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Brief
Description

Consultative Impact Monitoring of Policy - CoIMPact - is a partici-
patory approach to qualitative data collection and information
dissemination. It allows the voices of ordinary people in developing
countries, particularly the poor, to be heard directly in the analysis
and monitoring of poverty-based policies. In contrast to many
existing consultative processes, these voices are heard directly and
not through intermediaries. The approach has a broader focus than
mere generation of data; CoIMPact emphasises issues of training
and capacity building, whereby importance is given to the aspects of
participation and decentralisation. The results of the qualitative
survey are complementary to the results coming from quantitative
surveys and statistics and offer a better understanding of the pov-
erty situation in a country or a region.

CoIMPact is a relatively new and quick approach based upon
lessons-learnt from other exercises, such as Participatory Poverty
Assessments (PPAs). It collects data using Participatory and Rapid
Rural Appraisal methods. These are characterised by their use of
visualisations and open-ended discussion. These are useful in
ensuring the participation of all members of the community, particu-
larly those who might otherwise be excluded such as women or the
illiterate. At the same time, CoIMPact focuses on the process, trying
to involve representatives from an array of institutions both govern-
mental and non-governmental and ensuring that the results of the
exercise find their way into the policy process.

Figure 1: Main phases of CoIMPact
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Proposed
Main Users

CoIMPact is aimed predominantly at Governments and
other national and district level institutions, that require
timely information about the impact of their policies on
the targeted beneficiaries to enable their future
refinement. Main users are government civil servants,
social scientists, and national level planners.

Purpose of
the Method

In common with other contextual, qualitative approaches to data
collection, CoIMPact exercises seeks to fill existing information gaps,
enrich the type of information available and provide explanations
about the various dimensions of poverty. CoIMPact also goes further
by examining whether a specific policy, programme or intervention,
such as free primary education or cost sharing in health care provi-
sion is working or is having unexpected side effects. In this regard,
CoIMPact also helps to uncover the unexpected.

In terms of the type of information required, CoIMPact focuses on the
monitoring of outcomes (people’s use of, and satisfaction with,
public services delivered) and impacts (the effects of policies on
people’s overall well-being) of poverty-oriented policies and pro-
grammes from the perceptions of poor men and women.

In addition to capturing the multi-dimensional nature of poverty,
CoIMPact exercises have shown that policy interventions affect
different groups of the community in different ways. Specific interest
groups can include women, girl children, the physically disabled,
landless labourers or smallholder farmers. Not all of these groups
are identified as potential winners or losers during policy formula-
tion. The exercises have focused on the differentiated picture of
poverty, and in particular on intra-household dimensions of poverty,
trying to identify who suffers most in a household in times of stress.

The key to achieving this is the use of selective focus interviews
group, which follow common guidelines.  Community members who
would not normally be allowed to voice an opinion then have the
chance to speak-up.

CoIMPact is not an “off-the-shelf” tool and stresses the country’s
specific nature of each exercise. The approach has grown out of the
experiences of a number of countries with technical and financial
assistance from the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Technische
Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). It underlines the importance of ensuring any
round of data collection is linked to the policies and institutions of
the country.
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Advantages It fills existing gaps in poverty information at the national level.

It emphasises the feedback, discussion and actual use of the
information generated.

It relies on and incorporates information from other monitoring
efforts, including statistical exercises.

It has a firmly established institutional base in existing national
agencies, involving stakeholders and decision-makers at various
levels throughout the process.

It stresses capacity building and knowledge transfer to organisations
at national and decentralised levels to allow them carry out future
rounds of the exercise.

CoIMPact can be of use in both the formulation and subsequent
adaptation and amendment of policy initiatives, and is implemented
with the intention that its findings will influence policy.

The results of using the method highlights how policies impact on
different groups in different ways.

Limitations The communities participating in a CoIMPact exercise expect direct
“benefits” from their participation (i.e. tangible benefits), namely
government projects that address their needs and requirements.

Extensive capacity building is required in order to ensure that
CoIMpact is successfully used.

CoIMPact requires feedback sessions to be conducted with
communities.

CoIMPact is relatively expensive compared to PPA-1 exercises, but far
cheaper when compared to undertaking a household survey.
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Principles CoIMPact and....

