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Julie MacCartee:
Good morning, afternoon, or evening, everyone, and on behalf of the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning Division at the USAID Bureau for Food Security, I would like to welcome you to the second installment in our Feed the Future MEL webinar series. Today, we will be providing an introduction to the Feed the Future indicators, and the indicator handbook, plus diving a little bit deeper into some tricky new and revised indicators. We appreciate your interest in the MEL system, and we hope that this webinar and the future webinars in the series will help lay further groundwork for engagement with Feed the Future data and learning. 

My name is Julie MacCartee, and I am a knowledge management and learning specialist at the USAID Bureau for Food Security, and I'll be your host and facilitator throughout the MEL webinar series, and you're always welcome to reach out to me with questions or suggestions for future webinars, and I'll put my email address in the chat box in just a minute. 

Before we get started with the presentation, I would like to quickly orient you to our webinar room today. Your main way of communicating with us is the chat box, and I can see that lots of people are using that already. We love for webinars to be interactive, and so we encourage you to introduce yourself, to share links to relevant resources, and to ask questions at any time throughout the webinar. We'll answer your questions in the chat box throughout, and we'll also pause in the middle and at the end of the webinar to answer some of your questions verbally. 

If you would like to download a copy of today's slides, you can click on the file in the little file share box at the very top left of your screen, and we've also posted a few other key resources in the file box and the web links box, which we'll refer to a few times throughout the webinar. 

All right. next up, I am just going to introduce our main speaker today, who will be Katie West, who manages the performance monitoring process for Feed the Future, and is a member of the MEL team here at BFS headquarters. And that's me, the Julie MacCartee, the second person you see. And we have some head shots later on in the webinar, so you'll be able to see the beautiful faces of our other BFS staff who are on hand to go over some specific indicators a bit later on in the webinar, and those are Anne Swindale, Madeleine Gauthier, Kristy Cook, Tyrell Kahan, Jessica Bagdonis, Janina Mera, and Alex Schmall. We've got a great group of people on hand today to answer some of your questions. 

All right. So that is enough for me. I'm going to pass on to Katie West to go over the agenda. 
Katie West:
Thanks, Julie. Can you hear me okay? Just wanted to check at the beginning here. 
Julie MacCartee:
Yes, I can hear you well, Katie.

Katie West:
Good. Okay. Great. Well, thanks, everybody, for joining. I know this takes up time in your day, but I think it will be really helpful, and like Julie mentioned, this will be recorded, and the PowerPoint is available so you can reference is later, and also pass it on to other colleagues who are unable to attend. 

I just want to go over the agenda for today. First, we'll do kind of a brief introduction about what we're going to talk about today, and about our new indicator handbook in general, and some of the changes to the MEL system under the global food security strategy. We'll highlight the key changes that are important to remember. We'll talk specifically about the new handbook and where to find that online. And then we'll also go over the transition to the new indicators, which will be important for both partners and missions and everyone listening today, when to move over to using the new indicators fully. 

And then we'll go over some of the tricky – well, new and tricky indicators that Julie mentioned, just some specific overviews, and that's where we got our team of experts here on the line as well with us to go over some of those things. And then we'll end with a Q&A session. And I will say that there's a lot of indicators, and we've dedicated webinars to the particular tricky ones separate from this, but we will go over a handful of the new ones in this webinar. 

And as Julie mentioned, there are some resources in the webinar room on the left side of your screen, a glossary in case we use a term you don't know, some links to some of the important things we're talking about, and also files of this presentation, a transition cheat sheet, and some other things that we will go over. 

All right, so let's get started. So many of you are aware that we've spent the last year developing a new set of standard indicators, and these support phase two of our Feed the Future initiative, which is under the Global Food Security Strategy, or GFSS, and that was based on a law passed by Congress last summer. 

And this process of developing a new handbook involved two public surveys. Maybe many of you participated. We had consistent interagency coordination with all the different agency – interagency partners that coordinate with USAID on Feed the Future, and input from a variety of different stakeholders, and we did that so that we could land on the final – like a very good set of indicators that everyone had input into and agreed on and helped collaborate on developing. 

Our last handbook update was published back in July of 2016, and this new handbook that we are just talking about just was published in March, a couple of months ago. And as I mentioned, we'll discuss details of the transition between those two sets of measures later in this presentation. And just to make sure, most of you are probably – I forgot to look at the poll results at the end there, but I know some of you are definitely working in M&E already, so you're very familiar with indicators, but just to be sure, in case there are others who are not as familiar, we are defining the term indicators as measures that enable us to monitor and manage the performance of the Feed the Future initiative, and they're designed to measure progress against each result in our Feed the Future results framework, which I'll show an image of in the next slide. 

And indicators basically help us monitor the causal flow along a results chain, from outputs, which are just results of things we do, to project outcomes, which are like the second level things that occur because of what we do, and then all the way through population or system level outcomes, those higher level ones, and eventually to impacts, which are the really big, important things that we're trying to achieve through this initiative. 

So here – oops. Sorry. Here is a picture of the results framework under the Global Food Security Strategy. And this is updated from the last time as well, and it has indicators identified at each level of this framework, so you can see that the intermediate results, which are all those nine boxes in the middle, feed up into the three objectives, which feed up into the goal at the top. 

And it helps us logically assess the plausible contribution of our actions to the achievement of our impact. So we're saying that if we do these things at the lower level, they lead to things at the higher level, and eventually can move the needle on our goal. 

And at the goal level, those familiar with FTF will know that we measure hunger, malnutrition, and poverty among the population in Feed the Future target countries, and in our zone of influence, of ZOI, as we'll say. And the ZOI is where our programming intends to achieve the greatest household and individual level impacts on these things, on poverty, hunger, and malnutrition, and it's a targeted geographic area where we focus our energies, and we hold ourselves accountable for the impacts achieved in that area. 

And then at lower levels of the framework, indicators measure results at a national or ZOI/population level, maybe at an agriculture and food system level in some cases, and also among project participants, and this is where our partners, our implementing partners, or IPs, need to focus. So that's where you guys are doing your implementing mechanisms with different project participants, and we're measuring results among those project participants. And that is what we will focus on in this webinar the most. 

And while they're very important, standard indicators are only one part of our MEL system, these measures that I'm just talking about. We understand that they're actually part of an entire MEL system, and the indicators are meant to capture some of the most important aspects of the work we do across the results framework. But these monitoring indicators can only tell us so much. We also need good custom indicators, good evaluations, and of course, analyzing and using the data that we collect. So the indicators that we're talking about here in this presentation are really a really key part, but only a part. There has to be the other aspects of the MEL system to really be fully robust. 

And in development of this new set of indicators, we were really trying to strike a balance, because we want to measure all facets of our results framework adequately, and you can see that there's a lot of pieces to the results framework that I was showing on the last screen. But we also want to keep the reporting burden manageable. And so there's this tension kind of between those two things, wanting to measure everything adequately, but not providing too many measures and requirements that it becomes unmanageable. 

And this was a little tough this year, because our results framework, the pieces of our results framework actually increased. As you may have noticed, we used to have two objectives, and now we have three objectives, and also, we used to only have eight intermediate results, and now we have fifteen. 

However, we did pretty well, knowing – considering the expansion of the results framework, where we kept the total number of IM performance indicators – these are the activity level indicators – at a fairly similar number. So it went actually down one from 28 in the last set to 27 in this new set. And our overall indicators only increased by 1, up to 54. So we did try – I know it still seems like a lot, but we did make a very concerted effort to limit the number of measures that we were asking people to report on. 

All right. Now our indicators that are published in our new handbook, the one that just came out in March, they're a mix of continuing ones from the last set that we still felt were useful, brand new ones, ones that were just slightly revised or tweaked a little bit to make it better, and those that are adopted from other sectors, meaning they existed somewhere else, but they're new to Feed the Future.

So you can see the breakdown in the pie chart on this screen of how the indicators are spaced out among those different types. So on the right hand side is how it is, the breakdown of all of the 54 performance indicators together. As you can see, there's quite a lot of new ones, just a few tweaks, and then also good – you know, a little under a quarter of them are still the same that you may remember from the last set. 

