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INTRODUCTION
In the SCOPE consultancy evaluation report (December 2006), it was strongly recommended that a multi-stakeholder ‘Pilot Development Reference Group’ be established to steer development of the pilot.  
The establishment of this group was seen as an opportunity for stakeholders to collaboratively review the pilot and give impressions of it.  The group had balanced representation from key people on the SCOPE pilot:
· SCOPE Project Manager (North Shore Community and Social Services Inc)
· Two funders (The Tindall Foundation and ASB Community Trust)
· Two SCOPE Advisors
· One SCOPE Reviewer

· One representative each from two community groups on the pilot (McLaren Park & Henderson South Community Initiative Inc and Toughlove Auckland Inc)
The multi-stakeholder SCOPE Working Group was established in January 2007.  The group attended six meetings from January to July 2007 to:
· Discuss lessons learned from each member’s experiences on the pilot

· Respond to evaluation findings

· Streamline the existing project and recommend changes for any similar project to be established.
The group decided to produce a SCOPE ‘legacy document’ to record the systems and processes they considered were best practice, based on their experiences on the pilot.  

Each member of the group was allocated a section to write for this document.  The drafting of this document was a lengthy process, allowing time for the group to discuss items, e.g. definition of capacity building.  The revision of the self-assessment tool required specific input from the reviewers working with this tool.  The end result fully documents the group’s review process by summarising the wide-ranging discussions held by this group over their meetings.  
This ‘legacy document’ gives some recommendations for the model, from individual perspectives, for public release to other delivery agents who may wish to run a similar capacity building project in the future.  

This is not a detailed evaluation document in the manner of the commissioned evaluation reports on SCOPE.  It focuses on processes and personal impressions, not research findings.
The following sections have been written by one or more members of the group and submitted to The Tindall Foundation for editing.  The opinions expressed in this document are not those of The Tindall Foundation but variously of the members of the working group.  Any recommendations have been highlighted in shaded sections.
The working group members were: Fay Freeman, Sandy Thompson, Avril Stott, Catherine McClintock, Lesley Farmer, Rochana Sheward, Phillipa Croft, Chloe Harwood and Zarleen Blakeley.

1.  
SCOPE PROJECT PURPOSE
1.1 
Background
In 2005, The Tindall Foundation (TTF) funded a two-year SCOPE (Strengthening Community Organisations) pilot project in the Auckland area.  SCOPE aimed to build capacity in a particular sub-set of the non-profit sector by providing funding for small community organisations to be assisted by external consultants at no cost to the groups.  

TTF looked closely at a wide range of New Zealand and overseas capacity building models and consulted extensively within the sector prior to and during the pilot.  The SCOPE project was primarily based on a successful overseas model, the Lloyds TSB Foundation for Scotland Capacity Building Grants programme.  It also took into account models used by Social Services Waikato and North Shore Community and Social Services, who both specialise in community organisation capacity building.  
SCOPE has sought to achieve the following three primary objectives, with potential for both short and long-term impact on non-profit organisational capacity in New Zealand:

1. Pilot and independently evaluate a particular capacity building grants model for small not-for-profit organisations and other New Zealand non-profit funders, including government.

2. Strengthen non-profit support providers currently committed to and working in the sector by providing funds for organisations to access their services and by helping them to sustain and enhance their work in the sector.

3. Strengthen the capacity of all participating non-profit organisations.

1.2 
How SCOPE worked
The pilot provided funds for 50 Auckland-based small to medium-sized non-profit organisations to undertake an organisational review.  40 of those organisations could go on to take up further capacity building support in specific areas.  
TTF appointed a team of non-profit consultants to participate in a two-stage process with approved organisations.  North Shore Community and Social Services Inc was contracted to be the Project Manager.

Reviewers worked first with organisations on a two-day Organisational Review to identify the strengths and needs of the organisation.  Reviewers prioritised areas where they would benefit from short-term, specific assistance from Advisors with wide experience in the non-profit sector, or specialised knowledge of particular areas (e.g. finance, law).
Organisations could then apply for a capacity building grant to engage selected advisors for a period of time (not exceeding nine days) to help implement the parts of the review with which they wanted outside help.  

Organisations identified a need for capacity building in a number of topic areas, including: strategic and business planning, financial management, IT evaluation and support, governance, financial systems, income generation, staff development, marketing and communications.

A total of 52 applications were received for SCOPE organisational reviews.  Three of the 52 applications were either withdrawn or not eligible, leaving 49 who undertook reviews.  38 applications were received for the second stage of up to 9 capacity building days.  The pilot concluded in December 2007.
1.3
What is Capacity Building?
‘Capacity building’, or strengthening, is a term that can (and has been) defined in many different ways.  The SCOPE Pilot Development Working Group defined capacity building as: 
“Using knowledge, learning and experience for sustainable change within voluntary organisations.”
1.4 
Evaluation

Throughout the project, an evaluator assessed the development of the project and the impact of the capacity building process on organisations.  The evaluation reports were intended to provide feedback to SCOPE for fine-tuning of the project and an independent assessment of the SCOPE capacity building model.

1.5
Five Good Ideas workshops

Five Good Ideas presentations were given by SCOPE Reviewers and Advisors, alongside the pilot capacity building programme.  These workshops, aimed at small and mid-sized not-for-profit organisations, were adapted for New Zealand participants from a model by the Canadian Maytree Foundation. 
The Five Good Ideas concept was devised in recognition of the unique challenges facing not-for-profit organisations.  Sector ‘experts’ present five practical ideas, followed by discussion amongst participants on how these ideas can be translated into action. 
Over the span of the SCOPE pilot, 23 Five Good Ideas sessions were held in Auckland and attended by 507 people from not-for-profit organisations.  These sessions ran for two hours with lunch included.  They were well received by the participants for being relevant to their organisations and cost effective (at $10.00 per session).  The sessions were initially envisaged as a recruitment tool for the SCOPE programme, but ultimately were not effective as such.
2.
KEY PROJECT ROLES
The Tindall Foundation (TTF):  Initiator, early researcher and funder of the pilot, including liaison with the Project Manager and Evaluator on policy and other matters as required.
Evaluator (Pam Oliver & Associates):  Contracted by TTF to provide an independent ‘formative-process and outcomes’ evaluation of the pilot and its processes through action research.

Project Manager (NSCSS):  Administered application processes and accounts, and was the main point of contact for reviewers and advisors.
Application Selection Committee: Considered the eligibility of organisations as part of the application process.
Reviewers: Assessed organisational capacity through a review process and made recommendations for implementation.

Advisors: Provided consultant support to assist selected organisations with their capacity building, according to agreed objectives and in a set timeframe.
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3.
PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
When the project was launched in 2005, the structure was as follows:

· Project Manager (1)
· Project Coordinator (1)
· Advisors (5)
· Reviewers (2)
In April 2006, the role of Project Coordinator was merged with the Project Manager role.  North Shore Community and Social Services was appointed as Project Manager.  This was more effective and efficient but left some gaps in the organisational structure, mainly the perceived relationship between Advisors and ‘management’.

There was some confusion around the relationship with Advisors.  The Project Manager and funder saw the Advisors’ role as independent contractors.  However, a few Advisors were involved in the project’s conception and felt they had a degree of ownership and a right to have input into ongoing decisions.
The contract between the Project Manager and The Tindall Foundation did not clearly state the relationship between the Project Manager and the Advisors, which was problematic and raised issues of accountability.
Under the new structure, the Project Management tasks were as follows:

Marketing

1. Targeted marketing towards Maori, Pacific and migrant groups.  Personally visited groups with appropriate information
2. Reviewed brochures and application forms, replacing the words ‘funding’, ‘donation’ and ‘grant’ with ‘capacity building’
Reviewers

1. Distributed all documentation electronically to Reviewers and Advisors
2. Engaged culturally appropriate Reviewer

Advisors
1. Engaged a marketing Advisor
2. Engaged culturally appropriate Advisors
3. Arranged seminar on the value of capacity building
Committee

1. Gave feedback to Committee Members

Administrative

1. The payment system was changed so that NSCSS took care of all payments to Reviewers and Advisors
2. Meetings with Reviewer, Advisors and NSCSS before Advisors started their capacity building process with groups
3. Regular meetings with The Tindall Foundation 

4. Compiled Advisors’ information pack.
The Project Manager had many complex stakeholder relationships with:
· Funder

· Selection committee

· Reviewers

· Advisors

· Community groups

· Evaluator

· Marketing networks
· Public relations (enquiries about the project).
Recommendations of the Project Manager
For any future project, any contract with the funder needs to consider with care the relationships between all the parties, i.e. independent contractors, funders and participating groups.  A more appropriate format could be a contract for service with clear accountabilities and an adequate level of funding to manage all the relationships.

