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Introduction 
Countries receiving foreign assistance for HIV and AIDS ultimately need to manage and finance 
their own prevention, testing, care, and treatment efforts. To accelerate this process, the U.S. 
Office of the Global AIDS Coordinator is increasing investment in local organizations in 
recipient countries. This effort addresses an unsustainable reliance on international 
organizations to manage U.S. President's Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) programs. 
In fiscal year 2019, about 57 percent of the U.S. Agency for International Development's 
(USAID’s) PEPFAR funds flowed to international organizations, which provide technical 
assistance and subawards to local organizations; and monitor performance, quality, spending, 
and compliance with U.S. government rules and regulations. An important step toward a 
country-led response entails identifying and preparing local organizations to directly receive 
funds from major donors and others, such as local governments, thus reducing reliance on 
international groups.  

To support evidence-informed planning, the Health Policy Plus (HP+) project worked with 
USAID and PEPFAR in seven African countries to map local organizations and conduct 
assessments of readiness to directly receive USAID funds (Table 1). Assessment teams used 
surveys, desk review, discussion guides, and adaptations of an existing USAID tool, the 
Organizational Capacity Assessment with items from the Non-U.S. Organization Pre-Award 
Survey (OCA/NUPAS), to capture information and surface potential new local partners for 
direct awards. These efforts informed USAID and PEPFAR plans in the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo, Eswatini, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malawi, Nigeria, and Tanzania.  

This report provides an overview of the local organization assessment activities, focusing on 
approaches and lessons across country experiences. It does not delve into the assessment 
findings as these data are sensitive and governed by confidentiality agreements. Some pooled or 
aggregate data are presented for illustrative purposes. The assessments, however, were not 
designed to produce cross-country comparisons; they were tailored to meet specific country 
Mission needs and circumstances. The assessment teams have provided detailed spreadsheets, 
presentations, and reports on country findings to USAID and PEPFAR staff and to select others 
as appropriate.  
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Information to Advance Local Investment 
To accelerate and increase investment in local 
organizations, USAID found it needed new information 
to guide its efforts. In response, HP+ worked closely 
with USAID to conduct assessment activities to address 
guiding questions such as the following:  

• What local organizations are in the marketplace? 
Which are new or less well-known to USAID?  

• What is the level of readiness toward direct awards 
among different types of local organizations?  

• What are the top local providers of professional 
business services that can help monitor programs, 
mitigate risk, and strengthen the capacity of local 
partners?   

USAID staff reported using assessment findings for 
plans, strategies, training, and other activities to help 
local partners qualify for direct awards and to increase 
investment in local organizations (Box 1).   

Table 1: Overview of Local Organization Assessments 

Country Priority 
Organizations 

Methods 
Partners (#) Approach 

Survey 
OCA/ 

NUPAS1 

Democratic 
Republic of 
the Congo 
(DRC) 

Local 
organizations in 
health, 
education, 
social services  

 X • OCA/NUPAS 
(n=5) 

• Selected five organizations for 
OCA/NUPAS based on criteria such as 
HIV services offered, populations 
served, USAID experience, and 
geographic coverage 

Eswatini 

Local sub-
recipients on 
PEPFAR 
projects 
Emerging or 
less familiar 
organizations 
for USAID 

 
 

X 

• OCA/NUPAS 
(n=11) 

• "Snapshots" 
(n=14) 

• Identified subset of organizations for 
review through desk research, outreach 
to coalitions and associations, and key 
informant interviews  

• Applied OCA/NUPAS with 11 local 
organizations 

• Developed brief organizational profiles 
(snapshots) with 14 emerging or less 
familiar organizations for USAID 

 
1 Organizational Capacity Assessment with items from the Non-U.S. Organization Pre-Award Survey 

Box 1. USAID's Reported Use of 
Findings  

• Inform procurement plans and 
strategies to increase local partner 
funding 

• Create USAID Finance 101 training 
for potential new and underused 
local partners   

• Gauge feasibility of solicitations 
limited to local organizations 

• Tap high capacity organizations as 
sub-recipients on ongoing programs 
before providing them direct awards  

• Arrange targeted technical 
assistance for organizations 
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Country Priority 
Organizations 

Methods 
Partners (#) Approach 

Survey 
OCA/ 

NUPAS1 

Ethiopia 

Local sub-
recipients on 
three USAID 
projects 

 X • OCA/NUPAS 
(n=18) 

• Selected 18 local organizations based 
on experience with U.S. government 
funding, technical focus, geographic 
coverage, and populations served (for 
example, orphans and vulnerable 
children, key populations) 

• Applied OCA/NUPAS with 18 local 
implementing partners  

Kenya 

Local 
organizations in 
health, 
education, 
social services  
Accounting, 
auditing, payroll 
service 
providers 