On the left hand side, this is that same breakdown, but just on the IM level indicators, or the activity level ones that we're going to be focusing on here, and which the implementing partners focus on the most. And also for USAID staff, you'll recognize a few indicators as F standard indicators. Implementing partners and others may not know what that is, but that's okay. For USAID mission staff, we've adopted some of the other F standard indicators as some of our own this year, as Feed the Future measures. 

And all of these changes, you know, which ones are new, which ones are tweaked, etcetera, are outlined in great detail in appendix two of the handbook, which we'll go over later, but I definitely recommend reading that. It has a nice chart of all the indicators, and kind of what's happened to each one. So it's a really good reference. I'd even recommend maybe printing that appendix and having it handy at your desk or something. 

And now one thing I just want to point out is that some of the indicators in this new set might look like they are the same as the old ones. We – however, we consider them new if there's been enough tweaks or changes to the definition that you can't make a trend line across history, from the old one to the new one. But if you change the definition of something too much, it's no longer the same indicator, even if the title sounds very similar. So if that's happened to some of our indicators, which it has, then that indicator gets a new number, and is considered new. 

So one example of this is the number of hectares under improved technologies indicator, which sounds very similar to the one that we used to have, called number of hectares under improved technologies, but this one in the new set has a new number, and it now captures improved management practices at a more extensive scale, such as watershed. So because that we're measuring a broader universe under this new indicator, which we decided was a better way to measure things under this new set, it's considered a new indicator, and we won't be able to compare data from this new one to the old one that sounds like it has the same name. We know that, again, because it has a different number, but just wanted to point that out, in case that's a little confusing. And again, that's all outlined in appendix two of the handbook.

Also, for some of the more tricky indicators like that, hectares is one, and some of the ZOI level ones, etcetera, as I mentioned at the beginning, there are webinars dedicated just to talking about the nuances and complexities of those, and so I would recommend attending those other webinars in this series. And we'll post the dates at the end of this webinar, so that you can are aware of when they're coming. All right.

And so our list of new indicators includes two types of indicators: performance and context. And also, all of the indicators are grouped into categories based on the level that they're measuring, so IM level, which is the activity level, versus ZOI level, meaning things measured in the ZOI population, national level, etcetera. And you can see the distribution of these categories in the pie chart there on the screen. So more than half are IM level indicators. These are activity level indicators. That's the ones that you as implementing partners will be reporting on most. And you can see the rest of the breakdown there. 

And also, I just want to distinguish performance from context. So performance indicators, these are the ones you're familiar with, where we are measuring something that we're holding ourselves accountable for. We have to report annual results and set multi-year targets. We have 54 of these in our new set of indicators, so 54 performance indicators in total, and 27 of those are at the IM level. Like I mentioned, those are the ones that are – that partners will be using to monitor their activities. They monitor progress and results of specific implementing mechanisms, and they represent results among the people and organizations who participate in that project's intervention. 

And the IM level indicators are collected by the partners and reported annually across all Feed the Future countries, regardless of whether they are target countries or aligned. And IMs should report on these indicators if you are expected to produce results measured by that indicator. And so that's what we mean, that they're required as applicable, meaning if you're working on them in that area, you need to report on that indicator, so that we have a comprehensive understanding of our overall results at the initiative level. 

All IM level indicators, we should only report results achieved in that reporting year. So each time when we're putting things into a Feed the Future monitoring system, FTFMS, which is a system many of you might be familiar with, you are reporting the results that occurred in that fiscal year that's just ending. You are not reporting cumulative results, meaning you don't add up results from the last year to the ones you achieved this year and put that total in. It's only a snapshot of what occurred in the current fiscal year. 

However, you can and should report this year's results for a participant, even if they – that participant achieved results last year, and they again achieved results this year. They can be counted in both of those years. Let's say a farmer who's applying a new technology, if we were working with them last year and they applied the technology or practice, you can count them last year, and then if again we're continuing to work with them and they apply it again, you could report them again this year. The important part is just to not add up cumulatively into our reporting system. 

And of the 54 total performance indicators, there are 20 ZOI level ones that you can see in the red on the pie chart there. And these measure progress across our ZOI, which, remember, is our targeted geographic area where we're focusing our efforts. And those are collected through a population-based survey. So those are not done in the same way that the partners report their activity level measures, which are coming directly from the partners. We do a population-based survey to collect the ZOI level ones. We also have six national level ones, meaning it's a result that's representative of the entire country. And then we have one on institutional architecture, which is multi-level, and we will have Kristy, our policy team expert, go over that specific one later. 

So those were performance, and now context indicators, which are new this year. These are different than performance, because they just help us monitor important aspects of our working environments, or the context in which we're operating, that can help inform our programming or understanding. So we observe or monitor these things, but we do not conduct any primary data collection. We'll use existing sources instead. And we will also not hold ourselves accountable for their results, nor set targets for them. 

So just as an example, we're planning to monitor – one of our context indicators is rainfall in our ZOIs. Now obviously, it doesn't make sense for us to set a target for rainfall or to hold ourselves accountable for how much rain comes down, even though we probably wish we could control that a little more, but it's just something we're monitoring that might help inform some of our programming. And so we've got both the performance ones that we are accountable for, and the context ones that we're not accountable for, but just observing, to help inform our working environment. So we have both of those types of indicators, and both are at those different levels I was talking about. You know, IM level, national level, etcetera. 

However, it should be very clear which one is which, because in the indicator title itself, it says whether it's a context indicator or not, and it also says the level that the indicator is measured at in the official title. So when you're reading the title or communicating it to others, be sure to use the full title, which has the number, the text, and then also the level. I just want to be clear that it won't – it's not as confusing as it sounds, based on the way that we've done the titles. 

We're going to focus more on the performance indicators here in this webinar, since that's the one that US – the mission and now our different partners need to be reporting on and actively entering into the system. So focus on those. The context ones are a new aspect of this year's handbook, and an important thing to keep in mind. 

All right. So within our performance indicators, the ones we hold ourselves accountable for, those are the 54 of them. Those, we have both standard and we'll talk about custom as well. So in the handbook we only have standard indicators, and by standard, we mean that they all have a set definition that we all agree to using, and that definition is what's in the PIRS, which stands for Performance Indicator Reference Sheet, PIRS, in the handbook. And so when you look at the handbook, you'll see basically a set of PIRS or a set of definitions for each of these standard indicators, and that's so that we are all measuring the same thing and understanding the same wording, etcetera, and same measurements, and we're reporting it all in the same way, by all activities who it applies to, and those are collected centrally. 

And so activities or IMs and operating units, which we'll say are OUs, just for our acronym speak here, we're all held accountable for results, like I said. We have to set targets and collect data, with a few exceptions that we'll describe later, and report results annually into our monitoring database, which I mentioned before is called the Feed the Future Monitoring System, or FTFMS, and I'm sorry, that was my fault in naming such a horrible acronym on that system. We'll do better next time. 

And as I said before, the standard performance indicators are required as applicable. So remember, if you are working in an area covered by that indicator, you must report on it, so that we at a central level and at the initiative level are sure to have comprehensive results across the initiative, and this means if you receive FTF funding, you must report on any indicator at the IR, which is the immediate results, and CCIR, the cross-cutting intermediate results, level, of the results framework. Remember, back in the results framework image, those were like the two lower levels, CCIR and IR levels of the results framework, because they measure a result that your activity produces. 

So for example, if your activity is working to increase access to financial services, let's say, then you would be required to report on an indicator that's related to that, which is in this new set, EG3227, the value of ag-related financing access, that is a result of USG assistance. So if you're working on that thing, you must report on that indicator. However, if your activity is not doing anything related to financial inclusion, obviously, you would not be required to use that indicator. So it's just if you're working on it, you need to report on it, but obviously, not all indicators apply to every project. 