4.
ELIGIBILITY OF GROUPS 
4.1 
Criteria

The Tindall Foundation defined the eligibility of groups for the SCOPE pilot as:

· Small to medium sized not-for-profit organisations (within the Auckland area)

· Between one and five paid staff members (part or full time)

· A total annual income of less than $400,000 in the previous financial year

· Organisation must have existed as a legal entity for at least 18 months

· The organisation does not receive more than 35% of its funding from a national organisation to which it is affiliated.
4.2      Application process

SCOPE assessed groups on ‘charitable purpose’ and legal status, e.g. whether a group applying was an incorporated society.  The SCOPE brochure stated that priority would be given to organisations involved in “social service, education, community development, arts, environment and health and disability sectors”.

Applications were reviewed by an independent SCOPE Applications Committee, consisting of one representative from NSCSS, one from The Tindall Foundation and two from the community, who assessed the eligibility of groups as part of the application process.

4.3 
 Mini-pilot evaluation report – March 2006

In March 2006, the results of the mini-pilot evaluation report indicated that:

· Many participants felt that the $400,000 cap was likely to exclude organisations which do not receive sufficient funding to allocate funds to infrastructure development.

· There was a consensus that being “in crisis” was probably not a relevant exclusion factor, for the following reasons:

· It was virtually impossible to define “in crisis”

· It was difficult to identify crisis from the application materials

· Organisations in crisis were likely to experience significant benefit from undergoing an organisational review, which would also indicate if they’d be appropriate to participate in the capacity building process.

Both Reviewers and the Project Coordinator believed that the organisations targeted for SCOPE were in need of assistance outside of capacity building per se.  It was apparent that the majority of the organisations reviewed did not have sufficient resources to undertake significant skills acquisition through a capacity building process.  Reasons for this were the organisations generally:

· Had very limited staff (1 - 4) 

· May have had no full-time staff

· Lacked management skills

· Relied on voluntary Trustee support at governance level

· Managed on “soft” funding, typically insufficient to their purposes 

· Had significant morale issues

· Had inadequate personnel to allocate significant resource to capacity building activity.

Removing the “in crisis” exclusion was favoured by Reviewers and the Project Coordinator and by applicants.  It was also considered advisable to raise the eligibility cap to $500,000.

4.4 
Redefining the criteria
The Working Group’s review of SCOPE eligibility criteria included discussion of recent research on the not-for-profit sector.  Defining the Nonprofit Sector, an international study by the Johns Hopkins University (including New Zealand), gives five criteria for non-profit organisations:

1. Organised

2. Private (not government)

3. Non-profit distributing

4. Self-governing

5. Non-compulsory

This above criteria was considered by the Working Group in relation to the unique situation in New Zealand.  It was agreed that SCOPE’s original criteria was more suited to the project.

Recommendations of the Working Group

The SCOPE brochure stated that priority was given to organisations involved in “social service, education, community development, arts, environment and health and disability sectors”.  The group suggested more relevant sector areas for a future New Zealand not-for-profit capacity building programme could be:

· Arts

· Environment

· Health and disability

· Social services

· Community development

A revision of the original criteria could be:

· Small to medium-sized not-for-profit organisations 
· Between one and five paid staff members (part or full time).  (It was understood there should be at least one paid staff member, as the organisation needed to start with something)
· A total annual income of less than $400,000 in the previous financial year, with a possibility of having a lower limit for the organisation’s total annual income (i.e. a minimum as well as a maximum)
· Organisation must have existed as a legal entity for at least 18 months
· The organisation does not receive more than 35% of its funding from a national organisation to which it is affiliated.
5.
MARKETING 
5.1 
SCOPE awareness
Feedback on the level of awareness of SCOPE was obtained from all evaluation participants, including non-applicants.  People who had attended the Five Good Ideas seminars indicated they were interested in SCOPE, but had not in fact applied to the programme.  The general tenor of the feedback was that:

· Information about the SCOPE programme reached a reasonably wide audience, but may not have reached Mäori, Pacific and migrant communities as effectively as it could
· The Five Good Ideas seminars were not initially an effective vehicle for promoting SCOPE
· Word of mouth, through community networks, was most effective.

5.2 
Recommendations for areas to be addressed 

The following changes to marketing are suggested if SCOPE was to be offered more widely as an ‘on demand’ service to the target group.
1.
Development of a Marketing and Communications Strategy 

Develop a clear Marketing and Communications Strategy to ensure all communities are aware of and able to access the capacity building programme.  It is essential that the marketing plan has clear targets, activities and responsibilities to reach Pasifika, Maori and migrant communities. 

2. 
Brochure 

Revise the SCOPE brochure so that it clearly explains the concept of capacity building and the nature of the assistance offered.  Test the revised phrasing with the target market before reprinting.

3. 
Sampling frame

Construct a sampling frame, based on characteristics of organisations included in the final SCOPE sample of 50, so that there are targets for particular characteristics.  Start recruiting proactively for organisations which are currently under-represented (e.g. migrant, Pacific, particular areas of service provision).

4. 
Five Good Ideas Seminar

Provide a Five Good Ideas seminar on capacity building to an open audience.  Feedback suggested that SCOPE was poorly understood through the Five Good Ideas seminars.  The reasons suggested for this were that: 

· The SCOPE information was given in a very short space of time, in an event which was already packed with information in a “tight” time frame 

· Attention was focused on the seminar topic, and attendees found it difficult to re-focus on something different.

Seminar participants thought the best way to promote SCOPE would be through a seminar on the topic of capacity building.  Suggestions were that this seminar would:

· Have a specific focus on the value of capacity building for not-for-profits

· Be open to unlimited participants

· Be widely advertised by email, with encouragement to send on to further networks

· Have each of the advisors give one “good idea” for not-for-profit capacity building

· Give a clear outline of how SCOPE works (the process)

· Give some concrete examples of what participating organisations might gain from the programme 

· Disseminate the application forms

· In effect, be a public “launch” of SCOPE.

5.3
Community Networks 

· Ensure that all networks are investigated and utilised for the promotion of the programme, noting that email communication is effective
· Develop a comprehensive list as part of the Marketing and Communications Strategy.  This could include City Council Funding Forums, funders’ public meetings and local network meetings, e.g. Counties Manukau Community Development Practitioners Network.  
5.4 
Media

Use appropriate and specific media to target particular audiences, e.g. radio, Triangle TV and local community newspapers.  This would need to be included as part of the marketing plan.

6.
ROLE OF REVIEWERS AND ADVISORS 
During the final year of the pilot, the SCOPE pilot had two Reviewers and 13 Advisors.  Eight new Advisors were recruited in January 2007 to increase the capacity of the team, with a wider skill set and Mäori and Pacific representation. 
SCOPE Advisors were initially called ‘Consultants’.  The name was changed because many groups were intimidated by ‘experts’, and the term ‘Advisor’ was considered to be a more appropriate description of the role.   

The Reviewer spent two full days with the organisation and handed over to a Lead Advisor, who coordinated the Advisors required to deal with the issues outlined in the review.   These Advisors worked as a team with the group.  
As a high degree of trust was required between the Reviewers, Advisors and groups, it proved critical to recruit the right people with appropriate skills and experience.

6.1 
Recommended essential skills/attributes

· Recent and reasonably extensive non-profit management, governance or consultancy experience (preferably all three but realistically likely to be two of these)

· A broad understanding of the key areas of organisations – financial/HR/governance/strategy/service delivery/fundraising/communications/basic IT knowledge
· Able to identify issues, succinctly report them and develop appropriate plans for change

· Demonstrated success in identifying, implementing and developing systems and processes for organisations

· Ability to build rapport quickly with people at all levels of an organisation

· Ability to motivate people to undertake organisational change

· Ability to pass on skills so that they remain within an organisation when the consultancy is over

· Ability to maintain appropriate boundaries (not get caught up in helping “forever”, or create expectations that cannot be met within the confines of the project)

· Willingness to be an active member of a learning circle

· Time availability

· Passionate about the non-profit sector
Specialist Advisors (e.g. law, finance) would be exempt from some of the more generalist skills/attributes listed above.
6.2
Reviewer and Advisor networking
The pilot budget allocated funds to support Reviewer and Advisor meetings and promote a learning community.
6.2.1.

Informal gatherings of Reviewers and Advisors

The team met regularly to discuss current issues around the project and the groups they were working with.  These were held informally and in a social setting.  Meetings had a peer support element to them.  The team was not paid to attend these meetings, but funds were made available to cover meeting costs should the Advisors choose to hold them.

6.2.2

Reflective Practice Meetings

These meetings were more formal than those listed above.  Advisors and Reviewers were gave presentations on particular issues being faced in their work, followed by a group discussion.  Advisors and reviewers were paid for attendance.