 
X 

 

• Survey of 
local HIV orgs 
(n=476) 

• Survey of 
providers of 
business 
services 
(n=91) 

• Developed two online surveys to map 
and surface candidates for further 
review: one for organizations in health, 
education, and social services (n=476); 
and the other for providers of 
professional business services (n=91)  

Malawi 

Sub-recipients 
of the USAID-
funded HP+ 
project 
Accounting, 
auditing, 
human 
resources, 
payroll service 
providers 

X X 

• OCA/NUPAS 
(n=4) 

• Survey of 
providers of 
business 
services 
(n=22) 

• Site visits 
with 
providers of 
business 
services 
(n=10) 

• Selected four faith-based organizations 
(HP+ sub-recipients) for the OCA/NUPAS 
based on size, reach to different faith 
communities, project performance, and 
services 

• Conducted online survey of business 
service providers (n=22) and identified 
top 10 candidates for site visits based 
on experience, size, and other criteria  

Nigeria 

USAID sub-
recipients and 
direct 
recipients of 
other major 
donors 

X X 

• Survey of 
local HIV orgs 
(n=197) 

• OCA/NUPAS 
(n=14) 

 

• Applied online survey (n=197) to map 
local organizations and identify top 
candidates for further review 

• Conducted multi-step winnowing 
process to verify survey data and select 
14 candidates for OCA/NUPAS 

Tanzania 

Local 
organizations in 
health, 
education, 
social services  

X X 

• Survey of 
local HIV orgs 
(n=102) 

• OCA/NUPAS 
(n=6) 

• Applied online survey to map local 
organizations and identify sub-set of six 
for OCA/NUPAS  
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Totals 

Partners surveyed 
• 775 local HIV organizations 
• 113 local business service providers 

OCA/NUPAS applications • 58 local organizations working in health, education, or social services 

Site visits/business providers • 10 local business service providers 

Snapshots • 14 emerging or not well-known to USAID organizations 

TOTAL • 970 local organizations across seven countries 

Landscaping Surveys 

Overview 
HP+ helped USAID conduct online surveys to better understand the market of local 
organizations in Kenya, Malawi, Nigeria, and Tanzania. (See Table 2 for surveys of organizations 
working in health, education, and social services; see Table 5 for surveys covering providers of 
professional business services.) In Kenya and Tanzania, the team aimed to capture a broad 
swath of local organizations in health, education, and social services while the Nigeria survey 
focused on sub-recipients on USAID-funded projects and local organizations that had received 
direct funding from other major donors. Because the surveys were not based on scientific 
probability samples, the data are not representative of the broader population of local 
organizations in any of the countries. 

Table 2: Landscaping Surveys of Local Organizations in Health, Education, and Social 
Services 

Country Applications Contents of Survey 

 

• Kenya (n=476) 

• Nigeria (n=197) 

• Tanzania (n=102) 

• Contact information, location of office/s, and regions of operation  

• Registration and legal status 
• Staffing levels  

• Organizational type, sectors, functions, and services  

• Experience operating health facilities and providing technical assistance 

• Income/revenue sources 
• Government and donor experience 

• Annual levels of funding managed 

• Sub-grant and pre-award assessment experience 

• Self-assessed capacity needs and readiness to become a direct recipient 
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Promoting Survey Responses 
While producing an online survey such as SurveyMonkey or KoBoToolbox is not costly, reaching 
potential respondents and promoting submission of survey responses can be time- and labor-
intensive. The assessment teams were unable to find or access a single readily available source 
of secondary data on local organizations operating in the countries covered. In Kenya, for 
example, securing data from an official government registry of local organizations required a 
court order.  

The teams pursued multiple avenues to reach local organizations and to promote survey 
submissions. These efforts included outreach through USAID and U.S. government lists of 
organizations, professional associations and meetings, and "umbrella organizations."2 The team 
asked international implementing partners and other donors to forward the survey link to local 
organizations. In Kenya, newspaper ads disseminated information about the survey, but these 
were costly, and it was unclear how many submissions they generated from nonprofit 
organizations (the assessment teams perceived newspaper ads a better strategy to reach for-
profit groups about business opportunities). The surveys were left open about a month to boost 
responses. Since the surveys requested sensitive information (Table 2), team members 
conducted some personal outreach to affirm with organizations that this was a credible effort 
undertaken through the auspices of USAID PEPFAR.   

Pros and Cons of Landscaping Surveys 
The surveys can provide valuable initial information for understanding the status of local 
organizations on key readiness criteria. In Kenya, for example, the findings (Figure 1) illustrate 
how many respondents report having met their informal minimum funding benchmark for a 
direct award (about 15 percent or 70 organizations in 2018). The results suggest that the 
percentage of local organizations managing nearly US$1 million a year or more has increased 
over a five-year period.3 At the same time, almost half of respondents are concentrated in the 
lowest funding category.  

