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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we argue for the need for a "comprehensive assessment of the existing capacity

for the establishment and management ofSDI" within the framework of the recommendations

of the "African Regional Preparatory Conference for the World Summit on the Information

Society (WSIS) ", in February 2005 in Accra, Ghana. We highlight key features of the UNDP

Capacity Development Indicator (CDI) framework. These features include the three-tier

structure of capacity assessment (systemic, organizational and individual), five strategic areas

of support and a qualitative (scorecard) approach for capacity self-assessment. The CDI

concepts and tools, with some adaptations, have the potential to provide the backbone for an

operational research program at a national and supranational level in Africa, to self-assess and

compare across nations the systemic, organizational and individual capacity for the

establishment and management of SDL The result of such operational research would

constitute a thermometer reading of sorts that can help determine the required mix of capacity

development interventions (i.e. information dissemination, short courses and joint research)

and can help spread resources judiciously across nations in African regions.



1. Introduction

Recognizing the importance ofthe revolution in Information and Communication Technologies

as a means of shaping the future of the world and in achieving the Millennium Development

Goals, world leaders decided that a global vision and a global dialogue were needed to build

the framework of an all-inclusive and equitable Information Society. The International

Telecommunication Union (ITU) adopted a resolution at its Plenipotentiary Conference in

Minneapolis in 1998 to hold a World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) and to place

it on the agenda of the United Nations. In 2001, the ITU Council decided to hold the Summit

in two phases, the first from 10 to 12 December 2003, in Geneva, Switzerland, and the second

from 16 to 18 November 2005 in Tunis, Tunisia. This was endorsed by the UN General

Assembly while according the lead role for the preparatory work to ITU in cooperation with

other interested organizations and partners. The first WSIS phase laid the foundations of the

Information Society by agreeing to a Declaration of Principles and a concrete Plan of Action.

The second phase will review the implementation of the Action Plan and set new targets for the

period 2005-2015.

In preparation for the Tunis phase of the WSIS, several WSIS regional and thematic

conferences were held in different regions of the world. One such regional conference was the

"African Regional Preparatory Conferencefor the World Summit on the Information Society",

held in Accra, Republic of Ghana, from February 2nd to 4th, 2005 within the framework of the
African Information Society Initiative (AISI). The representatives of African governments,

private sector and civil society recommended the development by December 31, 2006 of

"national e-strategies which should include local and sectoral particularities and ensure the

dissemination, accessibility and adoption oflCTs by all levels ofsociety" and pledged support

to the development of performance indicators for Information Infrastructures to assess the

implementation of the information society. All institutions involved with ICTs at the national,

sub regional, regional and international levels were encouraged to work in partnership and in

close cooperation with national statistics offices in collecting, processing and disseminating

ICT indicators.

In this paper we argue that the current momentum related to Information Society &

Information Infrastructure in Africa is an opportunity to conduct operational research to

comprehensively assess the existing capacity for the establishment and management of Spatial

Data Infrastructures and express the findings in terms of SDI capacity development indicators.

The result of such operational research would constitute a thermometer reading of sorts that

can help determine the required mix of future capacity development interventions (i.e.

information dissemination, short courses and joint research) and spread resources judiciously

across nations in African regions.

2. Assessing capacity development for SDI design and implementation

In academia we perform two main tasks: the first is the development of innovative and relevant

"content" through research; the second task is the "transfer of content" to interested audiences,



through university education. In the field of geoinformatics, several factors have contributed to

an evolution of what we once considered "core content" and to an evolution in the concepts

underpinning the transfer of content, especially for developing nations. Innovative content in

our field is now organized around the concept of Spatial Data Infrastructure (SDI), a socio-

technical framework for the sharing of geodata assets across and within jurisdictional levels.

Education, the traditional mechanism for content transfer to individuals, is now also considered

inadequate by researchers and donors. Instead, it is argued that the concept of "capacity

development" at a systemic, organizational and individual level is more appropriate in

developing nations. "SDI" and "capacity development" are complex and fuzzy. The difficulty

of applying the complex and often unclear concept of capacity development to the evolving

and often unclear concept of SDI poses a considerable challenge, especially when we attempt

to diagnose the state of existing capacity development.

In the following sub-sections we summarize concepts developed by the United Nations

Development Program (UNDP) and the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) that may be

useful in assessing capacity in SDI design and implementation in a three-tier framework. We

quote extensively from the recent UNDP/GEF report "Capacity development indicators,

UNDP/GEF Resource Kit (NoA), Work in Progress, November 2003 "7.