.... policy

CoIMPact starts with the premise that the results will be useful for
carrying the voices of ordinary people into the policy-making arena. The
CoIMPact approach recognizes that to do this, simply producing reports
is not sufficient. For this reason a comprehensive results dissemination
exercise has to be incorporated as one of the “phases” of CoIMPact to
open the space for discussion about policy reforms and changes. This is
enhanced by the regular involvement in the exercise of those who are in a
position to make policy changes, from the key central and line ministries
as well as those delivering services to the poor at the decentral or provin-
cial level.
Further, the CoIMPact exercises are not one-off events, but are rather
multi-stage and recurring exercises, integrated in the existing Poverty
Monitoring Systems of the country.

.... participation

In the development of a Poverty Reduction Strategy Programme (PRSP),
participation and consultation are key concerns. To date, most countries
adopting a PRSP have held widespread consultations during the formu-
lation of the strategies. Often this process has been of an ad hoc nature
involving civil society and private sector actors, while neglecting elected
officials in parliament and elsewhere on the understanding that these
tend to be weak institutions. The participation of these organisations in
the policy formulation process has generated a demand for the continued

Figure 2: CoIMPact communication and information flows
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Principles involvement of the ordinary people in the monitoring of policy. The
experience of CoIMPact exercises carried out to date suggests the method
is able to enhance local level participation.

Participatory monitoring and evaluation, which involves direct consulta-
tion with the beneficiaries, particularly the poor, plays an important role
in expanding the information base for poverty diagnostics (identifying
who the poor are), monitoring policy implementation (what impact this
is having on people) and in the retrospective evaluation of the policy.

In addition to the participation of the direct beneficiaries, the collaborat-
ing partners in the exercise can include staff of responsible ministries,
relevant local Government and decentral Offices, representatives of
NGOs / CSOs and research institutions. This supports improved coordi-
nation between different agencies in carrying out anti-poverty activities.
Additionally, rather than being a strain on scarce resources, it can act as
a means of strengthening the capacity of those involved in performing
their official duties, by helping them to understand better the needs and
priorities of the people they are to serve.

.... participatory poverty assessments - PPA

While CoIMPact and Participatory Poverty Assessments (PPA) essen-
tially belong to the same family and have the same overall intention – to
continue to use the Voices of the Poor to reinforce policy messages for
politicians, technocrats and the media – they differ in a number of ways.
The most striking difference is CoIMPact’s reliance on in depth policy
analysis before collecting any data. This has a number of benefits. During
data collection, it ensures that those going to the field understand fully
what they need to investigate and the areas they need to probe. In the
report writing stage it means that the various reports can answer specific
questions connected to the impact selected policies are having on poor
people.

Other differences are the attention given to the institutionalisation of the
exercise. Originally, PPAs were designed and supervised by the staff of
donor organisations, and managed and implemented by NGOs or
research institutions (something that continues to be the case in a
number of PRSPs). CoIMPact has rather taken up the issues of institu-
tionalisation, seeking to be embedded in the national policy-making
structure. This is done with the express intention of improving the
relationship to the policy process.

The third major difference between a traditional PPA and CoIMPact is the
system of feedback loops, incorporating all levels of society from the
individual through to decentral administration and national level policy
makers. These are ensured by involving decision-makers throughout the
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Principles exercise, including: the choice of the policy to be investigated, the specific
design of each round and consultations during the policy analysis, as
well as the field research and report writing. The CoIMPact approach
considers that this arrangement:

Assures the information needs of data users and policy makers are
met (demand-driven).
Increases the likelihood that the findings will be accepted.
Creates the role for the stakeholders as “champions” of the messages
contained in the reports.

.... gender

Unlike many other data collection tools, such as household surveys,
CoIMPact exercises pay a great deal of attention to issues of Gender at
various levels of the exercise. Consideration of this issue needs to be
made at virtually every step:

During the policy analysis.
In the development of hypotheses related to the dimensions of policy
interventions.
In the training of data collection personnel to ensure they are sensi-
tised to the issue.
In the composition of data collection teams.
By interviewing men and women separately to allow women in
traditional society settings to express opinions which may not other-
wise be allowed.
By using women to interview women’s groups so they do not feel
intimidated.
By collecting sex-disaggregated data and maintaining this disaggre-
gation throughout the documentation and analysis process.
Through identifying differences in male and female perception and
present these in the report.