 
2 An institution that coordinates, organizes or controls the activities of other, typically smaller, 
organizations, all of which share a common purpose 
3 Exchange rate of 102.6 KSH to US$1 
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Figure 1: Annual Funding Managed Among Survey Respondents in Kenya 

 
N=476 respondents. Figures rounded. Based on unverified, self-reported survey data. 

The Tanzania survey also gathered data from respondents on annual funding over time.4 
Overall, the patterns are similar to those in Kenya, with many respondents in the lowest funding 
category, along with an uptick in those meeting USAID's minimum funding benchmark for 
direct partnership over the past five years (Figure 2). In Tanzania, about one-fourth of 
respondents reported having managed nearly US$1 million or more annually (the graph shows 
TZ Shillings), the USAID benchmark. This is a much higher proportion than among the Kenya 
respondents. That said, the data do not permit any conclusions about the relative funding 
success of local organizations between the two countries. The survey data are not representative 
of local organizations in either country. The findings could be more a reflection of the much 
larger number of organizations that opted to participate in the survey in Kenya (n=476) versus 
in Tanzania (n=102).  

 
4 HP+ does not have comparable survey data from Nigeria on annual funding or capacity needs for direct 
partnership. The Malawi survey also does not have comparable information. It focused on providers of 
professional business services (e.g., local accounting companies) rather than on local organizations 
providing health, education, or social services. 
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Figure 2: Annual Funding Managed Among Survey Respondents in Tanzania 

   
N=102 respondents. Figures rounded. Figures rounded. Based on unverified, self-reported survey data. 

The survey findings also shed light on the self-reported capacity needs of respondents toward a 
direct award with the U.S. Government. In Kenya and Tanzania, the top capacity need, which 
was identified by about 6 in 10 respondents, was in the area of U.S. Government rules and 
regulations (Figure 3). Respondents also commonly identified organizational sustainability as a 
capacity need, followed by data management and project performance. These data can help 
donors and others develop plans that consider both NUPAS requirements and the perspectives 
of local organizations.  

Figure 3: Capacity Needs of Local Organizations Toward Direct Partnership with the U.S. 
Government, Kenya and Tanzania 

 
Figures rounded. Kenya n=476; Tanzania n=102. 
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Landscaping surveys can provide valuable data but, based on HP+ experiences with surveys in 
Kenya, Malawi (business providers), Nigeria, and Tanzania, they also have drawbacks (Table 3). 
As mentioned earlier, effective implementation requires time and effort for identifying and 
engaging with local organizations to get them to respond to the survey. With phishing attempts 
proliferating, ensuring the survey's credibility and confidentiality is critical and may require 
personalized outreach with organizations. Self-reported data can be misleading or inaccurate. 
Surveys are useful for gleaning information on broad criteria, but do not replace the more 
granular data on capacities collected through an OCA/NUPAS or similar instrument.   

Table 3: Considerations for Landscaping Surveys 

Survey: Pros Survey: Cons  Planning   

• Enables broader, market-
oriented perspective on local 
organizations  

• Offers an approach for finding 
new partners that local HIV 
stakeholders may perceive as 
fairer or more transparent 
than other methods  

• Generates evidence to inform 
plans or strategies based on 
patterns across organizations 

• Enables identification of 
diverse set of new or less well-
known organizations for 
further consideration 

• Requires time and effort to 
reach organizations and spur 
them to submit responses; 
personal outreach may be 
needed to affirm credibility of 
survey (for example, not 
phishing attempt) 

• Requires caution in 
interpretation as self-
reported data may be 
inaccurate or misleading 

• Requires verification of data 
before making decisions 
about readiness for a direct 
award or more in-depth 
assessment with an 
OCA/NUPAS or other tool 

• Allow about three months 
from start to finish; 
timeframe depends on 
scope and scale of survey 

• Plan to leave the survey 
open about four weeks, but 
provide public "deadlines" 
with a tighter timeline to 
convey urgency to submit  

• Consider staff time needed 
for groundwork (pre-
testing, outreach, follow-
up), adapting and finalizing 
the survey, data analysis, 
and presentation of 
findings 

In-depth Assessments  

Identifying Top Candidates for In-Depth Assessment  
In Malawi, Nigeria, and Tanzania, the assessment teams used survey data to surface potential 
candidates for more detailed assessment on readiness for direct partnership with the U.S. 
government. This process entailed developing and applying criteria to identify top candidates 
for further review. In Nigeria, for example, the team selected 14 organizations from a pool of 197 
survey respondents. The assessment team winnowed the list through multiple rounds that 
included processes to verify survey information, classify organizations by HIV service areas, and 
rank respondents by organization type and reported expenditures.  