I just also want to point out that all indicators with a goal and objective level of the results framework are required for target countries, and then as you – especially M&E folks are remember – we have output, outcome, and impact level indicators, so those are just the direct result of something you do, and then increasing in higher level after that. And since outcome and impact indicators, those are the higher level ones, they measure conditions that existed among our target participants and populations before we started, and then we're trying to measure how much we changed that condition. 

Because of that, baseline information is required for all of those kind of indicators, so for outcome and impact ones, and that's to better allow us to tease out the changes in the conditions that we are – we contributed to. And that's opposed to output indicators, which are just there to measure the direct result of our work, like we trained ten farmers, and we did a training, and ten farmers attended. That's an output indicator, if you're just counting something based on what you did. 

And so for all of those except one exception, which, again, we'll cover later in the presentation, baselines for output indicators, since we're measuring results directly produced by our activity, should all be zero, since an activity cannot produce any results before it starts, obviously. So baseline for outputs are zero in all cases except for one we'll go over, and baselines for outcome or impact indicators are what is the status quo or the condition before we started working, because we want to see how we – our efforts change that condition later. Okay? 

So those are standard indicators, which are in our handbook. However, we want to emphasize the importance of custom indicators. And even though standard indicators are the only ones that we collect centrally and use to report on the important progress of our initiative, we recognize that they are most likely insufficient to monitor progress along every project or activity's logic model. And therefore, we encourage you to use custom indicators to fill those gaps. These should be in addition to any standard ones that you're required to report on, and they can be tailored to track progress specific to your project. And custom indicators are a really critical component to support learning and adapting in your work. So we just want to emphasize that. 

And even though FTFMS, our monitoring databases, we're unable to systematically collect custom indicators at this time, for those of you familiar with the system, you know that the only way to do that now is to upload an Excel spreadsheet of them, but they're not entered directly into the database. We're unable to collect that systematically in a central location, but we're working on ways to improve that, but we still want to emphasize the importance of them in having a good MEL plan for every activity. 

Oh, sorry. Clicking too fast here. And then just as sort of what are some options for custom indicators, well, of course, implementing partners and operating units can collaborate together to develop something directly that fits your project or is specifically tailored to measuring something that you've agreed to in your MEL plan. Another idea is to take a ZOI level one that we have for our initiative, and apply it in a custom form at a IM level. So apply it to your individual activity, and then it would become custom in that way. 

Also, just note that any old Feed the Future standard indicators that we had in the system before, even if we're dropping them, meaning we're not going to be collect them centrally anymore, or publish them in the progress report, etcetera, they'll still be available in the system, in FTFMS, and anyone could use those – continue to use those for their projects that they want, or use them as custom, if that's appropriate for activity. 

Another idea is to simply add a custom disaggregate to a standard Feed the Future indicator, if that helps track progress specific to your activity. One example of that is maybe you want to add a custom disaggregate to track results by district, and that could be pretty useful for your performance management. And then another – the last idea for custom indicators is to use suggestions from some sector experts. We've got some forthcoming market systems guidance coming out, for example, that could make some great suggestions for measuring things in market systems. We've got livestock experts that have some suggested indicators as well. So look for the separate webinar specifically on the market systems that's coming up. These are the places where we recommend looking for custom indicators. 

And then just a couple of quick other things to mention about indicator definitions under phase two. One thing we changed our language is that we used to refer to our participants as direct beneficiaries, but now we're calling them participants. And that is to better describe the universe captured by IM level indicators, and to better align with market system-based approaches. It communicates that those we're working with are active participants in their country's development journey, and for their own benefit. They're not just benefiting – it's not just a one way street, but that it's – they're participating in the overall results themselves, as well. So that term, direct beneficiary, has now been replaced with participants. 

Also, you'll see that we've done a lot more sex and age category disaggregation in the people level indicators, and we also try to have a greater focus on capturing changes throughout the value chain in our indicators, in this new set. And lastly, you'll note on each of the PIRS – those are the definition sheets, again, in the handbook – we've given specific notes particularly for the more complicated indicators about how to do the data entry in FTFMS. And we are working now with our developers to manage the IT system, to get all those new indicators in there. So you will see them all this fall when we start reporting. 

Now let's just go over the handbook specifically, so you're sure where to find it. So here are the two links, the old handbook, which is the one we're currently using, that you just reported indicators on this past fall. There's the link to that, and there's – then the second bullet is the new handbook. So be sure to share that second link widely with everyone. It's totally open to the public. And actually, the old link does have a warning label at the top that this is the old one, and you can – it directs you to the new handbook link, where needed. 

Now once you get to the new handbook landing page, it looks like this, with this great picture of this woman with greens and a basket on top of her head. And I just want to point out the thing I've circled in yellow on the right hand side. These are resources that will be on the right hand side of your screen, and this is where you can download the PDF version of the handbook, that's that top one, or the Word version of the handbook, which is also available as one of those icons there. This – these icons send you to the results framework. If you want an image of that, as well as a nice summary chart of the indicators – it's just an Excel sheet with the titles, numbers, and disaggregates, so it's really useful as a handy reference. 

So I encourage you to look at this new handbook landing page and to check out in particular the right side with all of those resources. 

Okay, and once you're in the handbook, I just want to point out two important parts that I really want you to read. I have my arrows there at the introduction and appendix two. The introduction, even if you're familiar with Feed the Future, I'd recommend reading over this again, because we've – it kind of explains some of the changes this time in our new MEL system under GFSS, and provides some critical information about these changes under phase two. And then appendix two is what I've been mentioning, describes all of the specific changes to the indicators. So I also recommend definitely reading that. Appendix two explains what's happened to each indicator, and puts it into these different categories I showed you in the pie chart earlier, which indicators are new, which ones are something we adopted from other sectors, etcetera, that you'll be able to see all of those really clearly in appendix two. 

Okay, so now let's – I know all of you, this is the million dollar question of, well, when do we start using these darned things. So this – let's go over the transition and rollout of these. So – and we did a little knowledge check at the beginning, and we'll do one at the end, because this is really key for everybody to understand. So in general, if your activity ends before October 2019, you are not required to switch to the new indicators. They are optional for you. And this is because projects that are more than halfway complete or already have their MEL system set up, and we – it's not worth – in many cases not worth the effort to try to switch to an entire new set of measures. So if your activity ends before October 2019, the new indicators are optional for you. However, you are encouraged to use them if you are able to meet the full definition of the new indicator. 

Now for activities that end after September 2019, so in general, this would mean your project's less than halfway done, then the new indicators are mandatory, and you are required to transition to the new set. Okay? So if you're ending after September 2019, then you must make the switch, and the way the switch is going to work, as you remember, we report data into Feed the Future Monitoring System every fall. That's when we collect data, fall, beginning of winter. 

And so you just reported last fall, and you're going to report again this fall, in the calendar year of 2018. And this is where we'll be reporting on results achieved during fiscal year 2018, because it's right at the end of that fiscal year. So you're, again, not cumulative. We're just reporting results that are achieved during that fiscal year. 

And so this fall, you should report results achieved for the new indicators only if you can fully align with the new indicator definition as written in the new handbook. Otherwise, you just should keep reporting on the old ones this year. So you can make the switch to reporting results to the new one if you can meet – fully meet the new definition. If you can't this year, if you're unable to make that change or it's not something you've already been measuring, then just keep reporting on the old ones. 

However, for those projects that are required to make the switch – so remember up in the bullet above, those are projects that continue beyond September 2019, you will be required to set your out year targets for the new indicators this fall. So this fall, report results only if you fully align with the definition. If not, you just still report results on the old ones. But if you're one of the ones required to make the switch, you do need to report your out year targets, so that we're getting ready to make this transition in the following year. 

And so then in fall of 2019, you will be reporting results achieved during fiscal year 2019, and again, that would be on the new indicators this time, for those who are required to make that switch. So this fall, you can keep reporting on the old ones unless you're able to already make – align with the full new definition, but next fall, if you're one of the ones required to make the switch, you're going to have to report your results on the new indicators. Don't worry. I have a cheat sheet for you on this, because I know it's complicated. 

