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The programme being evaluated. This report
presents an evaluation of the EU thematic
programme for civil society organisations and
local authorities (2014-2019) with local
authorities only considered over the period
from 2014 to 2018. The programme operates in
118 developing countries as well as the 28
countries of the European Union with an
allocation of approximately Euro 1.9 billion. It
has implemented over 1400 individual projects
since 2014. The programme builds on a
strategic engagement of the EU with civil
society and local authorities, and on experience
from earlier support through a programme
supporting non-state actors that ran from 2007
to 2013.

The purpose and structure of the evaluation
The overall purpose of the evaluation, as noted
in the terms of reference, is: to provide an
independent assessment of the EU support to
civil society and local authorities through the
thematic programme; to identify lessons learnt;
and to make recommendations to inform the
next programming period 2021-2027. This is
the reason that the evaluation is being
conducted before the end of the programme.
As the evaluation’s objectives focus on both
accountability and learning, the prime users of
the evaluation are the EU at its headquarters in
Brussels as well as its delegations. It is also
addressed to other stakeholders directly
involved in the management and
implementation of the thematic programme and
is available to the interested public.

The evaluation examined and re-constructed the
programme’s underlying theory of change.
Based on this and on extensive discussion with
a reference group composed of EU staff at
headquarters and delegations, a set of nine
evaluation questions were developed. On civil
society and local authorities, these questions
focused on: the strategic relevance of the
programme and how closely it met needs on the
ground; the results obtained on capacity
development, policy, democratic governance,

Brief outline of the civil society organisation

and local authority programme

Concerning civil society, the programme responds to the
three main priorities that were developed through close
consultation with civil society actors: an enabling
environment (enhancement of an enabling environment for
civil society); participation and governance (promotion of
meaningful participation of civil society in policy and
programming to build stronger government performance and
accountability at all levels); and capacity development for
civil society organisations (CSOs) to act as independent
development actors.

Concerning local authorities, the programme aims to
promote their role as policy and decision makers in order to
enhance accountable policy making and service delivery at
the local level.

On top of supporting civil society organisations and local
authorities, the programme also has a component on
development education and awareness raising. It aims at
enhancing the understanding and engagement of European
citizens on development issues.

An important feature of the programme was the “right of
initiative to identify and respond to emerging needs to put
forward visions and ideas and to initiate and propose
initiatives and new approaches” for civil society
organisations. Civil society roadmaps based on multi-
stakeholder consultations were developed in each country to
identify strategic priorities, steer the programme (along with
other EU and MS programmes supporting CSOs) and tailor it
to the country context. A few countries also prepared local
authority roadmaps or combined the two.

The programme operated mainly through calls for proposals
launched by EU delegations, which were open to civil
society organisations and local authorities. In some cases,
where appropriate, projects were contracted through direct
negotiation. The calls for proposals for local authorities were
managed by headquarters from 2018. There were centrally
managed calls for proposals and direct negotiations at the
global level, awarding grants to civil society umbrella
organisations, associations of local authorities, as well as
actors in the field of development education and awareness
raising. A number of framework partnership agreements
have also been signed since 2016 with consortiums in order
to engage them in longer-term and strategic cooperation.



delivery of services and local economic
development; the cooperation approach taken,
including the complementarity and added value of
the programme and the appropriateness of the
modalities used. On development education and
awareness raising, the questions focused on how
well the programme met the intended objectives
and how well the actors involved performed. A
separate evaluation is looking at the framework
partnership agreements mentioned above.

A portfolio analysis covering the entire
programme is presented in annex 2 of this report.
A sample of 15 countries and some 90 projects
were selected for desk review. A field visit was
made to 10 countries covering close to 40
projects. Country reports were produced and
discussed with each delegation and a summary of
key findings, as well as a number of case studies
are presented in volume 11 of this report.

This volume | of the report provides a summary of
findings under four clusters: strategic relevance;
results; cooperation approach; and development
education and awareness raising. These lead to a
synthesised set of conclusions and
recommendations. The answers to the nine
guestions and an underlying set of judgement
criteria are presented in summary form in annex 1
of volume I and in detail with evidence and
indicators in volume 11, annex 5.

The main findings across the different clusters
of evaluation

Strategic relevance - Overall, the programme was
found to be relevant for the partner countries and
their civil society especially given the shrinking
space for civil society and the tendency for
declining levels of local democracy. Although the
programme was global, it was increasingly
tailored to country situations and responded to a
complex and changing context for civil society
and local authorities in these countries. However,
the ambition level of the programme was too high
given the scale and nature of the challenges faced
by civil society and local authorities. Reaching its
ambition would require more attention to the
challenges of political economy (and especially
which opportunities to seize) as well as to whole-
of-EU approaches. The quality of civil society
consultation and roadmap monitoring varied
between countries but in most cases improved

during the programme period. Consultation with
local authorities at national level was generally
weaker — although there were some strong
examples of good practice such as in Zimbabwe.

Results - The programme has achieved results in
capacity development, policy, and democratic
governance. An example is in Myanmar, where a
single project built up capacity for advocacy in
more than 20 small, local civil society
organisations through a local apex organisation.
Before this project, protest had been the main
means of advocacy. The project introduced tools
that improved advocacy influence and success,
including: ensuring solid evidence for policy
positions; finding the right entry points and
timing; adopting appropriate terminology; and
ensuring that no harm was inadvertently done to
the communities involved.

Capacity development of civil society
organisations and local authorities (CSOs and
LAs) was stronger at the project level; however, it
was not always strategic i.e. aiming for lasting
impact beyond the projects at sector and country
level.

The programme’s influence on policy and
democratic governance benefitted from a whole-
of-EU approach. Whilst this approach was usually
effective, when put into practice, it also depended
on a conducive framework at the country level
that was not always in place. The constrained
space for civil action required approaches that
more actively identified promising issues and
actors, and used scenario planning to manage the
risks of reducing space for civil society or take
advantage of improvements, for example after an
election. Networking across local CSOs, and
connecting with apex CSOs cultivated working
relationships with central and/or local government
and was a factor of CSO-LA success - but was
sometimes missing. The programme succeeded,
through some projects, in improving service
delivery and local economic development. And it
was especially noted for reaching remote,
vulnerable, and marginalised groups. However, in
many cases the results were localised; not scaled
up; and their sustainability was in question.

The programme improved governance, planning,
budgeting, and service delivery in targeted local
authorities, but interventions were mostly



localised, lacking both sustainability beyond the
project duration and pathways for upscaling of
results. However, in countries where EU
delegations invested in structured dialogue with
local authorities and their associations, the
programme was able to position itself strategically
and link local results and innovations with more
sector-wide outreach.

Cooperation approach - Through a mix of
approaches and modalities, the programme
attempted to create transformative effects beyond
its individual projects. But success varied and
there was insufficient attention to the specific
political economy issues at play. The approach of
directly involving the local authorities as
contractual parties proved much more difficult
than expected as the call for proposal modalities
were not well suited for this purpose. The
tailoring of the approach to country context
through roadmaps and other initiatives was a
positive feature, even if it was variable in how it
translated into operational terms.
Complementarity within the EU and with member
states was explicitly aimed at and a part of
country roadmaps. The programme’s global and
regional initiatives do not appear yet to have led
to synergies with the country level operations and
a survey indicated that few delegations were
aware of them or have actively engaged with
them. The adoption of a predominantly project-
based approach, the choice of mechanisms, and
available procedures were not ideal for reaching
the ambitious and highly complex aims of the
programme. The calls for proposals were well
managed, but even with innovation and good
management they could not overcome the limits
of the project approach. There was a tendency to
support short-duration projects with little scope to
create change, be sustainable, and be scaled up in
case of success. Many civil society organisations
found the EU procedures to be overly complex,
compared to other donors, and a barrier for
achieving results. However, some organisations,
mostly larger CSOs, appreciated the procedures as
guarding against corruption and helping to build
financial and project management among smaller
CSOs.

There was no programme level reporting. At
country level, result frameworks were set up as
part of the roadmaps, mainly for the civil society
part of the programme. Some countries carried out

extensive monitoring of the roadmaps, but most
did not. In general, there was little measurement
of how the aggregated impact of individual
projects served the country roadmap goals.
Project-level monitoring was robust but tended to
focus on financial accountability and outputs
rather than impact. The focus on monitoring
inputs and outputs and its links to tranche
payment tended to make civil society
organisations and local authorities accountable to
the EU delegations rather than to their own
internal governance structures.

Development education and awareness raising
(DEAR). DEAR is unigue in its scope, being the
only EU-funded programme that explicitly
connects global development issues with actions
aimed at EU citizens. Being implemented
primarily by CSOs and LAs, the programme
assigns a role for citizens to play in advancing
policy coherence for development: one of its
underlying premises is the belief that civil society
is able to influence policy-making at national and
EU-levels, once citizens are equipped with the
knowledge and tools to understand the global
interconnectedness of key issues such as climate
change, migration, social justice, as well as the
universality of the fundamental values
underpinning the EU.

The programme is, as yet, to develop a theory of
change, and a programme-level results and
monitoring framework; the absence of these
frameworks has posed some challenges for the
evaluation. Nonetheless, it is clear that DEAR has
worked through a highly complementary set of
modalities, ranging from a sub-granting facility
that is able to reach EU citizens at the grassroots
level; more substantial projects resulting from
regular calls for proposals and which are mostly
implemented by pan-European consortia of well-
established and often highly professional CSOs;
and a number of direct strategic grants, and which
aim at institutionalising global education in EU
member states’ educational systems. A technical
support facility, highly appreciated by DEAR
stakeholders, has helped to strengthen the
community of DEAR actors in the EU.

There is evidence of results achieved by the
DEAR programme. These include awareness
raising leading to citizens’ engagements in a
multitude of projects funded through an on-
granting project, and where small amounts of
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funding have had catalytic effects. A project
implemented by the World Wildlife Fund has led
to a change in the consumption behaviour of
millions of European citizens, by adopting a
holistic approach including consumer awareness
raising and working with stakeholders in the
seafood supply chain, but also by strategically
using the evidence and best practices created by
the project to advocate for policy changes at the
European level, thereby potentially amplifying the
results.

Summary of conclusions - The overall
conclusions across issues of strategic relevance,
results and the cooperation approach, and the
underlying nine evaluation questions can be
summarised as follows:

1. The CSO-LA programme was highly relevant
and achieved some important results.
However, the ambition level was high
compared to the challenges faced and the
modalities and measures available.

2. The programme was highly dependent, for its
effect, on complementarity with EU, member
states, and other actions. Complementarity
with other EU actions was stronger than
complementarity with member states and
other development partners.

3. The civil society element of the programme
was tailored to the country context. This was
less the case for the local authorities (in part
because there were fewer country roadmaps
for local authorities).

4. The CSO-LA programme modalities were
better suited to supporting local authorities
when working through associations of local
authorities.

5. The CSO-LA programme achieved some
promising results from cooperation especially
with associations of local authorities and
particularly where efforts were sustained over
time.

6. Although evidence was found of CSO
capacities increasing, capacity development
was generally not measured and was weaker
on internal governance.

7. Service delivery projects were used as an
entry point for promoting change. But they
were not always designed to promote better
policies and better government accountability.
As a result, their impact, sustainability, and
scalability were limited.

8. The programme operated under a set of
complex priorities, principles and modalities.
These led to trade-offs in what could be
achieved in practice.

9. Programme-level learning took place although
programme-level monitoring was weak.
Project level monitoring was regular but
tended to focus on financial accountability
and outputs rather than impact.

10. The DEAR programme worked through a
convincing, well thought through combination
of call for proposals (soliciting proposals on
the “marketplace of ideas™); operating
strategic directly negotiated grants; and
including small CSOs through sub-granting,
as well as a highly valued learning hub
provided by the DEAR support team.

11. The effectiveness of the DEAR programme
was impacted by the lack of a clear theory of
change and a results framework of the
programme, and a joined-up understanding of
what a “successful” DEAR project
constitutes.

12. The size of the DEAR consortia led to trade-
offs in terms of efficiency and effectiveness,
and poses accountability challenges. Existing
monitoring mechanisms are not capturing the
complexity of the projects, further
exacerbating accountability issues.

Recommendations based on the above
conclusions are given below. The
recommendations imply action by the
EC/DEVCO, the EUDs and also CSOs/LAs. In
many cases collaborative efforts across the actors
would bring the best results.

1. Strengthen the programme through
enhancing complementarity with other EU
and member state instruments and
processes and focussing on interventions
that are catalytic.

This recommendation goes beyond the
programme itself and is potentially relevant for
both the future CSO programme and LA
interventions. It could be implemented through
the following measures:

e Systematise/automate information on different
instruments and programmes supporting
CSOs and LAs at country level, so that the
Delegation can better exploit the
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complementarities and synergies among the
instruments. By using the various degrees
available through different geographic and
thematic instruments and modalities, support
can be provided that re-enforces the effects
through large and small, long term as well as
short term interventions as well as
engagement at the central and local levels
and across different actors (examples of this
were present in Chad). m (e.g. various degrees
of flexibility, grant size, and grant duration;
various approaches from calls for proposals to
direct contracts; different needs for
government approval and control; etc.).
Draw lessons across all EU and member state
actions at country level that are linked to civil
society and local government, to feed into
dialogue with government and enhance the
collective impact of the different projects that
work with civil society. The roadmaps are a
tool where this has been done in some cases
an example is the Hoja de Ruta in Colombia.
Sharpen the analysis, criteria and tools for
judging where projects are likely to be
transformative, either by being highly
catalytic or by being linked to other credible
processes that can sustain their benefits.
Increase awareness of regional/global CSO-
LA activities at country level and increase
networking, and alliance building between
local, regional and global levels, e.g. through
a web-based mapping of all CSO-LA
activities and events.

Strengthen country-level support to
associations of local authorities under the
new programme.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

Where the associations of local authorities are
credible partners and can contribute to
change, develop mechanisms at country level
to support their role and mandate as advocacy
bodies, service providers and best practise
disseminators. The support should carefully
avoid distorting accountability links between
associations of local authorities and
association members and be based on the
association’s own business plans. Where
needed, it should include support to core
operational capacity (knowledge
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management, communication, budget and
accounting etc.), and build sufficient capacity
to manage EU funds.

Future Framework partnerships with ALAs
(FPA-ALA) support to regional advocacy
should include support to regional or sub-
regional CEO-networks for national
associations  of  local  authorities.
[EC/DEVCO, EUDs, ALAS]

Continue to tailor the programme at
country level through roadmaps and
enhanced strategic engagement.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

Deepen the understanding of the political
context at country level to calibrate the
programme’s level of ambition for civil society
and allow a differentiated strategy depending
on civic space and civil society dynamics.
Develop scenarios to take into account possible
changes (positive or negative) in the level of
restriction for civil society, so as to anticipate
opportunities and risks that may arise. Develop
a change strategy for countries where change is
unlikely. An example of this has been done in
Chad where a simple 3-point scenario response
has been considered (situation gets better, gets
worse, stays the same).

Explore means of transferring elements of
roadmap and multi-stakeholder consultation
from the EUD platforms to platforms run by
CSO apex bodies where these are in place. This
will enhance ownership and ensure that the
contribution to CSO-led coordination of civil
society is transferred to the country.
Ultimately this is an element of a EU exit plan
for the programme.

Consider a general introduction of LA road
maps or equivalent analysis to underpin
EU decentralisation support and to support
empowerment and mainstreaming of local
authorities in all relevant EU financed
actions.

This recommendation could be implemented

through the following measures:

Underpin bilateral decentralisation support
with a roadmap based on a structured dialogue
with central and local government and
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relevant development partners, including EU

member states. The roadmap should take into

account lessons learned from previous support

and include a donor map to facilitate a

coherent approach

The roadmap should depending on the context

consider 3 levels of engagement:

o decentralisation policy; Where possible, the
roadmap should be aligned to the
government public sector-decentralisation
reform programme and monitored through
regular joint reviews, preferably coordinated
by the relevant sector working group, if
available.

o LA empowerment. Where possible a
capacity development strategy should be
developed (some potential aspects could be
inspired by the CSO 5-dimension approach
used under the CSO-LA programme, for
ALAS)

o mainstreaming of local authorities in all
relevant EU actions e.g. waste water and
roads and others.

Focus roadmaps, where reform programmes

are not present, on the strengthening of

existing subnational frameworks.

Ensure service delivery that pilots
innovative approaches and has wider
transformative impact.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

Promote piloting of innovations (through calls
for proposals or other means) that
complement and can be made use of by local
government. The calls for proposals should be
based on solid assessment of the subnational
framework, to ensure that projects are indeed
innovative and have a catalytic potential vis a
vis decentralisation and local governance in
the local context.

Include a mandatory requirement in calls for
proposals for project designs to outline a
credible pathway for sustainability and
replication/scalability. Where feasible, this
should entail a default cooperation with
associations of local authorities at either
project or country level to enhance
programme learning.

Encourage and actively promote, where
feasible, CSO-LA project pilot and
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innovations on behalf of larger-scale
decentralisation or thematic reform
programmes.

Promote longer project durations to ensure
that results achieved in service delivery are
leveraged and CSQOs become trusted partners
of government (central and/or local).
Encourage civil society organisations to work
openly and transparently with local
authorities, and with government more
generally (budget discussions and sector
policies are particularly promising).

Expand capacity development across all
five dimensions defined by the programme
(aiming among others to increase the
involvement of local CSOs) and set up
simplified but systematic monitoring.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

Develop guidance for monitoring, reporting
and learning on capacity development across
all five dimensions and specify the obligation
of projects to monitor and report accordingly.
Encourage and incentivise CSO platforms to
develop the most critical capacities of their
members, for example through calls for
proposals directed at CSO platforms and that
include capacity development.

Where it is possible to provide core support,
ensure capacities are developed across all five
dimensions and link disbursement to third-
party verification of performance or
capacities.

Widen use of grant award procedures
modalities to make it easier to strengthen
and support CSO’s own strategic plans and
reach out to local CSOs

This recommendation goes beyond the
programme itself and could be implemented
through the following measures

Review all relevant guidelines on the
programme in light of the recommendations
of this evaluation and conduct an anonymous
survey of EUDs to capture suggestions for
change.

Develop clarification and guidelines for how
the current procedures can be used to better
serve the purpose of the programme including

Vi
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how to support CSO strategic plans and
increase the involvement of local CSOs.
These clarifications, interpretations and
guidelines could be based on EU and other
donor experience on providing core support to
CSOs, including if relevant:

o Mechanisms including use of call for
proposals to support the strategic plans of
CSO platforms where these plans have a
credible prospect of catalysing change.

o Refine and if possible, relax procedures for
undertaking direct negotiation.

Initiate in a longer-term perspective a
discussion within EUDs/DEVCO on how
procedures instruments and modalities can be
adjusted to better meet the special needs of
civil society.

Enhance results framework and reporting
especially at programme and country level.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

Make use of theory of change and
intervention logic tools at programme and
country level and be open to adjustment based
on monitoring outcomes and lessons learnt.
Develop a set of outcome and impact
indicators at programme level (e.g. taking the
suggestions of the 2019 evaluability
assessment as a starting point) that are simple
(SMART) and linking to the sustainable
development goals.

Ensure that there are sufficient resources at
the country level to monitor and report on the
country roadmap, if necessary by outsourcing.
Consider making use of support facilities or
CSO platforms to provide basic monitoring
and reporting at programme level, which
entails harmonised reporting at country level.

Strengthen the DEAR programme by
developing a theory of change.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

o Draw on intellectual resources produced
by the 2010 DEAR Study as well as
newer thinking as reflected in the
analytical work done by the DEAR
Support Team, CONCORD, and the
project Frame. Voice. Report!, as well as
GENE.

e The theory of change should clarify
concepts at the core of DEAR and
develop a coherent definition of the
meaning of public awareness, public
engagement, public mobilisation, and how
these elements hang together.

10. Develop a results and monitoring

framework for the DEAR programme.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

- Based on a theory of change, develop
standardised and verifiable indicators
applicable across actions to account for
results, and which provide guidance on
what constitutes a successful DEAR
project.

- Draw on intellectual and analytical work
conducted by DEAR stakeholders to
inform this work.

- Introduce more stringent requirements for
how monitoring covers all partners in a
CSO-LA consortium, and provide closer
scrutiny of project reporting during
project implementation.

11. Ensure that programming decisions are

reflective of stakeholder feedback and that
they are transparent.

This recommendation could be implemented
through the following measures:

- Communicate why programming
decisions are being taken, including those
relating to the size of consortia; the
thematic focus of the calls; as well as
specific aspects of calls.

- In particular, provide feedback on such
issues where stakeholders have provided
substantiated feedback to the European
Commission Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and
Development (DEVCO) over the years.

Vil



1.1 Outline of the programme

EU thematic programme for civil society organisations (CSOs) and local authorities (LAs) was
launched for the period from 2014 to 2020. The programme operates in 118 developing countries as
well as the 28 countries of the European Union with an allocation of approximately Euro 1.9 billion
over the period 2014-2020. Since 2014, it has implemented over 1400 individual projects. The
programme builds on a strategic engagement of the EU with civil society and local authorities and
has three main components: Civil society, local authorities and development education and awareness
raising.

Within civil society, the programme responds to the three main priorities that were developed through
close consultation with civil society: Enabling environment - enhancement of an enabling
environment for civil society; Participation and governance - promotion of meaningful participation
of civil society in policy and programming to build stronger government and accountability at all
levels and: Capacity - development of the capacity civil society organisations to act as independent
development actors. Within local authorities the programme aims to promote their role as policy and
decision makers in order to enhance accountable policy making and service delivery at the local level.
As well as supporting civil society organisations and local authorities, the programme also has a
component on development education and awareness raising. This component aims at enhancing the
understanding and engagement of European citizens on development issues.

An important feature of the programme was the “right of initiative to identify and respond to emerging
needs to put forward visions and ideas and to initiate and propose initiatives and new approaches” for
civil society organisations. Civil society roadmaps based on multi-stakeholder consultations were
developed in each country to identify strategic priorities, steer the programme (along with other EU
and Member States (MS) programmes supporting CSOs) and tailor it to the country context. In
2018/9, four roadmaps for LAs were started, through a DEVCO headquarters initiative, in Colombia,
Chad, Ecuador and Mali. LA roadmaps were also commissioned locally by the EU delegations in
Zimbabwe (2016) and Guatemala. Some countries such as Brazil and Columbia (initially) included
LAs in their roadmaps thus making roadmaps that combined CSO and LA.

The programme operated mainly through calls for proposals launched by EU delegations, which were
open to civil society organisations and local authorities. In some cases, where appropriate, projects
were contracted through direct negotiation. The calls for proposals for local authorities were managed
by headquarters from 2018. There were centrally managed calls for proposals and direct negotiations
at the global level where civil society umbrella organisations, associations of local authorities as well
as actors in the field of development education and awareness raising, have been awarded grants. A
number of framework partnership agreements have also been signed with consortiums in order to
engage them in a longer term and strategic cooperation.



The CSO-LA programme in summary

The “Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities’ Thematic Programme (2014-2020) has its legal
base in Regulation 233/2014 of the European Parliament. The Development Cooperation Instrument
defines the objective of the Programme as to strengthen civil society organisations and local authorities in
partner countries. Where the programmes actions relate to Development Education and Awareness
Raising (DEAR), the programme aims at awareness and critical understanding of complex development
issues and global interdependence among European citizens. Under DEAR, the programme also
strengthens civil society organisations and local authorities in the Union and to beneficiaries eligible
under the Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA 1) Regulation.