To short-list organizations for further review, assessment teams examined survey findings on 
characteristics such as the following: 
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• Experience managing the equivalent of at least US$1 million per year (USAID's informal 
minimum benchmark for a direct award in some countries)  

• Experience with a US government funder 
• Experience with another major donor (for example, Global Fund to Fight AIDS, 

Tuberculosis and Malaria, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation) 
• Geographic presence in priority regions or areas for USAID and/or offices in major cities 

or hubs 
• Type of organization (for example, community-based organization, for-profit 

commercial enterprise, faith-based organization, etc.)  
• Services provided and populations served, especially marginalized or vulnerable groups 
• Number of staff members, including full-time, part-time, and volunteer personnel   

In Eswatini, the team did not conduct a formal survey but used another approach to identify 
local organizations for a two-pronged assessment that involved either in-depth review with an 
OCA/NUPAS (11 organizations) or the development of a short organizational profile or snapshot 
(14 organizations). To identify candidate organizations, the assessment team conducted key 
informant interviews and reviewed member lists from the Coordinating Assembly of Non-Profit 
Organizations and the Swaziland Business Coalition on HIV/AIDS. The assessment team 
facilitated final selection of organizations for further review with USAID after sorting candidates 
into those potentially able to serve as a prime awardee (experience managing US$750,000 to 
US$1 million per year); emerging organizations (funding under US$750,000 per year); and 
organizations that, due to their reach and influence or niche services, could achieve high impact 
(for example, faith-based organizations, groups doing economic strengthening for adolescent 
girls and young women, groups with condom programs, companies in the forestry or 
construction sectors that have HIV programming).  

Conducting In-depth Assessment 
HP+'s in-depth assessment methods included desk review, data analysis, key informant 
interviews, and site visits. The assessment teams relied primarily on USAID's tool, the 
OCA/NUPAS, for more in-depth investigation of organizational strengths and gaps relative to 
directly receiving funds from USAID. The instrument provides for a "whole organization" review 
covering the following domains: governance and legal structure, financial management and 
internal controls, administration and procurement systems, human resources systems, program 
management, project performance management, and organizational management and 
sustainability. Within these domains, the full tool has 45 sub-domains.   

To gather more tailored information for USAID decision making, HP+ supplemented the tool 
with additional modules and analyses. HP+ developed a template to gather funding, donor, and 
other organizational information prior to site visits (Malawi, DRC, Tanzania); incorporated an 
anti-corruption module developed by the USAID-funded project, Accelerating Support to 
Advanced Local Partners (DRC); and, drawing on technical capacity assessment tools originally 
developed by John Snow International5, devised an updated module for HIV technical capacity 
(Malawi, DRC, Tanzania) that included the following areas: 

 
5 More information is available at: https://www.jsi.com/expertise/capacity-building/  

https://www.jsi.com/expertise/capacity-building/
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• Social and behavior change communication  
• HIV prevention 
• HIV testing and counseling 
• HIV care and treatment services 
• Orphans and vulnerable children 
• Violence prevention and response services 

The additional analyses HP+ conducted at the request of USAID missions included succession 
planning (Ethiopia) and absorptive capacity (DRC). The team gathered information for these 
analyses while administering the OCA/NUPAS, rather than through an additional module or 
tool. With succession planning, for example, the assessment team queried organizations about 
whether they had succession plans in place and formal opportunities to groom, support, and/or 
prepare new leadership.  

In DRC, the team developed an additional tool to supplement the OCA/NUPAS, a semi-
structured discussion guide to gather qualitative information from international implementing 
partners about sub-recipients of interest. This process provided useful data and perspective. The 
team used these data to further explore and confirm OCA/NUPAS findings, and as a distinct or 
stand-alone source of information for the final report.  

In planning an OCA/NUPAS engagement, HP+ suggests considering timing, technical, staffing, 
and other factors (Table 4, "Planning"). Leaving sufficient time is critical for activities such as 
identifying top organizations for in-depth review, engaging with and gathering information from 
organizations of interest, scheduling site visits, adapting and tailoring the instrument, 
developing or updating technical modules, and conducting any action planning and follow-up. 
With its breadth of domains, the OCA/NUPAS requires a multidisciplinary assessment team 
with expertise in facilitation as well as financial management, governance, HIV programming, 
and other areas. Care needs to be taken in selecting and orienting assessment staff or 
consultants. Personnel grounded in capacity development approaches may be less familiar or 
comfortable with pre-award exercises that entail evidence-informed scoring, sharing data with 
donors, and little or no follow-on support for assessed organizations. Site visits can take two 
days or less, but these timeframes require paring back the OCA/NUPAS.  

