as 
motivate continuing communication.

Some strategies for active listening:

 � Pay attention
 - Proper listening posture
 - Maintain eye contact
 - Take down notes

 � Check understanding of message by 
paraphrasing

 � Reflect core feelings expressed by 
sender

 � Ask questions if necessary
 � Give indications of understanding

Interest-Based Negotiation

Interest-based negotiation is a more effective 
and lasting way to resolve conflict. Negotiations 
are dispute resolution approach where two 
or more parties search for a solution to their 
problem. Essentially, negotiation involves 
communication and a problem solving 
strategy.

Interest-based negotiation is different from 
power-based negotiation. Power based 
negotiation is more focused on the proposed 
solutions to the problem and exertion or 
withdrawal of power to reach solutions. In 
interest-based negotiation, the focus is on 
the reasons behind the proposed solutions, 
and searches for mutually acceptable and 
beneficial solutions.

In a power-based negotiation, there is a 
hard negotiator and a soft negotiator.  A hard 
negotiator seeks to win by defeating the other 
party at all costs while a soft negotiator easily 
gives in to the demands of the other side for 
the sake of the relationship. Table 5.1  further 
illustrates the differences of interest-based 
and power-based negotiations.

There are five principles for the interest-based 
negotiations, enumerated as follows:

1. Separate the people and the problem 

Do not identify WHO is the problem. People 
problems are related to the perceptions/
beliefs, emotions and communications. Focus 
on tangible issues that the parties want to 
resolve through negotiation.

2. Focus on the interests, not in positions.

Position is a demand that one makes on 
someone else. Interests are those things that 
underlie positions. 
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No one likes to be told what to do by someone 
else, so positional statements tend to get 
people angry. Interests are the reasons that 
justify the positions. Table 5.2 differentiates 
position from interest.

3. Create options for mutual gain

Options are our alternative proposals if the 
proposed solutions are in conflict. Options 
seek to address reasons or interests behind 
proposed solutions.

Options aim to benefit both parties. Options 
are usually done in a brainstorming manner 
and not in an outright rejection of proposals.

4. Determine your objective criteria. 

An objective criteria refers to the negotiators’ 
standard of fairness. Possible basis for an 
objective criteria: cost effectiveness, market, 
efficiency, expert’s advise, traditions, laws 
and policies, scientific studies, etc.

TABLE 5.1  DIFFERENCES OF INTEREST-BASED AND POWER-BASED NEGOTIATIONS.
Power-based

Interest-based
Hard Negotiator Soft Negotiator

How the other 
side is regarded

Adversaries People whose power teh 
soft negotiator cannot 
match, or whom the 
negotiator depends on 
or would like to maintain 
relationship with

A co-stakeholder
A co-problem solver

Goal Victory = Defeat of the Other 
Party

Any agreement is 
better than severing the 
relationship

A wise outcome reached 
efficientl and amicably

Negotiation 
posture

Be hard on the problem and 
the peole:
 � Insist on own proposed 

solutions
 � Apply power (pressures 

and makes threats)
 � Search for the answer 

that the HARD NEGO 
will accept (without 
consideration of the other 
party)

Be soft on the people and 
the problem:
 � Be willing to accept 

one-side losses to reach 
agreement and maintain 
relationship

 � Search for an answer 
that the other side will 
accept

1. Make a sound diagnosis of 
the problem

2. Work to understand the 
reasons behind positions

3. Invent options for mutual 
gains

4. Seek the use of objective 
criteria in the selection of 
the best option

5. Develop own BATNA and 
understand BATNA of 
other parties
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The rational of having an objective criteria 
is that decisions are based on merits and 
not on pressures. Decisions are based on 
a mutually acceptable standard of fairness. 
The objective criteria gives the negotiators 
a common framework for evaluating the 
generated options.

5. Know the Best Alternative to a Negotiated 
Agreement (BATNA)

It is good to have alternatives so that there will 
be other courses of action if negotiation fails. 

The value of having BATNA is that it addresses 
power imbalance. BATNA can change the 
rules of the game from hard negotiation to 
interest-based negotiation. It also brings the 
hard negotiators to their senses and shows 
the consequences of a no agreement.

Key Knowledge #3: 
Performance Monitoring

Last but not the least, your Core Group 
should learn what the particular Social 
Accountability Approach that the project will 
utilize- Performance Monitoring.

Monitoring connotes the act of observing 
something (and sometimes keeping a record 
of that observation; or to: keep watch; keep 
track of; keep under surveillance; or, check 
usually for a special purpose).

It is the observance of a situation for any 
changes which may occur over time, using a 
monitor or measuring tool of some sort. It 
is a continuous process to keep eye on the 
scheduled activities of the project and how 
they were undertaken. 

TABLE 5.2. DIFFERENCES OF POSITION FROM INTEREST
Position Interest

Positions are “what you want,” your pre-
determined goals

Interests define the problem 

Positions are often based o power and/or rights Interests allow for a variety of possible solutions

The goal in a positional negotiation is to persuade Interests allow for a solution that may not involve 
compromise

Positions result in a win-lose situation Interests help us evaluate a possible solution

Focusing on interests provides increased 
understanding between people in conflict
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G-Watch performance monitoring is a 
systematic and participatory checking of 
delivery of services or outputs to ensure 
accomplishment of goal or objective, which 
entails:

 � Watching the implementation with the 
main objective of the project in mind; 

 � Comparing the plan and standards 
with the actual processes and 
accomplishments;

 � Checking critical stages of the project, 
i.e., stages that are vulnerable to 

deviation from standards, to recommend 
remedial actions in the course of 
implementation, if necessary; and

 � Using the results of the monitoring to 
improve the effectiveness of the system 
of implementation/ service delivery.

What performance does G-Watch monitor?