6.2.3

Evaluation Review Meetings

Following publication of evaluation reports, Advisors and Reviewers were invited to attend a feedback session led by the evaluator.  Advisors and Reviewers were paid for attendance.
6.2.4

Website 
In 2007, an ‘open source’ website was developed for the SCOPE Advisors, Reviewers, Project Manager and others involved in the delivery of the pilot.  Independent from The Tindall Foundation website, this “internal” (restricted access) website was used as a forum and resource to share information between all relevant parties.
7.
ORGANISATIONAL REVIEW PROCESS 
The SCOPE model made a clear distinction between the Reviewer and Advisory roles.  It was decided that two reviewers be appointed to undertake the review process, each working separately with organisations.  These Reviewers could not then act as Advisors to the same groups they had reviewed.  

This process of separating out the review and advisory roles had some advantages and disadvantages.  
The main advantage was that Reviewers with generalist knowledge were appointed to explore a whole range of issues.  The Reviewer had the opportunity to be upfront and honest about where the organisation was at.  Advisors followed up and dealt with a defined range of potentially solvable issues.  
The main disadvantage was that the group could be reluctant to move on from the relationship they had with the Reviewer, and take the time and energy needed to form a new relationship with the Advisor.  As well, the handover from Reviewer to Lead Advisor was sometimes not as smooth or complete as it could be.  
An appropriate split between the Reviewer and Advisor roles meant the group benefited from a broader knowledge base than if a generalist Reviewer/Advisor also worked with the same group.   

The Reviewer made contact with the group to discuss the process and organise an initial meeting.  The people who got involved in the first meeting depended to some extent on the size, nature and capacity of the group.  For example, the Reviewer and the contact person might have met initially to discuss and agree a way forward that would involve the governance group.  Alternatively, the Reviewer may have attended a scheduled meeting of the group to outline the SCOPE project.  
The Reviewer’s early contact with the group provided an opportunity to assess the group culture and see how they wanted to work together.  The processes had to be flexible, user friendly and take into account cultural issues and ways of working together.  

Building capacity generally means delivering effective programmes and services or enabling better use of:

(a) Funding, either capital or operational
(b) Physical resources, property, plant or equipment
(c) Human resources, volunteers, paid staff members, up-skilling board members, etc.
It was important to ask the group at an early stage what other reviews they were recently involved with.  If an audit of some kind had been carried out, e.g. a CYFS audit, then a full organisational review might not have been necessary.  

The organisational review involved taking the collated information and coming to an agreement with the group on where a SCOPE advisor could be of assistance.  The reviewer prepared a report outlining the recommendations, and encouraged the group to make an application for the capacity building process if this was appropriate.  

The Reviewer provided options for working together and helped the group choose the best way forward.  One issue raised was the relevance of the self-assessment tool to Mäori organisations and communities whose first language is not English.  Options for the review consisted of the following:

a) The group members completed the self-assessment tool either collectively or with a range of individuals, e.g. governance group members, staff and clients.  If the self-assessment tool was completed by a number of people, they chose a central collection point or sent the forms to the Reviewer independently and confidentially.  

b) The Reviewer facilitated a workshop session with the group, with the self-assessment tool if required, in order to solicit the information needed for the review.  The workshop session included an exploration of strengths, weaknesses, challenges and opportunities around four areas: 
1. Governance and leadership

2. Programmes and services

3. Marketing and communication

4. Infrastructure.  

In addition to the self-assessment tool, the Reviewer viewed various documents relating to the group’s activities.  These included the following:
· Constitution

· Certificate of Incorporation

· Tax exempt notification from the IRD

· Annual Reports and Balance Sheets

· Strategic and annual plans

· Board or committee minutes

· Grant application forms

· Financial budgets

· Standard employment agreements

· Standard position descriptions

· Governance policy documents

· Operational policy documents

· Standard operating procedures

· Flyers or other advertising.  

In summary, the organisational review process:

· Focused on the specific organisation
· Took into account the organisational culture, beliefs and values
· Did groundwork for capacity building to take place
· Provided an opportunity for staff and governance group members to articulate their concerns, beliefs, hopes and aspirations in a non-threatening, non-judgmental way
· Took an analytical approach reviewing the material provided and in discussions with staff and members of the governance group
· Established what SCOPE could do and who could do it best
· Gave reassurance that weaknesses, crises and experiences are not unique but part of the life cycle of a group, and that others have found solutions 

· Extended the thinking of the CEO and governance group members on their own approaches and contributions
· Reminded the group of its responsibilities (constitution, risk assessment, legal requirements, etc)  

· Reported to the governance group in a supportive, helpful way (even if the news was not always good or what they wanted to hear)  

· Offered links to other existing sources of expertise or help, e.g. community groups, consultants, umbrella groups, etc
· Established the credibility of the SCOPE Advisors
· Gave Advisors a flying start with recommendations and information about the group.  

The end of the review process required agreement between the group and the Reviewer as to the assistance that SCOPE could provide, plus other actions that the group could take responsibility for.  
One of the SCOPE Reviewers found it useful to complete a SWOT analysis based on the completed self-assessment tool, all of the other information provided and discussions that took place.  This Reviewer ensured the group agreed with the SWOT analysis and the opportunities that were identified, which became the recommendations going forward.  The Reviewer completed a report that recorded the agreements, which the group signed off once they were satisfied with the work done.  

A copy of the self-assessment tool is in Appendix 4.  

7.1
Benefits (as reported in the independent evaluation)
All groups reported they gained at least some benefits from the organisational review (OR) process.  Several groups felt that the OR had been “hugely valuable”.  For several, the main benefit was access to further funding to help them sort out current problems.  For others, the OR itself had provided them with solutions to some of their significant issues.  The main benefits identified were (in approximately this order of frequency):

· Validation of the group’s concerns by an independent Reviewer with relevant expertise
· Clarification of the reasons for the group experiencing problems, including the identification of issues not previously recognised
· Clarification of actions needed to resolve the group’s problems, and a pathway to that resolution  

· Being provided with a clear “map” for their future direction, thus reducing confusion and anxiety
· Greater sense of confidence, optimism and enthusiasm for moving the group ahead
· Feeling less isolated, and more supported and empowered
· A sense of relief and reassurance that the group’s problems would be resolved.
7.2 Groups’ learnings
· A need to refocus their energy on the needs of their clientele, rather than those of the group
· The value of structured self-review
· The value and ultimate cost-effectiveness of seeking external expert advice
· That their issues are common to small not-for-profits
· Insights into factors which promote effective organisational functioning
· Some practical tips and strategies.
“The couple of days I spent with the reviewer were more beneficial than all the meetings I’ve had with the Board in my time here so far.”

Most of the groups were able to identify actual skills acquired from the OR process.  Several groups felt that completing the self-assessment questionnaire was a useful team-building exercise, as well as giving them a tool for ongoing organisational self-review.  Additional positive impacts for some groups participating in the SCOPE programme have included:
· Scholarships for the Not-For-Profit Management Diploma Programme at Unitec
· Attendance at Five Good Ideas seminars
· Enhanced networking amongst NFPs
· Recognition from other funders that the groups are taking part in SCOPE
· Awareness of resources and support within the sector.
7.3
Negative outcomes

· Discovering that SCOPE would involve a major commitment of their own time, which resulted in significant stress for some groups who felt they didn’t have the resources to pursue the SCOPE offer
· Feeling “stalled”, i.e. not having a clear idea of how to proceed and act on the OR’s recommendations 

· Some groups experienced internal conflicts surfacing as a result of undertaking the review process, which then had to be managed.  While this was ultimately fruitful, the process was unpleasant and one applicant had not anticipated it.
7.4 
Reasons for not applying for second stage support
· Insufficient capacity to undertake capacity building or the work recommended in the OR
· Received sufficient assistance and direction through the OR to resolve their immediate issues
· Received independent affirmation that their proposed problem-solving strategies were appropriate
· The OR required “digesting” by governance personnel before determining the next steps
· Inappropriate referral – the organisation did not in fact need capacity building at all
· Personnel changes.  

8.
CAPACITY BUILDING PROCESS 
8.1 Transition to the second stage
As part of the second stage application process, organisations chose a Lead Advisor from The Tindall Foundation website.  If they did not choose an Advisor, or their chosen Advisor was not available, they were allocated one.  If the Lead Advisor agreed to work with the group, they set up an appointment with them.

Before meeting with the group, the Lead Advisor contacted the Reviewer to discuss any issues that the Advisor needed to be aware of.  Often this was a straightforward process, although the handover of Reviewer to Advisors could be problematic for both the Advisors and the group.  Groups needed to build trust and create a positive working relationship with both the Reviewer and Advisor.  Determining the culture and implicit needs of the organisation was often difficult using the written review report alone, and required the organisation repeating stories already shared with the Reviewer.  There was occasionally some overlap with advisory work undertaken by the Reviewer as part of the review process. 