 Table 4: Applying the OCA/NUPAS for In-Depth Assessment of Local Organizations 

OCA/NUPAS: Pros OCA/NUPAS: Cons Planning  

• Provides data across 
organizational, financial, 
technical, programmatic 
domains 

• Identifies capacity 
strengthening needs 
specific to an organization 
or across a set of 
organizations 

• Provides scores that can vary 
depending on the assessment 
team, approach to scoring, and 
extent of documentation 
available  

• Requires expectation setting 
with all stakeholders involved 
to navigate between assessing 
capacity and testing award 
readiness  

• Allow about three to six 
months for assessments of 
multiple organizations  

• Plan to develop or update 
tailored technical capacity 
modules 

• Use multi-disciplinary 
assessment team to 
examine financial, 
organizational, and 
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OCA/NUPAS: Pros OCA/NUPAS: Cons Planning  

• Enables efficient collection 
of important information  

• Surfaces organizations 
ready for final USAID 
vetting with the NUPAS, the 
pre-award survey  

• Expedites progress toward 
a direct award via a partial 
NUPAS, pending mission 
finance officer agreeing to 
apply OCA/NUPAS findings 
toward the NUPAS  

• Places high demands on 
organizations and requires 
countering expectations 
associated with capacity 
assessments 

• Requires supplementation to 
capture key technical or 
programmatic, qualitative, and 
other data for donor decision 
making  

• Captures information on 
systems and policies but less 
strong on how effective they 
are in practice or consistently 
they are applied  

• Requires reworking for more 
effective application with some 
diverse new partners USAID 
seeks to engage  

programmatic domains, 
including local experts 

• Find staff with strong 
facilitation skills to foster 
organizational 
understanding of 
benchmarks and scores 

• Consider that readiness 
assessments may require a 
shift in mindset for staff or 
consultants accustomed to 
organizational capacity 
assessments 

• Plan for site visits of about 
two days per organization, 
longer if special modules 
and action planning are 
included 

Pros and Cons of the OCA/NUPAS Tool for Readiness Assessment 
The OCA/NUPAS has advantages and disadvantages for readiness assessments (Table 4). An 
advantage is that tool yields granular data on strengths and gaps across organizational, 
financial, and programmatic or technical domains. Working closely with Missions, HP+ tailored 
each assessment to country needs, budgets, and timeframes. The assessment teams prepared 
spreadsheets, reports, and presentations on each country. Due to the sensitivity of the data and 
confidentiality agreements, these findings were disseminated to a restricted set of stakeholders, 
which included USAID and PEPFAR staff. The assessments were not originally intended or 
designed to generate comparable data across countries; this would have required greater 
standardization in assessment teams, instruments, desk review, scoring, and site visits.  

Results presented in Figure 4 illustrate the type of data possible from an OCA/NUPAS 
application. These data include overall average scores across seven domains: governance and 
legal structure, financial management and internal controls, administration and procurement 
systems, human resources systems, program management, project performance management, 
and organizational management and sustainability. Across countries, the average OCA/NUPAS 
domain scores hovered around 3.0 out of a total of 4.0, with a high of 3.27 for governance and 
legal structure and a low of 2.91 for administration and procurement systems. Scoring schemas 
varied by country but often assessment teams categorized scores from 3.0 to 3.4 as "moderate 
capacity," meaning organizations had mostly strong systems but gaps in the effectiveness of 
their systems and practices. A score below 3.0 often reflected "basic capacity," where local 
organizations had adequate systems but gaps in consistently implementing them, or they had 
good practices not supported by adequate systems.  
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Figure 4: Illustrative Domain Scores from OCA/NUPAS Applications 

 
Figures rounded. N=58 organizations across six countries. Scale is 1 to 4, with 4 being "strong capacity." 
Note: The assessments were not designed to produce comparable data across countries, thus these data are 
for illustrative purposes only. Variations in tool adaptations, scoring approaches, assessment teams, and other 
factors preclude reliable, valid comparisons across countries. 

Each domain in the OCA/NUPAS has sub-domains, which provide a more granular perspective 
on challenges and strengths among organizations. Table 5 includes sub-domain findings from 
29 local organizations in Eswatini and Ethiopia, where the tools and scoring approaches were 
similar. Color coding the findings provides a quick visual of relative strengths and gaps. For 
example, the averages suggest potential problem areas across organizations included 
administration and procurement, human resources, and some specific sub-domains elsewhere 
(e.g., financial documentation, internal controls, culture and gender, fundraising, and new 
business development).  