Whether critical processes and standards 
are present and followed to ensure the 
achievement of an objective, such as:

 � Quality public service or public good is 
delivered to the right people at the right 
time (eg.textbooks, school-buildings, 
medicines, disasterrelief, infra, etc.)

 � Human rights standards are complied 
with (eg.right to suffrage of persons 
deprived of liberties, right to food of 
internally-displaced people)

 � Transparency and accountability 
mechanisms and standards are present 
to avoid abuse of discretion and address 
vulnerabilities to particularistic capture 
(eg.budget)

Rationale of monitoring

 � GoodGovernance 
 - To establish and sustain transparency 

and accountability in the process of 
delivery of services.

Performance Monitoring 
is an accountability process/ 
action that entails: 

 9 watching the implementation with the 
main objective of the project in mind; 

 9 comparing the plan and standards 
with the actual accomplishments;

 9 checking particular aspects of the 
project in its various stages 

 9 recommending remedial actions, if 
necessary.  

Rationale
• The weakest link in government is 

monitoring.
• Monitoring can be a proactive 

process of ensuring compliance to 
performance standards.
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 � Data Generation & Knowledge 
Development 
 - To baseline, measure and assess 

the success or areas to improve on 
specific strategies.

 - To inform decision, contribute to 
learning and improvement processes.

 - To identify what needs to be improved 
and what process to be developed to 
accomplish goals.

 � Feedback
 - To assess compliance with plans 

to achieve improvements and to 
determine if those processes created 
forecasted results.

 - To achieve realistic improvement 
in performance as management 
is properly informed about current 
performance.

 � Action 
 - To check how well agencies are 

meeting predetermined standards 
and to make changes to unrealistic or 
problematic standards.

 - To identify unacceptable performance 
at any time during the appraisal period 
and to provide assistance to address 
such rather than wait until the end.

Performance monitoring refers to the 
SAc approach where one monitors the 
implementation of certain processes of a 
certain project.

Herein, the group should be able to understand 

 � Principles of Performance Monitoring 
 � Standards Mapping to understand ideal 

processes
 � Developing Monitoring Tools
 � Developing Monitoring Design
 � Conducting an Actual Monitoring
 � Doing Post-Monitoring Activities 

(Processing of Monitoring Results; 
Sharing Session; Problem-Solving 
Session; Public Presentation)

Other Key Knowledge Areas

During the Core Group training, there may 
be special sessions that could be conducted 
that may be useful for the monitoring project. 
Here are examples of topics for the special 
sessions:

 � Procurement Monitoring
 � ‘Justice Reform and Good Governance’
 � Red Flags in Government Contracts
 � ‘How Accountability Leads to Ethical and 

Effective Governance’
 � ‘Good Governance is Good Politics’

It is advisable to keep the interest of the 
participants high. Hence the use of variety of 
learning strategies. Employ panel discussions, 
participative workshops, recorded role-
playing, use of interactive methods, use of 
AVPs, exposure trips and group presentations 
to facilitate learning 
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Invite experts, prominent speakers and 
government officials to speak on the topic/key 
knowledge areas.

The Briefing-Orientation for Monitors

A simple briefing-orientation would be the 
most convenient way of sharing the basic 
information required by a community or group 
of volunteers to conduct monitoring. The 
Briefing Orientation aims to:

 � To gather the target participants of the 
monitoring project;

 � To introduce the project to the target 
participants;

 � To brief the target participants on what 
the project intends to monitor;

 � To orient the target participants on 
the monitoring tool and the reporting 
mechanism/s to be used; and

 � To provide a venue for the target 
participants to meet and plan for their 
monitoring activities.

A briefing orientation must be designed to 
be not too intimidating to monitors who are 
most often than not new to the technicalities 
and big ideas of good governance, social 
accountability, and performance monitoring. It 
is also important that activities are conducted 
to deepen their understanding and initial skills 
at monitoring.

Typical Briefing Orientation Program

Opening Program 
(including expectation setting and 

overview)

Good Governance
(an introduction to basic concepts in 

good governance and the G-Watch social 
accountability model)

Project Introduction
(what the monitoring project is – 

monitoring design)

What to Monitor?
(presentation of the service delivery to 
be monitored to be given by the office 

concerned)

How to Monitor?
(coordination mechanism; reporting; quick 
feedback; monitoring activities; use of the 

monitoring tool)

Exposure Visit/Simulation

Open Forum

Community Planning
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Methods used in the training include plenary 
presentation/inputs, small group discussion, 
exposure visit/field visit and simulation. 

For the opening program, partners are usually 
made to deliver messages. Invite the local 
chief executive to welcome the monitors. 
Someone from the CG may also give a 
message. 

Getting a sense of the expectations of 
participants will help the organizers manage 
key messages and activities that will have 
to be focused on, hence the need for an 
expectation setting. Participants may be 
asked to write their expectations on metacards 
to facilitate a quick process. After processing 
the expectations, the organizers may post 
the expectations on a place that is visible to 
everyone so that everyone will be reminded 
of these. 

The briefing-orientation has to be focused on 
the WHAT and HOW of the monitoring project. 
There is a need, however for participants 
to be leveled off on good governance (why 
they are joining the monitoring initiative in the 
first place!) This portion however should not 
be purely inputs from a resource person. It 
is best to first have the participants surface 
their own appreciation of good governance 
and how their participation contributes to 
good governance. An interactive small group 
discussion may be utilized for this part of the 
program. 

The Project Introduction part is simply a 
presentation of the background/rationale, 
objectives, components, scope and scale 
of the monitoring.  This is to be followed 
by a presentation on the service delivery 
to be monitored. In charge of this portion 
is the concerned office –the Engineering 
Office of the LGU. Here, they present their 
goals and targets for the current year, their 
accomplishments for the previous years, 
the processes undertaken in delivering the 
services, and other information related to the 
service delivery.