A meeting was arranged with relevant organisation representatives, the manager, Board or selected representatives.  At this meeting, the Lead Advisor explained how support would be provided, and together they reviewed the written OR report and prioritised needs.  The outcome of this conversation determined whether other Advisors would be brought in to work with the group and who in the organisation would work with the Advisors.  It was important that the advisory team had a good collegial relationship and knowledge of each other’s expertise and strengths for this to be effective.

Working as a team required flexibility from all Advisors involved.  Re-prioritising of work was necessary if individual Advisors uncovered issues and found they needed more hours than originally allocated.  Some Advisors co-facilitated and worked directly together in sessions with groups.  The Advisors found this helpful, particularly with groups who had multiple and complex issues.  
In general, groups reported satisfaction with this approach, although it was necessary to make the roles of the individual Advisors explicit at the beginning of the advisory relationship.

Time for Advisors was allotted as days, yet most work was done on an hourly basis.

Advisors found that most groups were unable to set aside whole days for capacity building work, particularly Boards, requiring a number of shorter sessions over a longer period of time instead.  Groups were left with tasks to complete before the Advisors returned for the next session.  This created an issue for Advisors in that additional time had to be spent getting back up to speed with the organisation.  It sometimes prolonged the length of time the groups were involved in the project.  
Some Advisors who had regular employment found it difficult to plan ahead and schedule advisory time due to the uncertainty of allocated programmes.

On occasion, issues that were not identified in the review process revealed themselves.  These involved unresolved relationship difficulties, internal and external conflicts and inappropriate financial management systems and structures.  
The self-assessment tool results did not always provide adequate information, and other documents such as financial reports and policies needed to be re-examined.

8.2 
Reporting and administration

Documentation completed as part of the process included a letter of engagement from the Advisors to the group, and a completion form by the group signing off the work done.  Advisors completed a final report, which was submitted to the Project Manager with a copy forwarded to the group.

Lead Advisors reported to NSCSS the hours being used and key tasks accomplished over the month.  Individual Advisors working with the groups reported to both the manager and the Lead Advisor monthly as to hours spent with the groups and progress made.  
Advisors submitted invoices directly to the Project Manager on a monthly basis and they were paid online.

There was a need to be clear as to the purpose of the reporting and depth of information required by the management team.  A monthly reporting template would have been useful.
Once an organisation signed off their SCOPE work, all files were kept by the Project Management team.

8.3 
Advisors’ practice

The range of capacity building activities delivered during the pilot was as wide as the range of groups.  Most assistance was for strategic planning, employment issues, setting up proper financial recording and reporting mechanisms, fundraising strategies and governance training.  Another common service was ensuring groups understood the context they worked in and the needs of their membership/clients.

It was not uncommon for priorities set at the beginning of the advisory phase to shift once work began.  This resulted from an ever-changing environment and the propensity of groups with stretched capacity to deal reactively with internal and external issues.  To rectify this, Lead Advisors had to flexibly allocate all time to specific tasks at the beginning of the capacity building process.

SCOPE Advisors identified and agreed upon the following good practice principles:
“Process is paramount”
· Advisors are there to facilitate a process, not direct or do the work

· Good relationships are key

· Embedded learning and change takes time and care

· There is a need to ensure movement is evident before leaving the group

· A judgement call is required regarding when it is appropriate to dive right in and when to stand back. 

“Empowerment approach”
· It is better to provide tools and to teach the groups skills to enable them to accomplish outcomes themselves.  This approach ensures long-term outcomes and buy-in

· There is a need to be careful not to create a sense of being overwhelmed

· There is a need to take care not to create unrealistic expectations

· Building confidence is a real and justified outcome.
“Collaborative approach”
· Creates buy-in

· Embeds understanding

· Ensures appropriateness

· It is more effective to work with all layers of the organisations.  Often groups need to be encouraged to practice ‘bottom up’ approaches to ensure effective buy-in.

“Organisations are not rational”
There is a need to be sensitive to:

· The fact that organisations are often working in a chaotic way

· Organisational culture to ensure the appropriate approach and that the advice being provided is appropriate and will have outcomes.
“Flexibility”
This ensures responsiveness and acknowledges that internal changes happen fast.

“NFP consultancy is unique”
· There is often a need to re-motivate and re-inspire groups to their vision and mission

· Context and attitudes may need to be addressed before a task can be accomplished.
8.4 
Advisors’ experiences and lessons learned
The Advisors reported that working with SCOPE groups was enormously rewarding, and a great deal of learning took place.  For example:
8.4.1

Structure
There was a triangulated system in place, where the needs of the management team, Advisors and organisations needed to be catered for. 

8.4.2 

Expectations
Care was needed not to raise the expectations of the groups.  Some groups were looking for quick fixes and/or someone to do the work for them.  There was often a difference in the expectations of the organisation’s governing/management group and the staff.  Some groups were resistant to hearing the truth about their situation and required gentle challenging.  Some groups had expectations that all of the issues identified on the review report would be dealt with.  

8.4.3 

Relationship management
This was internal and external, within both the project and the organisations that advisors worked with.  This involved managing relationships with the management team and other Advisors.  Inherent in the project was some lack of clarity for the Advisors as to who their clients were - the SCOPE funder or the organisations?  Within organisations, there was a need to manage relationships with both the Board and the staff, and often relationship issues within organisations had to be taken into account.  

8.4.4 

Capacity 
There was often a wide variety of levels of individual expertise and experience within the groups which needed to be accounted for.  Quite often the need for mentoring was evident.  Care was necessary to ensure the advice provided wouldn’t create more work that the organisation did not have the resources or capacity to carry out.  Quite often groups “don’t know what they don’t know”, which requires sensitivity.  Whilst SCOPE was about organisational capacity building, along the way there was individual capability building due to the type of work/training that an advisor helped a person with.

SCOPE Advisors suggested it would be good for any prospective advisors to see relevant policy and documents before accepting their appointment.
9.
EVALUATION PROCESS 
9.1 
Background to the evaluation

The Tindall Foundation (TTF) engaged an independent evaluator to ensure that the project was self-reflective from the outset.  The evaluation process consisted of four stages of reporting.  Each report provided recommendations for improvements, as an opportunity for the project to develop and for the processes to be strengthened. 

The four evaluation reports were:    
1. Formative evaluation report – October 2005

2. Mini-pilot evaluation report – March 2006

3. Consultancy evaluation report – December 2006

4. Design and outcome evaluation report – December 2007

9.2 
SCOPE formative evaluation report – October 2005

The project establishment phase was in active mode by early May 2005.  The key objectives of this phase were to:

· Clarify the SCOPE programme model 

· Recruit a pool of Advisors
· Establish the project’s infrastructure

· Commence marketing the programme

· Commence the Five Good Ideas seminars

· Begin to recruit not-for-profits into the programme.

Initial development of the pilot concept was undertaken by TTF.  Detailed concept development was contracted to a student from the Unitec Not for Profit Management Diploma Programme (‘the Diploma Programme’), who was engaged to put together a project proposal in close liaison with the TTF Manager and an informal sector Reference Group.  This was undertaken as an internship project within the Diploma Programme.  Following acceptance of the proposal by TTF Trustees, coordination of the project’s infrastructure development was then devolved to the same contractor.

Key objectives of the formative evaluation were to:

· Provide formative information to assist the project to develop and fine tune its structures, systems and processes

· Identify the risks and barriers to the outputs and outcomes sought by the project

· Suggest risk management strategies or areas where such strategies need to be developed.

Key areas of information sought were:

· Sufficiency and appropriateness of project inputs (e.g. funding and other resourcing; expertise)

· Appropriateness and apparent effectiveness of all project structures, systems, processes and personnel (e.g. programme design, communications, promotion, personnel, service delivery)

· Issues affecting the project’s implementation

· Evidence and management of barriers to effective project implementation

· Suggestions for ways in which implementation can be improved.

Evaluation activities undertaken were:

· Review of key project documentation

· Input into aspects of project development (e.g. organisational review tool; Code of Practice)

· Attendance at key project development events (e.g. planning meetings; Five Good Ideas Seminar)

· Interviews with all key project personnel 

· Development of a draft Programme Logic Model for SCOPE.
9.3
SCOPE mini-pilot evaluation report – March 2006 

Areas of enquiry

The key areas of enquiry were: 

9.3.1

Process evaluation

· Effectiveness and appropriateness of SCOPE programme structures, systems and processes used in (1) the organisational reviews and (2) SCOPE consultancy (advisory) application processes

· Sufficiency and appropriateness of programme inputs (e.g. funding and other resourcing; expertise)

· Identify any risks and barriers to the outputs and outcomes sought by the project

· Suggest risk management strategies or areas where such strategies need to be developed.