And so – and again, for those who are not required to make the switch, the activities that end before October 2019, you are able to do the switch if you want. It's just that you're not required to. It's optional. And of course, you want to make sure that if you are switching, that you are fully aligned with the new definition. 

And so there are some indicators that, as I mentioned before, are just like revised or tweaked between phase one and phase two, and so we just want to point out that if you're going to report on one of the indicators that's tweaked a little bit, you don't want to – and you're able to report on the new version of that one, don't report on both the old and the new in the same year. Just pick which one you're going to report on. So if you fully align with the new definition and you want to report on the new version, just do that one, and leave the old version blank. Or if you're not quite ready to fully align with the new definition, then just use the old one. For the ones that are just that – have a slight change, you know, that look very similar between year to year, don't report on both in the same year, because that would be confusing and probably cause some double counting. So if there's sort of a matched pair of indicators between the old and the new set, just pick one to report on, based on what works for you that year. 

So now here in this slide is a nice cheat sheet that I would recommend printing out, and we have it for you as a file on the top left of your screen. It tells you, okay, in the blue column on the left, what kind of activity are you? And then what you should do this year in FTFMS, that fall of 2018, and then what you should do next year, in fall of 2019. Okay? So I know that it's kind of complicated, but first, you should decide whether you're required to make the switch, so if you're an old or a new project, and then if you are required to make the switch, you need to set targets on the new ones this year, but you can keep reporting results on the old one, but then in 2019, the full switch needs to be made. 

So I know that's complex. I'll just mention one more thing, and then we can take some questions on this section. So the ZOI indicators, we're going to have a separate webinar on ZOI indicators, so we won't go into detail here, but I just want to briefly mention that the baselines for these ones, which, remember, are collected in a population-based survey, or PDF, we say, should be collected for our 12 target countries during 2018 and 2019, versus the national level and context indicators, those ones that we're just using for monitoring, they can be reported as soon as data becomes available. Remember, for context, we're not going out and collecting. We're just using existing sources. 

And our rollout of these indicators, as you know, started with the publication of the new handbook back in March, and then a hosting of a series of MEL-related webinars, like the one we're doing today. We already had a couple. This is one. And then there'll be a few more continuing. So we encourage you to attend as many of them as you can, so you're up to date on all the MEL-related changes. 

And just one last thing is that we are – we know it's been frustrating that we – you know, there was a revamp to some of the indicators back in 2016, and here we are redoing the handbook again. Our intention is not to do any – you know, another major revamp next year. We do recognize, though, that during the first year of rollout with this new set, there may be some mistakes that we see, or some tweaks that we need to make, or some feedback from your guys in the field about how to make it better. And so we do plan to have maybe a few revisions next year, just to really tighten it up, but we are not planning a full revamp at this time. I just wanted to give everyone a heads up on that. 

Okay. So now that was a lot to digest, but – so we'll pause here for a quick Q&A session on what we've talked about so far, before we jump into the specific indicator overview. Julie, I don't know if you had anything you wanted to bring up.

Julie MacCartee:
Thank you, Katie. Sure. And thank you to Anne and our other presenters who have been feverishly answering most of the questions in the chat box, which is wonderful. But I think we'll still highlight a few of them verbally. And for all of you participating, I know this is a lot of information, and so I wanted to call your attention to the PowerPoint file, if you would like to download it. It is in the file share box at the top left of your screen, if you'd like to review anything that you've seen. And this webinar is being recorded, so if there's something you'd like to review, once again, you'll be able to do so. And I'll send out an email to kind of the same distribution list that were invited to this webinar. 

All right, Katie. So most of these questions were answered in the chat box, so I'll just try and highlight a few of them. But Brigitte Fluger wanted to ask a little bit about the timing of when the new set of indicators need to be applied. She asked, if some of the programs' sub-awards end before October 2019, and others end after, do all sub-awards under the program have to adopt the new indicators, or can those ending before October 2019 report on the old indicators? And Anne said that the sub-awards ending before 2019 can stick with the old ones, but that the overall activity will face the decision of whether to report on an old or a new version at the IM level, since you can't report on both in the same year. But she wanted me to highlight that for you for a bit of clarification and to see if you agreed with that answer. 
Katie West:
Sure. Yeah. I know this is going to be complex, and this year will probably be the most confusing, and we'll get lots of questions this data reporting season. I do agree with that answer, that the sub-awards who are ending could stick with the old measures, because it, again, like we talked about, it's not worth revamping an entire MEL system for something that's nearly finished. 

But if there are other components of that IM that are continuing on, they would need to make that decision at the IM level which ones they're going to report overall. You know, old or new, since you shouldn't report on both, like Anne's saying. 
Julie MacCartee:
Mm-hmm.

Katie West:
And we – just so everybody knows, we will have – we'll be ready for questions this reporting season and throughout this summer, etcetera, as you begin to incorporate these into your MEL plans. We have a help desk available on the FTFMS system, etcetera. And we will try to compile some of these good FAQs as well for resources. 

So this year will be a little sticky. We appreciate everyone's patience and clarity, or in seeking clarity, but we will get there. Yes. I agree with the answer Anne gave. 
Julie MacCartee:
Great. And Brigitte just posted in the chat box, to clarify, the whole program can report on the old indicators for FY2019, regardless if projects will be ending before or after October 2019? 
Katie West:
So your whole project, if it's continuing beyond that, you will need to make the switch. However, this fall – remember, I was mentioning how this fall you have the decision of whether to report on old or new indicators, based on whether you're able to fully align with the new definition? Even projects that have to make the switch are still allowed to report on old indicators this fall if they want. So that's what Anne was saying, that like if you have some sub-projects that are reporting on the old ones, and then some other sub-projects that could report on the new ones, maybe this year you decide that it's most representative to report on the old set, and then those – some of your sub-awards will end, but then your project overall would need to make that switch in 2019 to report on the new ones. 
Julie MacCartee:
Okay. Excellent. And a question came in from Gilbert Camiala, who wanted to know a little bit more about how indicators that aren't completely new, but are more of a tweaked version of a previous version, will be reported. If they're reported under different codes, then based on activity life cycle, what happens to aggregation for operating unit PPR reporting? 
Anne Swindale:
And Julie, if I can just jump in, and Katie. 
Julie MacCartee:
Sure.

Anne Swindale:
I did give an answer to that, which I'll say, and then if you'd like to add to it. I said that the mission would need to decide which indicator to report on in the PPR, if both old and new indicators are reported on by their IMs. And I would assume that the mission would choose to report on the indicator either that the greatest number of IMs reported against, or that was showing the highest level of results. But please do add to or change that response if you want to. 
Katie West:
No, that sounds good, Anne, as far as which things to include in your PPR. I just would clarify with Gilbert, so indicators that have been just tweaked slightly to maybe change a word or further clarify what we mean, but are essentially the same definition, those have the same number still. So those would still be able to – you'd still be able to look at trends across the years. 

However, what I was talking about before, if we've changed an indicator enough, even if the title sounds similar, if we've changed it enough that it's now a new measure, it's measuring something new or different, maybe like a broader universe, etcetera, or maybe even a more narrower universe – it depends. If it's measuring something different, then we've given it a new number, and so you won't make the mistake of trying to look at trends across the years between indicators that are no longer measuring the exact same thing. So I just wanted to clarify that point as well. 

And yes, appendix two in the handbook lists all the indicators and exactly what we've done with each one, and kind of references whether it looks like an old one, and why it's now different, etcetera, so I would definitely recommend going over that. 
Julie MacCartee:
That's very handy. Thank you, Katie. One other short question, who is responsible to collect context indicators? 
Katie West:
Anne, do you want to go over that? 
Anne Swindale:
Who is responsible for collecting new indicators? Sorry. I was in the middle of typing a response to _____. Yeah. And I cannot multi-task. 
Julie MacCartee:
Sorry. It was who – no, he was asking – 

Anne Swindale:
Oh, the context indicators. 

[Crosstalk]
Julie MacCartee:
Context. Yes.