The current CSO-LA programme (hereafter “the programme”) was preceded by a programme called
“Non-State Actors and Local Authorities (2007-2013)” and it integrates lessons learned and best practices
from the implementation of various support schemes, evaluations and assessments. The overall strategy
and objectives of the programme are defined by the two Multi-Annual Indicative Programmes (MIPS):
MIP 2014-2020 and MIP 2018-2020. After the mid-term review of the development cooperation
instrument in 2017 and the approval of the New European Consensus on Development, including the
adoption of Agenda 2030 in 2017, a revision of the MIP 2014-2020 was necessary. As a result, a new
MIP 2018-2020 was adopted.

The programme combines a financial support to interventions led by Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)
and/or LAs with a minor allocation to support measures covering a wide range of “soft” activities®. The
financial support is allocated through two types of modalities; call for proposals or direct awards. Call for
proposals is the most common procedure, whereas direct awards are only allowed under special
circumstances and mainly to associations of LA or national platforms of CSOs. At country level, call for
proposals are launched by EU delegations. This has, however, recently changed for LA projects where the
management of call for proposals has been centralised from 2018 onwards following a change in strategy,
as mentioned above. At the global and regional levels, CSO umbrella organisations and associations of
LAs have become signatories of a framework partnership agreement. Concerning the Development
Education and Awareness Raising, grants have been awarded through centrally managed call for
proposals.

Figure 1.1 below illustrates the relationship between the different parts of the programme showing
the components of the programme at country and regional/global level; the support facilities made
available and the underlying objectives, strategies and planning documents that guide the programme.
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Figure 1.1 Simplified illustration of the CSO-LA programme
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Objectives, strategies and plans - The programme is guided by various Commission’s
Communications and staff working documents as well as European Parliament resolutions. Two
Communications are especially relevant: “The roots of democracy and sustainable development:
Europe’s engagement with Civil Society in external relations” (2012) and “Empowering local
authorities in partner countries for enhanced governance and more effective development outcomes”
(2013).

2014-2020 MIP: set the strategic objectives of the programme for the first period, i.e. 2014-2017: i)
support CSOs and LAs contributions to governance and accountability through inclusive policymaking at
country level ii) strengthen regional and global CSOs networks and associations of LAs (ALA) to enhance
their contributions to development and iii) develop European citizens' awareness and critical
understanding of complex development. These objectives are split into sub-objectives. The MIP is the
basis of the Multiannual Action Programmes (MAAP), composed by the EC implementing decision and by
a number of action documents which display the implementing provisions per programme priority and
budget year.
Programme objectives (MIP 2014 -2020 (covering the period 2014-2017):
1) Enhancing CSOs and LAs contributions to governance and development processes
at country level
1.1 Enhance CSOs' contributions to governance and development processes
a. Actors in governance and accountability;
b. Partners in fostering social development;
c. Key stakeholders in promoting inclusive and sustainable growth.
1.2 Enhance LAs' contributions to governance and development processes
a. Actors of enhanced local governance;
b. Welfare providers (public basic services, according to their
institutional mandate)
c. and promoters of inclusive and sustainable growth at the local level.
1.3 Test pilot actions promoting local development through a territorial approach.
2) Reinforcing regional and global CSOs networks and ALAs
3) Developing and supporting Education and Awareness Raising initiatives fostering
citizens' awareness of - and mobilisation for - development issues
4) Support measures and unallocated reserve
Source: https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/cso-la-mip-2014-2020_en.pdf
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The CSO Roadmaps were made a systematic part of the programme and are a key to deepening the
consultation with civil society and guiding the work at the delegation. As noted earlier in a few
countries local authority roadmaps have also been made. There are also supportive documents and
strategies including the territorial approach to development, which outlines a key concept behind the
joint CSO-LA programme.

2018-2020 MIP: The objectives for the MIP 2018-2020 are i) support to CSOs in development policy at
country, regional and global levels; ii) foster Development Education and Awareness Raising (DEAR) in
Europe; iii) empowerment of LAs as actors of development, in particular at city level.
Programme objectives (MIP 2018-2020):
1) Support Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) in Development Policy
1.1 - Strengthen CSOs as actors of governance
1.2 - Support CSOs' development work in the field
2) Foster Development Education and Awareness Raising (DEAR) in Europe
(DEAR)
2.1 - EU Presidency projects will be strengthened to deliver joint strategic campaigns on
specific thematic areas
2.2 - More focussed and strategic pan-European campaigns on targeted priorities bringing
EU Development Policy and EU answers to global challenges closer to citizens.
3) Empower Local Authorities (LASs) as actors of development, in particular at city
level
3.1 - Strengthen Associations of LAs (ALAS) at the regional and global levels.
3.2 - Support Local Authorities in making human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and
sustainable.
4) Support measures
Source: https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/cso- la-mip-2018-2020_en.pdf

MAAPSs: The implementation of the MIP is defined in Multi-Annual Action Programmes (MAAP). However,
because of a change in the LA strategy, the implementation of the LA objective is defined in a separate Annual
Action Programme for 2018, and a Multi-Annual Action Programme for 2019-2020.

enabling environment and the obstacles, constraints and opportunities faced by CSOs. They identify EU priorities
and concrete steps when engaging with and supporting CSOs in partner countries leading to tangible gains as
regards synergies, collective impact and division of labour. Future country actions will be framed by and have to
deliver on the priorities identified by these EU roadmaps. The roadmap exercise is under the responsibility of

CSO roadmaps: present a comprehensive, coherent and shared EU analysis of the civil society landscape, its
EUDs. (MIP, 2018-2020)

KI'erritorial approach: A territorial approach to local development (TALD), is driven by developmental LAs. \
The aim is that it could be promoted through EU-supported programmes and projects (including the CSO-LA
programme) with a view to promoting economic development, social cohesion and environmental sustainability.
This aim may help reconnect the decentralisation and development agendas, while aiding in translating the new

EU vision on the developmental role of LAs into a coherent set of support strategies in different country contexts.
Hence, the aim of a territorial approach is to support decentralisation, local governance and local development.
Source: https://europa.eu/capacity4dev/public-pub.sector-reform-decentralisation/wiki/2016-eu-guidance

- /
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CSO-LA programme level of operation and implementing organisations - The EU definitions of
civil society, local authorities and framework partnership agreements are given below:

‘Civil society organisations’ (CSO) are non-state, non-profit making actors operating on an independent and
accountable basis which include: non-governmental organisations, organisations representing indigenous
peoples, organisations representing national and/or ethnic minorities, diaspora organisations, migrants'
organisations in partner countries, local traders' associations and citizens' groups, cooperatives, employers’
associations and trade unions (social partners), organisations representing economic and social interests,
organisations fighting corruption and fraud and promoting good governance, civil rights organisations and
organisations combating discrimination, local organisations (including networks) involved in decentralised
regional cooperation and integration, consumer organisations, women's and youth organisations, environmental,
teaching, cultural, research and scientific organisations, universities, churches and religious associations and
communities, the media and any non-governmental associations and independent foundations, including
independent political foundations.

‘Local authorities’ (LA) encompass a large variety of sub-national levels and branches of government, i.e.
municipalities, communities, districts, counties, provinces, regions etc. The EU includes in this definition also the
«Associations of Local Authorities» (ALAS), to be understood as umbrella organisations based on membership
and representativeness at sub-national, national, sub-continental, continental and international level. ALAs may
be organised as autonomous entities in accordance with the legislation in force in the country of registration.
Associations of Local Authorities may be composed of a representative body elected by its LA members and a
permanent secretariat.

‘Framework Partnership Agreements’ (FPA) are political agreements that provide for action grants for CSO
umbrella organisations or associations of LAs. “The duration of the FPAs Agreement cannot exceed four years.
The partnership towards shared objective is based on the FPA beneficiaries’ network’s own strategic plan. The
EU aims at strengthening representative, membership and actor-based regional EU and global Civil Society
umbrella organisations in order to maximize the effectiveness of their work as development actors in their own
right and contributors to policymaking, on development-related topics at global and regional, national levels. 25
Framework Partnership Agreement (FPA) with CSOs and 5 for FPAs for LAs were established at regional or
global level as a result of a Call for Proposals or negotiated under a direct agreement in exceptional cases. An
FPA is a strategic partnership established around objectives of common interest for the EU and partner networks
of CSOs or LAS. FPAs can be supported with actions grants or operating grants on the basis of annual work
programmes. (Source: Mid-term evaluation of the Framework Partnership Agreements (FPASs) and their
corresponding specific grant agreement, unpublished)

CSO-LA programme support facilities - To support delegations and headquarters as well as
implementing organisations, 5 support facilities were set up as outlined below:

Roadmap facility: supporting the implementation and follow-up and renewal of EU country roadmaps for
engagement with CSOs. They assist in four ways: i) studies and assessments of the CSOs arena; ii)
implementation of roadmaps for the period 2014-2017; iii) develop a knowledge generation system in order to
track progress and ensure dissemination of information and exchange of experiences among stakeholders
involved; iv) renewal of roadmaps 2018-2020.

Operational support facility: providing operational support to stakeholders for the implementation of the CSO-
LA Thematic Programme in partner countries, thus assisting the EU Delegations in the implementation of the
CSO-LA Thematic Programme (2014-2020) in partner countries.



MEM (Monitoring and Evaluation Mechanism): support the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of FPAs’
implementation. Originally, it was envisaged to support each type of actor, thus CSOs and LAs to develop an
M&E system for FPA pilots, however, only one service contract was established for LA FPAs.

DEAR support team: aims at ensuring capitalisation and capacity building of DEAR projects as well as
networking of DEAR stakeholders.

The Policy Forum on Development technical assistance team: assisting the EU in consolidating spaces for
debates and policy dialogue with regional and global networks of CSOs and LAs on relevant issues and by
linking these policy debates with the local needs and concerns. It should combine technical and logistic
assistance to ensure active contributions of representative regional and global CSO and LA networks and other
actors to assist the EC with the organisation of the annual multi-stakeholder consultation process at global and
regional levels.

The Policy Forum gathers representatives of CSOs and LAs from global, European and regional levels together
with representatives of European Institutions and bodies. All four 4 regions where EU cooperation is
implemented will be represented: Neighbourhood Region, Africa, Asia and Pacific, Latin America and the
Caribbean. Seats are distributed amongst the different categories of CSOs and LAs and assigned according to
the following criteria: (i) The level of representation of the actors (regional/sub-regional levels, European and
global) (ii) The typology of the actors involved: CSOs (including Trade Unions, Cooperatives, NGOs and
Foundations in the large sense), LAs, organisations representing the private sector (including Chambers of
Commerce and Employers Federations).

1.2 Methodology

This chapter provides a brief overview of the methodology and tools used for this evaluation. More
details can be found in vol Il annex 2.

An in-depth and independent evaluability assessment (Landell Mills, 2019) was carried out in
advance and helped to inform the Terms of Reference (ToR) and scope of the evaluation. The
assessment noted that the programme did not have a robust results framework and recommended that
data be collected on a set of outcome indicators in advance of the evaluation. This was not done and
would have led to a long delay if it had been attempted. A major finding of the evaluability assessment
was that there was relatively little desk information available. For these reasons it recommended that
the evaluation should be converted to a mid-term evaluation rather than a final evaluation. It also
recommended that given the limited desk information available that the major focus should be on
collecting data and information from at least 10 country visits for a minimum of 10 rather than the
more usual 5 days. The evaluation evaluability assessment recommended that 12 countries should to
be included based on the heterogeneity of beneficiaries’ countries e.g. countries roughly equally
spread over different income classes and geographical regions. Other criteria included the volume
and balance of expenditure within CSOs and LAs, the period over which the projects were funded



and the readiness of the EUDs for participating in the evaluation. These considerations were taken
into account in the design of the evaluation and explain the importance given to evidence collected
from the field work.

The evaluation did not: i) evaluate the LA projects under MIP 2018-2020 as these were not generally
contracted or in operation at the time of the evaluation or ii) evaluate the FPAs as there was a separate
evaluation being undertaken on that topic for the CSO FPAs and an ongoing M&E mechanism for
the LA FPAs.

1.2.1 Methodological approach

The methodology for this evaluation follows the European Commission Directorate-General for
International Cooperation and Development (DEVCO’s) methodological guidelines for thematic and
other complex evaluations®, which is itself based on the OECD/DAC approach. It also takes account
of recent developments promoted by DEVCO’s Evaluation Unit, and good practices developed by
ADE/PEM for thematic evaluations.

The evaluation was initiated by an inception phase, where the evaluation team used an intervention
logic to develop a single framework that linked rationale to strategy, projects, and results. An
evaluation matrix, consisting of evaluation questions (EQs), judgement criteria (JC) and indicators,
was developed during the inception period to guide the evaluation and was presented in the inception
report.

After the inception phase a three-phased approach for data, information collection and analysis
followed:

Desk phase - desk data collection and consultation

The team conducted the desk analysis and aggregated findings across various sources. They prepared
interview guides, identified key stakeholders and conducted interviews. A survey for the CSO and/or
LA focal points in the EU delegations globally was launched. A survey of implementing partners was
considered but found not to be feasible due to the spread of projects, the complexity of the issues to
be explored and the fact that the field visits revealed that many of them had either finished or staff
had changed. Instead the in-depth interviews were held at field level and earlier surveys conducted
by Concord, policy forum for development and others of their civil society organisation and local
authority members were consulted.

Field phase - gathering evidence in the field and testing desk findings

The field phase was not intended to conduct an in-depth assessment of the implementation of
individual EU supported interventions but to examine the evaluation questions through the lens of
selected interventions. The emphasis was then put on the actual processes and achievements, which
was not sufficiently available through the documentation examined. The field visits were organised
in collaboration with the EU delegations and a range of stakeholders were visited in each country
consisting of:

e EU delegation
e Other donors particularly those involved in the CSO/LA roadmaps

1 http://capacity4dev.ec.europa.eu/evaluation_guidelines/
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e Apex CSO and associations of LAs where relevant

e The implementing partners of the sample of projects selected

e Beneficiaries, where possible, from the sample of projects selected (including site visits)

e Government bodies including local governments, Ministries of local government (at central
level) and authorities that oversee or are involved in civil society.

A first piloting mission was undertaken to Myanmar in December 2019, which established a template
for the remaining missions.

At the end of the field missions, the evaluators provided feedback on preliminary findings to the EU
delegations of the visited countries. Summary of the country notes and case studies are provided in
vol 11 annex 6.

Synthesis phase - final analysis and reporting

The team conducted post-mission analysis and follow-up to fill any gaps in information and
triangulation. The findings were discussed with relevant EU managers. The team also presented the
findings concerning CSOs of the field missions in the Forum of EU-Delegation focal points for
Human Rights, Democracy and Civil Society in Brussels (February 2020). This allowed the findings
to be tested and discussed both at the larger forum but also individually with focal points and the
relevant DEVCO units.

Reference group meetings were held at critical points such as the inception phase, the field phase and
drafting reporting. Throughout most of the process where it was possible a weekly meeting was
conducted with the evaluation unit manager to review and trouble shoot issues, prepare for reference
group meetings, test findings and ensure momentum given the tight deadlines. This was a new process
and found an invaluable input for the preparation of the final report.

To collect and analyse data the team used a variety of tools for the different levels of analysis. The
tools were primarily:

Table 1.1 Evaluation tools

Context and literature review (largely done through the evaluability assessment)
Portfolio analysis

Electronic survey

Interviews of key informants

Indicators and judgement criteria analysis

Desk

Interviews of key informants

Focus group discussion

Case study (to provide a narrative of impact, transformative change and lessons learnt)
Physical site visit

Indicators and judgement criteria analysis — country level findings

Field

. Interviews of key informants
Synthesis e Evaluation question findings based on all earlier analysis



The mix of tools enabled the evaluation team to collect the required data for the indicator level and
allowed the team to triangulate the information from different sources to validate (or invalidate) the
judgment criteria. The key findings were then synthesised across a variety of sources and triangulated
by corroborating them with alternative sources or data types. The evidence base was ranked at
judgement criteria and evaluation question level and was guided by the following ranking; strong
(range of evidence sources /good triangulation); more than satisfactory (at least two different sources
of evidence); indicative but not conclusive (only one evidence source of good quality) and weak (no
triangulation and/or evidence is limited to a single source).

1.2.2  Selection of countries and interventions — the sample

To answer the evaluation questions an in-depth analysis of a selection of interventions in a limited
number of countries was made. 15 countries were selected, of which 10 were visited. In addition, four
countries in Europe were selected? for DEAR (see figure 1.2). The selection of countries was based
on the previously mentioned evaluability assessment (Landell Mills, 2019) and discussions with
relevant DEVCO units (A5/C5). The 10 visit countries covered a broad spectrum of low income,
middle income, and graduated countries, furthermore, they represented a wide geographical coverage.
More details can be found in vol Il annex 2.

After the selection of countries, the evaluation team selected 4-6 specific interventions in each of the
15 countries. The interventions were selected based on various criteria to ensure a balance of CSO
and LA projects, older and newer projects, insightfulness, data availability and logistical concerns.
For the DEAR sample, the criteria for selecting projects are similar to the above mentioned.

Table 1.2 shows the project sample compared to the programme. More information about the
sample is found in vol 1l annex 2.

Table 1.2 LA, CSO and DEAR projects total and sample.

CSO/LA/DEAR Total CSO-LA Desk sample Field sample
programme
LA Projects 251 23 17
LA Countries 78 13 9
CSO Projects 1148 46 35
CSO countries 118 15 10
DEAR projects 44 8 8
DEAR countries Multi-country 4 4

Source: DEVCO B2 (now A5 and C5) Database and authors

2 2 of the 4 countries were not visited physically due to the outbreak of the Corona virus, instead extensive phone interviews were
made.
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Figure 1.2 Desk and visit countries

I Desk countries
@ Field visit countries

I DEAR visit countries (EU) South Africa =

Source: the authors /

1.2.3 Limitations

The main limitations are summarised in table 1.3 below:
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Table 1.3 Main limitations

Topic Limitation

Data Constraints in obtaining data on all the sample projects as noted in the evaluability assessment. In
some cases, the confidential nature of some projects makes this more difficult. (Here the
mitigating action is to make best use of already collected data and focus on field work and meet
the relevant people for verbal exchange where copies of documents cannot be obtained.) In case
of DEAR, during the interview phase, it was a challenge to identify stakeholders that were not
involved in the implementation of DEAR funds, and who would have been able to offer an
unbiased perspective of the programme.

Complexity It was difficult to balance the need for both breadth and depth of a complex evaluation where
there have been changes during the programming period and multiple countries and stakeholders,
which are not homogenous. Complexity also occurred due to the need to evaluate the results of
policy and political dialogue/activities, which are less tangible than programme results, and
difficult to attribute. (Here the mitigating action has been to focus on narrowing the evaluation
questions and judgement criteria to the topics that are the highest priority and where clear
answers are likely to be obtained. An additional key mitigation action, especially where evidence
of impacts and transformative effects was difficult to find, was the use of a case study at the
country level as a narrative to illustrate the process of change and influencing factors.)

Sensitivity Evaluating results related to the engagement of civil society and local government actors in

and ethical shrinking spaces/adverse environments can be politically sensitive. (Here the mitigating actions

considerations = was to use a combination of anonymous surveys and ensuring that statements were balanced, and
that different views were taken into consideration, and, when necessary, highlighted in the report.
The team used coding to protect the sources of information, hence their statements were not
traceable. Further, in countries with fragile and conflict affected situations such as Chad,
Myanmar and Colombia the team ensured that no harm was done to any communities or any
implementing partners — in part this was done through making quotations anonymous and
publishing summaries of the country notes rather than all the details. The team asked the EUD to
endorse and check the sampled project to ensure that they were not politically sensitive).

Results The programme was designed with a simple output centred results framework. The indicators

framework were not monitored in practice. The evaluability assessment proposed new indicators that should
be measured before the evaluation but that was not done and in reality, it would have been
complex and time consuming. Therefore, one cannot use the programmes own results framework.
Instead as a mitigating measure, indicators were identified where it was possible to find other
sources of data. This mitigation also implies that the evaluation complexity and scope were
simplified in order to allow for the collection of this data (e.g. via surveys and scattered reports)
and to take account of areas of the programme where it was very difficult to measure in practice.

Corona Virus = The Corona Virus interrupted two of the four field visits for the DEAR component. This was
mitigated by extensive phone interviews.

1.2.4 Evaluation team

The team was structured and organised around a core team of experts that provided an overlap in the
three component areas of LA - CSO - DEAR as shown in figure 1.3 below. The overlap ensured that
the components were not treated in isolation as well as providing a high degree of flexibility during
the evaluation to work across the components when needed. The team had strong and continuous
professional backup at country/regional level for the field work, as well as an in-house support team.
The support and pooled resources included an experienced project manager and other in-house PEM
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Senior experts in an advisory role — they brought in broad perspectives from the wide portfolio of
PEM and DEVCO evaluations on different sectors, themes, countries and regions, as well as extended
understanding of the Evaluation Unit’s expectations.

\

Figure 1.3 Team composition and expertise
Team Leader '

Eric Buhl-Nielsen
Jens P. Christensen
Local authorities

Lida P.Rodriguez Vera Devine
CSO/ (LA) DEAR (CSO)

Juana De Catheu
CSO

CSOs DEAR

: Support and Pooled Resources
I Data and Evaluation Management, Astrid H. Jensen
: PEM Senior Consultants. national and regional consultants

Country teams x 10

1.2.5 Evaluation questions

The evaluation questions were developed to be able to test whether and how the assumptions implicit
in the theory of change have worked out in practice. The ToR pointed to a number of key issues
including i) the relevance of the EU’s cooperation strategies; ii) the results achieved; iii) the
consistency between regional and national programming; iv) the value added by EU interventions
and v) the coordination, complementary and coherence across EU/Member State/other development
partner interventions. The below table gives an overview of the nine evaluation questions.

12
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Table 1.4 Overview of Evaluation questions

EQ# Evaluation question

EQ 1 -Relevance To what extent does the CSO-LA Thematic Programme respond to the evolving needs of the
CSOs and LAs to operate in their respective roles and areas of engagement?

EQ 2 — Added To what extent is the CSO-LA thematic programme complementary and coherent with other

value, coherence, EU and EU Member States development interventions that have similar objectives and what

complementarity is its added value?

EQ 3 - Process To what extent has the operation procedures of the CSO-LA Thematic Programme

contributed to the achievement of the objectives?

EQ 4 - Policy To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to increase the
quantity and quality of consultation and policy contributions of CSOs and LAs at local,
national, regional and global level?

EQ 5 - Capacity To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to the
empowerment of CSOs and LAs as development actors?

EQ 6 - Governance  To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve
transparency and accountability and overall improved democratic governance?

EQ 7 - Services To what extent and how has the programme promoted local development through a territorial
approach?

EQ 8 - DEAR To what extent and how have CSOs and LAs proven to be effective actors to implement the

actors EU DEAR strategy and achieve the EU DEAR objectives?