.... other monitoring tools

CoIMPact exercises are complimentary to other monitoring efforts. Most
obviously, the use of other sources of data helps in the triangulation of
results and informing survey design. However, the relationship between
the various exercises can take on a number of forms:

The identification of areas for investigation through the CoIMPact
approach can be undertaken based on the findings of quantitative
exercises.
The purposeful sampling of specific areas through CoIMPact can be
based on the results of nationwide household surveys.
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Principles The investigation of similar policy areas using CoIMPact can ulti-
mately lead to the production of a more comprehensive set of policy
recommendations.
The results of CoIMPact can provide a good basis for the design of
quantitative questionnaires.

Institutional set-up for carrying out CoIMPact
Agreeing on the institutional arrangements is one of the key prerequisites
for the exercise. CoIMPact requires a strong institutional base for it to
have any meaningful impact on policy. Experience to date has entailed
focusing on government, while at the same time generating additional
links to other institutions, such as NGOs and development partners.
Involving a broad spread of actors helps to ensure that the results of the
exercise are used in the reform of policy, and that the most relevant
policies are investigated.

Within government, there is a need to focus on a strong central organisa-
tion, such as the Ministry of Planning, or the Ministry of Economic
Planning and Development. The officials and staff of these institutions
are to be involved at all stages, from conceptualisation to the final release
of the report. However, the exercises have to involve others as well –
including the national statistical offices, decentral government, key line
ministries and non-governmental organisations. The key is to ensure that
the exercise finds its home in an organisation that is committed to intro-
ducing, supporting and improving pro-poor policies (or programmes) in
a cross-sectoral way and is in a position to push this agenda forward.

Using people from government institutions in the planning, implementa-
tion and analysis helps to improve the access to the policy process and
generates additional support for the results at hand.

Providing Timely Information
One of the principles behind the CoIMPact approach is to ensure that
information on the implementation of policies and indications of out-
comes and impact can be provided expeditiously to allow mitigating
interventions to be undertaken when necessary.

Experience shows that it is possible to carry out a full round of a
CoIMPact exercise (from conceptualisation to production of the report)
within six months. However, it must be remembered that every country is
different, and the first round of an exercise in a new environment may
take more time – this can be justified if all the components are put in
place, and the key stakeholders are brought “on board”, which eventu-
ally will lead to the use of the results of the exercise. Other issues that
will have an effect on the length of time are the number of people in-
volved in the data collection and the number of sites visited.
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Principles
One of the principles behind the CoIMPact approach is to ensure that
information on the implementation of policies and indications of out-
comes and impact can be provided in a timely and quick manner, to
allow interventions to be undertaken. Timing and sequencing should fit
with the policy formulation cycle in order to ensure that the findings
have an influence.

When to use CoIMPact
CoIMPact is designed to provide feedback to policy and decision makers
on people’s perceptions about the outcomes and impact of policy inter-
vention. For it to be successfully implemented anyone of the following
conditions needs to be fulfilled:

The country’s Poverty Monitoring System or national poverty strategy
recognises the need for the collection and use of “Qualitative” or
“Contextual Data”.
The Government is committed to integrating the opinions of ordinary
people into the policy process through a system of participation or
consultation.
Specific poverty focused policy interventions have been undertaken
that need to be reviewed, or if the Government is interested in examin-
ing the poverty impact of existing sectoral policies.
A unit exists within the government and it takes up poverty issues in
a cross-sectoral way and the unit is able to develop channels to
influence policy-using information generated by a participatory
exercise.
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General
Procedures

Steps to carry out the CoIMPact process

Five broad phases are necessary in a CoIMPact exercise. The precise
number of steps implemented in each phase will vary according to the
needs of the country and implementing agency. Some key steps must be
undertaken. However, they do not form a blueprint for carrying out the
exercise. Each country is different and the exercise needs to reflect these
differences. The watchwords then are flexibility not just in the planning
stage but also in the implementation stage to  allow for adaptation to any
particular situation, and capacity building so that those taking part in the
exercise are able to carry out future rounds.