9.3.2

Outcome evaluation

· Achievement of programme targets

· Capacity building and other outcomes for the OR applicant organisations

· Other programme impacts, positive and negative

· Success factors promoting achievement of intended programme outcomes

· Barriers to positive programme achievements and outcomes

· Problem management strategies

· Recommendations for programme/project enhancement.

9.3.3

Data collection approach
Data collection comprised the following:

· Document review

· Review of relevant documentation, including:

· Minutes of project meetings

· Project and programme communications (emails, letters)

· Project and programme systems documents

· Consultant Feedback Questionnaires completed by mini-pilot participants

· Project participation

· Attendance at a SCOPE Applications Committee meeting
· Interviews 

· Interviews were held with the full range of stakeholders, as follows:

· Project Manager

· NSCSS/SCOPE Committee Chair

· SCOPE Committee Community Representatives

· SCOPE reviewers

· Approved applicants

· Declined/withdrawn applicants

· Non-applicants.

9.4
Consultancy evaluation report – December 2006
 

From approximately June 2006, organisations which had undergone SCOPE organisational reviews (ORs) began to receive actual ‘consultancy’ assistance.  This entailed targeted assistance from approved SCOPE consultants (later renamed ‘Advisors’) in specified areas of capacity building identified as needed through each organisation’s OR. 

9.4.1

Objectives of the consultancy evaluation were to:
· Evaluate the SCOPE consultancy design, structures and processes, for (1) effectiveness and (2) appropriateness

· Assess the outcomes and impacts of the consultancies

· Assess the marketing effectiveness of SCOPE

· Assess the management effectiveness of SCOPE.

9.4.2

Data collection comprised:

· Review of relevant project documentation

· Attendance at a SCOPE Reflective Practice Meeting
· Interviews with the full range of stakeholders, including:

· Project Manager 

· Funder’s governance personnel 

· Legal advisor/consultant

· Reviewers 

· Advisors
· Approved SCOPE organisations.

Successful SCOPE organisations were contacted first by telephone to advise them of the evaluation process, and were then interviewed for detailed feedback. 

Lapsed organisations (who had not applied for consultancy support) were contacted by telephone for a short interview about the reasons why they had not re-applied to SCOPE, even though they had completed an OR which recommended areas for Advisor assistance through SCOPE.  
9.4.3

 Uses of the evaluation

Several of the issues outlined in this report had been identified as issues in earlier evaluation reports, and suggestions made for programme enhancement.  It was suggested that the evaluation feedback be developed into a set of action objectives for the pilot development meetings.  It was also recommended that the evaluation report be made available to SCOPE Reviewers and Advisors.
9.5
Design and outcome evaluation report – December 2007
 

9.5.1

Objectives of the final evaluation were to:
· Evaluate the SCOPE design and model, together with its structures, systems and processes, for (1) effectiveness and (2) appropriateness

· Obtain robust data on the outcomes and impacts of SCOPE participation for both participating organisations and personnel
· Assess the nature and extent of capacity and capability gains for participating organisations
· Construct an effective practice model for a project to support capacity building for small NFPs, based on the accumulated SCOPE evaluation data and additional input from all key stakeholders.

9.5.2     
Data collection approach
· Document review, e.g. minutes of project meetings, communications, systems documents, and the draft SCOPE ‘legacy document’
· Interviews with organisations that had completed their consultancies

· Postal self-completion survey with SCOPE-funded organisations
10.
PERSPECTIVES FROM SCOPE PARTICIPANT GROUPS

The two participant group representatives on the Working Group were invited to share their experiences of the SCOPE pilot as case studies for this document.  In this section, they both offer their thoughts on what the SCOPE process was like for their respective organisations. 
10.1. McLaren Park & Henderson South Community Initiative Inc 

Background

McLaren Park & Henderson South Community Development Initiative Incorporated (MPHS) was established in 2004, in response to a report presented to the Waitakere City Council outlining significant unmet community needs in the area.

A working party identified the McLaren Park & Henderson South area as one of the most disadvantaged communities in Waitakere City in terms of socio-economic status and access to services - having little or no social services.
MPHS aim to strengthen community services and increase community participation in the Border Road/Henderson South McLaren Park area.  This area has a diverse multicultural population of approximately 6,909 people.
Before the SCOPE review, the MPHS committee had been operating without a treasurer, which placed extra work on others.  The volunteer workers struggled with the concept of being employers who were responsible for staff.  The organisation was only running the youth and school holiday programmes then.
Organisational review

The MPHS Manager thought the SCOPE Reviewer had a good understanding of the not-for-profit sector and could help the development of their organisation.

Staff found the self-evaluation questionnaire lengthy, and some committee members either did not understand all the questions or felt slightly intimidated by them.  The organisational review was done in the form of SWOT analysis, identifying each key area that was good and areas that needed work.  Most of the committee took the Reviewer’s feedback well and were glad to have an outside perspective on the state of the organisation.
Capacity building process

There was a time lag after the review, due to a backlog of SCOPE organisations awaiting the second stage.  The Organisational Review identified some changes to make around their financials, but MPHS put off implementing them while they waited for an available SCOPE Advisor.  

The organisation realised there were things they could do themselves with some outside help, e.g. strategic planning and having a rotating meeting facilitator.  They successfully applied for funding which enabled them to outsource reliable HR and employment law consultants. 

The SCOPE process helped MPHS realise it is important to prioritise how management time is allocated.  A question the organisation kept asking throughout the process was, “Do we want to be fire fighters, or result orientated planners?”
The SCOPE Advisor allocated to the group was an experienced financial specialist, with a good understanding of their issues.  MPHS looked forward to using new procedures and systems in the next financial year.
Post-SCOPE
Following SCOPE intervention, MPHS ran the following programmes in 2007:

· Youth group
· School holiday programme
· Project Twin Stream (restoration of local stream)
· Documentary photography
· Street art

The MPHS Manager reports they now have a more professional organisation “from the top down and bottom up”.  
Other achievements include:
· New stream-lined financial systems in place
· Taken on two large contracts
· Committee confident in their roles of employers and moving to a governance model
· Increased participant numbers on existing programmes
· Profile raised in local community
· Organisation has its own website: www.mphs.org.nz
10.2
Toughlove Auckland Inc 
Background 

Toughlove Auckland has provided support groups and advice for parents for over 20 years.  However, prior to SCOPE assistance, the organisation had stopped growing and found it hard to encourage members to stay.  

The Toughlove Auckland Regional Administrator proposed the idea of having a SCOPE organisational review to the organisation’s committee.  Most members were enthusiastic and receptive to the idea of an external review of the organisation.  

Strategic planning had not been done in the organisation for many years.  The sole paid staff member (Regional Administrator) had difficulty trying to get all members of a large committee ‘on board’ with new ideas.

The staff member found the SCOPE application process easy.  They had requested contact details from NSCSS for another community group involved in SCOPE, and received very positive feedback from this group about the review process.

Organisational review

Toughlove Auckland thought the allocated Reviewer was confident and possessed a wealth of knowledge and understanding of the not-for-profit sector.  The Reviewer was also a parent, which was important from the organisation’s perspective.

The staff member found it hard to be critical of a volunteer-based organisation when she completed the self-assessment tool.  However, they thought it was important that all questions were answered truthfully, as the organisation receives public funding and needed to review what was working and what wasn’t.
The Reviewer proceeded to the SWOT analysis and gave the staff member the opportunity to review their findings.  They were able to alter a few to be more in line with the organisation’s values. 

The Reviewer recommended applying for eight days of SCOPE capacity building assistance.  
Capacity building process
On having the second stage approved, the organisation was given the option of choosing an Advisor.  From their profile, it appeared the chosen Advisor had the skills needed as well as more specialised knowledge.  Again, the Advisor was a parent who could empathise with organisation’s values.  

The handover between the Reviewer and Advisor was extensive, and staff did not have to go over aspects already covered with the Reviewer.

The selected Advisor brought along another SCOPE Advisor to the first meeting with staff.  Both Advisors met with the full committee (of up to 25 members), and these sessions were handled professionally, taking into account all perspectives.  The Advisors covered the organisation’s culture and values, development of a mission statement, strategic intent, and developing and defining structure and governance.

From there, the Toughlove Auckland committee appointed a subcommittee of six people to work with the Advisors.  This subcommittee consisted of both administration and programme personnel, forming both sides of the organisation, whose areas of expertise were sometimes crossed over.  The Advisors were quick to help separate out the two roles.