Anne Swindale:
Okay. The context indicators, the indicator reference sheet talk about who is responsible for collecting and reporting on these indicators. They vary. All come from secondary data sources. Some of them, for example, the context indicator on children with minimum adequate diet, it would be the mission's responsibility to report on that indicator when secondary data becomes available to do so, whereas for others, for example, humanitarian needs and humanitarian assistance or the agro-ecological indicators for rainfall in our ZOIs, will be collected or computed at the central level by the Bureau for Food Security, and then provided to the missions for their use for interpreting the results and for entry into FTFMS. 
Katie West:
And in each PIRS or each – I know we keep using the term, so PIRS is performance indicator reference sheet, but just if it's a context indicator, then it's a context indicator reference sheet, but in that – in the definition sheets for the context indicators, it does say who's responsible for collecting the data for each one. At the bottom of the sheet it says that for every indicator. So I would take a look at that for the specific ones of interest, and that might help clarify. 
Julie MacCartee:
Wonderful. Thank you. And just one question I thought would be interesting to highlight for the full group who may not have seen it come through. There were a few questions about the ZOI indicators and interest in those, and Rebecca Butterfield was wondering, where can we find information on the ZOI indicators being collected for a given country? And Anne answered that the USG post in each target country will determine which of the ZOI indicators at the IR level to collect, and the ZOI indicators at the goal and SO level are all required for target countries. 

So how – is there any further information on – if people are interested in viewing or accessing any of that data, where they would approach that? 
Katie West:
One other thing to say, just so that maybe it's a little more clear which ones are at which level, appendix one of the handbook lists out all of the indicators by the results framework, so you can easily see which ones are at the goal level, which ones are at the IR level, etcetera. So that might be a nice way to see that, okay, these ZOI level ones at the goal level are required for all target countries, and you can easily see how that laid out against a results framework. That might be helpful. 

As far as – so not all of the target countries – correct me if I'm wrong, Anne, but not all of the target countries at this point have yet identified the specific ZOI indicators beyond the required ones that they would collect. 
Anne Swindale:
Correct.

Katie West:
I think they're still in the process of doing that. 
Anne Swindale:
That is correct. Yes.

Katie West:
But I would encourage you – sorry, I forget who asked that, somebody Butterfield, to listen to the ZOI level webinar that's coming up, and we'll post the date for that at the end. 
Julie MacCartee:
Great. And perhaps just our last question before we move on. One just came in. John Bowman asks, for those projects that have to switch to new indicators, do they submit new or amended performance monitoring plans? 
Katie West:
So they would to their AOR or COR, yes. They don't need to submit those centrally to like me or anything, or in FTFMS. But they should work with their AOR or core to determine the changes that they're going to make, depending on whether they're required to make the switch, and if so, if they're going to make the full switch this year, or they're going to do the option of reporting the old ones still this year, but setting targets on the new ones, and then making the switch in 2019. 
Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thanks, Katie. And to all of you online, we've gotten some great questions, and we will post these on Agrilinks as a Q&A or an FAQ alongside the recording of this webinar, so you can review them a bit further. But since we have a lot still to get through, why don't we go ahead and move on to the more specific indicators? 
Katie West:
Okay. So as I mentioned before, this is not an in depth thing of all the indicators. This is just a few of the new ones that we wanted to quickly highlight with some of our experts on the team here in BFS headquarters. And the ones we're going to talk about today are here on this screen, and you'll see the list of the colleagues that will go over these, and kind of the topics that the indicators cover that we thought would be important to highlight. So we will start with one of – a sort of complex one, number of initiative participants, with Anne. So I will turn it over to Anne. 
Anne Swindale:
Great. Thank you, Katie, and hello, everyone. It's nice as always to be speaking with you. We're starting off this section of the webinar with how we'll be counting the number of individuals participating in the Feed the Future initiative, under indicator EG.3-2. This is a new indicator which expands on our previous collection of just smallholders or households benefiting. The indicator is much broader, and aims to capture all individual participants with whom we work, with some exceptions, which I'll get to in a sec. 

What hasn't changed is that you should still count people only if they have received a significant service or good through their participation in the project, not just had a brief exposure to something the project is doing. And significant means that you can reasonably expect to be held accountable for changes in that individual and report on him and her under any applicable indicator of behavior change or other outcome. 

The indicator captures those reached directly by project staff or project partner staff, as well as those reached by a deliberate service delivery strategy, such as cascade trading, trainer of trainers, lead farmers, etcetera. It also captures a subset of those who participate in the markets we strengthen, and I'll say more on that in a bit. 

So some important things to remember about this indicator. First, you count people, not the number of contacts. For example, you don't count the number of training session participated in, or the number of care group mother home visits received. You should count people only once under the sex and age disaggregate, but you can count them as many times as applicable under the type of individual disaggregate. 

So for example, a smallholder farmer who purchases inputs from a Feed the Future assisted supplier and participates in a Feed the Future support care group with her one year old under an integrated value chain nutrition activity should be counted under each of the relevant type of individual disaggregate categories. 

If you're working with firms, you should count the proprietor or proprietors of the firm, but not all of the firm's employees. And similarly, for organizations, like civil society organizations, you count the organization's leadership, not all of the organization's employees or volunteers. 

In addition to the firm's proprietors, you should also count the producers who are suppliers to or customers of that Feed the Future assisted firm or enterprise, but to reduce your reporting burden, you're not required to track and count all of the firm's customers or suppliers, even though they too are participating in the market you're strengthening through your work facilitating this firm's activities. We're prioritizing producers because they are such a key target population in our theory of change. 

You should only count the individual members of a household that participate in the project, not all of the household members, even if the whole household benefits from the individual's participation – for example, through increased production or income. There's a couple of exceptions to this, which in the case of access to improved sanitation facilities and family size rations that are targeted at households, and thus all the members of households can be counted. But don't despair immediately, saying, how am I going to know what the sex and age of all the household is? There is a specific category where you can enter those number of people under sex and age disaggregation without having to actually disaggregate by those two things. 

The children under five reached with nutrition specific intervention and the kids under two reached with community level nutrition programs do not need to be counted under this indicator. They only need to be counted under the indicators specifically designed to count them, which are HL9-1 for the children under five, and HL9-2 for the children under two. 

Do note, though, that kids reached through school feeding programs, such as _____ _____ program, should be counted here. Most of them are not under five, anyway. And we have a specific disaggregate for them. 

Now one unique thing about this indicator is that it should be reported at both the IM level and the OU level, the operating unit. The operating unit should report the unique number of participants across all of their implementing mechanisms, eliminating double counting. And yes, you're going to ask, do you have methods that we can use to eliminate double counting? We discussed this in the indicator handbook introduction. Basically, we punt that back to you in the mission, saying, when you do have over coordination and collaboration and colocation in the same area with a deliberate strategy of reaching participants through multiple activities, you are the best place to determine what extent of successful reaching of individuals with multiple activity you are able to achieve. 

There's also some nuance with setting the baseline for this indicator as well, so be sure to read that information under the reporting note section in the indicator reference sheets. 

Since we only had about five minutes each, that's about it for me. So I am going to pass it over now to Madeleine, and we'll be happy to answer further questions in the chat box. Madeleine? 
Madeleine Gauthier:
Yes. Hello, everybody. I'm taking myself off mute. So moving on to a couple of indicators which are new at the national level, so the first one is the percent change in value added _____ food system or ag GDP plus. So this loosely replaces the ag GDP indicator that was reported under the first phase of Feed the Future. So this is a national level indicator. It was developed by _____, and to capture changes in all agriculture related value added. 

The rationale for this indicator is that agricultural transformation should lead to an increase – to increasing the share of downstream sectors, such as agriculture processing, but also of other production and services sector that are linked to the agricultural economy. And as we intensify our investment in market system approach, our impact pathway should diversify and expand beyond agricultural production and productivity. 

So this indicator, ag GDP plus, captures the changes in the value added generated by the entire agri-food sector, which we define as composed of five components: the agriculture production itself, which is captured by ag GDP from the national account, agricultural processing, portions of trade and transport value added which is associated with agriculture and agricultural processed products, the portion of intermediate input value added used in agriculture and agricultural processing, and portions of hotel and catering value added which is associated with meals prepared and purchased also outside of the household. The indicator reference sheet gives you a little bit more details on this. 