Needed for the Briefing-
Orientation:

Materials (kits, ID, notebook, pen, banner, 
metacards, manila paper, markers)

Equipment (projector, laptop, audio, 
recorder, camera, sound system, printer)

People (main facilitator, workshop 
facilitators, resource persons for inputs, 
documenter)

Transportation
Venue
Meals
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The How to Monitor part is the gist of the 
training. Here, the mechanics of monitoring 
are discussed –coordination, reporting, quick 
feedback, use of monitoring tool and tips for 
actual monitoring.

An exposure visit would be most helpful 
in the familiarization of the monitors of the 
atmosphere that they would encounter during 
their actual monitoring. Adult learning is best 
aided by experience, remember. So bring 
the monitors to a nearby construction site 
of an LGU infrastructure project. During the 
exposure visit, demonstrate the following to 
the monitors:

1. Communicating with different 
stakeholders (community, contractor, 
LGU officials, project engineers)

2. Coordination with the stakeholders
3. Pre-site visit briefing
4. Use of monitoring tool
5. Use of needed documents
6. De-briefing session 

When the participants are not familiar with 
official government documents –and most 
likely they are not –that they will encounter 
during actual monitoring, allot a portion during 
the briefing-orientation to show them samples 
of the documents. Demonstrate to them 
what information can be taken from which 
documents and how these documents will be 
used during actual monitoring. Prepare actual 
copies of these documents and 
 
The briefing orientation should also be a 
venue where the monitoring teams will get to 
know their members and establish rapport. At 
the end of the briefing orientation, a guided 
planning workshop should be conducted 
where monitoring teams are expected to 
produce a monitoring plan for the infra projects 
that they are assigned to monitor. Table 5.3 is 
a sample template which may be used in the 
planning workshop.

And yes, a socialization activity helps facilitate 
the good relationship of monitors with each 
other.

TABLE 5.3. PLANNING WORKSHOP TEMPLATE
Activities Time 

Frame
Resources 

Needed
Person/s in 

Charge
Possible 

Difficulties / 
Challenges

Strategies to 
address the 
difficulties

1.
2.
3.
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At the end of training, practice the habit 
of having the participants accomplish an 
evaluation form. This will help organizers 
know the weak and strong points of the 
briefing-orientation and will enable them to 
make adjustments for the future. Also conduct 
an evaluation workshop to discuss among 
the organizers whether the objectives of the 
training were achieved. The results of the 
evaluation given by the participants can be 
fed into the evaluation workshop. Among the 
evaluation points that may be included in the 
evaluation form and evaluation workshop are: 
objectives, content, methodology, resource 
persons and logistics. 

Echo the Briefing-Orientation of Monitors

With limited time and resources, it is 
understandable that the briefing orientation 
may not be sufficient in equipping all the 
monitors for their next tasks. It is thus 
important that you make arrangements for a 
echo of the orientation in smaller pockets just 
before the actual monitoring ensues.

Make sure to conduct these orientations 
near or in the communities where monitoring 
teams can already re-group in preparation for 
the monitoring. This echoing will serve two 
purposes:

 9 Refresh the memory of the monitors and 
make sure they apply what they’ve learned 
in the field

 9 Orient more community members and 

get more volunteers to participate in the 
initiative

The echoing of the orientation doesn’t have 
to be long. It should only cover the highlights 
of the orientation and be complemented by 
the actual monitoring itself as an on-the-job 
training.

Mentoring the Monitors During Conduct of 
Actual Monitoring 

After the briefing orientation, monitors are to 
do actual monitoring. The time allotted for this 
is usually around three months.  During this 
time, further guidance can be given to the 
monitors and to check on the following:

1.  Use of monitoring tool

One of the premise of the G-Watch model 
is that the monitoring tools are easy-to-use 
tools. It important therefore to note what 
were the concerns or difficulties the monitors 
encountered in terms the use monitoring 
tools. 

Check this so as to guide further and address 
issues the monitors had during the conduct of 
actual monitoring. It is also to mentor them to 
with regard to the proper use of the tool.  
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2. Monitors response/feedback regarding 
monitoring

This is to check on the monitors’ behavior and 
attitude towards monitoring. What were the 
difficulties that the monitors encourtered and 
what can be done to address these?

3. Reaction of who are being monitored

One wants to check the level of responsiveness 
of the agency being monitored. How receptive 
or adamant are they towards the project? 

4. Relationship with the stakeholders involved

One needs to also check the relationship 
with stakeholders involved in the monitoring 
project.

5. Process or activities undertaken

What, if any, course of action did the local 
Core Group initiate prior or during the conduct 
of actual monitoring? 

6. Use of quick feedback mechanism

This is to assess whether the use of the 
quick feedback mechanisms are maximzed 
particularly in instances when immediate 
response is needed.

7. Reminder on schedules

The oversight meetings can be the opportunity 
to update the monitors and the Core Group of 
the upcoming activities for the project. It also 
becomes a means to check where they are 
still on track in terms of their work plans. 

The oversight visit becomes a mentoring 
and coaching session that allows for the 
sharpening of the skills of the monitors. More 
than the oversight visit, coaching sessions can 
also be done via email or phone conversation 
as the need arises.
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Improved development outcomes can only be achieved through a regular conduct and 
continued efforts for monitoring. One round of monitoring may not be enough to have 
a long-term impact on the service you are monitoring and so you may need to have a 
few rounds to ensure maximum impact. Thus, in order for outcomes to be realized for a 
longer term, measures towards sustainability must be initiated.  

Take for example the experience of G-Watch in sustaining its work in the Department 
of Education (DepEd). 

Textbook Count is a collaborative program of G-Watch and DepED in partnership with 
civil society organizations that started in 2003. It aims to ensure that the right quantity 
and quality of textbooks are delivered to the right recipients at the right time. There were 
only eight (8) civil society organizations that started the consortium for Textbook Count. 