2.1 The UNDP three-tier framework for Capacity Development

UNDP has been involved in capacity assessment and development at both the global level and

on the ground in over 130 countries. At the global level, UNDP plays a key role as a forum for

intellectual debate, facilitating discussion and advancing the collective understanding o f

capacity development. At the country level, UNDP is supporting thousands of projects

developing and assessing capacity. This unparalleled on the ground experience grounds

UNDP's academic output and reinforces its status as the global leader in capacity development.

UNDP as well as other international development organizations (e.g. ISNAR, 2000)

acknowledge that capacity should go beyond the level of the individual and the organization to

consider the broader societal environment or overarching systems within which they function.

In keeping with this three-tier conceptual framework, the definition of capacity development

advanced by UNDP encompasses "the actions needed to enhance the ability of individuals,

organizations and systems to make and implement decisions and perform functions in an

effective, efficient and sustainable manner".

UNDP three-tier framework for Capacity Development

Individual Individual capacity development refers to the process of changing attitudes and behaviors, most

frequently through imparting knowledge and developing skills through training. However it also

involves learning by doing, participation, ownership, and processes associated with increasing

performance through changes in management, motivation, morale, and levels of accountability and

responsibility.



Organizational Organizational capacity development focuses on overall organizational performance and functioning

capabilities, as well as the ability of an organization to adapt to change. It aims to develop the

institution as a total system, including its constituent individuals and groups, as well as its relationship

to the outside. In addition to improvements in physical assets, such as infrastructure, organizational

capacity building involves clarification of missions, structures, responsibilities, accountabilities and

reporting lines, changes in procedures and communications, and changes in the deployment of human

resources.

Systemic Systemic capacity development is concerned with the creation o f "enabling environments", i.e. the

overall policy, economic, regulatory, and accountability frameworks within which institutions and

individuals operate. Relationships and processes between institutions, both formal and informal, as

well as their mandates, are important.

Table 1: A three-tier framework for capacity development

2.2 The UNDP/GEF Strategic Areas of Support

The UNDP/GEF capacity development indicator framework includes the following Strategic Areas of

Support:

Strategic Areas of Support

Capacity to conceptualize and

formulate policies, legislations,

strategies, andprogrammes

This category includes analyzing global conditions that may affect country

needs and performance in a given area, developing a vision, long-term

strategizing, and setting of objectives. It also includes conceptualizing broader

sectoral and cross-sectoral policy, legislative and regulatory frameworks,

including synergies between global environmental conventions. It further

contains prioritization, planning and formulation of programmes and projects.

Capacity to implement policies,

legislations, strategies, and

programmes

This category includes process management capacities that are essential in the

implementation of any type of policy, legislation, strategy and programme. It

also includes execution aspects of programme and project implementation. It

includes mobilizing and managing human, material and financial resources, and

selection oftechnologies and procurement of equipment.

Capacity to engage and build

consensus among all stakeholders

This category includes issues such as mobilization and motivation of

stakeholders, creation of partnerships, awareness-raising and developing an

enabling environment for civil society and the private sector, stakeholder

identification and involvement, managing of large group process and

discussion, including mediation of divergent interests, as well as the

establishment of collaborative mechanisms.

Capacity to mobilize information

and knowledge

This category pertains to the mobilization, access and use of information and

knowledge. It includes issues such as effectively gathering, analyzing and

synthesizing information, identifying problems and potential solutions, as well

as consulting experts and peers. It further covers specific technical skills that

are related specifically to the requirements of the SPs and associated

Conventions, including the capacity to carry out scientific and technical

assessments in the areas relevant to GEF focal areas and related Conventions.

Capacity to monitor, evaluate,

report and learn

This category pertains to the monitoring of progress, measuring of results,

codification of lessons, learning and feedback, and ensuring accountability to

ultimate beneficiaries and partners. It also covers aspects such as reporting to

donors and global conventions. It naturally links back to policy dialogue,

planning and improved management of implementation.

Table 2: The UNDP five strategic areas of support



2.3 The UNDP/GEF Capacity Development Indicators (CDI) Framework

UNDP took the lead in formulating and promoting a conceptual indicator framework for

capacity assessment over the course of 1990's. UNDP/GEF (2003) outlines a Capacity

Development Indicator (CDI) framework to measure, analyze and report capacity development

results for all 22 GEF strategic priorities with the purpose to facilitate the design,

implementation and reporting ofGEF capacity development interventions.