Table 5: Illustrative Sub-Domain Findings from OCA/NUPAS Applications  

Domain and Sub-Domain Items, OCA/NUPAS 
Pooled Average Scores 
n=29 local organizations in Eswatini and Ethiopia 
Scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being "strong capacity" 

Governance and Legal Structure   
Legal Requirements and Status  3.7 
Board Composition and Responsibility 3.0 
Strategic Planning (Business Planning) 3.1 
Domain Average Score 3.3 
Financial Management and Internal Controls  
Budgeting 3.0 
Accounting System 3.0 
Internal Controls 2.7 
Bank Account Management 3.3 
Financial Documentation 2.8 
Financial Statements and Reporting 3.0 
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Domain and Sub-Domain Items, OCA/NUPAS 
Pooled Average Scores 
n=29 local organizations in Eswatini and Ethiopia 
Scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being "strong capacity" 

Audit Experience 3.0 
Cost Sharing 2.9 
Domain Average Score 3.0 
Administration and Procurement  
Operating Policies, Procedures, and Systems 2.5 
Travel Policies and Procedure 2.8 
Procurement 2.7 
Fixed Asset Management 2.8 
Branding and Marking 2.7 
Domain Average Score 2.7 
Human Resources  
Adequacy of Staffing and Job Descriptions 2.8 
Recruitment and Retention 2.5 
Personnel Policies 2.9 
Staff Time Management and Payrolls 2.9 
Staff Salaries and Benefits 2.7 
Domain Average Score 2.7 
Program Management  
Program Expertise and Technical Capabilities 3.1 
Donor Compliance 3.0 
Subaward Management 3.1 
Technical Reporting 3.0 
Stakeholder Involvement 3.1 
Culture and Gender 2.9 
Domain Average Score 3.0 
Project Performance Management  
Monitoring and Quality Assurance 3.0 
Project and Program Evaluation  2.8 
Field Support, Operations, and Oversight 3.0 
Project Performance  3.2 
Service Delivery Standards 3.1 
Domain Average Score 3.0 
Organizational Management & Sustainability  
Annual Work Plans 3.0 
Knowledge Management  2.9 
Fundraising, New Business Development 2.9 
Internal Communications 3.0 
External Communications 2.8 
Domain Average Score 2.9 

OCA/NUPAS applications have other advantages. Teams can administer the tool in two days or 
even less, if the instrument is shortened. The findings can identify organizations ready to move 
to the next level of vetting, the NUPAS, which USAID administers before a direct award. The 
OCA/NUPAS also identifies gaps organizations may need to address before undergoing a 
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NUPAS, which is time- and labor-intensive to implement and requires USAID participation. 
USAID may opt to apply OCA/NUPAS findings toward the NUPAS, thus expediting the path to a 
direct award.   

HP+ did not formally evaluate the OCA/NUPAS tool but has some observations after 
implementing it in several countries (Table 4). In part, challenges with this tool stem from its 
blend of two distinct investigative approaches—organizational capacity assessment and pre-
award vetting—with differing aims and practices. Organizational capacity assessments typically 
encourage reflective self-assessment and aim to foster staff learning and sharing. Findings are 
not usually shared beyond the organization. By contrast, USAID applies the NUPAS to 
determine, considering risk factors and organizational fitness, whether to provide a direct award 
to an organization. The NUPAS is typically used with organizations already perceived to be high 
capacity and ready for a direct award. In general, HP+ found it uncommon to find personnel 
schooled in both types of organizational assessment.  

The OCA/NUPAS, primarily a capacity assessment instrument, has limitations when applied to 
assess readiness for direct awards across organizations and to inform donor decision making. 
Ideally, for a decision-making tool, scores should be transparent, with clarity about how they are 
calculated; and reliable, with different assessors likely to award the same or similar scores to an 
organization. While the OCA/NUPAS facilitator's guide provides high-level criteria for assigning 
scores, it is less clear about specific measures that factor into how scores are calculated. These 
issues with scoring also pose challenges for organizations in understanding what concrete 
actions will help them improve their scores.  

To increase transparency and interpretability, HP+ began including in final reports selected 
indicators to complement the four-point OCA/NUPAS scores. In HP's Malawi assessment 
report, for example, each domain included an overall OCA/NUPAS score as well as a table 
containing some concrete indicators to help unpack the scores. In financial management, for 
example, these indicators included organizational budget for 2019, use of accounting software, 
use of a qualified accountant, management of separate donor and organization bank accounts, 
achievement of an unqualified audit report, and others.    

HP+ found that the OCA/NUPAS tool allows for a range of approaches to scoring. In general, 
assessors have a great deal of latitude in assigning scores and in considering and interpreting 
evidence, including making judgments when documentation is partial or missing. If self-
assessment is involved, organizations, particularly those newer to these processes, often score 
themselves higher than evidence warrants. Assessors need deep expertise and strong facilitation 
skills to help staff members understand the benchmarks at stake and agree on an evidence-
informed score. The scoring schemas for what constitutes strong, moderate, basic, and low 
capacity also vary by country. HP+ encouraged standardization but often followed schemas 
countries had used in previous assessments. This approach facilitated comparisons with 
previous OCA/NUPAS exercises within a country but made cross-country comparisons 
challenging.  