Chapter 6

Sustaining the 
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As time went by, the number of civil society 
organizations increased, totaling to 41 after 
four rounds of monitoring. This can be an 
indication of sustainability and increased citizen 
participation, such that more and more groups 
join and engage with government. Another 
sustainability mechanism initiated for Textbook 
Count is DepEd’s promulgation of a department 
order that institutionalized the participation of 
non-governmental ogranizations (NGOs) and 
the private sector in its procurement processes. 

Because of the increased citizen participation 
and sustainability efforts over the years, 
Textbook Count was able to achieve its 
objectives and help the government by

a) saving Php 10.8 Million by helping rectify 
defective books; 

b) saving Php 151 Million worth of delivered 
textbooks; and

c) saving Php 525,000 worth of distributed 
books through Textbook Walk.

Furthermore, prices of textbook during years 
of implementation went down from Php 120 to 
Php 30-40 per piece.

Bayanihang Eskwela, a monitoring initiative 
that covered the school building programs, 
also has the same story. Bayanihang Eskwela 
is a collaborative public-private sector program 
that aims to ensure quality school buildings for 
public school children since 2006. 

After three rounds of Bayanihang Eskwela, the 

project ensured the standard implementation 
of 133 classrooms, amounting to Php 122.8M 
worth of contract and facilitated response to 
reports of   defective doorknobs, electrical 
and water sanitation and poor quality materials 
through its 706 monitors, helping DepEd ensure 
the quality of School Building Projects (SBPs). 

In addition, to expand the gains and efforts of 
this project, DepEd passed Department Order 
No. 21 that seeks to institutionalize Bayanihang 
Eskwela as an official program of the 
Department. The Department Order contains 
a set of guidelines on a community-based 
public-private monitoring of projects under the 
CY 2011 Regular School Building Program 
(RSBP) and in Areas Experiencing Acute 
Classroom Shortage (Red and Black Schools) 
for the national implementation of community-
based monitoring of SBPs using the tools and 
processes of Bayanihang Eskwela.

With these two accounts, sustainability of 
the monitoring initiative is indeed crucial so 
that development outcomes and results are 
improved in the long term. 

Framework for Sustainablity

The general sustainability framework of 
G-Watch in sustaining SAc is a combination 
of both state institutionalization and societal 
institutionalization.

State institutionalization refers to passing 
governmental policies, local ordinances, local 
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executive orders and other legal mechanisms 
to adopt monitoring practices. This means that 
there must be a continued access to information 
and the monitoring project should become 
a regular project of the LGU. In addition, 
existing participatory mechanisms like local 
development councils and the sectoral-based 
councils are maximized and existing decision-
making avenues like the Sanggunian and other 
sectoral meetings are tapped. There also must 
be a regular sectoral forum, fora or public event 
that can be used to discuss concerns and issues 
in the service delivery or sectors concerned.

Meanwhie, societal institutionalization refers to 
the local groups and citizens taking ownership 
of and leading the project. It means empowering 
citizen groups to continue engaging with 
their local officials as well as building their 
own capacities and resources to ensure their 
sustained attendance and participation in the 
monitoring project. 

State institutionalization is discussed in the 
next section.

Taking Advantage of Institutional 
Mechanisms

Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) need 
not go far when it comes to sustaining social 
accountability initiatives. There are existing 
mechanisms that can be tapped and set up 
by both CSOs and LGUs that support social 
accountability initiatives. 

With our existing policies in the Philippines, 
CSOs have a unique and advantageous 
position in formal governance. No less than the 
1987 Constitution ensures and provides CSOs 
with the mandate to help craft and implement 
the political, economic and other development 
policies and programs of local government 
units  (1987 Constitution Article 13 Sec 15-16). 

One major source of policy is RA7160 or the 
Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991. The 
LGC is a law that empowers LGUs and allows 
CSOs to participate in local governance and 
partner with LGUs to co-promote, co-develop 
and co-implement projects and services that 
lead to local development and progress.  It 
contains several powerful and definite provisions 
that mandate Local Government Units (LGU) 
to actively “promote the establishment and 
operation of people’s and non-governmental 
organizations... to become active partners in 
the pursuit of local autonomy” (RA 7160 Sec 
34).  

In addition to the LGC, Department 
Orders, Memorandum Circulars issued by 
the Department of the Interior and Local 
Government (DILG) and relevant Commission 
on Audit memorandum/circular supplies CSOs 
with very important mechanisms, guides and 
opportunities that can be maximized for social 
accountability application. 

For example, you can also check pertinent 
memos on the seal of good housekeeping (DILG 
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MC 2012-78 & DILG MC 2011 -95) as well as 
the citizen satisfaction index system (DILG MC 
2012 – 113) and the civil society participation 
fund (DILG MC 2012 – 114). In addition, you 
can also tap Commission on Audit Circular 
No. 2007-001 which gives the guidelines 
in the granting, utilization, accounting and 
auditing of funds released to non-governmental 
organizations and people’s organizations. 

The LGC provision on CSO participation 
provides the following LGU mechanisms 
which both CSOs and LGUs can tap and work 
together:

1. CSO representation in local special 
bodies. The following are mandated local 
special bodies in any LGU:

 � Local Development Council (RA 7160 
Title 6)

 � Local Peace and Order Council (RA 7160 
Title 7) 

 � Local School Board (RA 7160 Sec 98) 
 � Local Health Board/Council (RA 7160 

Title 5)

2. Opportunities for “joint-ventures” between 
LGU and CSOs with financial assistance 
from LGUs to CSOs (RA 7160 Sec 36). 
Joint ventures between CSO and LGU may 
come in the form of programs, delivery of 
services, trainings and monitoring actions 
implemented by the CSOs and funded by 
the LGU.