The members of the Toughlove Auckland committee found that SCOPE gave them an injection of much needed enthusiasm, and are excited about where this assistance will lead the organisation.
CONCLUSION

The SCOPE Working Group finally met on 30 July 2007.  All drafts for this ‘legacy document’ were received by The Tindall Foundation in December 2007 for editing.  It was made publicly available on The Tindall Foundation website (www.TindallFoundation.org) in June 2008, along with a summary of the evaluation.
Capacity building with organisations was completed in December 2007.  After processing final invoices, the SCOPE pilot closed in February 2008.
The total cost to The Tindall Foundation of the whole SCOPE pilot was $565,619.  This included project set-up costs, project management and independent evaluation, in addition to expenses incurred during the capacity building process with organisations.  Based on these figures, the estimate cost of capacity building assistance was $10,000 per organisation.  

The Tindall Foundation is sharing what we have learned about the successful SCOPE pilot on our website, and welcome conversations with other funders interested in not-for-profit sector capacity building.  As at June 2008, The Tindall Foundation is looking to continue a capacity building programme in Auckland and Northland, based on the SCOPE pilot model.  
APPENDIX 1

Organisational Review Process Overview and Guidelines (Catherine McClintock)
	1
	Organisation applied for a grant for an Organisational Review.

	2
	Application received at NSCSS.

	3
	NSCSS checked application met basic SCOPE funding criteria.
	If yes – SCOPE Committee notified.
	If no – organisation notified in writing (standard letter).

	4
	SCOPE Committee decided if application would be funded.
	If yes – NSCSS allocated a Reviewer (checked Reviewer availability then notified organisation in writing with name of reviewer to contact them).
	If no – organisation notified in writing (standard letter).

	5
	NSCSS sent allocated Reviewer a copy of full application along with a Reviewer pack that contained:

1. Original application

2. Supporting documents that came with application (constitution and last audited accounts)

3. Self-assessment tool

4. Code of practice

5. Completion of work form (one was sent to organisations along with their letter informing they received the funds. This copy was for the Reviewer’s reference)

6. Capacity building application form (organisation’s number recorded on it by NSCSS)

7. Advisor biographies 

	6
	Reviewer phoned organisation to arrange brief initial meeting.

	7
	Reviewer visited the key contact person in the organisation to:

1. Answer any questions or concerns held by organisation

2. Provide and talk through the self-assessment tool with them, and agree a timeframe for the completion of this form
3. Make an initial assessment and request appropriate documents the organisation holds (e.g. strategic plan, fundraising plan, etc)

4. Provide a Code of Practice

5. Provide and sign off a Letter of Engagement

6. Arrange an appointment for the return visit and discuss who is best to attend

	8
	Organisation completed self-assessment and returns this plus other material as requested to the Reviewer.

	9
	Reviewer preparation for the next visit included:

1. Reviewing the self-assessment tool and noting areas of strength and areas where improvements could be made

2. Reviewing supporting documents

3. Determining others in the organisation to meet with besides those you discussed at the initial interview

	10
	Review visit took place.

1. Met with those appropriate to the review

2. Ascertained whether organisation has charitable tax status with the IRD (encouraged them to apply if not)

3. Discussion of strengths and weaknesses identified by reviewer
4. Gave participants opportunity to express areas they would like to develop that may not have been included in the review

5. Reviewer arranged follow-up visit to organisation. The purpose of this visit is to go through the review report and answer questions from it.

	11
	Reviewer wrote report (should not contain a lot of surprises – recommended actions likely to have been discussed as part of the review visit)
1. Report fitted within the report template – under the same headings as the self-assessment tool

2. The recommendations were an action plan and each area could contain two parts (where appropriate):
· Actions the organisation could work on by itself

· Actions that would benefit from the involvement of an Advisor
3. Report contained the names of advisors who indicated their willingness to work in the action areas identified

	12
	Reviewer sent a draft copy of report to the organisation.

	13
	Reviewer met with organisation to:

1. Discuss contents of the draft report with the key contact person and appropriate others (as determined by the organisation)

2. Agree the action plans (where there was significant disagreement by the organisation about actions, these were negotiated and where appropriate removed from the report)
3. Provide a copy of the ‘Capacity Building Grant’ application form

4. Provide a copy of the Advisors’ biographical details and contact information

5. Answer questions

      6.   Sign off the ‘Completion of Work’ form (organisation and advisor had a copy) and send to NSCSS, who arranged the release of funds from The Tindall Foundation.

	14
	Sent final copy of report to the organisation.

	15
	NSCSS paid Reviewer’s invoice on receipt of the completion of work form.

	16
	NSCSS kept signed completion of work form.   

	17
	NSCSS forwarded an evaluation form and advised the Evaluator may wish to contact the organisation.


APPENDIX 2
CAPACITY BUILDING (SECOND STAGE) APPLICATION PROCESS OVERVIEW (Catherine McClintock)
	1
	Organisation applied for capacity building grant within 6 months of review completion using information from review report.

	2
	Application received by NSCSS and checked to make sure it was correct. 

Project Manager considered application.
	If yes – NSCSS sent standard letter to organisations, setting out days granted, and asked them to now choose an Advisor and inform NSCSS of their choice.
	If no – organisation sent a letter declining and reasons why.

	3
	Before the capacity building process commenced, there was a meeting between the Reviewer and Advisor(s) to discuss the handover to ensure a seamless handover.  Advisors were fully briefed before starting their work with groups.  A draft action plan with outcomes was prepared at this meeting, based on information in the review.  The Reviewer and Advisor arranged the meeting between them.


	Following the handover, the Advisor contacted the Project Manager.  A Letter of Engagement was sent by the Project Manager to the Advisor, who returned a copy to the Project Manager.  The Advisor then contacted the group and prepared a contract for the work with them.
	If Advisor did not want the work, the organisation contacted NSCSS who assisted with another Advisor.


	4
	Advisor provided a draft report to the organisation and, after discussion and agreement, a final report.    

	5
	Advisor and organisation both signed off ‘Completion of Work’ form once capacity building completed (or partial sign-offs if more than one advisor or assistance covers an extended time).

	6
	Organisation forwarded signed off ‘Completion of Work’ form to NSCSS, and Advisor sent invoice for payment by NSCSS.

	7
	NSCSS sent evaluation to group.


APPENDIX 3



RECOMMENDED SELF-ASSESSMENT TOOL (edited by Fay Freeman & Sandy Thompson)
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Community groups are often so busy managing their organisations, running programmes and providing services that they have no time to plan and take care of building the organisation’s capacity.  The capacity of an organisation refers to its ability to use knowledge and experience for sustainable change within the organisation.  

Organisations with appropriate capacity are effective; they are able to carry out their mission in an efficient manner and are strong enough to deal with change and a crisis. For example, they have robust internal systems with appropriate policies and procedures in place and have adequate resources to carry on in the future.  They have a clear sense of their role and a strong relationship with other organisations whose role complements their own in addressing community issues.  Most organisations have areas where their performance can be improved – it is a normal part of organisational development.  SCOPE can help you to develop that capacity.

The following questions will be used in conjunction with an interview and an examination of appropriate documents to determine which areas of your organisation are very healthy and which areas your organisation may like to make some improvements.  This assessment tool has been designed specifically for small to medium-sized community groups and may not be appropriate for large organisations.  

Your organisation can then apply for additional assistance from a team of specialist Advisors who can help you to develop the strategies and systems to improve your organisation’s performance in that area. 

Organisation Maturity

Organisations require different levels of resources and support according to their age and/or stage of development. Some or all of the following can be seen at different stages.  Rate each stage according to how much you agree that it applies to your organisation now.


Instructions

Each of these questions asks you to rate or judge your organisation’s performance in a specific area.  Rate your organisation’s current performance on these factors as honestly and accurately as you can.

Tick the 4 box if you fully agree with the statement 

Tick the 3 box if you somewhat agree 

Tick the 2 box if you somewhat disagree

Tick the 1 box if you totally disagree 

Definitions

	Community Group
	A community group may variably be referred to as a not for profit (NFP) group, a non-profit organisation, a non-governmental organisation (NGO), a civil society organisation or a voluntary organisation.

	Capacity
	The capacity of an organisation refers to its ability to use knowledge and experience for sustainable change within the organisation.  

	Governance
	Governance refers to the role that the Board has in developing and realising the vision and mission of the organisation, being a guardian of the organisation’s values, reputation and other resources and managing risk.  

	Board
	The governing group may be called a Board, an Executive Committee, a Management Committee or some other name.  

	CEO
	The CEO may be called a Manager, Business Manager, Coordinator or some other name.  

	Networks
	Networks are the connections that the organisation builds to further its mission in the wider community. 

	Stakeholders
	A stakeholder is anyone who affects or is affected by the organisation, e.g. funders, local government, media, families of clients, volunteers and staff.

	Strategy
	Strategy refers to the overall approach the organisation takes to build the stakeholder support, financial, human and other resources necessary for achieving its vision and mission.  