Given these issues, it is important to manage expectations with stakeholders about the nature of 
the assessment. Management issues include transparency about how scores are calculated, the 
extent to which assessors facilitate mutually agreed on scores with organizations, what 
information the assessed organizations will receive back, and any next steps. In general, HP+ 
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tried to use the term "readiness assessment" to counter expectations of a traditional capacity 
assessment, which implies self-assessed scoring and action planning followed by tailored 
technical assistance based on gaps. Except for the faith-based organizations in the Malawi 
assessment, HP+ did not have a mandate to help address capacity gaps identified in these 
exercises.  

Even with expectation setting, a readiness assessment can be an awkward proposition, 
conveying neither the promise of tailored capacity strengthening nor the direct award implied 
by a NUPAS. These exercises place substantial demands on organizations, requiring an 
enormous amount of documentation as well as time and preparation for site visits. Although 
nearly all organizations agreed to participate (one dropped out after receiving the list of 
requested documents), HP+'s assessment teams not surprisingly often faced challenges in 
securing all requested material. In some instances, organizations struggled to have key staff and 
board members present to participate in the assessment. 

As the assessments progressed, HP+ supplemented the OCA/NUPAS to gather data requested 
by missions and to better inform decision making. HP+ contextualized overall OCA/NUPAS 
scores with information on an organization's financial status, including descriptions of funding 
managed over time, direct or indirect funding from other donors, top donors, staffing, services, 
and other areas. This information can provide helpful perspective and flag issues (for example, a 
situation in which an organization has not met payroll for a year) that may not show up clearly 
through OCA/NUPAS scores. During a two-day site visit, an assessment team can get a 
reasonable sense of what systems and policies an organization has in place. But understanding 
how effective these are in practice, including consistency of application, can be more difficult to 
gauge. To help address gaps, the DRC assessment team developed a discussion guide for use 
with international implementing partners working with assessed organizations.   

Finally, an important point is that the OCA/NUPAS may best serve nonprofit organizations 
implementing donor-funded programs. As USAID seeks to diversify its partner base, it also may 
need to reconfigure its assessment tools. HP+ adapted the OCA/NUPAS for each country 
application, mostly to address mission priorities and planning deadlines, but found deeper 
revisions or new tools might be necessary to better assess for-profits, "umbrella" organizations, 
coordinating bodies, and others. In Nigeria, for example, the tool was difficult to apply with 
private sector firms specializing in logistics and supply chain as some OCA/NUPAS topics were 
not applicable to them (for example, branding, program expertise, technical reporting, project 
and program evaluation). 

Assessing Providers of Professional Business Services 
A sustainable, successful transition of funds to local organizations requires strong financial and 
other business services. HP+ worked with PEPFAR and USAID staff in Kenya and Malawi to 
better understand the market for providers of these services. In both countries, HP+ devised 
online surveys to gather initial data from organizations. In Kenya, where USAID was interested 
in a broad scan of the local market, HP+ disseminated the survey through its list of business 
service providers; professional associations, which shared the survey link with members; and 
newspaper advertisements. In Malawi, the approach was more narrowly focused, drawing off 
initial service provider lists gathered from USAID and from HP+'s Malawi office. In both 
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countries, internationally affiliated and fully local organizations were included in the 
assessment.  

Table 6: Landscaping Surveys of Providers of Professional Business Services 

Country Applications Contents of Survey 

• Kenya (n=91) 
• Malawi (n=22) 

• Contact information, location of office/s, and 
regions of operation 

• Registration, legal status, and governance  

• Staffing levels 

• International affiliation 

• Services provided 
• Experience with government and major donors 

• Top three clients and contract amounts  

• Chargeable daily rates by consultant level 

• Membership in professional associations 
• ISO certification or use of other quality assurance 

system 

Based on the survey data, HP+ short-listed different prospects for USAID's consideration. The 
short-listing criteria varied depending on mission needs. Broadly, factors examined to identify 
top candidates included registration and legal status; services offered; office locations and 
geographic range of experience; experience with USAID, other donors, and government; 
staffing, including full-time (open contract, closed contract), part-time, and temporary 
personnel; top client contracts; and use of a quality assurance system. The assessment teams 
also considered whether the organization had an international affiliation.  

In Malawi, among the 22 respondents to the online survey, 12 were local organizations. After 
applying criteria such as office locations, staff size, and government and donor experience, 
USAID winnowed the list to 10 top prospects. Among these, only two were fully local, or not 
international affiliates.  