The provision on inclusion of CSOs in local 
special bodies and funding extension for joint-
ventures can be tapped by CSOs to sustain 
their social accountability projects. 

In order to become a member of any local 
special body and qualify for any fund extension 
or assistance, CSOs must be accredited by the 
LGU through the Local Sanggunian. In order 
to provide a common standard and system for 
accreditation, the DILG has provided specific 
steps on how to apply for accreditation with the 
issued Memorandum Circular No. 2010 – 73 
that set the rules regarding the accreditation 
of people’s organizations, non-governmental 
organizations and similar aggrupations and 
selection of representatives to the local special 
bodies (DILG Memorandum Circular No. 2010-
73). Figure 6.1 is a diagram of the process.

For the first stage, the DILG requires all CSOs 
to submit the following to be accredited by their 
LGUs: 

 � Application letter;
 � Accomplished Accreditation Application 

Form;
 � Board resolution requesting accreditation 

from the LGU and representation in the 
local special bodies;

 � Certificate of Registration;
 � List of current officers and members;
 � Annual Accomplishment Report for the 

immediately preceding year; and
 � Financial statement of the preceding year 

signed by the executive officers of the 
organization indicating sources of funds.
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This stage happens during the first week of 
August of every year. The application form 
is available at the office of the Sangguniang 
Bayan Secretary. A sample of the application 
letter, application form, and certificate can be 
accessed through the DILG website.

The next stage happens during the last week 
of August of every year. Within this period, the 
local Sanggunian evaluates all applications for 
accreditation using the following criteria:

 � Registration with either of the following 
government agencies;

 - Securities and Exchange Commission; 
 - Cooperative Development Authority; 
 - Department of Labor and Employment; 
 - Department of Social Welfare and 

Development;   

 � Any national government agency that is 
empowered by law or policy to accredit 

people’s organizations, non-governmental 
organizations or private sector groups; 

 � Organizational purposes and objectives  
which  include  community  organization 
and development, institution-building, 
local enterprise  development,  livelihood 
development,  capacity-building,  and 
similar  developmental  objectives and 
considerations;

 � Community-based  with project 
development and implementation  track 
record  of at least one (1) year;

 � Reliability as evidenced  by the preparation 
of annual reports and conduct of annual 
meetings  duty certified  by the board 
secretary  of the organization;  and

 � Such other related information which 
the concerned Sanggunian may deem 
essential in the evaluation process.

Stage 1: Application 
and Submission of 

Requirements

Stage 2: Evaluation by 
Sanggunian

Stage 3: Issuance of 
Certification

Figure 6.1.  Process of CSO Accreditation by the LGU
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Finally, in the last stage, the Sanggunian will 
issue a Certificate of Accreditation to every 
qualified CSO not later than the last working 
day of August.  Once a CSO is accredited by 
the LGU, it can already be qualified to sit as a 
member of any local special body or participate 
in any of its monitoring mechanism. A CSO can 
only be a member of one (1) local special body. 

TAKE NOTE: Validity of the accreditation may 
only be up to the term of the incumbent Chief 
Executive Officer or up until the next local 
elections.

Figure 6.2 shows the major activities and 
schedule relative to accreditation and selection 
of CSOs to local special bodies. It is important to 
take the time to inquire about the accreditation 
schedule of the LGU.

Fund extensions to CSOs, POs and other citizen 
groups from the LGU may vary depending on 
the priority programs of the LGU. Some LGU 
prioritizes agriculture related and extension 
services such as in San Miguel Municipality. On 

the other hand, environment-related programs 
and services are prioritized in Dumaguete and 
Puerto Princesa City. It is important to check the 
annual procurement plan (APP) or the annual 
investment plan (AIP) or the LGU’s work and 
financial plan (WFP) to know priority programs 
of the LGU.

Tapping the Monitoring Mechanisms in 
the LGU

Social accountability applications are suitable 
for LGUs which have monitoring mechanisms. 
By default, LGU’s are mandated to monitor and 
evaluate the implementation of their programs 
and services. This may be coursed through the 
appropriate LGU department or local special 
bodies. 

There are two major areas of the LGU where 
citizens can participate in the Monitoring and 
Evaluation (M&E) of LGU programs and 
services, namely:

 � Sectoral and/or functional committees of 
the LDC; and 

 � Project Monitoring Committee.

Sectoral and functional committees of the LDC 
are created in order to help the council perform 
its functions (Figure 6.3). 

On the other hand, another unit of M&E in the 
LGU is the Project Monitoring Committee. It is 
tasked to monitor government projects funded 
from foreign and national funds including 
development projects funded from the IRA 

lf not formally registered, 
an organization may be 
recognized by the Sanggunian 
only for purposes of meeting  
the minimum requirements  
for membership  of such 
organization  in a local  special 
body.
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and projects funded from locally-generated 
resources (EO 93, 1993).

The composition of the PMC is left to the 
discretion of the LDC subject to the inclusion 
of the following as mandatory members (DILG 
Memorandum No 2004-78):

 � DILG representative or Local Government 
Operations Officer assigned in the area

 � One representative of NGO/PO
 � One representative of NGO members in 

the LDC
 � Four PMC members appointed by the LCE 

from among the nominees of the LDC

The Chair of the PMC will be appointed by the 
LCE from among three nominees nominated 
out of the seven PMC members.

Existing Local Funding Resource 
Mechanisms

As mentioned, not only does the LGC provide 
mechanisms and venues for CSO participation; 
it also provides support to CSO-LGU joint 
partnerships through funding extensions. 
Through the LGU, a qualified CSO can request 
funding support for their projects that help the 
LGU achieve its development goals.