	Culture
	The culture of an organisation is seen in “how we do things around here”, showing how the organisation’s values and philosophy are translated into action.  

	Strategic and Annual Plan
	The strategic plan sets the direction usually for a 3-5 year period, and the annual plan is a statement of the actions that are going to be taken to achieve the strategic plan on a year by year basis.  The annual plan states who is responsible for those actions, a timeframe for completion of the actions, and identification of the resources required.  


Values, Vision and Culture

Effective organisations have a clear vision and mission. Their vision is what they would like the future to look like and their mission is what they need to do to achieve it.  This work is carried out according to a set of identified values.  Effective organisations also regularly plan and strategise their activities to make sure they are meeting the needs of their community and meeting their vision, mission and goals.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	1. Our organisation has an agreed set of values and beliefs and these guide our behaviour and the decisions that we make.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Our organisational culture is appropriate for our values and mission and we are conscious of why we do things the way we do.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Our organisation has a vision statement that reflects an inspiring view of the change we have agreed we want to see in our community.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Our organisation has a mission statement that accurately describes how we are going to achieve our vision.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Our mission is understood across all members of the organisation, including the staff and Board.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Our organisation has a strategic plan that describes the goals and strategies that are needed in order to achieve the vision and mission.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. The staff and Board use our goals and strategies to help direct actions and set priorities for the organisation.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Strategy development is based on information gathered by the organisation from the community we serve.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Staff and other stakeholders have the opportunity to participate in reviewing and developing our strategy.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Our organisation has an Annual Plan that identifies who is responsible for outcomes or activities.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Our organisation has reporting systems in place, which regularly report our achievement of our annual plan.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Our organisation regularly (at least annually) reviews its plans, policies, programmes and performance to ensure we meet community needs.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Our organisation has an understanding of the underlying causes of the problems we are addressing and aims to influence key decision-makers.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Programme Delivery 

Effective organisations deliver appropriate and well run services and programmes that directly meet the organisation’s mission, and are regularly evaluated.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	14. Our programmes are aligned with our mission, goals and strategy. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. We have sufficient staff and other resources to provide effective programmes.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. We have a good understanding of our community and the most appropriate way to deliver our programmes. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. We continually assess the need for new programmes and introduce new programmes where we have the capacity to do so.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18. We regularly evaluate the quality of our programmes and look for barriers that prevent us from meeting client/member needs.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. We understand what we do well and can identify what makes us unique.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. The staff and management act with the utmost professionalism and treat stakeholders with respect. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. Regular risk assessment planning is carried out to identify any potential problems or risks with programmes. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	22. Opportunity is provided for staff to be creative and innovative in programme.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. Our organisation uses national and international research to keep up to date with the latest developments in programmes for the particular community needs we are addressing.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Governance and Leadership
The leadership and governance of an organisation is a key component of success.  Whether the governing group is called a Board, Executive Committee Management Committee, or some other name, there are key areas of responsibility that they need to address.  Good governance and leadership doesn’t just happen - it requires the governing group being aware of its role and providing good stewardship for the organisation.  Strong organisations have strong leaders.  The leadership functions of the governing group will be exercised differently at different stages of an organisation’s development – one size does not fit all – what is important is that everyone is clear about how these functions are being fulfilled.  

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	24. The Board’s membership has a commitment to the organisation’s success, mission and vision.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. The Board has clearly written role descriptions, governance policies and procedures that align with our values, mission and culture.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26. The Board acts in accordance with the policies and procedures that are in place.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27. The Board recognises that as a legal entity it has responsibilities under New Zealand law, e.g. employment law, health and safety, company law, fair trading, consumer goods law, etc.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	28. The Board takes responsibility for recruitment of the Manager and has an effective performance management process in place.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. The Board has effective processes in place to monitor the organisation’s policies, programmes and operations and protect its intellectual property.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30. The Board actively plans and effectively recruits to ensure that the Board has people with an appropriate range of skills and experience to take up positions on committees as people retire, resign or leave.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	31. The Board is an appropriate size and members bring a useful range of connections with the networks we need to be in touch with.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	32. The Board members add value by bringing new thinking, wider community perspectives, and keeping us focused on our values, mission and strategies.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	33. Board meetings are well run, with effective decision making and discussion of relevant matters.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	34. There is effective communication flow between management and Board members, and between Board members.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	35. The Board is providing strong and effective leadership for the organisation.

  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	36. The Board ensures has insurance policies are in place to cover loss, damage or injury to people, equipment and buildings.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	37. The Board is clear about the factors that are critical to the success of the organisation and undertakes regular reviews to ensure we stay on track.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	38. The organisation has processes in place to learn from each other’s experience as staff, Board and external sources, and adapt our ways of working as an organisation.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Te Tiriti O Waitangi

Many community organisations, not just iwi or hapu groups, make a strong commitment to honouring Te Tiriti O Waitangi. Organisational structure and practices reflect that commitment.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	39. Our organisation has a statement in its constitution or founding documents that outlines its commitment to Te Tiriti O Waitangi.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	40. Our organisation’s personnel (Board members, staff and volunteers) understand the principles of the Treaty and incorporate those principles in the delivery of services.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	41. Our programmes and activities operate in a way that reflects our above commitment to Te Tiriti O Waitangi.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42. Our structure and staffing reflects our commitment to Te Tiriti O Waitangi.


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	43. Our organisation has built strong, ongoing relationships and there is cohesion with Tangata Whenua, relevant Maori groups, organisations and institutions.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Sustainability and Financial Management
Effective organisations ensure that they have efficient and effective systems in place to manage their resources.  They have adequate resources in place to carry out their programmes. This is often done by fundraising for programme costs, organisation expenses and reserves. An organisation should endeavour to make sure that it has the resources in place to ensure it is sustainable for the future and that it is not vulnerable to changes in funding availability.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	44. Our organisation prepares an annual budget, prior to the start of the financial year, showing proposed expenditure and income.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	45. On a monthly basis our organisation reports to the Board on actual costs against budgeted costs and our cashflow position, and reviews or re-forecasts the budget at least three-monthly. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	46. Our organisation produces a surplus of income over expenditure in at least seven years from a 10-year period.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	47. Our organisation is aware of its tax responsibilities and has a system in place to ensure tax compliance.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	48. An independent external auditor audits or reviews our organisation’s financial performance each year and ensures our financial systems comply with accepted accounting principles.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	49. Our organisation has strategies in place to minimise risk from a reduction in income (i.e. loss of a contract).  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50. Our organisation has a funding plan in place and ensures funding activities secure adequate financial resources for the organisation.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	51. Our organisation receives funding from a wide range of sources to ensure that it is not overly dependent on a single source of revenue.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	52. Accurate financial records are maintained that ensures our financial resources are used solely in pursuit of our mission. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	53. We have at least six months reserves in place to allow us to meet our obligations.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	54. Our balance sheet appropriately tracks funds received for specific purposes, reflects investment of reserves in interest bearing accounts, and tags reserves for future needs.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	55. Before we commit to any new projects we consider the financial implications of the commitment.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	56. We are able to meet our financial repayments on any money we have borrowed including our bank overdraft.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	57. Our organisation has internal fundraising skills and expertise and/or purchases that expertise as needed. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	58. Contracts for services are renegotiated regularly (and before the contract expiry date) to reflect current costs and service needs identified in our community.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	59. Our organisation is prepared to negotiate with funders or even reject funding opportunities if the organisation’s values and mission are at risk of being compromised.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Community Relationships

Effective organisations are well known in their communities and have relationships with individuals and other groups that can help them in their ongoing work.  A non-profit organisation can, if it is appropriate, provide a means for individuals to organise and work together to improve their community of interest. Organisations can represent the interests of their community through public education, lobbying, advocacy, policy and research initiatives.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	60. Our organisation networks with a variety of organisations (i.e. local and central government entities, businesses and other non-profit and community agencies, iwi, hapu, etc).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	61. Our organisation has non-profit public education/marketing expertise and experience relevant to the service it provides. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	62. Our organisation participates in lobbying, advocacy and/or policy work on local and national levels to further its mission and vision. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	63. Our organisation has a clear understanding of key stakeholders and has plans in place to maintain communication with them.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


People Management

Effective organisations are efficiently run and managed.  They have appropriate staff and volunteers in place and manage finances and resources to ensure maximum efficiency and effectiveness.