EQ 9- DEAR To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve EU DEAR

objectives objectives?

A brief overview of the theory of change and its links to the evaluation questions is given in Annex
2 (of volume 1). A detailed evaluation matrix with the evaluation questions, judgement criteria and
indicators is presented in Volume Il (annex 5) This annex outlines the methodology, underlying
assumptions and provides a full rationale for the questions, judgement criteria and indicators.

1.2.6  Structure of this report

The report is structured in two volumes. Volume 1 presents a brief overview of the programme and
methodology (chapter 1). It then synthesises the answers to the evaluation questions into four clusters
(chapter 2):

e Strategic relevance — covers evaluation question 1

e Results — covers evaluation questions 4,5,6,7

e Cooperation approach — covers evaluation questions 2 and 3

e DEAR - covers evaluation questions 8 and 9

Finally, it presents conclusions and recommendations (chapter 3). Annex 1 of this volume provides
an overview of findings at the level of evaluation question and judgement criteria. The full set of
findings at evaluation question, judgement criteria and indicator level with links to the evidence base
are presented in volume Il (annex 5). Annex Il of this volume, as noted above expands on the
methodology and presents the underlying theory of change of the programme, its assumptions and
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the link to the evaluation questions. Annex 3 of volume | provides a diagrammatic overview of the
link between evaluation question findings, conclusions and recommendations.

Volume 2 presents:
e The ToR (annex 1)
e The detailed methodology (annex 2)
e A list of people met (annex 3)
e The survey conducted of EU delegations (annex 4)
e The answers to evaluation questions, judgement criteria and indicators (annex 5)
e Country note summaries and case studies (annex 6)
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2.1 Strategic relevance

EQL1 - To what extent does the CSO-LA Thematic Programme respond to the evolving needs of the CSOs and
LAs to operate in their respective roles and areas of engagement?

Summary of findings

Overall, the CSO-LA programme was found to be relevant. It was country-specific and aimed to respond
to complex and changing contexts.

However, the ambition level of the programme was high given the challenges faced by civil society and
local authorities.

The CSO consultation process, underlying roadmaps and monitoring improved during the programme
period, but varied considerably from country to country it was found challenging to reach beyond the
capital city.

Consultation with LAs at national level was generally weaker compared to CSOs, although there were
some strong examples of good practice.

Engagement with both CSO and LA platforms and apex associations served to deepen the consultation
beyond a focus on project management and delivery.

The call for proposals reflected the EU CSO-LA policy priorities, although projects tended to focus more
on CSO-LA capacity and service delivery than on increasing the space for civil society and participation
in democratic governance.

The call for proposals and the proposals that emerged reflected the consultation and the needs of CSOs,
but with a tendency to overlook CSO internal governance shortcomings and the issue of financial
sustainability.

There were relatively few calls for proposals aimed at LAs and in some countries none.

Gender, but not climate, was increasingly mainstreamed and prioritised in the consultations, CSO
roadmaps and call for proposals, particularly following the second generation of CSO roadmaps.

Overall, the CSO-LA programme (hereafter “the programme”) was found to be relevant. It
was country-specific and aimed to respond to complex and changing contexts. As noted in a
recent stocktaking by the roadmap facility: “Analysis ...indicates that the three ambitions of the 2012
Communication on EU engagement with Civil Society, “The Roots of Democracy”, remain fully
relevant, if not more relevant, today.” (Roadmap Facility, 2020). This is a view widely shared by
civil society and reflects concern about the shrinking space for civil society. In addition, the
programme responded to the 2013 communication on local authorities, outlining the strategic
priorities for the EU on strengthening LAs responsibilities in enhancing citizens’ participation in
decision-making, with the aim of promoting good governance and sustainable development at the
local level. Figures 2.1 and 2.2 show current assessments on space for civil society and local
government.
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Figure 2.1 Space for civil society

Source: Civicus, https://www.civicus.org/index.php/state-of-civil-society-report-2019

Figure 2.2 shows the extent to which citizens globally can participate in free elections for local
governments, and if so to what extent they can operate without interference from unelected bodies at
the local level. The situation in 2018 and 2013 is shown. The lighter shading indicates low levels of
local democracy as captured by the democracy index. The figure indicates that the Americas and
Australia has relatively high levels of local democracy whereas most of Africa, Asia and parts of
Eastern Europe and Central Asia have relatively low levels of local democracy. The figure also shows
that the situation has not materially changed since 2013 and parts of Africa have deteriorated.

Figure 2.2 Status of local democracy in 2018 and 2013 respectively.
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\Source: The Global State of Democracy Indices https://www.idea.int/gsod-indices/#/indices/world-map /

16


https://www.civicus.org/index.php/state-of-civil-society-report-2019
https://www.idea.int/gsod-indices/#/indices/world-map

The focus of development cooperation is shifting. Increasingly, attention is being given to countries
in conflict and fragile situations. At the same time, increasingly attention is being given to piloting
new cooperation arrangements with emerging economies. Both these trends enhance the relevance of
civil society and local authorities and the importance of this programme because both civil society
and local authorities are key actors in the cooperation with the EU.

First, in fragile situations, governments are lacking the capacity and/or legitimacy to drive inclusive
development. Six of the ten countries visited for this evaluation are classified as fragile on the OECD
DAC “States of Fragility” list 2018, and an additional two have several characteristics of fragility:
Colombia and Brazil. Whether the state is not willing or not able to fulfil its key functions, civil
society has a role to play in policy making, engaging to ensure an informed and (when possible)
public debate about policy options. In addition, civil society is a key force in holding the state
accountable to the general population, especially when there are no checks and balances either within
or outside the executive power (weak legislative and judiciary). Finally, in fragile situations, civil
society has a special role to play in service delivery, which can be vital to fight extreme poverty and
maintain life-saving services. Working with or under sector ministries and local authorities, where
possible, can prevent further weakening of the state. Territorial approaches to development are
particularly relevant where the central state is absent or rejected by the population. The evaluation
team expected to find cases where there might have been a backlash from government on a
programme which supported CSO with foreign funding, especially where there was a high politized
situation on civil society space, but evidence of this was not found.

Second, in emerging economies, a well informed and active civil society is a strong driver of reform
for a better business climate, rule of law and development that is socially inclusive, climate
responsible and environmentally sustainable.

A strong point of the programme is that, although global in nature, it was generally strongly tailored
to the country context. This was achieved through the development of country-based consultations
and roadmaps led by the EU delegations. However, this was much stronger for civil society than for
local authorities, since support to local authorities was not underpinned by mandatory roadmaps and
only four recent roadmaps were made on a pilot basis (Colombia, Ecuador, Mali and Chad). Where
there was strong ownership and engagement of the EU Delegations (for example in Colombia) in the
programme, often through developing and following up on roadmaps, it led to quality consultations
with civil society and local authorities. The country-tailored roadmaps and consultation was a key
factor in enabling the programme to respond to country specific challenges and opportunities.

However, the ambition level of the programme was too high given the challenges faced by civil
society and local authorities. The challenges faced by civil society and local authorities in many
countries are immense; of a long-term nature; and rooted in the political economy of state and society.
Where the space for civil society or local authorities was repressed or highly restrictive, the EU
dialogue with government, as well as CSOs and local authorities, was not always founded on a full
or fine appreciation of the political context, for example when decentralisation was stalled and
required top-down, and not mainly bottom-up approaches. For LAs, this was further exacerbated by
the lack of national LA roadmaps, see below. This, in turn, made it more difficult to determine a
realistic ambition that the programme could aim at. The opportunities and challenges and the
appropriate level of ambition was found to be highly country specific. The situation is dynamic and
complex because in some countries a high state of repression in fact provided opportunities to support
significant change. It was not possible based on the sample taken in this evaluation to provide any
prescriptive guidance on the level of ambition or approach based on the level of repression. Instead,
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it was found that the programme’s approach of approaching the situation country by country through
the roadmaps was likely to be the most successful strategy.

In a number of countries, such as Myanmar, civil society could not see the point of the EU’s dialogue
with CSOs, given the restrictions on civic space. “The EU-CSO partnership is not clear to us [CSOs].
We know and agree on the messages and recommendations [from the consultations and in the
roadmap], they came from us. But it is not clear why the EU is doing this [consultation exercise] or
what they will use it for”. This was also reflected in other countries such as Indonesia where CSO
interviewees considered the roadmap as an “interesting and conceptual guideline” but did not see the
link or the relevance with their own activities. A gap is seen between the structured dialogue of the
EU with CSOs and what the EU can do in practice with these messages in its political and policy
dialogue with the government. There is, then, a further gap between delivery of policy messages
through dialogue with the government and what changes in reality on the ground. In Tajikistan, CSOs
tended to present project proposals that were non-political and to focus on the safer ground of service
delivery, in part due to the restrictive space for civil society. As noted in the country analysis
conducted by this evaluation, this does not mean that the priorities of the roadmap and call for
proposals were necessarily wrong. But it does imply that not enough was done to determine a realistic
ambition for the programme. It throws into question the design of how resource and time-intensive
the EU dialogue with CSOs, LAs and government should be (and how it should be conducted), given
the very limited scope for implementation.

Nevertheless, and despite difficult contexts in many countries, there has been a strong appreciation
of the political support of the EU, including beyond the programme. Civil society, for example,
strongly appreciated the political influence of the EU in curbing assassinations of social leaders in
Colombia. By speaking out strongly and by acting in concert with others in the international
community, the EU’s stand and voice reduced the level of impunity. In doing so, it reportedly
encouraged social leaders not to give up. In Chad, too, it was noted by civil society that “[even if] the
EU feels limited, it has a lot of influence. And it is the primary support to civil society. It keeps the
light on”.

However, particularly where the context was not conducive, the programme emphasis on projects
had clear limitations, especially when lacking an analysis of which issues can be progressed with
which champions in government, local government and civil society. A positive example is from
Chad, where a pragmatic approach was taken to work with reform-minded LAs and count on a
demonstration effect to encourage others. However, generally the projects were short-term or with
limited scope and only rarely able to link and engage at a broader political or governance level. It was
difficult for the projects to create the entry points and have sufficient influence to contribute to an
articulation between local, regional and national level partners in government, private sector and civil
society. In many cases, such articulation was often necessary to create change and unlock resources.
For example, in a number of countries, the programme support led to changes in policy and approach
at municipal level, for example in Senegal. But policy changes were not implemented or possible to
sustain without accessing finance from higher levels of government. According to the associations of
LAs under the framework partnership agreement, the programme was over-focused on short-term
project delivery and under-focussed on LA framework conditions and political partnership that could
promote decentralisation and scaling up of new innovations. Another example is with CSO projects
that were successful in improving service delivery and LA-CSO dialogue, and which were replicated
in several municipalities, but failed to influence district-, province- and national-level policies —
unless complemented by top-down actions, usually under the European Development Fund as
happened in Chad.
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The CSO consultation process, underlying roadmaps and monitoring improved during the
programme period, but varied considerably from country to country; it was found challenging
to reach beyond the capital city. The CSO consultation process was served by clear guidance that
explained the purpose of the programme and provided templates and details on how to undertake the
consultation and underlying concept notes and roadmaps. A roadmap facility was also made available
on demand to support EU delegations. Since the start of the programme, according to a recent
stocktaking report by the roadmap facility some 75 delegations have been supported to varying
degrees by the roadmap facility with a high level of satisfaction.

Nevertheless, the quality of the CSO consultation and related monitoring, updating and adjusting the
consultation and other analysis was mixed and varied considerably between countries. As noted by a
study conducted by Concord (2017) and reflecting the earlier period of the programme under the first
generation of CSO roadmaps: “most dialogues and participation processes are conducted in an ad
hoc way and are centred on a limited number of organisations”. But examples both in first- and
second-generation roadmaps were also found of very good practice, where the consultation was
continuous and systematic. Brazil, Chad, Colombia, and Madagascar are particularly good examples
of extensive consultation — for some of these countries, the consultation covered both CSOs and local
authorities. In these cases, the consultation and roadmaps are praised by CSOs and others as a tool
that triggered engagement with civil society. A typical statement comes from a CSO in Colombia:
“the Hoja de Ruta [consultation mechanism] led to wide discussion and a good level of participation.
The EUD was particularly good at prioritising the discussion and bringing the long speeches of some
of the CSOs to something that is grounded and practical. But more participation is needed at the
local level. [ feel the local voice is missing”. This indicates a well-grounded fear that the needs and
viewpoints at the local level are not being heard strongly enough.

As noted in the statement above, even in countries with a good CSO consultation process, it proved
very difficult to reach beyond the capital and beyond the well-resourced and elite CSOs. An
exception, which indicates the possibility that was potentially open to other countries, was Zimbabwe,
where the consultation was conducted in five regions from the early days of the programme, and
Chad, where the joint programming process involved consultations with CSOs and LAs in remote
areas. In Myanmar, a new process of CSO consultation was started, after the failure of the first, which
is designed to deliberately reach out and engage CSOs in different states/regions and is already
succeeding in that aim. It should be noted that in many countries, civil society is strongly organised
so that reaching out to organised civil society is more of an end point than a starting point for the
programme.

Overall, the CSO consultation strategies, roadmaps and other supportive analysis improved markedly
in most countries during the programme period, and especially between the first and second
generation of roadmaps.

Consultation with LAs at national level was generally weaker compared to CSOs, although
there were some strong examples of good practice. The earlier practice of concept notes adopted
in preparation for the programme in 2013/4 was broader in that it also addressed the local authorities
unlike the later roadmaps. These later roadmaps, which could have provided a diagnostic analysis for
LAs, were generally only made for CSOs, whilst no requirement nor funds were allocated for the
formulation of LA roadmaps. In 2018/9, four roadmaps for LAs were started, through a DEVCO
headquarters initiative, in Colombia, Chad, Ecuador and Mali and some LA roadmaps were also
started locally by the EU delegations in Zimbabwe and Guatemala. Some countries such as Brazil
and Columbia (initially) included LAs in their roadmaps thus making roadmaps that combined CSO
and LA.
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Without the funds and mandatory requirements for LA roadmaps, engagements in structured LA
dialogues were left to the EU delegations. However, the resources, time and skill-set available at the
EU delegations made it more difficult to undertake consultation and engage meaningfully with LAs.
The most promising potential entry points for engagement were the associations of LAs. This was
because associations of LAs were well placed given their role in collective learning, dissemination
of best LA practices, and the potential to translate such learnings into LA advocacy for framework
improvements. However, engaging with associations of LAs was also problematic because in some
countries, they did not exist and in many others, they were very weak and unable to engage in an
intensive and structured dialogue. But even in Uganda, where there was a strong association of LAS
(ULGA), the consultation did not take off in part because the launch of the programme phase
coincided with a general deterioration of the Uganda-EU relationship. Zimbabwe saw a positive
development in LA consultations, in part because it was not easy to work with the central government.
In these circumstances the EU delegation found structured consultations with local authorities
worthwhile as a means to strengthen the strategic orientation of the programme.

Engagement with both CSO and LA platforms and apex associations served to deepen the
consultation beyond a focus on project management and delivery. The presence of strong and
representative platforms and apex associations either of civil society or local authorities was a feature
of many successful consultation processes. Engagement with platforms and associations was
deliberately targeted as a priority strategy in the programmes’ multi-annual indicative programme
(2014-2020). Where platforms and associations were present, they offered the possibility to lift the
consultation beyond the focus on the management and delivery of projects financed by the
programme (see Box 2.1). The presence of robust platforms and associations also made it possible to
finance the core strategic plans of the organisations — at least where the platforms or associations had
a unique role that justified direct negotiation. In this way, in countries such as Colombia, where there
was already a strong CSO national association, the consultation and dialogue has developed to such
a stage that there is a potential to evolve from a donor engagement instrument to a wider process
driven by the civil society itself. In other countries, working with the available platforms and apex
associations proved difficult because of their lack of anchoring in community-based organisations
and therefore, representativeness. In Madagascar, some by their professionalism and governance
gained legitimacy over time, vis-a-vis both local CSOs and government, but still struggled to collect
membership fees.

Box 2.1 Zimbabwe — Nationwide CSO support for capacity development and joint advocacy

What was done and what was learnt: The Non-State Actors Coordination and Capacity Strengthening
Programme 2016-2019 emerged from the process of preparing the CSO Roadmap in Zimbabwe in 2014. The
programme supported the Non-State Actors Apex Alliance in Zimbabwe and was managed by one of its
members, the National Association of NGOs. The programme was able to reach out to CSOs throughout
Zimbabwe: it supported capacity development of CSOs and apex organizations at district and provincial level,
and leveraged this support to mobilise CSO networks and further joint policy advocacy campaigns at district,
provincial and national level. The programme was relatively successful in mobilizing CSOs and also achieved
some success in advocacy on social rights, but it was also recognized that longer-term support is needed to
consolidate results and pursue advocacy on broader issues such as the constitutional amendments. Another
lesson was that cascading capacity support relying on apex member contributions needs to be agreed upon more
explicitly at the programme design stage.

The implications: The EUD in Zimbabwe is discussing with the apex organisations how to proceed with further
programme support based on results and lessons learned from the NSA programme 2016-2019.
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The call for proposals reflected the EU CSO-LA policy priorities, although projects tended to
focus more on CSO-LA capacity and service delivery than on increasing the space for civil
society and participation in democratic governance. The programme and call for proposals
reflected the policy priorities of the 2011 communication (COM (2011) 637 final "Increasing the
impact of EU Development Policy: and Agenda for Change"). But in practice, most CSOs tended to
focus their projects on capacity and service delivery with looser, less definable links to how they
would contribute to opening civil society space and improving democratic governance. The challenge
was that increasing the space for civil society and democratic governance was not easy to achieve
through short-term projects: most CSO-LA projects run over three years, while bilateral donors (such
as Switzerland) extend support over five to ten years. In some countries, the opportunity for CSOs to
contribute meaningfully was limited by the highly restrictive context for civil society, as earlier noted.
Most CSOs found it necessary to gain a seat at the table with government through service delivery as
a steppingstone for later contributing to the space for civil society or influencing democratic
governance.

The call for proposals and the proposals that emerged reflected the consultation and the needs
of CSOs, but with a tendency to overlook CSO internal and governance shortcomings and the
issue of financial sustainability. A survey conducted by the roadmap facility clearly indicated that
in the view of the EU delegations, the CSOs in most countries in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, Asia
and Africa had mixed or poor levels of legitimacy and internal governance (EU info note on country
roadmaps for engagement with civil society, 2017), see figure 2.3. However, whilst the issue of weak
CSO internal governance and legitimacy was recognised by the EU delegations, it was not generally
a focus of the consultation and diagnostic analysis, or it was only touched on lightly. It did not appear
as a feature in the call for proposals and improvement in internal governance and legitimacy was not
considered as a pre-condition for financing.

Figure 2.3 EU Views on legitimacy and internal governance of CSOs.
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The national and especially the smaller CSOs and also local authorities and associations of LAs often
suffered from cripplingly low levels of financial sustainability. This put the sustainability and scaling
up of results created at risk. Whilst the projects could alleviate this in the short term, the greater
challenge was to find longer-term solutions. The call for proposals and subsequent proposals did not
systematically respond to the fundamental issue of longer-term financial sustainability either for
CSOs or LAs. However, some projects, particularly in the later years, started to engage more actively
on the topic of financial sustainability (for example: 2016/375999 Promoting Equitable, Accountable
Civic Engagement in Myanmar (PEACE, see Box 2.2).

Box 2.2 Myanmar - Enhancing financial sustainability

What was done and what was learnt — The financial sustainability of most CSOs in Myanmar is precarious,
leading to piecemeal intervention and over-reliance on continuous external donor funding. Whilst it was realised
that external donors will remain crucial for the foreseeable future, it was also found important to start a process
for seeking a more diverse basis for financial sustainability. Helvetas working with LRC, a national Apex CSO
through a project known as PEACE initiated a process for strengthening financial sustainability. Workshops and
training and an 11-point plan for fundraising was devised which in part has already been implemented with
promising results.

Implications —Although the prospects appear dismal in most countries, with creative approaches it is possible to
start a process for strengthening and diversifying funding to better ensure continuity and independence.
International NGOs have much to offer on this front.

There were relatively few calls for proposals aimed at LAs and in some countries none. After
2017 it was decided to centralise the call for proposals for LAs and focus on urban issues. In general,
the call for proposals promoted local participation, service provision and territorial development
which are the areas where they worked best. However, with a few exceptions, the call for proposals
at country level was not able to build on diagnostic analyses, which could have guided the design of
sustainable and scalable LA projects. Nor did the call for proposals link projects innovations closely
to wider decentralisation processes such as fiscal decentralisation and transfer of responsibilities, not
even where such wider decentralisation processes were financed by the EU, such as in Uganda.

The calls for proposals were tailored for coherence with EU thematic and geographical priority areas
(e.g. with National Indicative Programmes) and for CSO-LA cooperation, and entailed some dialogue
on such priority issues. However, weaker aspects of the call for proposals included insufficient
attention to - or the absence of - design requirements to link projects with national advocacy, learning
and institutionalization, unless going through associations of LAs or (in very limited cases) guided
by a roadmap. The EU delegations also needed greater capacity to facilitate the learning aspect and
link it to reform.

Overall, the programme modality was not ideal for addressing the highly complex needs of local
authorities and funds allocated for LA budget lines were limited (basically, one call was made in each
of the case countries). The call for proposals was found to be a fundamentally difficult instrument for
the LAs because LAs are not used to preparing projects, and it is difficult for them to receive and
account for external funds. It was easier for an association of LAs to make use of and respond to the
call for proposals.

In reality the EU delegations, with limited resources, may have made the right decision in de-
prioritising the support to LAs through the programme. However, by linking the programme and the
call for proposals to wider decentralisation processes, the piloting of innovations through associations
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of LAs could have contributed to a stronger response to the challenges faced by LAs. This is because
these challenges are often related to national processes, beyond the reach of individual LA projects.

Gender, but not climate, was increasingly mainstreamed and prioritised in the consultation,
CSO roadmaps and call for proposals particularly following the second generation of
roadmaps. With some exceptions, gender was largely absent or superficial in the first generation of
CSO roadmaps and call for proposals. But the mainstreaming and consideration of gender was
substantially improved in the call for proposals and in the proposals financed following the second
generation of roadmaps, after 2017. In earlier calls for proposals gender was either not mentioned or
only represented by standard wording. For example, in Myanmar, there was a steady increase in the
attention to gender in the three calls from 2015 where it featured but in a standardised way to 2017
where specific gender projects were called for, to 2019 where it was a requirement that all projects
mainstreamed gender. Gender also featured strongly in the regional CSO consultations carried out in
Myanmar. A similar increase in the attention to gender is evident in Madagascar and other countries
although there is still a general weakness in that the focus is often on numbers rather than improving
the quality of life of women and enhancing equity. For example, in Colombia, an observation was
made by the evaluation team that many of the projects disaggregated gender in their reporting but
failed to budget for or provide for childcare meaning that mothers with young children were
disadvantaged when attending training or project activities. Climate change and environment was
given new emphasis in the multi-annual indicative programme (2018-2020) in that it was noted as a
principle of the programme and one of five priorities (climate change, gender, migration, youth,
fragility) where each project needed to target at least one. However, climate, neither mitigation or
adaptation, has not yet featured strongly (at least for the 15 countries studied), unlike gender, in the
consultations, in the call for proposals or given the right to initiative, in the proposals submitted and
financed.
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2.2 Results

EQ4 - To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to increase the quantity
and quality of consultation and policy contributions of CSOs and LAs at local, national, regional and global
level?