1. The Preparatory Phase
The purpose of having a preparatory phase is to establish a smooth
conceptual basis for the implementation of a round of the exercise,
including reaching consensus on the objective, purpose and results so
that they are appropriate to the prevailing national situation. At this
stage, it is also important to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the
key stakeholders and deal with issues of establishing the institutional
framework for the exercise. Further, there are some practical issues that
need to be addressed, including deciding on the coverage of the exercise
(number of sites), the areas to be investigated (following widespread
consultations), and an assessment of the financial costs, including a
more general assessment of the resources necessary and available (in-
cluding personnel). The most important steps include:

Hold widespread consultations with potential stakeholders to help in
the development of a conceptual framework and selection of areas for
investigation. Taking this approach at this stage will help to ensure
support for the results once they come later. The conceptual frame-
work should outline the objectives of the exercise, identify the institu-
tional arrangements and develop a possible budget and source of
funding. While a detailed plan (or concept paper) may result from this
step, this should also be produced as a briefing sheet to explain in
simpler terms what the exercise entails.
Review previous research and consultation documents (which should
be in place following the development of PRSPs in many countries) to
identify information needs and gaps that can be investigated, and to
prevent duplication of efforts.
Select administrative areas and sites for investigation and initiate
contact with those in local administration who will be involved in the
exercise.
Select the teams who will carry out the policy analysis and the data
collection.
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General
Procedures

In the first iteration of the exercise, the preparation will require time.
Occasionally this may seem disproportionate to the time spent on the
other phases, however, in the long run the contribution it makes towards
ownership and ensuring that the results find their way into the policy
process justify the effort. Subsequent rounds of data collection might not
need to spend as much time on the preparation phase of the exercise.

Figure 3: The CoIMPact process
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General
Procedures

2. The Policy Analysis Phase
The policy analysis phase examines the extent to which the priorities of
the poor have found their way into policy documents, such as the Poverty
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) and whether (sector) policies are
genuinely poverty-focused. At the same time, it identifies possible indica-
tors from the policy documents against which success or impact can be
assessed in a qualitative way. It results in the development of hypotheses
for testing during the field phase. The policy analysis also helps to
ensure that the findings of the field phase can be linked to policy inter-
ventions in the production of the final report.

The policy analysis ties in with the preparation phase when key policy
and decision-makers identify the information gaps they would like filled
and select the areas for investigation. It is important to keep refining the
policy analysis after each step, including:

Conduct a detailed literature review of existing policy documents.
Consult widely with those involved in the policy area (donors, NGOs
and government agencies) to foster ownership of the process and to
ascertain the type and kind of information needed.
Prepare a report on the policy analysis for discussion with
stakeholders.
Prepare and test the interview guidelines.

The analysis requires a number of iterations to allow continuous fine-
tuning and to ensure the incorporation of the views and needs of the
broadening circle of stakeholders. Capacity building to carry out further
analysis exercises needs to be one of the key objectives of this stage.

The output from this phase of the exercise is the development of a
number of hypotheses to be tested. Questions to achieve this are included
in a checklist for field-use. The checklist ensures that the key policy areas
are addressed by the teams in the field in sufficient detail to make their
analysis meaningful and to facilitate the comparison of reports from
different sites, enabling the easier production of a final report at national
level. Checklists/questionnaires will require testing prior field imple-
mentation; this requires time.



MethodFinder’s Practitioner’s Guide:

Consultative Impact Monitoring of Policy - CoIMPact

Method / Page  13Copyright: GTZ, Government of Malawi,
Government of Kenya

General
Procedures

3. The Data Collection Phase
Prior to data collection the selection of the multi-disciplinary team has to
be undertaken. A balance has to be found between use of government
employees, freelancers, and civil society. The former can provide a link to
policy, but may have time constraints. The latter may often want to
participate, but also have time constraints, and may not have a direct link
to policy making. Freelancers will have more time, but may not be able to
provide the link to policy.