Activity Schedule

Inventory of People’s, Non-Governmental 
Organizations, or Business or Professional 
Groups

1st Week of August

Call for Accreditation 2nd Weeks of August

Accreditation Proper 3rd to 4th Week of August

Selection of representatives to the Local 
Special Bodies

September 1-15

Reconstitution and Convening of Local 
Special Bodies

3rd Week of September

Figure 6.2.  Major activities and schedule relative to accreditation and 
selection of CSOs to local special bodies
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Sectoral Committees

M & E is a built-in function of the 
sectoral or functional committees 
(Rule Xxii, Art. 182, (g) (3) vi, IRR 
of RA 7160), which directs them 
to “provide the LDC with dataand 
information essential to the 
formulation of plans, projects and 
activities”. These planning information 
are derived from baseline surveys, in-
depth studies, as well as from M & E

Functional Committees

In case of the lower income LGUs, 
the M & E function could be devolved 
to a functional committee consisting 
of a representative of each of the 
sectoral committees coordinated by 
the head of any staffof the LDPO

Figure 6.3.  Sectoral and functional committees of the LDC 

In granting funds to CSOs, the following are relevant responsibilities of 
the LGU:

1. Accredit the NGO/PO. 
2. Develop standards for project implementation and acceptance. 
3. Release the grant as required. 
4. Require monthly or quarterly financial and physical status reports. 
5. Monitor and inspect project implementation. 
6. Issue certificates of acceptance upon completion of the project                                                                    
      and acceptance by its beneficiaries. 

146

Chapter 6. Sustaining the Monitoring Initiative



First, for CSOs to qualify for LGU funding, 
the Commission on Audit has provided the 
following guidelines:

1. The CSO must be accredited by the LGU; 
and

2. There must be a project that is included in 
the WFP and budget of the LGU.

Secondly, the projects that aid or facilitate 
improved “delivery of basic services” may be 
granted with LGU funds (Commission on Audit 
Circular No. 2007-001 25 October 2007). 

CSOs also have responsibilities which it must 
comply in order to qualify for LGU funding.

These are just examples of how to 
sustain a monitoring project through state 
institutionalization – through legal mechanisms 
(i.e. evoking policies, revisiting laws and 

evencreating local ordinances) to support the 
application of social accountability.

In the six (6) G-Watch Localization pilot sites, 
state institutionalization was initiated through 
following:

1. San Miguel, Bohol: The Sangguniang 
Bayan passed 2 resolutions. One is for 
the allocation of funds to Bulhon sa Pang-
uma and any G-Watch type monitoring 
activities. The  second recognized Bulhon 
sa Pang-uma as a LGU-CSO joint-
monitoring partnership. These resolutions 
would be useful for citizens who wish to 
continue monitoring the rice production 
program in the locality. 

In using funds from the LGU, 
the following are relevant 
responsibilities of the CSOs:

1. Keep and maintain separate COMBO/
savings account and subsidiary records 
for assistance received from each 
Government Office.

2. Submit to the Government Office 
certificate of accomplishment with 
required evidence, and for projects 
involving assistance of P100,000 or 
more, duly audited financial statements.

The following are requisites 
for CSO to be entitled for LGU 
funds:

1. Certificate of Registration (SEC, CDA, 
DOLE registration)

2. Authenticated copy of the latest 
articles of incorporation or articles of 
cooperation

3. Audited financial reports for the past 
three years preceding the date of 
project implementation or certified 
accomplishment report

4. Disclosure of related enterprises
5. Work and Financial Plan (WFP)
6. Complete project proposal
7. List/photographs of similar projects
8. Sworn affidavit of non consanguinity or 

affinity
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2. Dumaguete City: The monitoring 
and evaluation mechanism  was 
instituted in the Office of the City 
Administrator. Moreover, there is a 
pending Sangguniang Panlunsod 
resolution that seeks to strengthen the 
monitoring and evaluation function of 
the LDC.

3. Puerto Princesa City: The City Tourism 
Office has drafted an ordinance on 
community based tourism that not 
only sets the standards for CBSTs 
but also includes strong provisions 
on performance monitoring. This 
has already been sponsored in the 
Sangguniang Panlunsod through 
the Chairman of the Committee on 
Tourism and was prioritized as an 
urgent legislation.

4. Island Garden City of Samal: The 
monitoring activities are proposed to 
be  lodged under the implementing 
rules  and regulations (IRR) on the 
implementation of the EUF, under the 
CENRO office.

5. Naga City: The City Planning and 
Development Office (CPDO) is 
revisiting their roles and functions to 
include non-infrastructure projects (such 
as education, health and housing projects) 
in their project monitoring committee 
(PMC). As a result, there is a pending 
Executive Order and Sangguniang 

Panlunsod ordinance that will reflect these 
functions. Moreover, the DepEd division 
office of Naga City has signified their 
support in the monitoring, which led the 
officers to issue a memo to all principals to 
assist the monitors during the conduct of 
actual monitoring.  

Naga

Puerto Princesa Southern Leyte

Dumaguete Bohol

IGaCoS
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6. Province of Southern Leyte: The provincial 
government explores the idea of signing 
a Memorandum of Agreement with the 
partner CSOs for the second round of 
monitoring infrastructure projects. In 
addition, the provincial office is looking 
into the possibility to shell out resources 
in-kind for upcoming monitoring activities 
(i.e. providing venue for meetings, 
transportation and snacks for the monitors).

The next section will talk about societal 
institutionalization. Let us think about people 
and resources that can be tapped to sustain 
citizen participation in monitoring.

Societal Institutionalization

For the succeeding rounds of monitoring, it is 
important to have a steady pool of volunteers 
and monitors. Hence, it is important to tap 
organizations and even the “unconventional 
avenues” to mobilize volunteers. 

An important consideration here is to make sure 
that you tap the beneficiaries’ organizations 
themselves as they are natural monitors of the 
service delivery and will still be involved in the 
sector even without your monitoring initiative. 

You may also tap volunteer groups available in 
your community. These may be scouting units, 
youth groups, church-based, volunteer groups 
(SFC, CFC), among others. 