EQ5 - To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to the empowerment of
CSOs and LAs as development actors?

EQ6 - To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve transparency and
accountability and overall improved democratic governance?

EQ7 - To what extent and how has the programme promoted local development through a territorial
approach?

Summary of findings

For CSOs:

e The programme has achieved results in capacity development, policy and democratic governance.

e The programme succeeded, through some projects, in improving service delivery and local economic
development, and was especially noted for reaching remote, vulnerable, and marginalised groups.

e However, in many cases the results were localised; not scaled up; and doubts remain about their
sustainability.

e The influence on policy and democratic governance benefitted from a whole-of-EU approach, but also
depended on a conducive environment that was not always in place.

e  Whilst service provision and economic development created entry points, these were not always
exploited fully.

e The internal governance and willingness of CSOs to cooperate with local government were also
factors influencing results.

e Framework partnership agreements led to policy influence at the global level, but the link to the
country level was weak- at least so far.

e Capacity development was strong at the project level; however, it was rarely strategic and did not often
lead to systemic change.

For LAs:

e The support to LAs became more strategic compared to previous programme cycles but still struggled
to address through piloting and innovation, fundamental flaws in local government frameworks found
in most development contexts.

e The programme improved governance, planning, budgeting, and service delivery in targeted LAs, but
interventions were mostly localised and lacked sustainability beyond the project duration.

e The programme supported territorial development outcomes and multi-actor partnership capacities in
several countries, but interventions were difficult to sustain and scale up.

e There was limited evidence of testing and piloting of territorial development approaches and how the
programme understood such approaches.

e Incountries where EU delegations invested in structured dialogues with LAs and associations of LAs,
the programme was able to position itself strategically and aim for more sector-wide LA outreach.

e EU delegation support for associations of LAs mostly targeted policy implementation and member
support and did not lead to policy change, even where evidence-based advocacy was attempted.

e The framework partnership agreement-LAs supported capacity development of national associations
of local authorities. However, there is limited evidence that the support was effectively linked to
country level support from the EU delegations

The programme had high-level objectives involving the improvement of the enabling environment
for civil society and local authorities as well as ensuring greater participation that would contribute
to improved democratic governance. It also aimed at the development of the capacity of civil society
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and local authorities as actors of governance and development. Moreover, it sought to improve service
delivery and local economic development through engaging with CSOs and LAs and championing
multi-stakeholder approaches. In this evaluation, the results expected from the programme were
looked at through the lens of capacity development of LAs and CSOs across a humber of capacity
dimensions (EQ5); and more at the impact level: influence on policy change (EQ4); influence on
democratic governance (EQ6); and results in terms of advancing the territorial approach to
development that would lead to improved service delivery and local economic development (EQ7).
The findings here are firstly related to CSOs and then later to LAs.

Programme results from a CSO perspective

The programme achieved results in capacity development, policy, and democratic governance.
The programme did not have a results framework that allowed results to be identified and aggregated
at country and programme level. Policy results are always difficult to attribute to any one project or
programme, as there are often many stakeholders working towards the same aim. Nevertheless, based
on available reporting, the survey results, and especially the field visits, there is evidence of results
having been achieved.

There is evidence of projects that built up new and substantial capacity among CSOs to influence
policy and democratic governance. As noted in a number of CSO roadmaps such as Indonesia’s, the
quality and influence of local CSOs’ advocacy was weak®. By engaging with international CSOs,
these skills were strengthened. The partnerships made between local CSOs and international CSOs
provide the opportunity to the Indonesian stakeholders to fulfil and to understand better the EU
technical and administrative requirements into the project cycle management. The 10% of co-
financing provided by international CSOs supported local civil society as they would have not
otherwise have had the resources to participate. Those partnerships did not reduce either the
problematic fragmentation between well-established CSOs acting as advocacy and consultancy
companies mainly located in Jakarta and the small ones based in provinces who lack
professionalisation (evidence-based advocacy capabilities) and do not have access to policymaking
processes. In Myanmar, a single project built up the advocacy capacity in more than 20 small, local
CSOs through a local apex. Before this project, protest was the main means of advocacy. The project
introduced tools that improved advocacy influence and success. These included ensuring solid
evidence for policy positions; finding the right entry points and timing; adopting appropriate
terminology; and ensuring that no harm was inadvertently done to the communities involved. These
new approaches are reported as being appreciated by all concerned.

At the national level, there is evidence of policy results obtained through special studies financed
through the programme. An example is in Colombia where the programme financed legal and other
studies that helped to ensure the passage of important legislation related to civil society reform of
public procurement (2015) and a law on guarantee for civil society participation (2017). There were
also instances of important contributions made to improving the transparency and accountability of
government at national and local levels. The programme contributed to safeguarding human rights in
many countries including Myanmar, where projects led to lessening a culture of impunity for human
trafficking; and Senegal, where a special focus was put on child rights; and Niger, where CSOs
focussed on the rights of the disabled. Gender was also a feature of most roadmaps and EU-CSO

3 EU Country Road Map 2014-2017 “Most CSOs are faced with the problem of having limited financial, human, technical and
infrastructural resources”, CIVICUS Civil Society Index Report 2006 by YAPPIKA (Civil Society Alliance for Democracy).
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dialogue and to a varying degree it was also considered within projects. In Myanmar, support to a
gender apex body led to developing a state parliament motion on gender-based violence, and
contributions to the bill on prevention of violence against women. These and other similar cases in
other countries could potentially lead to far-reaching effects.

The programme succeeded through some projects to improve service delivery and local
economic development. It was especially noted for reaching remote, vulnerable and
marginalised groups. Most of the projects sampled involved improving service delivery and/or local
economic development, and in most cases the projects targeted the very poor in remote areas. In such
areas, working directly both with individuals and through small associations, the projects were able
to change the quality of life and prospects of individuals. In Tajikistan, projects worked with village
elders at the very grassroots level to ensure citizens’ views are included in decision-making; projects
also involved working at village level with persons with disabilities, and on environmental safety and
health with a direct impact on living conditions. In Senegal, projects worked with vulnerable children
in areas outside of the capital, and with citizens’ committees in numerous remote areas on the
resolution of local development issues. In many cases, due to a variety of reasons such as conflict and
historical marginalisation, the state had little presence, and the projects filled both a humanitarian and
a development gap. For example, in Madagascar, where rural poverty is even more acute than urban
poverty, CSO projects targeted young men and women in remote areas (e.g. extreme North).

However, in many cases the results were localised, not scaled up and doubts remain about their
sustainability. Most projects were small compared to the challenges they sought to address, and they
did not always aim for a snowball effect on other regions; on local policy; or on policy at a higher
level (district, regional, national). Localised results and a lack of scaling affected all interventions
including service delivery, democratic governance and policy interventions across most of the
countries studied. On-granting (third-party financing) succeeded in involving many small CSOs. But
on-granting came at the cost of even smaller projects of very short duration. The short duration was
caused by the need for an additional round of calling for proposals which led to a very short time for
implementation. Generally, the projects lacked critical mass because they were not linked to each
other or wider processes. Even where the call for proposals asked for similar focus over the course
of several calls, the generation of cumulative results was rare. Where new approaches were piloted,
replication was not often considered in the project design.

For most of the projects visited, it was not easy to see how the benefits could be sustained once the
projects ended — especially for service delivery-related interventions; this situation was
acknowledged by implementers. There was a general reliance on other EU funding or other donors
to finance a possible next phase. Evaluations of completed projects confirm this concern. Local
economic development measures, such as improving youth employment, required much more
significant resources; links to wider processes; and longer durations to yield sustainable results than
what were available. Provision of services in remote areas was commendable, but not sufficiently
linked to local government development and service delivery to ensure that they would be continued
beyond a project’s lifetime. In some cases, the CSOs acted independently of local authorities and in
others the linkage was attempted but did not result in close coordination.

The influence on policy and democratic governance depended on a conducive environment that
was not always in place. The readiness of central and local governments to accept CSOs as
development actors in their own right and as actors of governance varied considerably. In general, as
recorded by CIVICUS and others, the space for civil society tended to close over the period since
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2014, making the environment less conducive. In countries such as Tajikistan, this led to civil society
self-censoring and not attempting to influence policy or become actors of governance. The ambition
level of what could be achieved also varied. In many countries, CSOs had to first focus on
implementation of existing policies (for example in Colombia) rather than attempting to bring about
ambitious new policy changes. This was pragmatic and much needed as implementation usually fell
short of the official policy. In some cases, local government was willing to adopt new approaches,
but implementation was met with mixed success as the municipalities often did not have the capacity
or budget to sustain the change.

A survey of EU delegations found
that close to 40% of the respondents
considered the contribution of the
programme to meaningful and
structured participation of CSOs in

domestic policy processes
satisfactory or better (high). A
similar  proportion  found the

influence to be medium and 20%
found it to be less than satisfactory
(low), see figure 2.4. The case of
Brazil offers a good example of

Figure 2.4 Contribution to a meaningful and structured
participation of CSOs in domestic policy processes.

~

low scoring 1 or 2 out of 5
19%

ﬁs there evidence of the CSO LA thematic programme
contribution to a meaningful and structured
participation of CSOs in domestic policy processes in
your country?n=64

high scoring
4 or 5 out of
5
39%

where the EU delegation working at
a programme and political level was
able to catalyse processes that ended
up with the establishment of a 120
regulatory framework. This
regulation offered certainty and
improved the enabling environment kource; EU delegation survey /
for civil society; in the words of
CSOs in Brazil the success demonstrates “that it is possible to reverse restrictive trends in
challenging political environments”.

medium scoring 3
out of 5

Whilst service provision and economic development created entry points, these were not always
exploited fully. Engaging in service delivery and/or local economic development has proven to be a
key entry point for implementers to leverage buy-in and participation of local governments: because
projects “offered” services that the state was expected to deliver but is unable to because of a lack of
resources and capacities, local authorities were willing to cooperate. This was the case for example
in Tajikistan, where the operating environment for non-state actors is very limited, but where they
are accepted in those cases where they are able to clearly cover service delivery gaps at local levels.
The projects often worked at a high level of ambition with scarce resources. Their first focus was on
ensuring that key physical indicators were achieved, rather than creating systemic change. In some
cases, the CSOs worked in a situation where there was little trust between government and organised
civil society due to a history of extreme centralisation of power, conflict, and protest. But service
delivery entry points were fundamental for civil societies to affirm their position vis-a-vis local
governments, and there have been various examples where CSOs are now participants in multi-
stakeholder discussions with the authorities. For example, in select locations in Tajikistan, despite
the difficult environment, CSOs are now facilitating participatory decision-making processes at the
interface of citizens and the lowest level of local government (Mahalla committees). But in general,

27



the entry points were not fully exploited, and it was often difficult for CSOs to shift from service
delivery, sometimes of a humanitarian nature, to the even more difficult role of holding local
government to account and bringing about enhanced transparency and accountability. Even where
change and influence were evident (for example in a project in Senegal that worked on local
government accountability and transparency), there was a risk that the new forms of participation and
influence would not be sustained in the absence of the continued resources that CSOs brought in
through projects.

The difficulty in shifting from humanitarian action was both at design and implementation level. It
can be partly explained by: the presence of ongoing humanitarian needs (which could not be ignored);
the nature of the CSO implementing agency itself (it was what they were used to) and; the fact that
humanitarian work was more clearly legitimate and within the mandate set aside for CSOs than
longer-term normalised service delivery. This was the case for example in Chad, Tajikistan, and
Senegal, but also other countries visited.

The internal governance and willingness and ability of CSOs to cooperate with local
government were also factors influencing results. The credibility of CSOs was linked to the degree
to which they were perceived as representative and genuinely speaking for their constituency. There
were instances where those in local government voiced their doubt about the degree to which the
CSOs represented those they said they did, for example in Myanmar and in Zimbabwe. In such cases,
they were not treated seriously or were controlled through constrained and changing work
permissions.

In some countries, a relatively weak local government was obliged to coordinate with more than a
hundred registered CSOs in the absence of apex bodies or other means of coordination. Local
governments in some countries expressed the view that it was rare that CSO projects were coordinated
with each other or aligned to local municipal development plans (although there were exceptions,
such as in Tajikistan, where there was clear coordination between the four projects funded under the
CfP, and where the EUD specifically requested implementers to coordinate). It was difficult for the
CSOs to change or adjust their plans as they were the subject of a contract. These factors tended to
weaken the influence and impact of the CSO efforts both in terms of contributing to democratic
governance, and in terms of bringing about sustainable service delivery and economic development
benefits. A common frustration by local government can be summed up in the following statement
from a senior local government official:

“The CSOs are not coordinated, when invited to a forum they just listen but do not contribute. When
we try to get a common plan together they just say “we have to follow our mandate, we have our
MoU. ...”, we don’t want to intervene in the mandate, we just want to know what their plans are and
see the reports so we can work together. When we are kept informed, it is ad hoc and event-based
and linked to getting our permission for events. Local government and CSOs don’t understand each
other’s priorities or know what the other one is doing. We would like to work together, but we cannot
continue like this. We are operating in 3 [different] worlds: Government — NGOs — People .

Framework partnership agreements led to policy influence at the global level, but the link to
the country level has been weak — at least so far. At regional and global levels, the framework
partnership agreements and direct contracts clearly funded actions that aimed at strengthening CSOs’
participation and recognition in global and regional policy processes and platforms (often around the
2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development), but the results were uneven. A number of relevant
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contributions have been made, for example in the case of trade unions from Chad and Senegal, which
have, as a result of a regional framework partnership agreement, engaged in national dialogue around
the sustainable development goals. A specific evaluation examining the results of framework
partnership agreements is underway, however based on surveys of the EU delegations it appears that
the framework partnership agreements, as well as the Policy Forum for Development, are not actually
well known to the EU delegations and even where they were known they appear to have had limited
influence at the country level. From the perspective of NGO umbrella organisations participating in
the Policy Forum for Development, while they appreciated the opportunity for consultation and
dialogue with EU institutions, they also perceived the fora at regional and global levels to be one-off
events and where they were unsure as to the extent to which the institutions then incorporated their
input into further policy processes.

Capacity development was strong at the project level, however, it was rarely strategic and
therefore, did not often lead to systemic change. Capacity development responded to project-level
needs, rather than addressing strategic concerns for civil society. The first- and second-generation
roadmaps were increasingly insightful in developing an analysis of the CSO landscape. However,
although they increasingly translated into prioritised results frameworks, these insights were seldom
translated (at CSO-LA programme level) into capacity development strategies and actions, such as
options for action under different possible scenarios; issues to prioritise in capacity development; and
which entry points are identified. The competitive project modality did not make it easy to build up
capacity across CSOs and civil society as a whole. An attempt was made in Colombia to develop a
results-based capacity development approach, based on an in-depth analysis and diagnosis of
challenges and opportunities facing Colombian civil society (Box 2.3). Similar efforts at
systematically addressing capacity development beyond the immediate needs of a project have also
been made in other countries, such as South Africa. Learning and exchange of experience between
different countries has not systematically taken place.

Box 2.3 Colombia — Monitoring the capacity development of CSOs supported by the programme
One of the main objectives of the CSO-LA programme in Colombia was to build the capacity of CSOs. In
Colombia it was realised that a systematic approach was needed to measuring the capacity developed. A
system was designed that would allow an aggregate country view of the capacity built up across all the projects
and CSOs supported. A structured set of indicators was devised making use of EC guidance and including the
five dimensions of capacity. In total 62 indicators were defined that looked at both the internal and external
factors. The system was compulsory and although it gave some insights it was found to be complex and
detailed especially for smaller CSOs and was difficult to maintain at the country level. Some of the CSOs used
a simpler version with much fewer indicators which was found to be empowering and highly useful especially
when the monitoring was built into the coaching and capacity development itself. The EUD in Colombia
working with the Confederation of Colombian Civil society are looking to develop a similarly simple version
that will act as a tool of capacity development as well as measurina performance.

A key failing might have been not to find more ways or opportunities to strengthen and to support
the strategic and internal capacity development plans of the CSOs themselves, instead of relying on
new projects to build capacity along the way.

Programme results from an LA perspective?
The support to LAs became more strategic compared to previous programme cycles but still
struggled to address through piloting and innovation, fundamental flaws in local government

4 Sample base shown in Annex 2.
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frameworks found in most development contexts. The programme positioning on LA support was
challenging for the EU delegations. On the one hand, the programme targets ‘LAs’ Institutional
Capacity and LA ’s legal, regulatory and operational frameworks (Enabling Environment) in Partner
countries’. On the other hand, it ‘shall not aim at supporting public sector reforms and
decentralisation programmes’, other than ‘facilitate knowledge-generation, development and
exchanges of good practices’.® This positioning assumed that CSO-LA support was coherent with
more comprehensive reform programmes, when it rarely was. Most call for proposals for LAs, whilst
based on solid thematic needs assessments, could not be underpinned by LA strategies or LA
roadmaps for the reasons stated above. Such strategies or roadmaps could have linked project
innovation and piloting to broader framework reform initiatives such as capacity building across
election term and provision of recurrent in-service training. Key for the local projects was to have a
clear analysis on the capacity problems they try to address, and to distinguish between inherent
capacity problems that could be solved locally and more externally imposed problems that had to be
addressed at national level. There are indeed inherent capacity problems in individual LAs, such as
personnel gaps, quality, training, rent seeking, remoteness, communication, especially in poor, hard
to reach areas. However, in most development contexts, capacity gaps are often externally imposed
on LAs due to fundamental flaws in LA frameworks and in intergovernmental relations, including
challenges pertaining to ambiguous functional and fiscal assignments between levels of governments;
unfunded mandates; service gaps; perverse incentives; unclear procedures; poor guidance; and even
competition between government levels on decision-making in LA territories. In such contexts, and
without a strategic approach, it was difficult to design interventions, and link innovation and local
piloting to a national platform (ALAs, government, a decentralisation or regional development
programme etc., see Box 4 below). This also had an implication on support to CSO services: they can
add value where they are complementary to LA services, or contribute to making LA services more
effective, more transparent and equitable. However, without a clear strategy, they can also harm LA
service delivery or encroach on the local governance space, if delivered without CSO-LA
coordination.

Box 2.4 Capturing lessons from territorial development support in Northern Uganda

Unlike large-scale support programmes, CSO-LA projects often struggle to link innovation to wider
processes. EU support to territorial development in Northern Uganda include 1) CSO-LA support to LA
service delivery, green growth and community development and 2) LA support rendered from the joint
Development Initiative for Northern Uganda (DINU) Programme. Both the CSO-LA and the DINU
programme entail important lessons on LA capacity gaps relevant for the national level. For the CSO-LA
support, this includes lessons from the piloting of district customary land management (2018/CTR393073)
and on green growth linked to Shea Nut value chain development (2018/CTR393895). However, in these
projects, important lessons and innovations are not well linked to national authorities by project design other
than at operational level, and the Uganda Local Government Association is not involved in them. In contrast,
the DINU Programme is governed by a board with representatives from national authorities and the ALAs.
Based on the knowledge obtained from the board work, the Uganda Local Government Association
developed a national advocacy initiative on road maintenance, as the learning from the programme indicated
that district operational and maintenance costs associated with the road investments was an unfunded
mandate. The DINU programme illustrates the comparative advantage of having a country-level
management board that can link wider lessons learnt with policy initiatives, whereas individual CSO-LA
projects struggle more with this and have to assure such linkages case-by-case, unless channeled through
ALAs or desianed as part of a wider initiative (see Box 2.5).

5 The Multi-annual indicative programme for the CSO-LA Thematic programme 2014—2020 p 13 and 20.
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The programme improved governance, planning, budgeting and service delivery in targeted
LAs, but interventions were mostly localised and lacked sustainability beyond the project
duration. Where LA capacity was supported, some improvements were achieved in public financial
management, local planning, and in the overall appreciation of the LA role and mandate. In
Zimbabwe, LA support contributed to an increased understanding of the new constitutional role of
LAs and their development mandate, which enhanced LAs engagement with ratepayers and enabled
them to increase rate collections and improve services. In Colombia, where articulation between
CSOs and municipal, but also departmental and national relevant authorities and actors was
promoted, it led to more effective planning, implementation and communication actions, and a more
comprehensive and territorial approach. In Brazil, LA support turned out to be relevant for
municipalities to comply with administrative and reporting requirements to access federal funding.
The programme also produced tangible outcomes in social services in countries such as Uganda and
Chad, see below. In South Africa, SALGA promoted service standards in selected LAs for upscale
of better LA service standards overall and to improve the accountability of LA service delivery
(2016/CTR374420), while tailored service delivery was promoted by support to citizens service
centres in Ukraine (2014/CTR371134), to enhance transparency, accountability in administrative
service provision, promote quick feedback on service quality and ultimately mitigate corrupted
practises. However, even in such favourable cases, results often remained timebound and localised to
the targeted LAs, and without roadmaps lacked convincing pathways to sustain and upscale them.
One EU delegation survey respondent summarised what was experienced in many countries: “I think
the component of LA is not very efficient because the funds are small and not systematically used.
Therefore, many of the interventions will be stand-alone one-time thing with no real impact or
sustainability. It’s better to have it in the bilateral programmes under decentralization”.

The programme supported territorial development outcomes and multi-actor partnership
capacities in several countries, but interventions were difficult to sustain and upscale. There is
evidence of improved multi-actor partnerships, which promoted synergies and coordination among
actors, including LAs, service providers (e.g. vocational training centres), CSOs, trade associations
and academia. Where such interventions worked well, some increase in the capacity of LAs and CSOs
and local service providers to engage and create synergies that facilitated local development occurred.
For example, through an increase in sustainable agricultural production and small-scale job
opportunities through the support for formal and informal vocational training institutes; CSOs;
agricultural associations; and more equitable land management. In Colombia for example,
coordination mechanisms with CSOs (known as “mesa’) where re-energised by one of the projects
(2017/CTR394060) and led to the municipality of Buenaventura to provide improved mental health
services especially for women traumatised by the past and ongoing conflict. In Uganda, the ‘Skills,
Employment and Entrepreneurship for Acholi” (2016/CTR371649) project was able to translate
vocational training for disadvantaged groups into sustained job opportunities and livelihoods
(workshops and subsistence agriculture) in hard-to-reach, post-conflict areas with very limited
opportunities, while a number of ongoing LA projects also support inclusive economic/green growth
through community development, but from different angles such as sustainable land use, shea nut
value chain development and improved livelihoods and mobilisation of farmers and local
trade/business  development  (2018/CTR393073, 2018/CTR393895, 2018/CTR394171,
2016/CTR371337). In Mauritius, CSOs worked with the support of village councils in certain
localities where there was a high concentration of vulnerable families. CSOs were allowed to use LA
facilities (e.g. village halls) to offer their services to the poor segment of the society. In many
countries, however, projects had limited scope and outreach and limited linkage to national learning
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on longer-term sustainability issues. This made them less effective and vulnerable and dependent on
continuous EU or other donor support.