The data collection phase should collect reliable and relevant informa-
tion about poverty, the priorities of the poor and the perception of these
people about the impact that policies, designed for their benefit, actually
are having on them. As well as the data collection, there are three key
elements at this stage - training, testing checklists and methodologies,
and documentation, even though paying adequate attention to adminis-
trative and management issues at this phase will help to contribute to a
successful exercise.  The steps of the data collection phase include:

Training the teams to be involved in data collection must be the first
step of the field phase – the training needs to deal with the research
objective, the rationale for selection of the policy areas, the tools to be
used in participatory data collection and building team spirit. Experi-
enced trainers are needed for the training.
Testing checklists and methodologies to ensure they are appropriate
for the field phase and understood by the team. These include group
based semi-structured interviews, key informant interviews, case
studies as well as the many visualisation tools (i.e. PRA).
Consultation with potential providers of important information at
local administration level allows for the generation of background
information, and the triangulation of community responses.
Community consultations are the key part of the exercise. At the very
start of the visit, it is important to explain the goals and objectives of
the exercise, to try to combat the problem of raising expectations
amongst the community – something that will probably have to be
done more than once. A work plan, which suits the time schedule of
the community, needs to be agreed and every attempt to involve the
marginalized in the community must be made. Before leaving the
community, the researchers should hold a feedback session to tell the
participants about their findings and give them the opportunity to
correct any errors and to discuss further possible solutions to some of
the problems raised. Attention should be paid to possible community
“power relations” at this stage, which may marginalize weaker
groups.
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Documentation – The distinction in information given by different
groups (based upon gender, age, etc.) are maintained throughout the
documentation and subsequent analysis phase. This involves the
filling of notebooks and pre-structured documentation sheets and
recording any visualisation, taking note of the respondents age,
gender and other relevant characteristics. The documentation (and by
extension, the first steps towards the analysis) needs to be done at
many stages - after each interview session, at the end of each day; at
the end of each site visit; at the level of local administration (for
instance decentral level); and at national level. The recording of
information at these specific levels helps to ensure that the data is
kept differentiated by respondent groups.

The CoIMPact exercise is founded on the principal of “community
immersion” that is, the team spends their time with the participating
community. This allows the development of a greater sense of empathy
between the two, and allows the team, through observation, to triangu-
late some of the findings, by seeing elements of the daily lives of the
community. To facilitate this, a stay of between five days and a week with
each community is recommended. Staying for such a length of time also
eases some of the strains placed on the participants’ time – appoint-
ments, interviews and discussions can be carried out at their conven-
ience.

4. The Data Analysis Phase
The ultimate goal of the analysis phase is to produce a series of reports
that reflect the opinions of the communities visited in a manner that will
lead to their voices being heard in the policy-making process at various
levels. The analysis and report writing consists of processing the results
of the field work so that it is meaningful in the context of the research
topics and presenting it in a way that is useful to policy makers. The data
analysis phase compares the Policy Analysis with the data collected in
the communities in order to examine the impact of the policies and
interventions being investigated.

The biggest difficulty at this stage relates to drawing macro conclusions
from micro-analysis at site report level. It is important in the final report
to ensure that minor pieces of information are not used to exaggerate
findings beyond their real significance. The acceptability of such data
will very much depend on the depth of triangulation of findings in the
research process, and re-examining controversial information. The major
steps are:

General
Procedures
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Analysis of the results from community level by members of the data
collection teams against the key research areas chosen and the pro-
duction of a site report.
Analysis of the results at the decentral level (or other appropriate level
of local administration) and the production of a decentral report.
Production of an early draft of the national report for discussion with
key stakeholders and provide a quick feedback of main findings.
Finalisation of the national report by the report writing team.

The result of this phase will be the production of a comprehensive
national level report, which includes policy related recommendations.
The main findings of this report then need to be produced in a number of
formats to help facilitate the dissemination phase.

5. The Dissemination Phase
The Dissemination Phase is designed to ensure that the findings and
results of the exercise are shared with those who may be in a position to
take some action on them. This is essential bearing in mind that the
overall objective of the exercise is to ensure the voices of the poor are
heard in the policy-making process and to keep the policy makers in-
formed about progress in implementing and improving their policies.
The list of stakeholders to be included at this stage can be a long one –
including the sector ministries, the Parliament, local administrations,
NGOs, international development organisations, the media, and the
public at large. In this regard, CoIMPact exercises have focused on the
production of an array of reports and briefings (products) – these can
include:

Overall technical report.
Popular version of the findings.
Individual briefing sheets on specific policy issues.
Technical reports on the process.
Press briefings.
Reports for use at decentralised levels of administration.

Providing such an array of information helps to keep various groups of
people informed about the impact that policies have on them, and helps
government understand unexpected side effects that have emerged. This
contributes to the debate on the effectiveness of policy and supports
national dialogue on poverty.

General
Procedures
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