To calculate the value added that is generated by these five components, we need a social accounting matrix, better known by – as a SAM. So a SAM, a social accounting matrix, is an economy-wide framework which has different components which are linked together as flow funds. So it's kind of an accounting system. It's based on double entry accounting system, and where expenditures equal receipts. It's a bit of a complex model, but it's essentially based on accounting principles. Different data sets are used, combined to build a SAM, including household surveys, employment surveys, enterprise surveys, etcetera. 

What is important here is that missions will not be generating this ag GDP plus estimates themselves. _____ to be _____ mechanism is in the process of building or updating existing SAMs for all 12 target countries. So this will give us the baseline values and will allow us to establish targets. This is a required performance indicator, and therefore targets are required. The – so targets are required. But if _____ will be assessed, we will provide all the necessary support to generate these targets. 

Also, you should know _____ we will produce a document, a short document, for each of the SAMs, each of the matrices, and describing the model, underlying assumption, data set use, etcetera, which then can be reviewed by _____ teams. This should be useful for planning and for programming purposes. 

Moving on to the employment indicators, so this is, again, is a national level indicator. It's closely linked to the ag GDP plus indicator. And the rationale for this new indicator is similar. It should reflect the process of agricultural transformation, increasing the share of employment in downstream activities, as well as other production and services sectors which are linked – can be linked to agriculture. So we're using the same five components definition of the agri-foods sector. 

Using available employment data, baseline employment level is calculated for each of those five components which I just listed previously, and again, you can find in the indicator reference sheet. And it's complicated, but dividing these baseline employment level, employment here defined as the number of people employed. So those baseline employment levels by the baseline value added of each of the five components, which are derived from the SAMs, we derive what we call employment per GDP ratios. So you have kind of a level of employment, number of people employed per unit of value added. So these ratios can then be used to estimate employment every year as GDP varies in each of these five components. 

What's important here also is that as new data sets become available, again, and you have a survey, new production level surveys, new employment surveys, these can be integrated to update, and you calibrate the social accounting matrices, and generate new employment per GDP ratios. Again, these indicators will be generated by IPRI, and therefore, post teams will not be calculating this indicator by themselves. This is also a performance indicator, so _____ requires target, but it is required as applicable. Only post teams that expect to have results under the intermediate resource three, increase employment and entrepreneurship, should report on it. 

So passing on to Kristy Cook to discuss institutional architecture. 
Kristy Cook:
Thank you very much, Madeleine. Can everybody hear me? 
Julie MacCartee:
Yep.


[Crosstalk]
Kristy Cook:
Okay. I'm Kristy Cook from the policy team in BFS's ag research and policy division. This is a new indicator, and we want to emphasize that it's been added, because first, our focus is – our efforts under the global food security system is much stronger on systems change. If we want to improve how food security policy is designed and implemented, then we can – we feel we can have a bigger impact on food security outcomes. So this is an indicator that links to what we call the cross-cutting intermediate result number five, more effective governance policy and institutions. 

Another reason that we have developed this indicator is because the indicator will capture the outcomes of the a lot of the investment that implementing partners as well as missions and the US government are making in institutions and organizations at different levels who are contributing to the policy process. So the indicator is specified as the number of milestones and improved institutional architecture for food security policy achieved with US government support. And this is the one multi-level indicator, and that's because we believe these efforts could be at local levels, at national levels, at a range of different levels. 

So what do we mean by a functioning policy system? Because we're aiming to capture the improvements in that system. Through a lot of feed the future activities to date, and based on others' work in this area, there are six characteristics defined, and I'm going to just read them, though they're there on your screen. The predictability of the guiding policy framework is very important. Policy development and coordination. And the inclusivity and stakeholders consultation of that system. The input and use of evidence-based analysis, policy implementation, and important constraints. That's often overlooked. And then mutual accountability, the agreed accountability that the stakeholders bring to the system. 

So there is a well-developed methodology for identifying the different attributes of these building blocks, and we're going to provide – oh, I can see that Julie put up in the web link a note, a link to this, one of the basic documents. But we also have on the Agrilinks page a whole section that's now going to discuss in greater detail what we call the institutional architecture and institutional architecture assessment. 

So what do we mean by milestones? This is a goalpost towards an improved system performance. These are intermediate outcomes to help measure whether that policy system is moving in the right direction, like is it more predictable, is there a better evidence base, is there accountability and commitment to outcomes? Is the system more inclusive? 

So these milestones don't have to be completely 100 percent achieved by our efforts. It can be supported by others. We know that it's a broader system, and there's a lot contributing to that. For example, the country set in their national investment – agricultural investment plan certain policies. We shouldn't then in fact – should not be completely supportive of the achievement of these, but we participate in dialogue, we support the ability of non-state actors to participate in that dialogue. So these are the kinds of things that we're trying to capture. 

So a couple of other points about this indicator. One is we're not talking only about building organizations. So it isn't just the policy or the capacity building of the ministry of planning or a research institute, but it's around those formal and informal roles and networks that structure the social relationships in the policy dialogue. We're concerned with the country's capacity to manage the new dynamics of engagement between its citizens, the leaders, the business interests, the government, the civil society, that policy ecosystem. 

So I really hope that this very brief discussion stimulates some interest in understanding and tracking and measuring the evolution of that system. If you're working in food security, you're going to need to know what the policy ecosystem is. You need to know the stakeholders, the processes, and the institutions that make and implement food security policy. And this is what this indicator is going to be designed to track. 

So there's some illustrative milestones there that'll give you a sense of the direction that we're going. This – the targets for this indicator and the indicator is going to be set and tracked by the US government policy team within countries, and particularly the policy experts in USAID. But they are going to need to be working with all of the government partners who contribute to the food security policy system. So there's going to need tobacco e a collaborative effort across all of us in trying to identify these milestones, what they are, and in what direction. 

And we do have models for how this can be achieved, and I just want to leave you with – probably you have a lot of questions, but we're going to be having a more intensive webinar on this, where you'll have a chance to ask a lot of questions, and we'll present some very interesting models, particularly very interesting institutional architecture, meeting in Kenya, among all the stakeholders, and identifying some of what these milestones would be. 

So I'm going to leave it at that and move on, and if you have questions, you can ask in the Q&A session. So up to Tyrell. 
Tyrell Kahan:
Hello, everyone. Can you hear me? 
Kristy Cook:
Yes, I can hear you, Tyrell. 
Tyrell Kahan:
Great. So my name is Tyrell Kahan, and I'm here to provide you with a few highlights on the modifications made to the Feed the Future research indicator, which is titled number of technologies, practices, and approaches under various phases of research, development, and uptake, as a result of USG assistance. This indicator tracks the progression of new or significantly improved technologies, practices, and approaches through research and development to a demonstrated uptake by public or private sector stakeholders. 

It is important to note that the R&D process is considered to be a hypothesis-driven, testable, and independently replicable activity, according to USAID's scientific research policy. I recommend everyone read over this policy document to better understand USAID's definition of research, because it also lists the activities that are not considered research, and gives a clearer picture of what types of outputs should not be counted under this indicator. I'm going to place that link in the chat box now. 

The new indicator is pretty similar to the previous version, with a few important differences that are based on recent learnings from our research programs. First, a new phase has been added. Phase four, demonstrated uptake by the public and/or private sector, is linked to the US foreign assistance indicator _____ 11, and is in alignment with our desire to encourage more outcome oriented research by strengthening the linkages between research and technology scaling, as well as our ability to measure the impact of the Feed the Future research investments going forward. 

The other three phases under research, under field testing, and made available for uptake, remain relatively unchanged from the previous version. In relation to linking research to technology scaling, the indicator definition sheet further distinguishes the differences between end users, individual customers or farmers, and the net users, public or private sector organizations that act as technology scaling actors. 

These four will only count uptake by net user organizations, and not instances of adoption or uptake by end users. Uptake by end users will be counted under indicator EG.3.2-24, which tracks number of farmers applying improved technologies and practices. 