There was limited evidence of testing and piloting of territorial approaches to local development
and how the programme understood such approaches. The programme gave priority to test pilot
actions promoting local development through a territorial approach (TALD). Whilst the call for
proposals drew on selected local development approaches from the 2016 TALD guidelines, they did
not refer to ‘testing of pilot actions’ for the benefit of a broader territorial approach, and when facing
complex institutional issues, they did not have the resources and tools to address them. In some cases,
implementation through associations of LAs broadened the scope and networking among LAs, and
allowed the associations of LAs to document and disseminate lessons learned from such projects. The
GLOserve project in Northern Uganda stands out positively as a programme outlier, as its design
captures the issues of sustainability and scalability (see Box 2.5).

Box 2.5 The GLOserve project in Northern Uganda (2018/CTR394171)

Whilst the support is equivalent to other projects in terms of scope and funding, it demonstrates the potential of
the CSO programme and how CSO-LA projects can test local innovations on behalf of a national programme
and a national government partner. As a partnership cooperation between the German Adult Education Centre
(DVV), three Districts, and the Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development, the project is designed as
a test bed for the national Integrated Community Learning for Creation of Wealth Programme (ICOLEW). On
behalf of ICOLEW, it pilots support to literacy/numeracy, skills, business development and community
development and improved LA service effectiveness and outreach. Based on the results, the Ministry of
Gender will negotiate with the Ministry of Finance a fully resourced nationwide rollout of the programme.
Notably, the project emerged from a Call for Proposals (CfP), which did not contain well-defined criteria
promoting scalable approaches.

(This project is presented in a case study in this evaluation report — Volume 2)

In countries where EU delegations invested in structured dialogues with LAs and associations
of LAs, the programme was able to position itself strategically and aim for more sector-wide
LA outreach. Only four countries established LA Roadmaps to underpin the relevance of LA
support. In Colombia, the LA Roadmap (Hoja de ruta), involved both CSOs and LAs, including 1)
National authorities in charge of the government decentralisation policy 2018-2022, 2) Associations
of municipalities, departments and capitals, 3) Local authorities and 4) Member States and other
development partners. The exercise identified focal areas of decentralisation, the demands of LAs
and associations of LAs, and how each development partner could engage. This made the EU
delegation better equipped to ensure programme coherence in support to territorial development and
public finance. In Zimbabwe, budget cuts in the EU geographical instruments triggered a new, more
strategic approach for the CSO-LA programme. Based on a structured LA dialogue, a new LA
strategy was adopted in 2017, leading to two associations of LA- implemented capacity development
projects for LAs with government buy in. This included linkage to an ongoing EU-WB-GIZ
programme for LA service benchmarking, managed by the urban association of LA and extending
this benchmarking to rural development councils and the rural association of LA. As the country visit
found, this approach also positioned the EU delegation strongly in future LA capacity support as the
more strategic approach emerged when other donors left Zimbabwe.

EUD support for LAs and associations of LAs mostly targeted policy implementation and

member support, and did not lead to policy change, even where evidence-based advocacy was
attempted. Building association of LA capacity and recognition by government as a credible
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advocacy partner is a long-term endeavour. CSO-LA support for associations of LAs did not lead to
policy change, and associations of LAs in most countries found it difficult to gain recognition as
dialogue partners by national governments. Moreover, CSO-LA support for LAs and associations of
LAs mostly focused on policy implementation and member services and projects covered by the
evaluation included capacity support to alliances, interventions and platforms related to policy
implementation, not necessarily advocacy for policy change. However, CSO-LA support also
presented opportunities for association of LAs to apply local learning to national advocacy and
potential policy change. Where advocacy was attempted, this mostly remained ‘work in progress’,
i.e. support to policy dialogue processes, workshops, submission of position papers without
government feedback etc. For example, based on CSO-LA support (2016/CTR366504,
2018/CTR393587, 2019/CTR390097), the Zimbabwean ALAS submitted policy position papers on
the future functions of the new provincial councils, on the design of the upcoming intergovernmental
fiscal transfer system and on functional delamination pertaining land management in rural councils.
Whilst becoming better at this, i.e. compiling consensus mandates from their members and presenting
them at the Presidential Forum and other high-level forums, there has been little feedback on these
inputs, let alone evidence of concrete policy change. Overall, however, if advocacy is persistent,
evidence-based and timely, it may eventually succeed, even after the conclusion of a project.

The framework partnership agreement-LAs supported capacity development of national
associations of local authorities. However, there is limited evidence that the support was
effectively linked to country level support from the EU delegations. According to the FPA
Monitoring and Evaluation Mechanism, the FPAs at country level saw most progress when the
Advocacy Groups launched by the International Association of Francophone Mayors contributed to
a gradual improvement of the legal context in pilot countries, with the adoption of laws, decrees,
and/or policies on local public finance and on statutes of the elected and civil service in Burkina Faso,
Cameroun and Cote d’Ivoire. Some progress on basic services was also achieved in Cameroun and
Cote d’Ivoire. However, according to the FPA Monitoring and Evaluation Mechanism, there was in
general limited evidence on the effectiveness of framework partnership agreement support to new
and established national associations of LAs; to national learning; and to collective action, especially
as decentralisation processes remain contested in many countries. This suggests, that regional support
to national associations of local authorities may complement country level support, but not substitute
it. Interviews with EU delegations also revealed that communication on FPA and EUDEL support to
LAs and ALAs at country level was too limited and there was potential for improved coherence
through more regular and timely dialogue between the FPAs and the delegations.
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2.3 Cooperation approach

EQ2 - To what extent is the CSO-LA thematic programme complementary and coherent with other EU and EU
Member States development interventions that have similar objectives and what is its added value?

EQ3 - To what extent has the operation procedures of the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to the
achievement of the objectives?

Summary of findings

e The programme was designed and positioned to enable added value in a variety of ways compared to other
instruments and programmes.

e The programme attempted, through a mix of approaches and modalities, to create transformative effects beyond
the individual projects — but with mixed success.

e  Multi-stakeholder partnerships
o The aim of promoting multi-stakeholders partnership was affected by inadequate attention to the
political economy context.
O The approach of directly involving the local authorities proved more difficult than expected.

e  Country tailoring - the tailoring of the approach to the country context through roadmaps and other initiatives
was a positive feature, even if it was highly variable in how well it worked.

e Complementarity - complementarity within the EU and with member states was explicitly aimed at, although not
always easy to achieve in practice, especially with member states.

e  Country, regional and global interaction - the global and regional initiatives were not effective in reaching out to
the country level.

e  Mix of modalities
O The project approach, choice of mechanisms, and procedures were not ideal for reaching the ambitious
and complex aims of the programme.
O The call for proposals were well managed, but even with innovation and good management they could
not overcome the limits of the project approach.
o Most, but not all, CSOs found the EU procedures to be overly complex compared to other donors, and a
barrier for achieving results.
O The programme had to balance a series of trade-offs which influenced what could be achieved in
practice
e Monitoring and learning - programme-level learning took place, however, monitoring was weak. Project-level
monitoring was robust but tended to focus on accountability and not performance or impact.

These findings on cooperation approach are supplemented by a table showing strengths and
weaknesses of different funding delivery mechanisms (Volume | annex 5).

The programme was designed and positioned to enable added value in a variety of ways
compared to other instruments and programmes. For civil society, the main value added of the
programme was that it mobilised resources in areas that were not covered through other instruments
and programmes. For local authorities, the main area of value added was the dedicated direct support
for LA innovations and effort to help CSOs and LAs work together. In total, six areas of value added
were identified:

e Itcould be used to work on sensitive issues without using labels such as democracy, human rights
(European instrument for democracy and human rights) or stabilisation (instrument contributing
to stability and peace), which is useful when such labels risk antagonising the government or
unduly attracting political attention.

e It could be mobilised in the absence of a bilateral cooperation framework and was then
particularly useful, or when the bilateral cooperation does not include sectors that are nonetheless
important, for example when social sectors are not included in the national indicative
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programmes’ sectors of concentration. CSO-LA projects are useful to meet priority needs but are
also helpful to keep an ear to the ground in some regions or on some specific themes (e.g. health
in Madagascar; environmental problems affecting the rural poor in Tajikistan).

e It could be used with or without partner government approval; relatedly, it could be used to target
beneficiaries that cannot be reached by national indicative programmes, such as the poorest
communities (e.g. Antananarivo slums); hard-to-reach communities (e.g. Chad); vulnerable
children (regions of Senegal). For LAs, it could also be used for sector-wide support through the
ALASs when there was no decentralisation process ongoing. In such cases, LA support could focus
on innovations and dissemination of best practises within the existing LA framework, for example
through the cooperation between CLGF, VNG and the national ALAs in Zimbabwe, see below.

e The duration of its support was longer than for example that of the instrument contributing to
stability and peace, and the amount was typically larger than most Member States’ support to civil
society.

e While the programme has not provided new or better avenues for dialogue with the EU, it has, in
many cases, helped empower CSOs, and in some cases improve government-CSO dialogue at
central and local level.

e For LAs, the main area of value added was the dedicated direct support for LA innovations and
effort to help CSOs and LAs work together, although for many stakeholders (delegations, LAs.
CSOs, development partners), LA support was better provided by more comprehensive
geographic programming, as it is part of a coherent, structured and systemic whole managed by
EU delegations. CSO-LA support can add value through innovation and piloting with a proper
design, but the scale of the support and the way it was implemented, meant that innovation and
piloting linked to wider processes was difficult to realise in practice.

The programme attempted, through a mix of approaches and modalities, to create

transformative effects beyond the individual projects — but with mixed success. Key elements of

the programme that were designed to enhance synergy, add value and lead to transformation included:

e Multi-stakeholder partnerships - promotion of multi-stakeholder partnerships and adoption of a
joint programme for both CSOs and LAs.

e Country tailoring - the tailoring of the programme at the country level based on roadmaps and
other initiatives.

e Complementarity - explicit complementarity with EU, member state and other programmes.

e Country, regional and global interaction - interaction between country-based actions and
initiatives launched at the global and regional level.

e Mix of modalities — use of a mix of modalities, financing instruments and procedures to enhance
and tailor outreach, achievement and sustainability of results to respond to different contexts and
situations.

e Monitoring and learning - adoption of monitoring and learning tools to enhance accountability
and enable adjustment in approach.

As outlined earlier, many projects created results at the micro level and reached out to some of the

poorest and most marginalised people. However, it was also observed that the results were not always

sustainable or transformative — a point recognised by most of the CSOs and stakeholders involved.

There were only a few examples of replication of approaches that had been piloted, and limited

evidence of systemic change. Transformative effects were most likely to be achieved when the

projects were linked to wider processes or catalytic in nature (see Box 6).
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Box 2.6 Catalytic projects

A catalytic project is one that can create transformation without needing to be linked to wider processes. An example
might be that a project supports the change in a regulation on how CSOs are registered/taxed, in a situation where the
government has the willingness and capacity to implement. Once done, nothing more is needed and the effect is
permanent. Advocacy will often have this catalytic character because, when successful, it changes the internal
judgement and value system of the decision maker meaning that all downstream decisions will be better and differently
guided.

There are many factors that influenced the success of the programme and its aim to create results
beyond the project level. The key factors, as listed above, varied in their influence as outlined below:

Multi-stakeholder partnerships

The aim of promoting multi-stakeholder partnerships was affected by inadequate attention to
the political economy context. There are numerous examples where projects enhanced a multi-
stakeholder partnership between civil society, local and central government and in some cases also
the private sector. Ecuador, where dialogue on civil society is reported as being co-led and co-owned
by national civil society, is a case where dialogue has reached a maturity where it would be
constructive for it to evolve from a donor instrument to a process driven by the civil society itself.
But where the political economy context for engagement between civil society and government was
particularly unfavourable, the projects were often limited to service provision and economic
development. In some cases, such as Tajikistan, no explicit attempt was made to influence democratic
governance except at the very lowest level. In some countries, a comprehensive and nuanced mapping
of civil society and other diagnostic analysis took place (e.g. Madagascar and Mozambique) but the
practice does not seem to have been widespread. In general, a political economy diagnosis like the
one in Mozambique, that could reveal differing opportunities and approaches in countries with
repressed or open space, and identify opportunities for change, was not undertaken. The level to
which a deep understanding was gained through the CSO roadmap process varied, but in general, it
was not translated into operational implications, in part because the roadmaps served a wider
participatory and consultative purpose. The resources in delegations were constrained and limited the
effectiveness of multi-stakeholder partnerships.

The approach of directly involving the local authorities proved more difficult than expected.
The approach of engaging with LAs in direct contracts to enhance their capacity and promote multi-
stakeholder partnerships was flawed and rarely guided by a strategic approach and coherence with
more comprehensive LA support programmes. During the programme it was recognised that the
programme resources, time scale, available modalities and especially the call for proposals were far
from ideal in engaging directly with LAs. For example, the programme could not do much to make
up for insufficient deconcentration or a stalled decentralisation process. Eventually, the country-level
contracting of projects directly with LAs was stopped. However, even the other approaches of
working through LAs, associations of LAs and CSOs were often not strongly enough rooted in an
understanding of the institutional and political realities of local governance to have a wider effect.

Country tailoring - the tailoring of the approach to the country context through roadmaps and
other initiatives was a positive feature, even if it was highly variable in how well it worked. The
CSO, and, in the four cases where they exist, the LA roadmaps and the LA Strategy in Zimbabwe
were useful in tailoring the programme to the country context. In Zimbabwe, the tailoring outlined
four options for LA capacity support rendered through the two national ALAS in cooperation with
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CLGF and VNG (see Box 7 below), while in Colombia, support could be rendered through the
federation of local government associations with the financing of projects within their strategic plan.
The strong promotion of the CSO roadmaps ensured that they were, to a large extent, done, but this
sometimes led to low quality and ownership- at least in some countries. Despite the roadmaps and
other country-based initiatives, there were no cases where the synergy and combined effect of the
individual CSO-LA projects were brought together as a coherent and cumulative programme. Nor
was this easy, given CSOs’ right to initiative, which underlies the call for proposals process. The
prioritisation and sequencing of calls for proposals, in combination with other initiatives, helped in
enhancing relevance and effectiveness in some countries such as Colombia.

Box 2.7 Tailoring of sector wide LA support in Zimbabwe

The support to LAs through the CSO-LA Thematic Programme in Zimbabwe is guided by a LA strategy develope
by the EU delegation in late 2016 in close dialogue with LAs, the national ALAs and FPA-LA members CLGF an
VNG. It included a scoping study of the local government sector, a mapping of the donor cooperation, a review of
the present and past CSO-LA support. The scoping study recommended the EUD to take the lead in donor
coordination on decentralisation and local governance, whilst the strategy outlined four options for LA support
rendered through the associations of local authorities: The Urban Councils Association of Zimbabwe (UCAZ), the
Association of Rural District Councils of Zimbabwe (ARDCZ), and the umbrella association Zimbabwe Local
Government Association (ZILGA):
¢ Option 1. Urban Council Benchmarking and Peer Learning driven by UCAZ (jointly with GiZ and the World
Bank)
e Option 2. Piloting and dissemination of Rural Development Council best practices driven by ARDCZ
o Option 3. Establishment of a joint Local Government Institute driven by ZILGA
e Option 4. Promotion of female Councilors and senior Staff driven by the Women in Local Government Forum
The options for support targeted a) institutional gaps in LA capacity building and b) self-sustaining, sector-wide
capacity building approaches with a potential to feed into more elaborate performance assessment frameworks
currently under development by an inter-ministerial working group. All options, except #3, were eventually
supported through direct contracting with CLGF, VNG and the Zimbabwean ALAs, and option 1 was expanded
to include the rural councils.

Complementarity - complementarity within the EU and with member states was explicitly
aimed at, although not always easy to achieve in practice, especially with member states.

The civil society roadmaps in 107 countries have contributed to internal coherence, although they
have a potential to be more problem-driven and focused on critical and/or promising issues and entry
points. This process resulted in the thematic programme being by and large coherent with other EU
programmes and processes supporting CSOs, notably the civil society envelope of multi-annual
indicative programmes, but also with the growing number of standard projects (i.e. projects outside
this envelope) that include civil society support or civil society engagement. The CSO roadmap
template required an explicit analysis of the opportunities for complementarity with other EU
instruments and programmes. It also promoted a joint member state development of the roadmap.
These efforts at complementarity and synergy varied in their effectiveness from country to country.
The factors that surfaced as influential included: available time and resources of staff at EU delegation
and member state representation; rotation of staff and loss of institutional memory; the tendency to
assign the focal point to relatively new or junior staff (although not in all cases and even if new and
junior, the competency and commitment was not in doubt); the programme cycle, which did not
always allow enough time for consultation or to fit in with the schedule of other programmes;
relatively rigid procurement and contracting procedures, which did not allow easy accommodation
with other programmes or with evolution of context (e.g. NGO legislation in Chad); differing

37



@ Main findings - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019) PEM

objectives; in some cases, competition between donors; and finally, the right to initiative, which
prioritised civil society needs over harmonisation with other programmes. It is also worthy to note
that in some cases the CSO and even potentially the LA part seeks a nuanced complementarity which
doesn’t imply blind alignment with bilateral programs where for example there are opportunities and
the need to address sensitive issues for which it does not need the authorities” approval.

Local authorities, by contrast, did not in most cases benefit from a process similar to the civil society
roadmaps.

Overall, the thematic programme had seven main areas of added value, especially for CSOs: absence
of labelling; mobilisation in the absence of a bilateral framework or government approval;
contribution to an enabling environment; reach; duration and amount. In some countries, these areas
of value added were well identified and exploited, whereas in others, the use of CSO-LA was more
opportunistic (small projects outside areas of concentration; top-ups) than strategic (with transaction
costs that were justified compared to impact). As mentioned above, for LAs, the main area of value
added was the dedicated direct support to LA innovations and effort to help CSOs and LAs work
together.

With regards to complementarity with member states and other development partners, it ranged from
quite poor (Myanmar, Zimbabwe, Senegal) to excellent (e.g. Colombia and Madagascar, see Box 8).
Benefits of CSO roadmaps, in mapping who does what where and how and in setting joint objectives,
were clear, but the extent to which they were translated into operational terms was limited: (i) often,
there was no attempt to translate them into operational terms, or (ii) reluctance because member states
were often interested in retaining maximum flexibility regarding a support to CSO that was scattered
and project-based to begin with, and (iii) monitoring implementation of roadmaps was the exception
rather than the norm. Sometimes, the Joint Programming process helped improve joint approaches to
civil society and local authorities (e.g. Chad), sometimes it is the civil society roadmap that
contributed to that, and fed the joint programming process (e.g. Madagascar, where there are few
member states, and where there is a draft joint analysis but not joint strategy).

Box 2.8 Complementarity of CSO-LA with other EU and member states funding for CSOs

What was done and what was learnt — Thanks to its amounts and durations and themes, CSO-LA in Madagascar

o fills a gap in the bilateral cooperation (e.g. EDF11 does not include funding for the social sectors, but
CSO-LA funds health and social protection projects, albeit limited in scope)

e iscomplementary to other EU-funded actions supporting CSOs: particularly the multidonor Fanainga
(between 25-200k€ per project for a maximum of two years; vs. 300-550k€ per CSO-LA project, for a
maximum of three years); support to CSOs through sector work; IcSP and EIDHR-funded projects;

e is complementary to actions funded by other development partners, e.g. the CSO support of France,
which has two programmes in support of CSOs: one managed by the Embassy (max. 30k€ per project;
max. two years), and one managed by Agence frangaise de Développement (max. 300k€ per project;
max. three years). Complementarity in terms of funding is clear (CSO-LA: 300-550k€ range).

This complementarity also means synergies. For example, capacity development conducted under Fanainga also
benefits CSO-LA recipients; and local CSOs that benefitted from Fanainga funding were able to « graduate »
and benefit from CSO-LA funding (e.g. NGO Lalana was initially funded under Dinika for a small amount and
duration, and is now funded under CSO-LA for three years and 316 000€).

Implications — Several Delegations wonder if the transaction costs involved in managing CSO-LA projects are
worth it, but in the case of Madagascar, there is a de facto division of labour among EU instruments, and the
ability to scale up projects that graduate from one to the other instrument.

38




@ Main findings - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019) PEM

Country, regional and global interaction - the global and regional initiatives were not effective
in reaching out to the country level. The global and regional initiatives have served to deepen the
EU’s engagement with civil society, especially through the policy forum for development, and
especially in Europe. They have also served to create a space for civil society to interact with
government, private sector and within itself. But apart from the roadmap facility, the other facilities
have not engaged strongly with the delegations at country level (see figure 2.5). In general, the
delegation demand for the facilities appears to have been low (other than the roadmap as noted earlier)
and the reasons, besides limited delegation knowledge of them, are not clear. So far, the framework
partnership agreements have not, yet, engaged with the EU delegations. In part, this can be explained
by the pressure of time and resources within the framework partnership agreement consortiums and
the EU delegations. It could also be partly explained by the fact that many were only started in 2018,
which has not yet given enough time to roll out and contract activities across a consortium.

Figure 2.4 Knowledge of framework partnership agreements among CSO/LA focal points at the EU
delegations.

/ The CSO-LA thematic programme funds 25 Framework Partnership Agreements with CSOs at a regional level \
and global level and 5 Partnership Agreements with LAs. Please choose the most accurate

| am aware and have engaged in such regional/global activities, 11
but they have not been useful

| am aware and have engaged in such regional/global activities, e s
and they have been useful

I 24

| am aware but have not engaged in such regional/global activities

: [ 22
| am not aware of any such regional/global activities

\ 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 /

Source: EU delegation survey

Figure 2.5 Knowledge of the policy forum for development among CSO/LA focal points at the
EU delegations.

The Policy Forum on Development (PFD) ) is the result of a Structured Dialogue, which brings together Civil
Society Organisations (CSOs) and Local Authorities (LAs) from the European Union and partner countries with

European Institutions and bodies. Pleas

I have contributed to PFD (please give an example below) W 1%

I have used PFD or been engaged with them but it was not

useful B 4%
| have used PFD or beenuesrégjlged with them and it was . s

I am aware, but have not engaged with or used PFD [ 42%
I am not aware of PFD e 45%

\ 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%/

Source: EU delegation survey
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Figure 2.5 shows the response from the delegations on their knowledge and familiarity with the policy
forum for development. In the case of the policy forum for development, despite the regional events,
the low level of engagement by the delegations at country level is ascribed to EU delegations being
too busy, and there is a reported difficulty for policy forum for development members to get access
to EU delegations. At global and regional levels, CSO umbrella organisations appreciate the
opportunity of dialogue with EU institutions, but regret the one-off character of these events, and
which rarely result in a more sustainable, iterative process.