Apart from these, schools are a wealthy source 
of monitors. Particularly, the NSTP program 

may be tapped to facilitate participation of 
college students. In turn these students get 
to learn by experience governance at work. 
Students with specialization may also be a 
good source of technically adept monitors. For 
example, engineering students for instance 
may be part of infrastructure monitoring and 
the school building construction monitoring. 
Students taking up nursing and other medical 
courses can be tapped to monitor health, drug 
dispensation and medicine monitoring. 

Another source of volunteers can be the 
barangay particularly the barangay officials 
especially the SK. This will also be a good 
practice in the barangay as the officials 
themselves can inculcate and practice the 
principles of transparency, accountability and 
participation.

Once the pool of monitors is set-up, it is 
imperative to continue equipping the monitors 
with the necessary knowledge and skills to 
engage with their government. Conduct briefing 
orientations regularly. You can schedule 
briefing orientations depending on the need and 
availability of resources. Moreover, mentoring 
and coaching activities must be sustained. 
Keep track on how your monitors perform 
in the monitoring and give advice whenever 
necessary. This requires that communication 
lines between you, the team leader and the 
monitors are kept open.

In the six (6) pilot sites, the following CSOs took 
the lead in assisting the LGU in the succeeding 
rounds of monitoring. 
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 � Naga City: The Naga City People’s 
Council (NCPC) together with Ateneo de 
Naga and University of Nueva Caceres 
would not only continue monitoring 
education service delivery but also extend 
the monitoring to infrastructure projects 
and housing programs. 

 � Dumaguete City: The local partner CSOs 
organized themselves into a special body 
that specializes in performance monitoring. 
This will enable them to operate like a 
network/coalition of non-governmental 
organizations, with a set of officers, which 
can be tapped for monitoring activities.

 � Puerto Princesa City: The Palawan 
State University committed to lead the 
next rounds of monitoring, particularly 
the capacity building of monitors who 
would monitor the CBST sites. As of this 
writing, there is already a Memorandum of 
Agreement being prepared between the 
PSU and the local government. 

 � Southern Leyte: Because of the successful 
first round of monitoring spearheaded 
by the College of Maasin, the same 
institution committed to pursue other 
activities in partnership with the provincial 
government. The St. Joseph’s College 
also signified their intention to participate 
in upcoming monitoring activities. They 
already had their orientation with the 
monitors through their NSTP program.

 � Island Garden City of Samal: The 
pastors of the evangelical group, Samal 
Evangelical Ministerial Fellowship, Inc. 
(SEMFEL) and the Transport Federation, 
Inc. (TFI) took the lead in engaging with 
their local government, particularly in 
continuing the monitoring of EUF.

 � Municipality of San Miguel, Bohol: 
Through the leadership of the Federated 
Farmer Association, more monitors 
signified their intent to continue with 
the monitoring activities especially now 
that their Congressman committed to 
replicate a BULHON-type (rice subsidies) 
of monitoring program in Bohol. As of 
this writing, there have been dialogues 
with the Holy Name University (HNU) in 
Tagbilaran City to aid in the monitoring 
initiatives.

An important element of sustainability is 
financial security of the project. Resource 
mobilization is then an essential step for your 
project. Resource mobilization is a process 
which will identify the resources essential 
for the development, implementation and 
continuation of works for achieving the goals 
and objectives of the monitoring project. These 
resources can be tapped from both internal and 
external sources.

For external sources, you may opt to look at 
funding institutions that support participatory 
governance and social accountability initiatives. 
These may be international organizations, 
national government, or networks that provide 
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financial support to such kinds of activities. This 
entails writing project proposals to possible 
donors.

Proposal-writing is seen as a crucial step in 
developing and implementing a project. It 
enables partnership and collaboration among 
actors and stakeholders as the donors’ 
objectives converge with proponents’ goals.

What are the usual parts of a proposal? 
The following gives an overview of what the 
essential elements of a proposal are. 

1. Rationale: This contains the purpose, 
goals and objectives your project wishes 
to do.

2. Proponent: This contains who will be 
proposing the project. If the proponent is 
an organization, some proposals require 
the presentation of legal documents such 
as SEC registration and other certificates. 
In addition, they sometimes include the 
organization structure as well as the board 
members. 

3. Proposed Action and Outputs: This 
contains the activities and the planned 
outcome of these activities.

4. Timeframe: It contains the details of the 
schedule of the planned activities.

5. Budget: This details the financial needs of 
the project and the activities.

6. Monitoring & Evaluation: Some proposals 
require a monitoring and evaluation 
system to check whether the project’s 
desired impact are met. 

In tapping external sources, here is a tip. Know 
your prospective donor partner. Knowing who 
your prospective donors are will enable to 
guide you in your proposal writing. It will help 
you develop a project that can be responsive to 
their overall programs. 
Specifically, here are the things that you should 
know:

 � Main areas, programs, interest, objectives 
of the oganization

 � Area of geographical interest (provinces, 
district, municipality)

Resources are defined by 
the business dictionary as 
“an economic or productive 
factor required to accomplish 

an activity, or as means to undertake an 
enterprise and achieve desired outcome.”

Resource mobilization is critical in 
sustaining efforts on transparency 
and accountability. Sustained effort on 
transparency and accountability is critical 
to seeing the results/ outcomes. G-wathc’s 
Approach to sustainability is mainstreamed 
into the project, not after the project. Hence, 
there is a need to mentor and build the local 
monitors’ capacity on resource mobilization.
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 � Target community or population group

 � Form of grant (Is it short-term or long term 
engagement)

 � Types of available resources that be 
tapped from them (equipment, technical 
cooperation, cash, time, etc)

 � History of the organization

If you have questions or clarifications with 
the donor’s call for proposals, contact their 
organization. It will also help if you attend their 
information sessions on the call for proposals. 