Another important indicator – another important modification, I'm sorry, of the indicator is the expansion of the scope of what is counted to include approaches, in an effort to better capture all of the great knowledge products produced through Feed the Future research investments. Much of the improved knowledge is related to achieving human outcomes through nutrition research, economic research, and policy research as described in theme three of the Global Food Security Research Strategy. 

It is important to note that diagnostic research or research focused on identifying the root cause of an issue will not be counted under this indicator. The approach should be one that can clearly be articulated as having the potential to reach and benefit a smallholder farmer, other individual, or household at some point in the future, such as a new evidence-based approach that overcomes barriers to farmer adoption of improved technologies.

We have also clarified guidance on how to select the appropriate phase, depending on the type of technology, practice, or approach. You will see a set of charts that follow the indicator reference sheet and the handbook. The chart provides for the guidance on phases by type of technology, practice, or approach. For phase three, pay particular attention to the definition of available for uptake. In short, the research output has to meet all conditions required for it to move into the public domain, and be in a state in which it be used by end users. Research outputs will not be considered phase three just because the research activity that produced it is complete, or the output is transferred to another researcher for the purposes of continued research and development. 

For phase three, be aware that a research output must have been previously reported in either phase one, two, or three during the life of the activity before it is eligible to be reported in phase four. 

On another note, we'll be asking research partners to further characterize the research products supported through Feed the Future investments. You'll notice in the indicator reference sheet that research partners will need to provide additional information on phase three and four research outputs in the indicator comments section of the Feed the Future Monitoring System. Also coming up in the near future, the data entered into FTFMS will be complemented by a request for further information to be fed into the BFS research rack-up database. 

Finally, I highly encourage everyone to check out the Global Food Security Research Strategy, which is available online for further information on how our Feed the Future research partners ensure a pipeline of innovative, scalable products and practices to improve productivity, nutrition, and resilience in Feed the Future partner countries. Now I'll turn it over to Jessica Bagdonis.
Jessica Bagdonis:
Thanks, Tyrell. Hello. My name is Jessica Bagdonis, and I am a capacity development advisor in the Bureau for Food Security, so I'm excited to be providing an overview of the indicator for monitoring the number of organizations with increased performance improvement. This is a new indicator, and it corresponds with the Global Food Security Strategy's cross-cutting intermediate results of improved human, organizational, and system performance. More specifically, this indicator is focused on capturing capacity development results at the organizational level. 

Because capacity is a form of potential and not visible until it's used, it's best practice to use performance, and in this case, organizational performance, to determine whether capacity has changed. So that's why we're focusing on performance improvement in this indicator. The indicator is intended to be used when a USAID funded project or activity intentionally allocates resources for deliberate organizational capacity development efforts. These resources may be either financial, human, or material. In addition, to be counted as a positive result under this indicator, several conditions must be met. 

First, the project or activity theory of change must articulate how the capacity development process will improve organizational performance that's related to broader development objectives. Second, four elements of the capacity development process must be documented regularly to demonstrate that the performance improvement was a result of a deliberate process, and that it wasn't just something that happened by chance. These four elements include one, how internal and/or external stakeholder input was used in the process; two, an analysis and assessment of performance gaps that will be addressed; three, a description of the process for selecting and implementing performance improvement solutions; and four, the actual monitoring and use of the performance data. 

The third or final condition that must be met under this indicator is that the organization must show a positive change in performance. Because each organization's needs are unique, each organization may choose how they will both document the process and measure the changes in performance. For example, a higher education institution may choose to document and use the methods for accreditation, while an NGO may prefer to use a tool, such as the organizational performance index tool that USAID has endorsed. But these are just two examples among many. As long as all of the conditions outlined in the performance indicator reference sheet are met, organizations should use the approaches and tools that make sense for their context and needs. 

So here is an example to visually illustrate this. In this example, an implementing partner is working with six organizations listed across the top. The three conditions that I just described are presented in the column on the left, an articulation of intentional organizational capacity development efforts in the theory of change, the documentation of the four steps for performance improvement, and the measurement of a positive change in performance. 

As you can see, while all six of the organizations met some of these conditions, only three of the six organizations met all of these conditions. Thus, only a value of three could be reported for this indicator using this example. Hopefully, this explanation helps make using this indicator a bit easier. We look forward to your questions in the chat box or through other means, as well as your feedback on the use of this indicator. So at this time, I will now pass the mic to our colleague Janina Mera. 
Janina Mera:
Hi, all. So I'm going to just talk to you guys about really exciting stuff, land tenure and resilience. We don't have much time, so quickly, the land tenure indicators are meant to align with the STG 1.4.1 and 5A1. So land tenure security has been recognized as essential for ending poverty and hunger and achieving food security, and there's also an important gender component to land tenure. There's a bunch of evidence that demonstrates that securing women's property rights contributes to lower poverty, vulnerability, positive consequences for women's empowerment, nutrition and health outcomes, and children's schooling. It's across the board. So land is really important for that, too. 

So the two IM indicators cover two aspects. The first, which is the EG10.4-7, covers legal recognition, and the following one is the perception of security. So for both of these slides, they should be measured at the individual and not at the household level, because if you report at the household level, then you run the risk of incorrectly assigning rights, and two, you could also underestimate both women's and men's land rights and the use of land. 

So for the first slide here, the key takeaway is probably for legally recognized tenure regimes – sorry, it's not restricted to individual ownership right. So for example, the _____ in Colombia, where indigenous people are granted a community title. There's only one title, but many people within the community are covered under it. So in this case, the IM would report all of the adult members of the community. 

And because the data comes from the official land registry supplemented by the activity records, we – that's kind of why we highlight the number of adults, because you have to be legally able to enter into the contractual agreement. You have to have legal title. And that's slide one. 

Slide two, for EG10.4-8, the number of adults who receive their tenure rights to land _____ is secured as a result of USG assistance. One of the things that we've noticed, and actually, lots of research supports, is that people's perception of their tenure security has as much impact on investment behavior as your legal status. And also, there's frequently a gap between that – those legal rights and the perceived rights. So this indicator is meant to measure that gap. 

So as an example of this, in many projects with a land focus, in male and female households, the land is kind of titled jointly. However, the woman may feel that while the land may be in her name, it is de facto the man's. He's the one that makes all the decisions, and there are also cultural practices where, for example, even though the law protects that if it's titled jointly, they both split it in the event of a divorce, in practice, that might not happen, or the land might be transferred – if the husband dies, the land might be transferred to the kids, the male son, rather than to the wife. So that kind of looks at perception.

And if you want to know more about that, the – there will be a brief that will shortly be up there _____ the custodians on the STG sites. So that will be the land tenure. 

And then moving on to resilience, okay, let's see here. The official USAID definition of resilience is the ability of people, households, communities, systems, and countries to mitigate, adapt to, and recover from shocks and stresses in a manner that reduces chronic vulnerability and facilitates inclusive growth. Ooh, that's a mouthful. 

So just by looking at the definition, we can see how it is difficult to measure. Since resilience is always in relation to a shock, measuring resilience requires an analytical approach that looks at the absorptive, adaptive, and transformative capacities as proxies. 

So as such, there aren't really that many IM level indicators, but there is this one, and there's actually a few more, but speaking specifically to this one, the number of host government or community derived risk management plans formally proposed, adopted, implemented, or institutionalized with USG assistance. 

So this is really important, because the risk management plans impact beneficiaries by reducing beneficiaries' exposure to shock, and that changes people's behavior, regardless of whether or not a shock actually occurs. So if you think about it, like would you make investments that could increase your productivity in the long term if you have the threat of disaster constantly hanging over your head in the short term? Surely not. 

So to reiterate, the importance of the risk management plans impact behavior even when the shock does not occur. And each plan should have four elements: the prevention, mitigation, coping, and recovery. And I have some examples, but perhaps I will skip that in the interest of getting to Alex. I know we are a bit short on time. So ideally, the risk management plans should be nested. The community plans should be nested within a local government plan, and a local government plan should kind of be in the national plan. All of them should be working together, kind of like a little risk management Matryoshka doll. 