Mix of modalities

The project approach, choice of mechanisms, and procedures were not ideal for reaching the
ambitious and complex aims of the programme. The financial mechanisms available were not
flexible enough in practice to support civil society and local authority associations’ own strategic
plans. Supporting and where necessary strengthening the organisation’s own strategic plan is not a
goal in itself but is important to the extent that it has benefits of increasing ownership of the agenda
and promotion of civil society as independent development actors, internalising capacity
development and governance as the accountability is to the organisation’s strategic plan rather than
the project document and reducing the “projectisation” of civil society actions. There was, in theory,
a range of flexible financing mechanisms available to the delegations, but they were not used in
practice. The main mechanisms used were the call for proposals, sometimes with compulsory on-
granting (financial support to third parties). Direct negotiation was occasionally used where it was
possible to apply (in cases of an organisation having a unique role, such as the Civil Forum in
Senegal). Other possibilities, such as operating grants (core support) or follow-up grants or use of
flexible procedures were not used, either because they were not sufficiently developed, or they were
found too difficult and burdensome to apply in practice. An exception was the framework partnership
agreements which usually had a multi-country presence. Where direct negotiation was used, it was
often able to fund the strategic plans and actions of core civil society platforms and local authority
associations. Under the call for proposals, projects were often developed specifically in response to
the call. This meant that the programme funded new projects rather than improving and funding the
core strategic activities and plans of the CSO. In some cases, EU provided strategic core funding but
through facilities managed by other donors or multi-donor arrangements whose procedures were more
flexible. Although on-granting was generally favourable for involving smaller, local CSOs, it also
had drawbacks of its own. With on-granting, there was a tendency for capacity development of the
small CSOs to focus on financial procedures. In some cases, the local CSOs benefitted from
experience in managing funds but most found it too burdensome. On-granting also led to short
implementation periods, as it took the lead applicant time to launch a downstream call for proposals,
select, contract and train the local CSOs.

Some Delegations were very successful in identifying funding and making use of internal allocations
for supporting the programme through active roadmap processes that engaged deeply and
continuously with civil society. Examples of this are the Hoja de Ruta and other Delegation supported
activities in Colombia as well as similar approaches in Brazil, Myanmar and elsewhere. In Myanmar
in particular the approach led to a sub-national (provincial) engagement with CSOs.

Mix of modalities - the call for proposals were well managed, but even with innovation and good

management they could not overcome the limits of the project approach. The call for proposals
benefitted from the consultations and insights gained through the roadmap process. The use of a range

40



of flexible and innovative approaches was apparent from across the different countries such as the

use of special lots and reservation of funding for national lead CSOs. The call for proposals as an

implementation mechanism worked best for a project approach and where the ambition was in

keeping with what could be achieved in a project. As noted earlier, it is difficult to achieve the

ambition of the programme only or mainly through projects. The experience of CSOs and delegations

raised some negative aspects arising from call for proposals including the risks that they:

e Encouraged competition rather than cooperation between the CSOs

e Created a large burden on CSOs in that only a few proposals can be financed

e Led to projects that were invented to score well on the criteria instead of representing the core
work of the CSO and benefitting from earlier work

e Led to the design of highly ambitious projects in short time frames (if they are to win)

e Distorted the activities of the CSO as they engage in activities that are not their core area

e Created monopolies for those CSOs that are large and strong enough to find co-financing and
prepare winning proposals

The flexibility that could be offered through the call for proposals ensured the right to initiative, but

also tended to lead to an absence of geographic and thematic alignment with other EU support and

potentially complicated the territorial approach.

Mix of modalities - most, but not all, CSOs and LAs found the EU procedures to be overly
complex compared to other donors, and a barrier for achieving results. Lengthy, complicated
grant selection procedures where winning a call for proposals was unpredictable were noted as
shortcomings of the EU's support to civil society when compared to other donors. Similarly,
competitive project applications did not resonate with many LAs, that found such a modality out of
sync with on-budget finance procedures of LAs. Local CSOs especially compared the EU grant
implementation procedures unfavourably with other donor approaches. Some CSOs appreciated the
rules noting that they had the effect of improving internal financial management and administration.
This, in turn, had the potential of improving their fundraising. Some of the mostly well-established
(and usually international) CSOs appreciated the rules as they helped to prevent inefficiency and
corruption. Typical statements from CSOs reacting negatively to the procedures include:

“We are tired of it being us to have to adapt to different donors’ procedures. Those procedures should
be adapted to the territory”

“The rules are part of the shrinking space for CSOs - The rules create a monopoly ™

But on the other hand, there are also many, especially well-established CSOs that appreciate the rules
and procedures:

“For us, the EU procedures are not too bad. If you have a good design and good relations with the
delegation, then there is enough flexibility. Of course, it is not easy. But the rules are actually helpful
and they reduce the risk of corruption — we can just point to the rules and say it is not possible. We
have done this in many cases.”

41



@ Main findings - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019) PEM

Box 2.9 Local CSOs

It is clear, that local CSOs face various issues
with accessing funding from the CSO-LA
programme. This is backed by the survey
conducted by Concord (2017), where 76% of
the respondents (of which 43% were local e ound that secessto
CSO representatives) found that the needs of funding for small and
small local CSO’s are not addressed properly. local CSO's has
Further, they found the rules to be GECISased
cumbersome. This is also evident from the

field visits. Furthermore, 78% found the

complexity of the procedures to have T

increased, and in addition, according to 69% e

of the respondents, the access to funding for complexity of rules

local small CSO’s had decreased in the @ ﬁ;‘lﬁ:gé‘gzs IEE
previous 3-4 years (from 2013/2014 to 2017).

Local CSO’s in many cases have a lack of

capacity, both institutional and financial and Source: Concord, 2017 and the authors

furthermore, they often have difficulty in

securing the necessary co-funding. This last constraint was one that was repeatedly raised in interviews with local CSOs —
the 10% co-financing simply meant that they could not apply. Hence, the local CSOs are (often) required to enter into
partnerships with large, often international, organisations. 75 % of the surveyed CSOs that got a grant were INGOs either
as lead or co-applicant.

76 %

Consider that the
needs of local and
small CSOs are not

69% adressed

67% noted - Lack of
capacity, both
institutional and
financial among small
local CSOs

Identified
issues for local
CSOs

Difficulty in securing
the necessary co-
funding

Support for local CSOs is being stated as a priority in an
increasing number of local calls for proposals managed by EU
delegations. They can use various mechanisms to support local
CSO’s, such as ring-fencing, lower co-financing requirements,
and sub-granting. Especially sub-granting has been taken up by
the EUD’s, whereas ring-fencing is less common (Concord,
2017) — a finding that was confirmed in the field visits where
very little use of this mechanism was encountered. As noted
earlier, even if the co-financing share for local CSOs is Sub-granting
lowered, they often have difficulties with raising the e.g. 10%
required. Pro and cons of sub-granting are discussed in section
2.3 Cooperation approach (mix of modalities). Source: Concord, 2017 and the authors

Mechanisms to
involve local
CSOs

Lower co-
Ring-fencing

financing
requirements

J

According to the EUD survey (2020) carried out

by this evaluation, it appears that more funding Has the CSO-LA programme increased the share of funds
is being allocated to local CSOs compared to the allocated to local civil society in your country?This was a
situation in 2017 when the Concord survey was major objective of the 2012 Communication. n-65

undertaken. 44% of the respondents found an
increase in the number of grants signed with

local CSOs, 55% stated that they have seen an More sub-grants to local CSO - EEEG_—S—

increase in local CSOs as co-applicants and 37% AT L e —
found that more sub-grants are given to local applicants that are local CSO

CSO0s. 11% found that the share had not INCrease N the NUMDEr Of Q1A
increased. More information about EU’s signed with local CSOs

dialogue with and knowledge of local CSOs in The share has not increased [N

vol Il, annex 5, indicator 1.1.1. The 2018 DAC

Peer Review of EU Development Cooperation 0 10 20 30 40
found that measures taken to date to redress the

balance for developing country-based CSOs - Source: EUD Survey, 2020

inter alia, ring-fenced funds, eased co-financing
requirements and a greater role for delegations - have helped to maintain but not increase funding channeled to and through
local CSOs (indicator 2.2.1 in vol Il annex 5). As this review was based on data from 2018 it could indicate a consistent
trajectory from 2017 (Concord) to 2018 (OECD) to 2020 (PEMconsult) of measures being taken and results in terms of
local CSO involvement being realized.
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Mix of modalities - the programme had to balance a series of trade-offs which influenced what
could be achieved in practice. The programme was designed to promote a right to initiative thus
establishing ownership by civil society and local authorities. This principle also recognised that civil
society and local authorities were actors in their own right. The programme acknowledged that the
CSOs and LAs being close to the issues were often best able to identify the needs. However, the right
to initiative gave rise to some trade-offs such as the right to initiative versus geographic and thematic
complementarity and the right to initiative versus focus on few priority areas to obtain cumulative
impact. There was also a trade-off between selecting a few large or many smaller projects. Larger
projects were dependent on high capacity CSOs. Potentially, large projects had greater impact and
led to lower transaction costs for all. On the other hand, opening the possibility of many smaller
projects would increase the scope for contracting by local CSOs. This trade-off was managed by
increasing the use of third part financing, whereby a portion of the grant, often as high as 65% was
allocated for on-granting to local CSOs. Here again, there was a trade-off observed because whilst
on-granting ensured that local CSOs were contractually empowered, it also had a tendency to delay
implementation. Another unintended consequence was that it also led to a strong focus on ensuring
adherence to financial procedures, which in some cases detracted from core project activities and
increased transaction costs for the local CSOs. In general, the financial procedures were found too
complex for local CSOs. The trade-off between financial prudence and involvement of local CSOs
tended to go in favour of financial prudence. In Box 9 more details about the local CSOs can be
found.

The pre-selection of concept notes helped to lessen wastage in preparing project proposals. The
process of calls for proposals had to balance ensuring an open competition and space for new ideas
and actors with the cost of preparing proposals that were not selected. Across the countries visited on
average 62% of full proposals were not selected and 72% of concept notes prepared did not make it
to the proposal stage. This represents a high investment by the CSOs. A trade-off was also observed
between the demand for measurable results within the lifetime of the project, and engagement in the
less measurable process of policy influence. This could have been one of the factors that explain the
weight of project effort on direct service delivery, and the lesser attention given to how to sustain the
benefits and replicate them without donor support.

Ensuring transparency and open competition also had a trade-off as it favoured the call for individual
projects over providing core support to strategic plans or entering into strategic partnership
agreements. Where direct negotiation was possible, it was often used to advantage for funding core,
strategic actions. Even though there was a wide range of financial mechanisms available on paper in
practice, as outlined in a report on funding delivery mechanisms by Concord (2016) they were not
used to the extent they could have been. The project-based call for proposals was the dominating
mechanism. And, although the calls were well managed, they could not overcome the limits of the
project approach. In some situations, the calls encouraged competition rather than cooperation
between CSOs. They encouraged high ambition and sometimes led to projects being invented in
response to the call. And, as noted above, they led to trade-offs that made it difficult to engage in
longer-term sector wide interventions that had greater prospects of sustainability and impact. These
trade-offs were managed to some extent by the use of FPAs. But in some cases, not even the FPAs
could meet all the needs. For example, the national and international associations of LAs, under the
framework partnership-LAs had their own identities of a political nature. As such they were more
interested in recognition, policy dialogue, process and core business support rather than the projects
and financial support on offer from the framework partnership agreement.
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The ambition of the programme and the modalities involved in managing multiple projects stretched
the capacities of the delegations on occasions, putting unreasonable pressure on staff. The priority,
skill set, and resources allocated to the programme was not always in tune with the scale of
expectations. This also caused a trade-off between resources allocated, and the degree to which
complicated processes such as the roadmap could be followed up and reported on.

Monitoring and learning - programme-level learning took place, however, monitoring was
weak. Project-level monitoring was robust but tended to focus on accountability and not
performance or impact. The programme was not monitored, there is no programme level reporting.
Although the programme did not benefit from impact monitoring, it was able to learn from reflection
and dialogue with civil society and the delegations. Learning was also supported through mechanisms
such as the roadmap facility and the policy forum for development. The changes made in 2017/18,
half-way through the programme, are an indication of how learning also led to significant
adjustments.

At country level, result frameworks were set up as part of the roadmaps, mainly for the CSO part of
the programme. Some countries carried out extensive monitoring of the roadmaps, but most did not.
In general, there was little linkage of the impact of individual projects to how they served the country
roadmap goals.

Project-level monitoring was strong but tended to focus on accountability and not performance or
impact. Monitoring and reporting were systematically carried out. Accountability and adherence to
procedures was emphasised more than learning or monitoring outcomes and impact. An unintended
consequence, as noted by one CSO observer, is that focus is on management and supervision rather
than promoting impact or change (in practices among government and citizens). Evaluations of
project level were often conducted with very small budgets, which led to poor quality especially
combined with a tendency in some countries not to be critical of actions funded by the client. Another
unintended consequence of the programme is that the strict monitoring and its links to release of
funding tended to make the CSOs and LAs accountable to the EUD rather than to their own internal
governance structures and the citizens they are meant to represent.
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2.4 Development education and awareness raising

EQ8 - To what extent and how have CSOs and LAs proven to be effective actors to implement the EU DEAR
strategy and achieve the EU DEAR objectives?
EQQ9 - To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve EU DEAR objectives?

Summary of findings

. DEAR was unique in its scope, being the only EU-funded programme that explicitly connects global
development issues with actions aimed at EU citizens

. CSOs and LAs are well placed to work on DEAR issues

. Despite the absence of a theory of change, and a common results and monitoring framework that would

provide a strategic approach to implementing the DEAR objectives, the DEAR programme worked in a
coherent way through a highly complementary set of modalities

. There is a limited number of local authorities in the lead of CfP-funded actions.

. There is evidence of results achieved by the DEAR programme, but whether CfP-funded actions were
able to reach out to more EU citizens cannot be verified.

. Projects funded under the DEAR component have contributed to a better integration of development

issues into formal and non-formal education in EU MS.

. The value-added of GENE and NSC in pursuing global education is being recognised by stakeholders.
The institutionalisation of global education into formal and non-formal education is an ongoing effort
which depends on political contexts in member states.

. The DEAR programme’s emphasis on large CSO-LA consortia across multiple EU MS has positive
effects, but can also be detrimental to efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability of the actions.

DEAR was unique in its scope, being the only EU-funded programme that explicitly connects
global development issues with actions aimed at EU citizens. Being implemented primarily by
CSOs and LAs, the programme assigns a role for citizens to play in advancing policy coherence for
development: one of its underlying premises is that civil society is able to influence policy-making at
national and EU-levels, once citizens are equipped with the knowledge and tools to understand the
global interconnectedness of key issues such as climate change, migration, social justice, as well as
the universality of the fundamental values underpinning the EU.

CSOs and LAs are well placed to work on DEAR issues. The 2014-2020 MIP stresses that “Civil
Society Organisations are well placed to highlight development challenges as well as the impact of
policies and behaviours in Europe on development elsewhere. CSOs often have a vast experience in
fostering the European public’s understanding and recognition of the significance of development
decisions and actions for people globally and have usually established strong relations with relevant
actors as well as citizens. [...] These actors have historically often been at the origin of DEAR
activities in Member States and remain important contributors to the evolution of DEAR policy and
practice in Europe.” In absence of a specific DEAR theory of change, the programme recognises the
historical role that CSOs have played in advancing and implementing DEAR objectives over many
decades, as well as attributing legitimacy to DEAR actors because of their assumed proximity to
citizens. There is also an underlying assumption that CSOs and LAs enjoy greater trust of citizens
than other players. The sample of projects examined for the evaluation was implemented by a wide
range of organisations, not all of which, however, are necessarily representative of citizens or had
identifiable constituencies.
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Despite the absence of a theory of change, and a common results and monitoring framework
that would provide a strategic approach to implementing the DEAR objectives, the DEAR
programme worked in a coherent way through a highly complementary set of modalities. This
ranges from “right-to-initiative” actions (projects funded through CfPs), including a sub-granting
facility to small, indigenous grass-roots level organisations, to strategic grants aimed at amplifying
DEAR results by pursuing DEAR objectives through policy makers at EU member state level and
beyond. In this way, DEAR was able to create a balance between actors with various strengths and
added value. Through the small-grants facility, DEAR funding has become accessible to small and
medium-sized CSOs across EU Member States, and which otherwise would not be able to access
such funding. The facility also recognises that actions in particular at local levels often do not need
significant amounts of funding to work towards DEAR objectives. Funding also goes to more
experienced CSOs which have the capacity skills, experience, and expertise to work on a pan-
European level, and to partnering groups of NGO coalitions to coordinate efforts during their
respective government’s EU presidencies, which contributes to an increase in the effectiveness of the
work of the national coalitions. These organisations bring specific value-added to the programme, as
their established status allows them to draw on organisational strengths and structures that amplify
results. The 2016 and 2018 CfPs acknowledged the different situation CSOs from EU 13 MS are
finding themselves in, and the CfPs have eased specific conditions that allow CSOs from these
countries to access funding. As the operating environment for these organisations is becoming more
and more hostile, they are often the only organisations that implement activities that work in support
of DEAR objectives and which are in direct alignment with fundamental European values. DEAR
also has a small number of grants to highly strategic organisations which recognise that the
institutionalisation of global education into EU member states formal and non-formal education
frameworks can maximise the impact of the DEAR funding. A DEAR Support Team has become a
learning hub highly valued by stakeholders, which is providing cross-action technical and learning
support to projects, as well as analytical insight at programme level.

There is a limited number of local authorities in the lead of CfP-funded actions. Where LAs are
in the lead of project, this tends to work best in a setting where there is a strong partnership with
CSOs, and which often deal with the day-to-day implementation of the project, while local authorities
provide the political support and legitimacy to events and actions.

There is evidence of results achieved by the DEAR programme. These include awareness raising
leading to citizens’ engagements in a multitude of projects funded through an on-granting project,
and where small amounts of funding have had catalytic effects. A project implemented by the World
Wildlife Fund has led to a change in the consumption behaviour of millions of European citizens, by
adopting a holistic approach including consumer awareness raising and working with stakeholders in
the seafood supply chain, but also by strategically using the evidence and best practices created by
the project to advocate for policy changes at the European level, thereby potentially amplifying the
results.

Whether CfP-funded actions were able to reach out to more EU citizens cannot be verified.
Most projects operated with over-ambitious results frameworks, and there was a tendency to come
up with very high quantitative targets. These were, however, not independently verifiable, and data
collection and collation methods tended to differ between projects. This is ultimately an
accountability challenge, as projects should be held accountable for the targets they set themselves,
and indicators should be created in such a way that they can be checked.
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Projects funded under the DEAR component have contributed to a better integration of
development issues into formal and non-formal education in EU MS. Global education objectives
(i.e. the “DE” part of the DEAR programme) have been traditionally implemented by CSOs and LAs
(as part of actions funded under the CfPs), as well as by the Global Education Network Europe
(GENE) and the North-South Centre (NSC) of the Council of Europe. Within the CSO-LA
stakeholders, different approaches were apparent. On the one hand, the Bridge 47 pursued a highly
strategic approach in providing and advocating, at national and European levels, for a roadmap for
the implementation of SDG sub-goal 4.7. On the other hand, for CSOs in the EU 13 MS, such as in
Romania, the DEAR funding was used to actually engage directly, at the very grassroots level, with
students in schools, as well as using the projects to create, maintain, and nurture a community of
practitioners at the respective country levels—often in contexts where there is decreasing political
willingness to further global education issues, and where no funding is available to provide tools to
educators to engage in global education.

The value-added of GENE and NSC in pursuing global education is being recognised by
stakeholders. The engagement of GENE and NSC is a recognition of the unique strategic role both
organisations can play in institutionalising global education in Member States’ education systems.
GENE has established and is maintaining (with consecutive funding rounds from the DEAR
programme) a unique network of institutional contacts in ministries of education and ministries of
foreign affairs, as well as other decision-making bodies in EU Member states. This has resulted in a
vibrant community of decision-makers that share best practices and lessons learned, and which have,
to some degree, been able to influence global education being incorporated into participating member
states’ education systems. GENE has further strengthened its strategic importance through the
establishment of voluntary peer review processes, as well as the establishment of an academicians’
network in the area of global education. GENE is cooperating, where opportunities arise, with actions
on global education that are being funded from the 2016 CfP. The NSC also uses its unique access to
Council of Europe member states as well as the institutional structure and procedures of the Council
of Europe to systematise global education in member states’ education systems.

The institutionalisation of global education into formal and non-formal education is an ongoing
effort which depends on political contexts in member states. Global Education, and in fact the
entire DEAR programme centres around the fundamental values of the European Union. As has
become increasingly evident over the past decade or so, these values have come under pressure, and
with this, the commitment of member states to the promotion and institutionalisation of global
education has oscillated — both GENE and NSC activities have had to adjust working methods and
schedules to these changing contexts.

The DEAR programme’s emphasis on large CSO-LA consortia across multiple EU MS results
in trade-offs: it has positive effects, but can also hamper efficiency, effectiveness, and
accountability of the actions. CfP-funded actions have been required to demonstrate partnerships
across a considerable number of EU MS. As the only dedicated programme of its kind at EU-level,
the rationale for a truly pan-European character of funded actions is clear. At the same time, the size
of the consortia has become difficult to manage, with losses in terms of time and human resources to
bring projects underway and to maintain responsible, even implementation across consortia partners.
Lead-CSOs often have responsibility for consortium partners without having a history of previous
cooperation with them, and where it is a considerable challenge to establish common working
structures and objectives, as well as to ensure that resources are spent in accordance with project
plans. There have been numerous stakeholder voices regretting that the high intensity of
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administrative requirements caused by such a multitude of partners essentially come in the way of
effective project implementation, and it is clear from stakeholder interviews and document review
that the additional efforts in managing these large-size consortia is not necessarily outweighed by
better results. Rather, a picture emerges where it is difficult for consortia to form a coherent approach
around joint action, and where there is a core group of CSOs that are very active, while others remain
on the margins without bringing their weight to bear. The size of the projects makes monitoring a
particular challenge, and the ROM monitoring mechanism is unable, because of the sheer geographic
spread of the consortia, to provide more than select checks on projects. This is an unintended
consequence of the programme and creates issues around accountability.
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@ Conclusions and recommendations - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019) PEM

3 Conclusions and recommendations

The overall conclusions across the analysis of strategic relevance, results and cooperation approach
and the nine evaluation questions can be summarised as follows:

10.

11.

12.

The CSO-LA programme was highly relevant and achieved some important results.
However, the ambition level was high compared to the challenges faced and the
modalities and measures available.

The programme was highly dependent, for its effect, on complementarity with EU,
member states, and other actions. Complementarity with other EU actions was
stronger than complementarity with member states and other development partners.
The civil society element of the programme was tailored to the country context
although this was not mandatory and less the case for the local authorities.

The CSO-LA programme modalities were better suited to supporting local
authorities when working through associations of local authorities.

The CSO-LA programme achieved some promising results from cooperation with
associations of local authorities, especially where efforts were sustained over time.
Although evidence was found of CSO capacities increasing, capacity development
was generally not measured and was weaker on internal governance.

Service delivery projects were used as an entry point for promoting change. But
they were not always designed to promote better policies and better government
accountability. As a result, their impact, sustainability, and scalability were limited.
The programme operated under a set of complex priorities, principles and
modalities. These led to trade-offs in what could be achieved in practice.
Programme-level learning took place although programme-level monitoring was
weak. Project level monitoring was regular but tended to focus on financial
accountability and outputs rather than impact.

The DEAR programme worked through a convincing, well thought through
combination of call for proposals (soliciting proposals on the “marketplace of
ideas”); operating strategic directly negotiated grants; and including small CSOs
through sub-granting, as well as a highly valued learning hub provided by the
DEAR support team.