Let us now look at how resources that can be 
sourced from within the locality.  Internal sources 
are funds available from the project partners 
themselves. In Naga City, for example, there 
is a regular fund given to CSO-Government 
engagement. Similar set ups may be explored 
in your locality.

If that seems to be a challenging feat, the 
CSO and LGU partners may also opt for a 
counterparting scheme maximizing available 
resources and conducting low-cost activities 
which can be shouldered using the regular 
resources of the difference offices involved.

Here  is a resource mapping tool that can guide 
you. 

First you must know who among your 
stakeholders can be tapped for resources and 
be resource providers. In addition, you must 

know what resources they can provide. There 
are a several types of resources, as follows: 

 � Money or Cash: These can come in the 
forms of members fees, grants received, 
local funds, donations and various other 
sources such as NGO, INGO or external 
funding.

 � Technical Assistance & Cooperation: 
These can be in the forms of trainings, 
contributions to the program, contributions 
to the development of the organization, 
support from experts as well as 
scholarships.

 � Human Resources: These can be regular 
volunteers and free consultancy from 
consultants and advisors.

 � Physical Goods: These can be office 
supplies, office tools, furniture, raw goods, 
transportation and vehicles, etc.

 � Free Service and Facilities: These can 
be in the form of computers, telephone 
and internet, photocopy machine, office 
space, transportation, publication and 
printing.

It is then time to plan your action for resource 
mobilization. Table 6.1 is a sample you can 
use for planning and mapping your resource 
providers. 

There are many ways to institutionalize the 
monitoring project. Thinking out of the box and 
being creative is just what you need to do this.
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A project concept is a broad stroke of related ideas that gives general 
information about a project. It usually answers the following questions:

• What is the existing problem?
• What are the existing efforts to address the problem and what are the gaps and 

limitations?
• How can the gaps be addressed or what new intervention can be undertaken to 

address the problem?
• What can you do as an organization to contribute in addressing the gap or undertaking 

a new initiative?

Here are some guide questions that you can utilize in generating a project concept or idea:

• What is the situation?
• What is the need? Gap? 
• What action can be taken to address the need/ gap? 
• How is your need/ gap connected/ linked to the priorities of the funding opportunity?
• What is your organization’s credentials/ track record in initiating/ implementing an 

action that will respond to the need/ gap?

Once you are able to figure out answers to the questions above, developing a project 
concept note should come easy.

After this, you may now embark into proposal writing. Proposal writing involves the 
development of a logical framework. There are plenty of materials out there that can guide 
you in developing a good logical framework.
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TABLE 6.1.  PLANNING AND MAPPING YOUR RESOURCE PROVIDERS.

Resource 
Providers (Person/

Group)

Resources they 
can provide

Activity for resource 
mobilization

Target Date Responsible 
Persons

List here all the 
possible resource 
providers that can 
be tapped in your 
locality,

List here all the 
possible resources 
that they can 
contribute for the 
project.

Indicate what activities 
you will do in order to tap 
the possible resources.

This can be in a form of 
giving solicitation letters, 
setting dialogues and 
partnership meetings, 
organizing special events 
like a funder raiser 
activity, etc.

Identify your 
target date of 
completion.

Identify who among 
your group will be 
responsible for the 
activity identified and  
following-up with the 
resource provider.

In doing a resource mobilization, it is important that you scan what resources are 
available and what/who can be tapped to provide the necessary resources. This is 
called “resource mapping.” The following are possible resource providers that you 
can tap:

• International Non-Governmental Organization 
• Countries with bilateral agreements (USAID, GTZ, Embassies)
• International Religious Institutions
• International Volunteer Agencies (VSO, Peace Corps, etc)
• Professional Group/Associations (JPIA, Medical Association, PICE, etc)
• Private company, industry, hotels
• National NGO network, Local NGO network
• Government Bodies
• United Nations (UNICEF, ILO, UNDP)
• Individuals/ philanthropist (Family)
• Community, Civil Society Organizations
• Local Organizations
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Monitoring services delivered by the government can be easy for citizens. This is what this manual tries to 
demonstrate.

Here is a simple and easy-to-use guide on how to implement a community-based monitoring of local service 
delivery using the tools and methods developed in the pilot implementation of the G-Watch Localization Project. 
This manual presents the process undertaken by the G-Watch Team, together with its local partners, in setting 
up various local monitoring initiatives in six (6) pilot sites using the G-Watch Social Accountability Approach.

Interested citizen organizations can make use of this manual in engaging their local government in monitoring 
local service delivery. In the same way, this manual can be useful to Local Government Units (LGUs) in involving 
citizens and citizen organizations in improving the efficiency and responsiveness of their service delivery.

About G-Watch

Established in 2000 in response to the plethora of reports on corruption and inefficiency in the government, 
Government Watch (G-Watch) is an action research program of the Ateneo School of Government that 
specializes in expenditure-tracking and monitoring government agencies’ program implementation.  G-Watch, 
in particular, facilitates the constructive engagement between citizen groups and governments in performance 
monitoring. 

Citizen engagement for good governance is at the heart of the work of G-Watch. Its experience in engaging the 
government in performance monitoring has become a leading practice of social accountability in the country.

At the national level, G-Watch has partnered with the education, health, public works, social welfare, and 
budget departments, among others. In 2010, G-Watch blazed trails in helping bring together citizen groups and 
local government units in a localized application of its Social Accountability Approach –in Naga City; Puerto 
Princesa City; Dumaguete City; Island Garden City of Samal; San Miguel, Bohol; and Southern Leyte.

Contact details:

Telefax:   +63 2 920 2920
  +63 2 426 6001 local 4644
Email:  government_watch@yahoo.com
Website:  http://www.asg.ateneo.edu/focus_socaccount_projects.php
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