And specifically for the reporting of this indicator, each plan the implementing partners are working on can only be reported once under it's appropriate community or government disaggregate. Now if an implementing mechanism is working on individual plans at different levels, say you're working on a plan at the community level, and another plan at the local government level, then they can each be reported. But they have to be individual plans. 

And the plan can be – a plan can be in multiple stages of implementation throughout the year, and each of the stages should be reported. And a plan can also be in the implementation stage for multiple years. And the key goal really out of this indicator is to reach institutionalization, where the host government or community internalizes the plan and takes over it completely, including financing. So for governments, that would look like a more structured setting, including a line item in the budget for this. But for community institutionalization, we rely on more qualitative evidence. 

So I know I spoke quickly, so if you guys have questions, please feel free to chat them, or we can talk about them later. But for now, I will turn it over to Alex. 
Alex Schmall:
Thank you, and sorry, everyone, for going a little bit over, but I'm going to try and keep this short as well. 

So in the chat box I have some resources on our intentional engagement of youth and agriculture. So this is a new indicator, and it is an IM level indicator, and what it's measuring is the percent of participants in USG assisted programs designed to increase access to productive economic resources who are youth, and by youth we mean people ages 15 to 29. We recognize that this definition of youth varies by country, but for our programs in terms of engaging young people in economic opportunities related to agriculture and food systems, we use the definition 15 to 29 years old. 

And as a note, we are not trying to count just all youth that we're working with, but only those who are participating in USG food security programs that meet the criteria of increasing access to productive economic resources in order to engage youth in ag-led growth. 

And Feed the Future activities, as I mentioned, will primarily cover working age youth between the ages of 15 and 29. Partners may have different age range definitions of youth based off of the specific country context, and productive economic resources that are the focus of this indicator are physical assets, such as land, equipment, buildings, livestock, and financial assets, such as credit and savings, wage or self-employment, and income. Programs may include value chain activities, in marketing strengthening activities, working with micro, small, and medium enterprises, financial inclusion programs that result in increased access to finance, including programs designed to help youth set up savings accounts, workforce development programs that have job placement activities, programs that build or secure access to physical assets, such as land redistribution or titling, and programs that provide assets, such as livestock. 

And that's the indicator itself, but let's talk a little bit why youth. So currently, one-third of the total global population, about 2.3 billion people, are between the ages of 15 to 34 years old. And at present, 80 percent of young people live in low and middle income countries. The agri-food sector, both on and off farm, is currently the largest employer of youth, and will continue to provide many opportunities over the coming years, especially as we're moving off of just production and further up into value chain, thinking about off farm opportunities as well. 

And so by including youth in our work, it helps us to achieve the GFSS objectives and our Feed the Future outcomes. And we're already including youth as this cross-cutting IR number four, and it's something that we have increased our focus on in engaging those youth, and we have a new resource that can help those who are new to engaging youth in agriculture and food systems. I put the link to the guides, both volume one and two, which is our new Feed the Future Project Design Guide for Youth Inclusive Agriculture Activities, and that is in the chat box. So if you have any additional questions, I'm happy to answer them, or you can just look at those resources, which were done very recently, just really six months. 

So with that, I will pass it on to Katie. 
Katie West:
All right. Thanks, Alex, and to everyone who presented, and sorry, again, everyone, we're going a few minutes over time. That's our last indicator. We just want to put up this slide here to remind you that there are upcoming webinars that go into greater detail on some of the trickier indicators that are all listed here. This is also available at the first link on your web links pod on the left of your screen. There's a whole website that tells you the schedule for the upcoming webinars and how to register and everything, so you can go there. 

We'll just end with – if you have specific questions, we want to direct all implementing partners, you should talk to your USAID mission contact. Other USG entities should talk to me. And USAID mission staff who have questions, you know to contact your BFS MEL technical advisor here in Washington. 

And with that, we will remain on the line for a few Q&As for those who are able to stick around. We understand, for those who need to sign off because we're already over time. Again, we will – this is recorded, so we will post this. And I will turn it over to Julie to manage that. 
Julie MacCartee:
Thank you, Katie. And also, if those of you who need to take off wouldn't mind taking our ending polls, we have a new version of the knowledge check question from the very beginning of the webinar, and so we're hoping to just see if everyone has gleaned that bit of information from the webinar. 

And then we always appreciate your feedback on what you liked about this webinar or what we can improve for next time, and also, love to know what your top takeaway from this webinar is. What's that one thing that's sticking in your brain that you're definitely going to remember walking away from this webinar? And also, if you would like to make sure that you get calendar invites to future MEL webinars, please feel free to put your email address into the box at the bottom right. 

All right. So we've luckily been able to answer most of the questions along the way, and we really appreciate all of the excellent questions that have come in, and hope that we've been able to provide as many answers as possible. If we missed your question, please do feel free to enter it in the chat box, once again, and we'll be sure to make sure that the answers to the questions go out with the webinar recording and the transcript. 

Before we wrap up, let's see. We did have a question for Alex, and Alex, it was great to be able to hear you. You did come through loud and clear. But Jane Sherer asked, for age and sex disaggregates for overall participation, are there ideal or recommended targets or target ranges? Is that something you can answer? And I don't hear you yet, Alex. 
Alex Schmall:
Can you hear me now? 
Julie MacCartee:
Yes.

Alex Schmall:
Okay. Great. There might be a little bit of a delay, so I apologize. Is the question about specific age bandings, for example? So within the youth cohort, 15 to 29, is the question about whether we would collect age disaggregated data between, like for example, 15 to 19, and 20 to 24? Is that the question? 
Julie MacCartee:
We can see if Jane posts a bit more information. 
Anne Swindale:
No, I think it's asking – 

Julie MacCartee:
Oh, go ahead, Anne. 
Anne Swindale:
– how do you set targets for the number of males or females or number of youth that you're trying to reach. That's how I interpreted that, the question.

Julie MacCartee:
And Jane concurs with Anne. 
Anne Swindale:
Yes. And so I – since I'm talking, I would say no, we don't, and Alex, if you do, say that. We obviously are trying to get as much inclusion as possible, but what's possible is going to be determined based on the specific context in which you are working, and the specific activities that you are implementing. So that at least would be my initial response. But please, Alex, feel free to jump in if there's any additional specific guidance on numbers of youth to be reached that you could provide. 
Alex Schmall:
Thank you, Anne, and thank you for the clarification as well. I'd concur. It will depend on the particular project and how you are wanting to engage youth, because it's not a one size fits all approach, and depending on the project that you're going to be designing to engage youth, it might look different in the different contexts where we're working, especially based off of the type of approach we're going to take. 

So for example, an internship program that tries to link young people with employment opportunities, that is time intensive and requires mentorship and support, whereas something like a short term one week training or something like that, that could potentially be a lighter lift, and engage more people. So it's going to really depend on your particular – the way that you design the project and how you are aiming to engage young people, and the depth of the project, basically. 

And in our design guide, we have a lot of guidance and suggestions on ways to engage youth, as well as conducting needs analysis, which would help to kind of get the landscape of who are we working with, and what are the different opportunities, challenges among the young people in the areas where we are working? So I would recommend taking a look at that, and the link is in this chat box. 
Julie MacCartee:
Great. Thank you so much, Alex. All right. Since we are about ten minutes over time, and since I believe we've answered pretty much all of the questions in the chat box or verbally, I'm going to go ahead and officially wrap up the webinar. Thank you so much to all of you for participating and joining. You are the reason that we hold these webinars. And we really appreciate your engagement and your questions. 

And thank you to our wonderful suite of presenters, especially Katie West, who led the production of this webinar, and also thank you to Zachary Baquet for his wonderful facilitation in the chat box, and making sure everything is running smoothly. 

So we look forward to seeing you all at the next MEL webinar. You'll get a calendar invite. And have a great rest of your week and a wonderful Memorial Day. Thank you all. We're signing off. 
Katie West:
Thank you. Bye bye.
[End of Audio]
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