HP+ conducted site visits with the 10 finalists identified through the survey. The site visit 
discussion guide covered legal registration, services, staff qualifications, clients, professional 
affiliations, risks, absorptive capacity, ethics, governance, and other topics. Given the sensitive 
nature of this inquiry, HP+ worked with USAID to develop a cover letter for participating 
organizations that addressed confidentiality and data use. To expedite the site visits, HP+ 
outlined information needs from companies and firms in advance, enabling the assessed 
organizations to prepare accordingly. Thus, the site visits took a half-day or less to conduct per 
organization.  

Confidentiality agreements constrain public presentation of the findings. As with the other 
country assessments, HP+ provided data to USAID and PEPFAR staff. Without delving into 
organization-specific data, the results generally indicated that international affiliates had 
advantages in terms of staff, national coverage, and revenue over non-internationally affiliated 
enterprises. In Malawi, among the top 10 organizations selected for site visits, the top five by 
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contract size were internationally affiliated groups. With audits, the Malawi results also 
indicated that internationally affiliated firms reported undergoing more stringent review 
processes to ensure quality work, including standards enforced by their offices in other 
countries.  

In Kenya, HP+'s work was confined to a screening survey of local providers of business services; 
the scope did not include selecting finalists or conducting site visits. As in Malawi, however, the 
findings suggested that international affiliates had advantages in terms of staff size, geographic 
presence, and donor and government client experience. In Kenya, the initial survey respondent 
pool of 91 was winnowed down to four organizations based on staff size, county-level client 
experience, and quality review practices. Among these four respondents, three were 
international affiliates. The survey did not delve into other important domains such as 
performance, quality of work, client satisfaction, and costs for specific scopes of work. The 
survey was an initial step in a longer vetting process to be led by USAID. 

Administrative and other constraints may require that USAID Missions contract with only the 
largest providers able to meet nationwide demands. If that is the case, PEPFAR and USAID 
might consider using their influence to strengthen the prospects for local providers not yet able 
to compete based on staff size and nationwide experience. Partners and implementers could be 
encouraged to work with local professional services providers. Promising companies or firms 
could be integrated into project-level efforts to foster local markets for technical assistance 
providers in business services. A vibrant pool of high-quality, affordable local service providers 
could foster a more successful transition of funding to local partners as well as a more 
sustainable response to HIV. 

Conclusions 
Based on HP+'s work across seven countries, HP+ offers the following suggestions: 

• Market-oriented surveys are useful to get a handle on new partner organizations and map 
their status in relation to basic criteria for direct awards such as funding and donor 
experience. Local stakeholders in HIV may perceive surveys as a fairer, more transparent 
approach to partner identification than alternatives such as recruiting select sub-recipients 
of projects without a public process.   

• Landscaping surveys can help donors and others understand needs across local 
organizations, such as that for more information about the criteria for direct awards or 
trainings on U.S. government rules and regulations. 

• The OCA/NUPAS instrument has considerable strengths but warrants further revision to 
meet new demands for readiness assessment and for more effective application with a 
diverse set of potential partners (for example, for-profits, "umbrella" organizations, 
coordinating bodies). As USAID seeks to expand and diversify its partner base, it also may 
need to rework its organizational assessment tools or produce new ones.  

• Prior to an in-depth readiness assessment, it is important to set clear expectations with all 
stakeholders involved about the intended approach to scoring, confidentiality and sharing of 
findings, and any follow-on support such as action planning or capacity strengthening.  

• In terms of providers of professional business services, few fully local companies can 
compete with international affiliates based on criteria such as revenue, staff size, geographic 
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range, and quality review processes. A diverse mix of affordable, highly regarded local 
business service providers, however, can help advance a more sustainable response to HIV. 
As such, USAID and PEPFAR might consider strategies to help local providers grow so that 
they become more competitive for larger contracts. 
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Annex A. Local Organization Assessment Resources 
USAID Tools 

• OCA with NUPAS items: https://usaidlearninglab.org/library/organizational-capacity-
assessment  

• NUPAS guidelines and support: 
https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1868/303sam.pdf 

Tools HP+ Developed, Adapted, Applied or Updated for Local Organization 
Assessments 

• Local organizations working in health, education, and social services 

o Landscaping survey 
o Organizational overview and profile form 
o Adaptations of OCA with NUPAS (DRC, Malawi, Nigeria) 
o Modules 

o HIV (Malawi) 
o HIV, including OVC section (DRC): English, French 
o Corruption module (from ASAP project): English, French 

• Local providers of professional business services 

o Landscaping survey (Kenya, Malawi) 
o Site visit discussion guide (Malawi) 

• Other 

o Discussion guide for assessment of semi-autonomous government agencies 
(Kenya) 

Online Survey Platforms 

• SurveyMonkey: www.surveymonkey.com/ 
• KoBoToolbox: https://www.kobotoolbox.org/  

  

 

https://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1868/303sam.pdf
http://www.surveymonkey.com/
https://www.kobotoolbox.org/
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