	
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	64. Our staff and volunteers reflect the diversity of the organisation’s members/clientele and the broader community.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	65. We have sufficient staff and volunteers to ensure the effective delivery of our programmes.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	66. Our staff and volunteers have appropriate skills and experience to ensure effective service delivery.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	67. The organisation has expertise and processes in place for recruitment, selection, induction, and staff management and/or purchases specialist HR skills as necessary.   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	68. All staff members have job descriptions and employment agreements and there is an effective process for performance management, staff remuneration and other forms of reward and recognition.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	69. Our organisation addresses any issues of poor performance that arise with staff and volunteers. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	70. Staff members are drawn from a diverse range of experiences, and bring a broad range of skills.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	71. We have a commitment to staff development; there are development plans for key employees/positions and on-going coaching/feedback. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	72. Staff members are encouraged to learn and develop, contribute to the organisation’s planning and assume responsibility. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	73. We understand the role that volunteers play in our organisation and volunteers are rewarded and recognised for the contribution that they make.    
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	74. There are clear, widely understood processes in place for managing workplace conflicts.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Infrastructure (assets and information systems)
Effective organisations have adequate infrastructure.  They are resourceful in obtaining the assets they need from building sound stakeholder relationships and asking for assistance with equipment of specialist expertise from supporters.  They don’t let lack of practical resources or money stop them achieve their mission.  

	Technology
	Comments
	4
	3
	2
	1
	Unsure
	Not applicable

	75. Information systems are in place, providing secure, timely, accurate and relevant information to all relevant staff.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	76. Computer systems (including email) are adequate and effective and there are regular back up systems in place.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	77. All staff members are aware of the organisation’s information systems, are knowledgeable in their use, and make use of them as needed.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Buildings and office space
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	78. Our buildings and office space meet our current and anticipated future needs.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	79. Our buildings and office space are well-designed and thought out to enhance efficiency and effectiveness.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	80. Our buildings and office space are accessible to people with disabilities.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX 4

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
This paper was provided to the Working Group by a lawyer to discuss some issues related to general not-for-profit intellectual property and consultancy, with some brief suggestions for SCOPE.  It should not, however, be used as a definitive guide on how to deal with this complex area.

Issues for consultancy in the not-for-profit sector

The not-for-profit sector has a tradition of sharing information and using frameworks and templates, or copying rules, policies and practices, provided by others.  In some instances, written policies and practices are transferred or brought to new organisations as staff or volunteers become involved.  In other instances, they are requirements of funders.  And then there are less successful organisations wishing to emulate those more successful by following or copying their resources. 

Sometimes groups or individuals "borrow" others’ documents but don't know how or don't bother to adapt or adopt them, and they miss the opportunity to understand the document and how it might work for their organisation or practice. This means they may not safeguard themselves or benefit the way they think, and sometimes gives them a false sense of security.

There may also be concerns about "borrowed" documents that may now be out of date. The law changes all the time and people may be using resources and not updating them.  It would be advisable to send such materials out as PDFs to avoid this.

Contrary to this position of sharing or imitating is that of the consultant/advisor, who has developed and refined diagrams, report formatting and resources, usually unpaid and over years of self-employment.  These works may be considered the intellectual property of the advisor and therefore should be recognised as such by the organisation for whom the advisor does the work, and by others who may be tempted to “lift and adapt” the work.  If the work is adapted for other purposes without the advisor’s permission or involvement, then s/he has been left without the ‘signature,’ which is a result of their professional skills and which makes their work unique.

However, a significant part of the focus of the advisor is to work with groups so that they benefit from the advice, skills and resources in ways that are specific and useful to their organisation; by up-skilling individuals, deepening their understandings and building their confidence and capabilities.  This means that the work the advisors do is far more than just produce a document, and that the document is often most valuable in the context that it is made.

Intellectual property and SCOPE

It is important that the recipient organisation understands the contribution that the Advisor’s intellectual property makes to the capacity building project, particularly with the limited time available to prepare reports etc.  They should also be made aware that they are taking away potential income and recognition from the advisor if the work is used by others. 

At the same time, the advisor must be aware that the not-for-profit sector survives on limited resources and a legacy of helping one another.  The advisor may find it necessary to emphasise the value of the intellectual property to organisations and to other advisors.  

As Advisors in the SCOPE project work collaboratively, each one must act ethically and professionally, as declared within the Code of Conduct.  Each advisor must respect the intellectual property of their colleagues, whether for their own use or when working with organisations.
APPENDIX 5

CODE OF PRACTICE
SCOPE Advisors agreed that a code of practice was a requirement of the professional values and standards they would work within.  The code that evolved was a process bringing together examples of other similar organisational standards and practices.  The final written code was tailored to include Aotearoa New Zealand-specific guiding principles such as the Treaty of Waitangi.

The Code of Practice was given to all SCOPE groups and upheld by the advisors.

The SCOPE Code of Practice reads:

Values

We are guided by a set of values that are fundamental to our work.  These are:

Authenticity - We strive for authenticity and congruence between our opinions and our actions. We encourage these qualities in our clients.

Client-centred - We focus on the needs of our clients in order to continually promote client ownership of all phases of the work and support our clients’ ability to sustain change after our involvement ends.

Collaboration - We build collaborative relationships with our clients and encourage our clients to take a collaborative approach within their organisations.

Cultural awareness and sensitivity - We will undertake to work in ways that are appropriate to the cultures of client organisations.

Diversity - We recognise and respect the diversity of culture, religious belief, ethnicity, gender, disability and other particular characteristics of the client organisation.
Empowerment - We focus our work on helping everyone in the client organisation or community to increase their autonomy and empowerment to levels that make their workplace/community satisfying and productive.

Ecological connection - How individuals behave towards each other, and how we use the world’s natural resources, are a reflection of humanity’s collective stewardship of the planet.  We see a direct connection between non-exploitative ways of working and productivity, and a wider respect for the environment and the sustainable use of our planet’s resources.
Equality and non-discrimination - We always strive to be fair and objective in our advice and actions. We acknowledge that organisations have particular characteristics based on ethnicity, gender, disability, other social distinctions and tradition.

Focus on effectiveness and health - We work with our clients to create and sustain healthy as well as effective workplaces.

Mutual learning - We take an action-learning approach with our clients, based on dialogue, reflection and a commitment to shared learning.

Respect and inclusion - We value the perspective and opinions of all members of the client organisation.
Self-awareness - We are committed to developing our own self-awareness and inter-personal skills as consultants.  We engage in personal and professional development through our commitment to lifelong learning.
Guiding Principles

Competence and humility - We are aware of our areas of competence and clear about our limitations as consultants. We will only accept work that we are qualified to perform and in which our client can be served effectively; we will not make any misleading claims and will provide references from other clients if requested.

Confidentiality - We are committed to maintaining the highest degree of integrity in all our dealings with potential, current and past clients, both in terms of normal commercial confidentiality, and the protection of all personal information received in the course of providing the business services concerned. 

Duty of care - We will use our best endeavours to ensure our actions and advice conforms to relevant law.
Ethics - We always conduct our own services honestly and honourably, and expect our clients to work with us in the same spirit. We aim to ensure that all of our work is consistent with our values. 

Fair pricing - We believe our fees are competitive for what we provide, namely a high-quality, tailored, specialised service. We agree our fees and basis of charges clearly in advance, so that we and our clients can plan reliably for what lies ahead, and how it is to be achieved and financially justified. 

Quality assurance - We maintain the quality of what we do through constant ongoing review with our clients of all aims, activities, outcomes and the cost-effectiveness of activities. We encourage regular review meetings and provide regular progress reports. 

Professional conduct - We conduct all of our activities professionally and with honesty and integrity. We take great care to ensure that any recommendations that we give are in the best and proper interests of our clients.  We recognise that some organisations have limited resources, so we always try to propose solutions that accommodate our clients’ available budgets and time-scales. We will declare to our clients any conflict of interest that we may have with the work we are engaged in.

Transparent contracting - Our contract will be in the form of a detailed Letter of Engagement which includes a description of the work, costs and time-scales. The quality of our service and the value of our support provide the only true basis for continuity.

Treaty of Waitangi - We abide by the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi Kawanatanga (the Principle of Governance), Rangatiratanga (the Principle of Self-determination), and Tikanga (the Principle of cultural relevance and appropriateness).
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Pioneering Stage


Informal 


Flexible


No formal policies or procedures


Close relationships


Open


Friendly


Pioneer leader


Personalised


Strong values


Communications are mainly verbal


Strong external focus on community needs, strategies and solutions











Consolidation Stage


Formal


More distinction between governance and         management


Written policies and procedures in place


More focus on structure/internal operations


Increased written communication 


Increased amount of meetings


Clear roles and job definitions developed


Formal communication, finances and


reporting systems in place


Commitment is to the work rather than the 


organisation











Integrated Stage


Strategic plan in place


A clear distinction between governance and management


Ongoing programme evaluation in place


Data collection systems in place


Data is used to inform planning


Organisation is participative and inclusive


Programmes and services are relevant


Integrated programmes and teams are in place


Personal development is encouraged


The mission, values and culture are imbedded 


Financially sustainable


Stakeholder relationships well developed
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