Effectiveness of the DEAR programme was impacted by the lack of a clear theory
of change and a results framework of the programme, and a joined-up understanding
of what a “successful” DEAR project constitutes.

The size of the DEAR consortia led to trade-offs in terms of efficiency and
effectiveness losses and poses accountability challenges. Existing monitoring
mechanisms are not capturing the complexity of the projects, further exacerbating
accountability issues.
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Conclusion 1 - The CSO-LA programme was highly relevant and achieved some important
results. However, the ambition level was high compared to the challenges faced and the
modalities and measures available.

There is evidence that the programme contributed to increased capacity of civil society organisations
and to a lesser extent local authorities. Despite the absence of programme level monitoring and
reporting against a results framework, some evidence was found that the programme had contributed
towards enhancing the enabling environment for civil society. Similarly, there was some evidence
that the programme had contributed to increased participation in democratic governance and the
capacity of civil society organisations and, to a lesser extent, local authorities. Through promoting
cooperation between civil society and local authorities there have been some notable contributions
towards service delivery and local economic development.

The programme objectives were relevant given the shrinking space for civil society and the challenges
faced by local authorities. However, the ambition of the programme was very high given the scale
and nature of these challenges. The gap between the ambition of the programme and what could be
achieved in reality, given the timescale and resources available, was large. This was especially the
case in countries where the space for civil society and local governance were repressed, and this
called for a finer-grained approach of the issues and actors to target than was applied. The goal to
influence the enabling environment of LAs, build their capacity and pilot territorial approaches
through a small actor-based programme was particularly ambitious.

Conclusion 2 - The programme was highly dependent, for its effect, on complementarity with
EU, member states, and other actions. Complementarity with other EU actions was stronger
than complementarity with member states and other development partners.

Where the policy dialogue of the EU and member states acted in unison there were notable results.
Examples were found in a number of countries. In Colombia for example, the EU and members states
made supportive statements on curbing assassination of social leaders, which shielded civil society
actors and encouraged them to continue their work. In Myanmar, the head of delegation took active
part in sub-national dialogue, which served to signal the importance of civil society in a context where
it was increasingly seen as irrelevant or even usurping government. Complementarity was weaker in
Chad, for example, where development partners (who are very few) rarely came together to share
experiences and strategies vis-a-vis CSOs.

The CSO roadmaps aimed at fostering a common EU and member state response. They also identified
opportunities for coherent action across EU development cooperation programmes and instruments.
However, these intentions proved difficult to implement due to a variety of barriers. It was not easy,
whilst upholding the right to initiative, to achieve thematic and sub-national geographic alignment
and ensure coordination, where it was appropriate to do so, with complementary bilateral programmes
which were government owned. The complexity of the programme and the rigid demands of the
programme cycle were also found challenging by the EU delegations. Moreover, the call for
proposals, which entailed highly specific procedures, made it difficult to coordinate actions with other
programmes - particularly those financed by other donors and member states. In some cases, the
competitive process was found by CSOs to be a barrier to cooperation between CSOs.

For these reasons, linkages with other programmes and initiatives were often absent or weak and as
a result, the sustainability and replicability of local successes were in doubt. The situation improved
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between the first and second generation of CSO roadmaps and after the mid-term assessment of the
programme.

Regarding LAs, the added value of the programme was funding for LA innovations, but the
complementarity at country level was difficult to assess. The call for proposals were based on
thematic and geographic tailoring, but not on LA roadmaps or similar subnational framework
diagnostics with a mapping of relevant donor support. This made programme complementarity vis-
a-vis other programmes and how pilots were seen to inform wider processes unclear. In general, the
case countries only made one call with a specific LA budget line, which also meant that there could
have been lesser scope to underline LA support with a deeper LA diagnostic. Zimbabwe is an
interesting case where the dwindling of the overall EU funding triggered new thinking about how the
programme could adopt a strategic approach for local government. This led to a sector approach by
building on strategic plans of the associations of LAs and by linking the support to other programmes
financed by the EU, GIZ and the World Bank. Similarly, in Chad, lessons learnt from the LA portion
of the programme fed directly into later EU funding to LAs. These examples point to the gradual
realisation, in some countries, that cooperation with CSOs and particularly LAs was better done when
working strategically and with other programmes.

There is some evidence of interactions between regional/global support and country-level support,
however, these interactions remain very limited and multi-country alliances could be increasingly
important given shrinking civic space. Increasing awareness of regional/global CSO-LA activities at
country level and increasing networking, and alliance building between local, regional and global
levels, are within reach e.g. through a web-based mapping of all CSO-LA activities and events.
Alliances that connect CSOs/networks of CSOs at country-, regional and global level could be
increasingly important, given the interconnectedness of issues CSOs are addressing (e.g. biodiversity
and climate change, trade and investment...). Linking national CSOs to wider regional and global
alliances could also contribute to a level of protection of national CSOs, as international exposure
might prevent crackdowns on actors in a country.

Conclusion 3 - The civil society element of the programme was tailored to the country context
although this was not mandatory and less the case for the local authorities.

The concept notes, which were originally prepared to inform the programme design, included both
CSOs and LAs. The roadmaps were only for CSOs, although in a few countries the roadmaps went
beyond CSOs and included LAs. LA roadmaps started very late and was not compulsory nor funded,
which undoubtably is a contributing factor for the lesser tailoring. In total, four LA road maps were
prepared with DEVCO assistance (Chad, Mali, Colombia, Ecuador) and a further two countries
(Guatemala and Zimbabwe) prepared their own.

The quality of CSO and LA roadmaps and underlying dialogue varied. However, in general they were
found to have triggered a valuable process of consultation, even if they did not always get that far.
Most importantly, where they worked, they enabled joint problem analysis, and a tailoring of the
programme to the country needs and context. They also provided a solid basis for prioritisation of the
calls for proposals and wider EU dialogue with government. In some countries, the consultation and
roadmaps were particularly highly developed. In those countries, they became important processes
for enhancing the enabling environment, participation and capacity development of civil society. Four
examples include i) the roadmap in Colombia; ii) the sub-national based consultations in Zimbabwe;
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iii) the second generation of CSO roadmaps in Myanmar which engaged local civil society in the
regions and states and, iv) the innovative CSO-driven approaches in Brazil. The second generation
of CSO roadmaps built on learning from the first generation and in many countries, this led to a strong
learning within the country.

However, there were also weaknesses. In most cases, the CSO roadmaps did not deeply examine the
political environment or weaknesses in the internal governance of civil society and the CSOs. Nor
did they explore the issue of the precarious financial sustainability of many CSOs. In most cases, the
CSO roadmaps and consultation process was centred on the more established CSOs. They were rarely
able to reach beyond the capital city (e.g. Myanmar; Ukraine) or reach a diversified range of civil
society actors (unions, media, traditional and religious leaders, indigenous groups, artist collectives,
online activists) — notable exceptions include Chad, Colombia, Madagascar, Uganda and Zimbabwe
where remote areas were targeted for consultations and/or projects. The LA component of the
programme suffered from the absence of roadmaps and as a result, unlike for civil society, this
component did not benefit from a structured national dialogue and strategy to guide the approach,
except in the few countries where LA roadmaps and strategies were developed.

Conclusion 4 - The CSO-LA programme modalities were better suited to supporting local
authorities when working through associations of local authorities.

In many contexts, it was difficult for LAs to directly engage with the call for proposal approach as
they were not used to developing proposals in competition and did not have easy mechanisms to
receive and report on use of external funds. This was recognised during the programme and
adjustments were made midway in 2017/18. Moreover, the absence of the necessary diagnostic
analysis and a structured dialogue with the LAs to sustain and link local capacity support and
innovation to a wider reform process or wider learning, diminished the potential for more scalable
programme achievements. The key issue is that most LAs and LA frameworks are weak in a
development context. Tailoring LA capacity support to the local context would entail that the
programme interventions distinguished between inherent capacity gaps in individual LAs
(remoteness, educational levels, capture) and capacity gaps linked to inappropriate frameworks. The
latter, where many of the capacity problems are found in the developing world, needs to be addressed
at the national level and call for proposals had difficulties to identify and add value to challenges in
de-concentration and decentralisation. Often, the programme did not have the resources and local
skill-set to engage with this complex and demanding task, and the LA part of the CSO-LA programme
became de-linked from more comprehensive LA reforms and support programmes.

Where the context allowed and the EU delegation was able to use a flexible approach, the CSO-LA
support played a meaningful role by engaging with associations of LAs and providing the means and
incentives for CSOs and LAs to work together, as was evident particularly in Chad, Madagascar,
Zimbabwe and Colombia. Associations of LAs were supported in their advocacy dissemination of
best practice role and capturing lessons learned from pilots and innovations in individual LAs. Where
this support from the programme was combined with other, more comprehensive instruments and
linked to national initiatives and to support from other donors, there were even better prospects of
success.
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Conclusion 5 — The CSO-LA programme achieved some promising results from cooperation
especially with associations of local authorities and particularly where efforts were sustained
over time.

Capacity development for LAs was challenged by the modality of short-term localised interventions
which were difficult to sustain and upscale even where the focal areas were highly relevant. The
modalities sometimes led to a situation where there was a tendency to fill gaps in systems that did not
work and which needed deeper reform for innovations to take root. In general, the more the
programme modality resembled the way that mainstream local government programmes are designed
and implemented the better the results. The track record in Zimbabwe and some of the other countries
showed that it was possible to create meaningful results even in a crisis-prone environment. Key to
creating such results was the engagement of associations of LAs as implementors, and adoption of
sector-wide approaches and longer-term support. However, although the association of LAs were
key, they were not always effective or even present in all countries. Associations LAs are mostly
fragile organisations that need longer term institutional support beyond what project-level support
could deliver. There were well-meaning attempts to create wider international links between national
associations of LAs and regional and global associations of LAs through framework partnership
agreement-LA interventions. But the evidence from the field is that capacity development of
associations of LAs through this platform can only complement, not substitute country level support
for association of LAs. There is also more scope for synergies and cooperation between country level
and regional capacity support.

EU delegations were not well informed about in-country framework partnership agreement activities,
and national framework partnership agreement representatives could not always access funding to
participate in regional training workshops, or found the benefit of such workshops disproportionate
to the time and effort needed to participate. Moreover, according to representatives from national
associations of local authorities, there appears to be an untapped potential for more synergy between
support to regional LA advocacy (for example within the framework the African Union and the
UCLG-Africa Section) and capacity support to national associations of local authorities. Regional
advocacy was not as strong as it could be in part because the elected association of LA representatives
needed more sustained support across election terms to strengthen regional advocacy. This support
could be rendered through support to regional or sub-regional networks of CEOs from the national
associations of local authorities.

Conclusion 6 - Although evidence was found of CSO capacities increasing, capacity
development was generally not measured and was weaker on internal governance.

No country visited except Colombia had a system to measure capacity development changes year to
year. Nevertheless, evidence was found of CSO capacities increasing in terms of programme, project
and financial management, and, to a lesser extent, on technical capacities to implement their agenda,
such as analysis and advocacy, and sector-specific capacities in health, water and sanitation, and
small-scale infrastructure. International CSOs were generally good at building on local knowledge
and on transferring international skills to local CSOs. Across the five dimensions of CSO capacity
development [(i) legitimacy, credibility and internal governance; (ii) capacity to learn and change;
(iii) programme and project management; (iv) research and evidence-based advocacy; (v)
organisation, coordination and collaboration, the programme and project management part was
strongest.
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Change in terms of internal governance (planning and decision-making processes; accountability to
populations; inclusiveness of leadership), which is a key driver of CSO capacity development, was
less visible. The short duration of most CSO-LA projects sometimes biased capacity development
towards meeting EU reporting requirements at the expense of discussions on how to collectively
increase influence and impact (Chad, Myanmar, Tajikistan, Zimbabwe).

Financial sustainability of CSOs was a key issue that constrained their capacity. In some countries,
there were successful attempts at leveraging the CSO-LA experience to raise funds from government
or from other donors such as happened in Brazil. There were some cases where the programme
capacity development activities resulted in the raising of local revenues. In Myanmar, a 10-point plan
for developing local CSO capacity to improve financial sustainability was put forward by an
international NGO as part of a programme-funded project. But in general, the precarious financial
situation that many CSOs find themselves in was not addressed through capacity development or
other measures.

The CSO-LA’s capacity development efforts had most value for money when it supported cross-
country learning and coalition-building. When this happened (e.g. in Madagascar and Myanmar),
capacity development translated into more CSO influence on policies and government accountability.
Better communication between regional/global framework partnership agreement-CSOs and country-
level support would aid the empowerment of local CSOs, both in terms of technical capacities and
ability to network, learn, advocate and protect civic space and activists. Capacity development was
limited by what could be achieved through relatively short-term projects focused on the creation of
tangible results. By financing projects and not the internal strategic plans, the programme missed an
opportunity to more directly strengthen the core institutional capacity of CSOs.

Conclusion 7 - Service delivery projects were used as an entry point for promoting change. But
they were not always designed to promote better policies and better government accountability.
As a result, their impact, sustainability, and scalability were limited.

In some countries, projects were focussed on service delivery and local economic development with
the intention that the results would create entry points for supporting change in policy and practice at
the local government level and among citizens. There were some cases where this took place, mainly
because the Delegation saw opportunities for impact beyond the project’s scope and duration and
decided to arbitrate between the demand for measurable results within the lifetime of the project, and
engagement in the less measurable process of policy influence. But in many other situations, the shift
from services delivered through projects to enhancing policy and policy implementation did not take
place at a significant scale. Where CSOs piloted innovative approaches to employment of rural youth,
for example, the cost of the new approaches; the future source of funding; and the institutional
involvement of local government was not considered early enough.

There is evidence of service delivery and economic development results that responded to dire needs
of some of the most marginal, vulnerable, and poor communities. In Northern Uganda, the GLOserve
project even demonstrated a textbook link between programme piloting on behalf of a national
community development programme. However, the sustainability of the projects was in most other
cases, in doubt, because the projects were small; of a short duration; not able to create a critical mass
of change; and not viable without external funding. In the absence of further donor funding, the
replication of many project results was also uncertain. This was well-recognised by some EUDs
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especially in countries such as Indonesia where the scale of the country was huge in comparison with
the funds dedicated to CSOs-LA programme. In such countries it was particularly clear that the scale
of the CSO-LA programme and the relatively few and small projects it could finance was unlikely to
achieve a critical mass of change in particular when the projects are disseminated over many islands
and provinces each with their own specificities. While CSOs-LAs projects in Indonesia had brought
citizens and local government closer together and enhanced improved public awareness on the role
of LAs in-service provisions and increased LA awareness (in line with their mandate) to effectively
deliver public services, the role of CSOs was limited for enhancing LAs participation in the
formulation of national/sector policies affecting the local level. For instance, the ecotourism project
in Flores has increased the LAs involvement on village joint governance approach. However, this has
had a little influence on the other Indonesian local authorities based in other provinces and on national
authorities in Jakarta for adapting their response to urbanisation phenomenon. As regards projects
disseminated over this huge territory, that is no evidence that those small CSOs initiatives have
leveraged a massive awareness and ownership of Indonesian citizens and LA for change.

Conclusion 8 - The programme operated under a set of complex priorities, principles and
modalities. These led to trade-offs in what could be achieved in practice.

The right to initiative was an important principle that brought benefits but also gave rise to some
trade-offs. A key trade off was that it was difficult, with the right to initiative, to also ensure
geographic and thematic complementarity. A further trade-off was although on granting (third-party
financing) led to the contractual involvement of many small CSOs it tended to lead to delayed
implementation and short implementation periods. It also led to a strong focus on ensuring adherence
to financial procedures, which many local CSOs found too complex and detracted from the core
activities of the project. In other cases, the local CSOs benefitted from experience in managing funds.

Calls for proposals enabled an open and transparent competition, but it was difficult using this
mechanism to fund core strategic plans and actions of the CSOs. At country level where direct
negotiation was possible it was often used to great advantage for funding core, strategic actions. At
the global level the framework partnership agreements also enabled funding of the core strategic plans
of the CSOs. Although the calls for proposals were well designed and managed, they could not
overcome the limits of the project approach. In some situations, the calls encouraged competition
rather than cooperation between CSOs. And there was a tendency for the CSOs to adjust their
activities and define projects to meet the priority of the calls instead of being financed to continue
their core work. The call for proposals, the project cycle of contracting and the responsibility for
project level monitoring and control put considerable pressure on the staff of the delegation and
reduced the resources available for monitoring how the programme was contributing to the
programme and roadmap goals at the country level.

Conclusion 9 — Programme-level learning took place although programme-level monitoring
was weak. Project level monitoring was regular but tended to focus on financial accountability
and outputs rather than impact.

The CSO-LA programme did not have a robust results framework at outcome and impact level-
although as noted under conclusion 5 not for capacity development aspects. Although indicators at
activity and output level were defined in the multi-annual indicative programmes for use at
programme level, they were not used in practice. Apart from DEAR activities, there is no attempt at
overall programme monitoring or annual reporting. The support facilities were in general under-

55



utilised in this connection. The programme is complex, and admittedly not easy to monitor at outcome
and impact level.

However, even though there was an absence of monitoring, there were instances where the learning
by the programme was impressive. Firstly, the programme design itself clearly took into account
lessons from the earlier non-state actors programme (2007-2013). Secondly, the programme at
headquarters found ways of learning from reflection and dialogue with civil society and the EU
delegations. This occurred through the annual focal point meetings and was further supported through
mechanisms such as the roadmap facility and the policy forum for development. This learning led to
significant programme adjustments, which were reflected in a new multi-annual indicative
programme for the period 2018-2020.

At country level, result frameworks were set up as part of the roadmaps, mainly for the CSO part of
the programme. Compulsory monitoring of the roadmaps was dropped after the first year of the
programme, and whilst some countries carried out extensive monitoring, most did not. A common
weakness was that, in general, there was little linkage between the impact of individual projects and
how they contributed in aggregate to country programme and roadmap goals.

Project-level monitoring and reporting was strong and systematically carried out but tended to focus
on accountability and not impact. Accountability and adherence to procedures was emphasised more
than learning or monitoring of outcomes and impact. As noted by one CSO observer, the focus was
on management and supervision rather than promoting impact or change. Project monitoring,
especially financial monitoring was strict and tended to make the CSOs and LAs accountable to the
EU delegation, rather than their own governance structures.

Conclusion 10 - The DEAR programme worked through a convincing, well thought through
combination of actors (through calls for proposals, on the “marketplace of ideas”; operating
strategic directly negotiated grants; and including small CSOs through sub-granting; as well
as a highly valued learning hub provided by the DEAR support team). There has been evidence
of some results.

The DEAR programme has worked through a complementary set of actors. This included small,
grass-roots level organisations, which, with small amounts of DEAR funding provided through a sub-
granting project, were able to work on DEAR objectives at the local level. Other actions were
implemented by CSOs, and where established and experienced CSOs joined forces across EU MS.
Other objectives, still, were pursued through highly strategic direct grants to organisation with unique
access to decision-makers to pursue DEAR objectives at the institutional level in EU MS.

Projects were often too ambitious in their scope, and this might be a result of overstating targets in
the application process in order to increase chances of funding. This led to numerous examples where
it is not possible to independently verify results reported, or where the reporting is not at the same
level of ambition as the funding application.

Nonetheless, there was evidence of results, in particular at the level of community engagement,
changes in consumer behaviour, and policy advocacy. It is not possible to say what the aggregate
results are of DEAR projects funded through CfPs, though, as the “right to initiative” has led, even
despite a narrowing down of themes in the 2018 CfP, to a wide spectrum of projects that cannot
necessarily be compared with one another.
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There is evidence of results at the level of institutionalising global education, as through GENE and
NSC, a continuous process is underway with Member States, drawing on peer review and other
activities.

Conclusion 11 - The effectiveness of the DEAR programme was impacted by the lack of a clear
theory of change and a results framework of the programme, resulting in the lack of an
understanding of what a “successful” DEAR project constitutes.

The programme operates through a portfolio of complementary activities, and in accordance with the
overall DEAR objectives as stated in the 2014-2020 MIP. However, a clear strategic framework is
missing, as well as a theory of change on how to achieve strategic objectives and, resulting from this,
a results framework with measurable indicators that are applicable across all projects.

As a consequence, projects are free to interpret DEAR objectives in a wide variety of ways and using
different methodologies of establishing indicators, many of which are impossible to verify. There is
no understanding, shared across the programme and among actors, what public awareness, or public
mobilisation and engagement mean, nor what the nexus between these actions is. It is therefore not
possible to come to conclusions as to what a successful DEAR project is.

Over the years, and at least since the 2010 DEAR Study, there have been recommendations that have
been directed at strengthening the strategic framework of the programme, however, most of these
remain, as yet, unimplemented. There has also been continuous feedback from DEAR stakeholders
on programming aspects, but it has not always been clear how these have been taken on board in
subsequent programming.

Conclusion 12 - The size of the DEAR consortia led to trade-offs in terms of efficiency and
effectiveness losses and poses accountability challenges. Existing monitoring mechanisms are
not capturing the complexity of the projects, thereby exacerbating accountability issues.

The requirements for large-size consortia of CSOs and LAs has not had the desired effect of
amplifying the results of CfP-funded actions. Instead, there has been evidence that the size has led to
effectiveness and efficiency losses; this has been fed back to the DEVCO by various DEAR
stakeholders over the years. Projects have taken considerable time before they could start to operate,
due to the significant amount of coordination needed among multiple partners. The lead implementing
organisations are also faced with considerable burdens resulting from their responsibility for large
amounts of funds and the correct use for which has to be ascertained across organisations with a wide
geographic spread and where activities and spending cannot be overseen on a day-to-day basis.

DEAR-funded actions were covered by the ROM monitoring mechanism, which is not appropriate
for projects involving large CSO-LA consortia. At present, ROM considers only a small number of
consortium partners in the monitoring exercises, thus never achieving the full picture of any one
project. Resource constraints in DEVCO mean that there was not always a possibility of close scrutiny
of the projects.

These conclusions have a number of far-reaching implications. Overall, it is important to stress that

the strategic approach at programmatic level is well founded and was developed through a highly
participatory approach and updated and confirmed through ongoing interaction with the Policy Forum
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for Development. Nevertheless, the conclusions point to a need to make more use of political
economy analysis, which was much improved over 2014-2019 and led to structured dialogue, so that
CSO-LA is at the heart of a whole-of-EU, outcome-focused approach driven by critical needs and
opportunities rather than by the availability of funding and a blanket, unqualified “need to support
CSOs”. Better use also needs to be made of available and more flexible modalities to delivery beyond
what can be obtained through short duration projects. This entails identifying and working with game-
changing CSOs (that represent constituencies and have good or improvable governance and financial
sustainability prospects or a mission that does not depend on that) and where relevant supporting their
strategic plans and strengthening them from within. This also implies more attention to supporting
interventions that are likely to be transformative or contribute to transformation either by being linked
to wider processes or because they are genuinely catalytic. Accountability should be less focussed
on disbursement and more on the selection of transformative partnerships and interventions. As civil
society cannot operate entirely in isolation of local authorities there also needs to be focus on
strengthening local authority associations.