The CDI framework uses a qualitative, seorecard approach for the assignment of indicators to

initial capacity at the systemic, organizational and individual levels and across the five generic

strategic areas of support defined in section 2.2.

Strategic Areas of Support

(1) Capacity to conceptualize and formulate policies, legislation,

strategies, and programmes.

(2) Capacity to implement policies, legislations, strategies, and

programmes.

(3) Capacity to engage and build consensus among all

stakeholders.

(4) Capacity to mobilize information and knowledge.

(5) Capacity to monitor, evaluate, report and learn.

Initial Capacity

Systemic Organizational Individual

Table 3: Assessment of initial capacity at 3 levels, using a score card with values (0 to 3) for

each of the 15 cells

To show how this framework is used, we give an example of one of the 22 strategic priorities

of UNDP/GEF, namely "establishment, management, and sustainability of protected area

systems ". Table 4 zooms into the second row of Table 3 and shows the use of a seorecard

approach to self-assess the initial (existing) systemic, organizational and individual capacity to

implement policies, legislation, strategies and programs for protected area systems.

2) Capacity to implement policies, legislation, strategies, and programmes

Systemic

0 - No or very few protected areas exist and they cover only a small portion of the habitats and ecosystems;

1 - Protected area system is patchy both in number and geographical coverage, has many gaps in terms of

representativeness;

2 - Protected area system is covering a reasonably representative sample of the major habitats and ecosystems,

but still presents some gaps and not all elements are of viable size;

3 - The protected areas include viable representative examples of all the major inhabited areas of appropriate

geographical scale

Organisational

0 — There is no lead institution or agency with a clear mandate or responsibility for protected areas;

1 -There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with protected areas but roles and responsibilities are

unclear and there are gaps and overlaps in the arrangements;

2 -There are one or more institutions or agencies dealing with protected areas, the responsibilities of each are

fairly clearly defined, but there are still some gaps and overlaps;

3 - Protected area institutions have clear legal and institutional mandates and the necessary authority to carry

this out



0 - No appropriate systems oftraining, mentoring and learning (education mechanisms) exist;

1 - Some edu mechanisms exist but unable to develop enough and unable to provide the full range of skills

needed;

2 - Edu mechanisms generally exist to develop skilled professionals, but either not enough of them or unable
Individual tQ cover me m fange of skills required;

3 - There are mechanisms for developing adequate numbers of the full range of highly skilled protected area

professionals

Table 4: Using a scorecard method to self-assess capacity to implement policies etc at 3 levels

Qualitative assessment of initial capacity would constitute a thermometer reading of sorts that

can help determine the required mix of capacity development interventions to reach a desired

level of capacity.

3. Capacity Development Interventions

Capacity development interventions can be characterized by their reach and intensity of

interactions with beneficiaries (ISNAR, 2000)2. Reach refers to the breadth of influence over
which an intervention spreads its resources: the number and type of beneficiaries it serves.

Intensity of interaction refers to the amount of time, money, and energy expended in interacting

with clients (ibid.). The relationship between reach and intensity of interaction of the three

project components is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Relationship between reach and intensity of interaction in capacity development

interventions. Adapted from ISNAR (2000)

There are three types of capacity development interventions: information dissemination, short

courses and joint research & facilitation workshops:

• Information dissemination has the greatest reach and least intensity of interaction with

clients.

• Short courses and workshops typically reach fewer individuals and organizations at an

intermediate level of reach and intensity.



Joint Research and Facilitation is a long-term, intensive effort. Here, the reach of capacity

building in terms of the number of organizations served is much smaller but the intensity of

its interactions with clients is far greater.

4. Conclusions

In this paper we argued that the momentum related to World Summit on the Information

Society in Africa is an opportunity to conduct operational research to comprehensively assess

the existing capacity for the establishment and management of Spatial Data Infrastructures in

terms of capacity development indicators. The result of such operational research would

constitute a diagnostic tool that can help determine the required mix of capacity development

interventions (i.e. information dissemination, short courses and joint research) and can help

spread resources judiciously across nations in African regions.

1 UNDP/GEF (2003): Capacity development indicators, UNDP/GEF Resource Kit (No.4), Work in Progress, November 2003
Horton D., R. MacKay, A. Anderson, and L. Dupleich (2000): Evaluating Capacity Development in Planning, Monitoring,

and Evaluation: A casefrom Agricultural Research, ISNAR Research Report No. 17. The Hague; International Service for

National Agricultural Research
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