These strategic points point to the following recommendations:

1. Strengthen the programme through enhancing complementarity with other EU and member state

instruments and processes and focussing on interventions that are catalytic.

Strengthen country level support to associations of local authorities under the new programme.

3. Continue to tailor the programme at country level through the roadmap and enhanced strategic
engagement.

4. Consider a general introduction of LA road maps or equivalent analysis to underpin EU
decentralisation support and to support empowerment and mainstreaming of local authorities in
all relevant EU financed actions.

5. Ensure service delivery that pilots innovative approaches and has wider transformative impact.

6. Expand capacity development across all five dimensions defined by the programme (aiming
among others to increase the involvement of local CSOs), and set up simplified but systematic
monitoring.

7. Widen use of grant award procedures to make it easier to strengthen and support CSO’s own
strategic plans and reach out to local CSOs.

8. Enhance results framework and reporting especially at programme and country level.

9. Strengthen the DEAR programme by developing a theory of change.

10. Develop a results and monitoring framework for the DEAR programme.

11. Ensure that programming decisions are reflective of stakeholder feedback and that they are
transparent.

no

The recommendations imply action by the EC/DEVCO, the EUDs and also CSOs/LAs, after each
measure the relevant actors are noted in square brackets. In many cases collaborative efforts across
the actors would bring the best results.

Recommendation #1 — Strengthen the programme through enhancing complementarity with
other EU and member state instruments and processes and focusing on interventions that are
catalytic.

Rationale: Although many of the projects financed by the programme have had results, replication
and contribution to systemic change has been weak. This is often because the projects were not linked
to wider processes that could support and sustain the benefits or where such linkage was not
appropriate, the projects were not genuinely catalytic. The programme had the potential to encourage
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sustainable innovation and agenda setting led by civil society (and also by local authorities). This
could be through pilot projects and small-scale strategic support that catalyses change in addition to
wider government or multi-donor programme. An example from the programme is the building up
and piloting of new more effective advocacy practice, which can then be applied continuously or the
development of platforms that are able in turn to reach many members. A concrete example is
referenced in this document in the executive summary and under section 2.3 in Myanmar. Another
example is enhancement of the function of civil society to provide oversight on government
expenditure particularly where budget support is provided (a concrete example of where this has been
practiced is the IBP project)®.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #1, 2 and 6.

This recommendation goes beyond the programme itself and is potentially relevant for both the future

CSO programme and LA interventions. It could be implemented through the following measures:

e Systematise/automate information on different instruments and programmes supporting CSOs
and LAs at country level, so that the Delegation can better exploit the complementarities and
synergies among the instruments. By using the various degrees available through different
geographic and thematic instruments and modalities, support can be provided that re-enforces the
effects through large and small, long term as well as short term interventions as well as
engagement at the central and local levels and across different actors (examples of this were
present in Chad). [EC/DEVCO and EUDs]

e Draw lessons across all EU and member state actions at country level that are linked to civil
society and local government, to feed into dialogue with government and enhance the collective
impact of the different projects that work with civil society. The roadmaps are a tool where this
has been done in some cases an example is the Hoja de Ruta in Colombia. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs
and CSOs]

e Sharpen the analysis, criteria and tools for judging where projects are likely to be transformative,
either by being highly catalytic or by being linked to other credible processes that can sustain
their benefits. Notes on this are given in Box 2.6 in this report. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs]

e Increase awareness of regional/global CSO-LA activities at country level and increase
networking, and alliance building between local, regional and global levels, e.g. through a web-
based mapping of all CSO-LA activities and events. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs and CSOs]

Recommendation #2 Strengthen country level support to associations of local authorities under
the new programme

Rationale: Both when the context was favourable and difficult, the CSO-LA Programme added value
by supporting local authorities through associations of local authorities, based on solid analysis and
dialogue. Future support to national associations of local authorities will continue to rely on country-
level support as regional support through the framework partnership agreements can only
complement, not substitute country level support. Moreover, association of LA representatives
interviewed by the evaluation suggested that there is an untapped potential for more synergy between
support to regional LA advocacy and capacity support to national associations of local authorities.
Regional advocacy was not strong, and elected association of LA representatives needed more
sustained support across election terms to strengthen regional advocacy. For this and other reasons it
is found relevant that the future CSO programme is open to associations of local authorities.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #2, 4 and 5.

6 DCI-CSO/LA /2019 / 408-872
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This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Where the associations of local authorities are credible partners and can contribute to change,
develop mechanisms at country level to support their role and mandate as advocacy bodies,
service providers and best practise disseminators. The support should carefully avoid distorting
accountability links between associations of local authorities and association members and be
based on the association’s own business plans. Where needed, it should include support to core
operational capacity (knowledge management, communication, budget and accounting etc.),
including sufficient capacity to manage EU funds. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, ALAS]

e Future FPA-ALA support to regional advocacy should include support to regional or sub-regional
CEO-networks for national associations of local authorities. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, ALAS]

Recommendation #3 Continue to tailor the programme at country level through the roadmap
and enhanced strategic engagement.

Rationale: Through the roadmap and country-level dialogue with civil society and local authorities,
the programme was able, in many countries, to tailor its response to the country context and enhance
its relevance and effectiveness. But in general, a deeper insight into the political context is needed.
Whilst this recommendation is focussed on the future CSO programme it is also relevant for future
LA actions in connection with recommendation #4.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #1 and 3

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Deepen the understanding of the political context at country level to calibrate the programme’s
level of ambition for civil society and allow a differentiated strategy depending on civic space
and civil society dynamics. [EUDs, CSOs]

e Develop scenarios to take into account possible changes (positive or negative) in the level of
restriction for civil society, so as to anticipate opportunities and risks that may arise. Develop a
change strategy for countries where change is unlikely. An example of this has been done in Chad
where a simple 3-point scenario response has been considered (situation gets better, gets worse,
stays the same). [EUDs, CSOs]

e Explore means of transferring elements of roadmap and multi-stakeholder consultation from the
EUD platforms to platforms run by CSO apex bodies where these are in place. This will enhance
ownership and ensure that the contribution to CSO-led coordination of civil society is transferred
to the country. Ultimately this is an element of a EU exit plan for the programme. [EUDs, CSOs]

Recommendation #4 Consider a general introduction of LA road maps or equivalent analysis
to underpin EU decentralisation support and to support empowerment and mainstreaming of
local authorities in all relevant EU financed actions.

Rationale: The LA component of the CSO-LA programme suffered from the absence of roadmaps
and as a result, unlike for civil society, this component did not benefit from a structured national
dialogue and strategy to guide the programme’s approach, except in the few countries where LA
roadmaps and strategies were developed. The learning from the CSO roadmaps — and the few LA
roadmaps and strategies that were made eventually - indicate that roadmaps in general are valuable
platforms for diagnostic analyses, structured dialogue and tailoring of new support that could benefit
joint decentralisation programming more broadly. Elements of recommendation #2 are also relevant
for future LA actions.

This recommendation is linked to conclusion #3

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:
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e Underpin bilateral decentralisation support with a roadmap based on a structured dialogue with
central and local government and relevant development partners, including EU member states.
The roadmap should take into account lessons learned from previous support and include a donor
map to facilitate a coherent approach. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

e The roadmap should depending on the context consider 3 levels of engagement:

o 1) decentralisation policy; Where possible, the roadmap should be aligned to the
government public sector-decentralisation reform programme and monitored through
regular joint reviews, preferably coordinated by the relevant sector working group, if
available. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

o 1) LA empowerment. Where possible a capacity development strategy should be
developed (some potential aspects could be inspired by the CSO 5-dimension approach
used under the CSO-LA programme, for ALAS)

o i) mainstreaming of local authorities in all relevant EU actions e.g. waste water and roads
and others.

e Where reform programmes are not present, roadmaps could focus on the strengthening of existing
subnational frameworks. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

Recommendation #5 Ensure service delivery that pilots innovative approaches and has wider
transformative impact

Rationale: Results in service delivery and local economic development, whether implemented by
CSOs or in CSO-LA partnerships, remained in many cases localised and timebound, with limited
impact beyond the targeted communities and LAs. In spite of high ambition levels, projects were
implemented with limited scope and mostly failed to develop convincing pathways to sustain and
upscale new approaches and ensure that they became part of public policy and practice. This meant
that services became vulnerable once the projects were terminated and targeted LAs struggled to
internalise and maintain whatever service improvements were achieved. Innovations and pilots were
not in many cases adopted by local authorities in part because they were not co-developed or owned
by LAs or ALAs who usually have the function of knowledge and information exchange. The
feasibility of innovations and in particular what they cost and how costs can be recovered or met
through budgets did not receive enough attention.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #2, 4, 5 and 7.

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Calls for proposals (or other means) should promote piloting of innovations that complement and
can be made use of by local government. The calls for proposals should be based on solid
assessment of the subnational framework, to ensure that projects are indeed innovative and have
a catalytic potential vis a vis decentralisation and local governance in the local context.
[EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

e Calls for proposals should include a mandatory requirement for project designs to outline a
credible pathway for sustainability and replication/scalability. Where feasible, this should entail
a default cooperation with associations of local authorities at either project or country level to
enhance programme learning. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

e Where feasible, encourage and actively promote CSO-LA project pilot and innovations which are
linked to — and coordinated with - priority interventions of larger-scale decentralisation or
thematic reform programmes. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

e Longer project durations could ensure that results achieved in service delivery are leveraged and
CSOs become trusted partners of government (central and/or local). [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
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e Encourage civil society organisations to work openly and transparently with local authorities, and
with government more generally (budget discussions and sector policies are particularly
promising). [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

Recommendation #6 Expand capacity development across all five dimensions defined by the
programme (aiming among others to increase the involvement of local CSOs and where
relevant ALASs), and set up simplified but systematic monitoring.

Rationale: Although the capacity of CSOs was developed under the programme it did not always
cover all the five dimensions defined by the programme, and in particular it was weak on internal
governance, networking across CSOs (key to any transformative effect and, in the most fragile states,
to activists’ protection) and addressing longer-term financial sustainability of CSOs (Box 2.9 outlines
some of the constraints that held back greater engagement of local CSOs many of which are capacity
related in the wider sense). Moreover, apart from very few countries there was little, or no monitoring
and reporting of the capacity developed. It will also in many cases be relevant to expand the capacity
of ALAs across the 5 dimensions.

This recommendation is linked to conclusion #5.

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Develop guidance for monitoring, reporting and learning on capacity development across all five
dimensions and specify the obligation of projects to monitor and report accordingly.
[EC/DEVCO, CSOs/ ALAS]

e Encourage and incentivise CSO platforms to develop the most critical capacities of their
members, for example through calls for proposals directed at CSO platforms and that include
capacity development. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

e Where it is possible to provide core support, ensure capacities are developed across all five
dimensions and link disbursement to third-party verification of performance or capacities.
[EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

Recommendation #7 Widen use of grant award procedures to make it easier to strengthen and
support CSO’s own strategic plans and reach out to local CSOs.

Rationale: The ambition of the programme requires a longer-term and more strategic approach than
can achieved through relying mainly on calls for proposals and individual projects that are not linked
to each other. By funding the strategic plans of key CSOs and CSO platforms (and helping to improve
them) a more strategic and longer-term support can be provided that respects the right to initiative
and enhances the institutionalisation of civil society organisation. The EU and other donors have
experience of providing different means of core (operational) support to individual CSOs, platforms
and through FPAs that can be learnt from. The call for proposals can be adapted to reach beyond
projects and support the core strategic plans of the CSOs based on a competitive process that
examines the CSO track record, governance and quality/credibility of strategic plans. In some cases,
such support might have to be preceded by providing initial support packages where needed
especially for local CSOs (a task that the international CSOs are skilled in). More generally, the
modalities and guidelines should be reviewed and the genuine frustration at EUD and CSO level
better understood and responded to. Some delegations have made very efficient use of the internal
allocation of funds for supporting the programme and also identified other sources of finance; this
experience should be more widely shared so that roadmaps and dialogue with civil society can be
active and enriched. Whilst this recommendation is focussed on the future CSO programme it is also
relevant in part for future LA actions.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #1 and 7
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This recommendation goes beyond the programme itself and could be implemented through the

following measures

e Review all relevant guidelines on the programme in light of the recommendations of this
evaluation and conduct an anonymous survey of EUDs to capture suggestions for change.
[EC/DEVCO]

e Develop clarification and guidelines for how the current procedures can be used to better serve
the purpose of the programme including how to support CSO strategic plans and increase the
involvement of local CSOs. These clarifications, interpretations and guidelines could be based on
EU and other donor experience on providing core support to CSOs, including if relevant:

o Mechanisms including use of call for proposals to support the strategic plans of CSO platforms
where these plans have a credible prospect of catalysing change. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
o Refine and if possible, relax procedures for undertaking direct negotiation. [EC/DEVCO]

e Initiate in a longer-term perspective a discussion within EUDs/DEVCO on how procedures
instruments and modalities can be adjusted to better meet the special needs of civil society.
[EC/DEVCO]

Recommendation #8 Enhance results framework and reporting especially at programme and
country level

Rationale: Project monitoring and reporting were strong but there was little monitoring and reporting
at country and programme level except in a few countries and for the DEAR component. Although
learning during the programme was in some respects impressive (for example in the adjustments in
the MIP 2018-2020) there is scope to improve learning across the countries and at the programme
level. The support facilities were underused in this regard. The programme as a whole and at country
level does not use theory of change and intervention logic tools.

This recommendation is linked to conclusion #8

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures

e Make use of theory of change and intervention logic tools at programme and country level and be
open to adjustment based on monitoring outcomes and lessons learnt. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs,
CSOs]

e Develop a set of outcome and impact indicators at programme level (e.g. taking the suggestions
of the 2019 evaluability assessment as a starting point) that are simple (SMART) and linking to
the sustainable development goals. [EC/DEVCO]

e Ensure that there are sufficient resources at the country level to monitor and report on the country
roadmap, if necessary, by outsourcing. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

e Consider making use of support facilities or CSO platforms to provide basic monitoring and
reporting at programme level, which entails harmonised reporting at country level. [EC/DEVCO,
EUDs, CSOs]

Recommendation #9 Strengthen the DEAR programme by developing a theory of change.
Rationale: The absence of a theory of change has led to a weakness in the results framework and a
lack of a coherent and shared understanding of what the programme is meant to achieve.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions # 9 and 10

63



This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Draw on intellectual resources produced by the 2010 DEAR Study as well as newer thinking
as reflected in the analytical work done by the DEAR Support Team, CONCORD, and the
project Frame. Voice. Report!, as well as GENE. [EC/DEVCO]

e The theory of change should clarify concepts at the core of DEAR and develop a coherent
definition of the meaning of public awareness, public engagement, public mobilisation, and
how these elements hang together. [EC/DEVCO]

Recommendation #10 Develop a results and monitoring framework for the DEAR programme.
Rationale: In part, as noted above, due to the absence of a theory of change but also other factors
the results and monitoring frame is weak. This has been noted in earlier studies but not yet
addressed.

This recommendation is linked to conclusions #9 and 10

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Based on a theory of change, develop standardised and verifiable indicators applicable across
actions to account for results, and which provide guidance on what constitutes a successful DEAR
project. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs/LAs]

e Draw on intellectual and analytical work conducted by DEAR stakeholders to inform this work.
[EC/DEVCO, CSOs/LAS]

e Introduce more stringent requirements for how monitoring covers all partners in a CSO-LA
consortium, and provide closer scrutiny of project reporting during project implementation.
[EC/DEVCO]

Recommendation #11 Ensure that programming decisions are reflective of stakeholder
feedback and that they are transparent.

Rationale: The weak results framework has with other factors contributed to accountability risks and
a reduction in the opportunity for learning from experience. Once a theory of change and results
framework are in place, it will be less difficult to ensure a higher level of accountability and learning.
This recommendation is linked to conclusion #11

This recommendation could be implemented through the following measures:

e Communicate why programming decisions are being taken, including those relating to the size of
consortia; the thematic focus of the calls; as well as specific aspects of calls. [EC/DEVCO]

e In particular, provide feedback on such issues where stakeholders have provided substantiated
feedback to DEVCO over the years. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs/LAs]
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EQ1 To what extent has the CSO-LA thematic programme responded to the evolving needs of the CSO and LAs to operate in their respective roles and areas of
engagement?

Summary response Quality of evidence

1. Overall, the programme was found relevant. It was country specific and responded to complex and changing contexts. Strong

2. However, the ambition level of the programme was too high given the challenges faced by civil society and local authorities. Strong

3. The consultation process, underlying roadmaps and monitoring improved during the programme period but varied considerably from Strong
country to country.

4. Consultation with LAs was generally weaker although there were some strong examples of good practice. Strong

5. Engagement with both CSO and LA platforms and apex associations served to deepen the consultation beyond a focus on project Strong
management and delivery.

6. The call for proposals reflected policy priorities although projects tended to focus more on capacity and service delivery than on increasing Strong
the space for civil society and participation in democratic governance.

7. The programmes, the CfPs and the proposals that emerged reflected the consultation and the needs of CSOs but with a tendency to overlook Strong
CSO internal and governance shortcomings and the issue of financial sustainability.

8. There were relatively few calls for proposals aimed at LAs and in some countries none. Strong

9. Gender, but not climate was increasingly mainstreamed and prioritised in the consultation, COS roadmaps and CfPs particularly following Strong
the second generation of CSO roadmaps.

JC11 Degree to which the EUDs have consulted CSOs/LAs to identify their needs and reflect them in their developing their priorities for response

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. The consultation process was served by clear guidance and templates that explained the purpose of the consultation and underlying Strong
roadmaps (i1.1.1/3)
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2. The quality of consultation varied considerably between the countries but usually found it very difficult to reach beyond the capital (i1.1.1/4) | Indicative but not conclusive

3. Inthe sample countries the outcome of the consultation as expressed in CSO roadmaps and other documents were found, in varying degree, Strong
to be sound (i1.1.1)

4. The consultation and analysis tended to overlook CSO internal and governance shortcomings and little analysis or diagnosis was done on Strong
LA (i1.1.1)

5. The consultation strategies, road maps and other supportive analysis improved markedly in most countries during the programme period. Strong
(i1.1.1/2)

6. The practice of monitoring, updating and adjusting the consultation and other analysis was mixed and varied considerably between Strong
countries. (11.1.2/4)

7. The earlier practice of concept notes was broader in that it also addressed the local authorities unlike the later roadmaps Strong

8. Gender, but not climate was increasingly mainstreamed and prioritised in the consultation and roadmaps, particularly for the second Strong
generation of roadmaps. (i1.1.3)

JC1.2 Degree to which the CSO-LA thematic programme’s call for proposals responded to the needs that arose from the consultations as in the roadmaps and/or

other analysis

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. The CfPs were consistent with consultations but with the degree of specification varying considerably between countries. (1.2.1) Strong

2. Although efforts were made to reach out to smaller CSOs the CfP process tended to favour the more established CSOs who were better Indicative but not conclusive
able to respond. (i1.2.1/2)

3. The CfPs and subsequent proposals did not systematically respond to the fundamental issue of longer-term financial sustainability either Strong
for CSOs or LAs. (i1.2.1/2)

4. The Call for proposals for LAs in most countries did not benefit from an in-depth contextual analysis. (i1.2.2) Strong

5. The CfPs was a difficult instrument for the LAs especially the challenges facing LAs are often related to national processes beyond the Strong
reach of the CfPs. (i1.2.2)

6. Gender was largely absent or superficial in the CfPs under the first generation of roadmaps but substantially improved in the second Strong
generation after 2017 (i1.2.3)
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7. Climate generally speaking does not feature in the call for proposals. (i1.2.3) Strong

8. The CfPs reflected the policy priorities of the 2011 communication, the MIPS and MAAP but projects tended to focus more on capacity | |ndicative but not conclusive
and service delivery than on increasing the space for civil society and participation in democratic governance. (i1.2.1.4)

JC 1.2 | Degree to which the CSO-LA thematic programme’s call for proposals responded to the needs that arose from the consultations as in the roadmaps and/or
other analysis

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. CSOs appear to find that the recognition and policy and consultation mechanisms of the EU are good or very good whereas the project Strong
implementation mechanisms tend to perceived as negative. (i1.3.1)

2. The FPA for ALAs delivered project support but what the ALAs demanded was political support and partnership for promoting | |ndicative but not conclusive
decentralisation. (i1.3.3/4)

3. Where the space for civil society or local authorities was repressed or highly restrictive the dialogue was not always well founded on an |  |pdicative but not conclusive
appreciation of the political economy and setting of a realistic ambition that the programme could aim at. (i 1.3.1/2)

4. In some countries the consultation and dialogue has reached a maturity where it would be constructive for it to evolve from a donor Indicative but not conclusive
instrument to process driven by the civil society itself. (i 1.3.1-4)
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Annex 1 Main findings per EQ/JC - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

PEM

EQ2

interventions that have similar objectives and what is its added value?

To what extent is the CSO-LA thematic programme coherent in itself, and complementary with other EU and EU Member States development

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. Projects led to a deepening of relationships across CSOs, local authorities and central government.

More than satisfactory

2. However, the CSO-LA projects were not highly synergetic with each other, which limited their intended impact.

Strong

3. Even in countries where just “keeping the lights on” was the objective, there was a need to continuously scout for opportunities for more
systemic effects.

More than satisfactory

4. The thematic programme had seven areas of added value compared to other EU programmes and processes, especially for CSOs.

More than satisfactory

5. As for the relationship between CSO-LA and other EU programmes and processes that support CSOs and LAs, it has been complementary
in most countries visited.

Strong

6. The complementarity between CSO-LA and similar support from EU member states and other development partners has varied, ranging
from excellent to non-existent.

Indicative, but not
conclusive

JC 2.1 | Degree to which the interventions financed at national level are coherent with the interventions financed at regional /global level

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1. There is some evidence of interactions between regional/global support and country-level support. (i2.1.1 and i2.1.2)

More than satisfactory
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PEM

2. However, these interactions remain very limited and country-muticountry alliances could be increasingly important given shrinking civic
space. (i2.1.1 and i2.1.2).

More than satisfactory

3. Increasing awareness of regional/global CSO-LA activities at country level and increasing experience sharing, networking, and alliance
building at regional and global level, are within reach, and would be very beneficial, especially for countries with closing civic space (i2.1.1
and i2.1.2).

Indicative, but not
conclusive

JC22

Degree to which the thematic programme is coherent with other EU programmes and instruments and EU MS supporting CSOs and LAs

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

With regards to internal EU coherence across EU programmes and processes supporting CSOs and LAs:

1. The thematic programme was by and large coherent with other EU programmes and processes targeting CSOs and LAs. (i2.2.1 and i2.2.2).

Strong

2. The civil society roadmaps in 107 countries have contributed to internal coherence, although they have a potential to be much more problem-
driven and focused on critical and/or promising issues and entry points. (i2.2.1).

Strong

3. The process for LAs was less advanced. (i2.2.2).

Indicative but not
conclusive

With regards to complementarity with EU Member States supporting CSOs and LAs:

4. Benefits of CSO roadmaps, in mapping who does what where and how and in setting joint objectives, were clear but the extent to which they
were translated into operational terms was limited. (i2.2.1).

Indicative but not
conclusive

5. Support to CSOs and LAs by Member states and other development partners remained overall scattered and project-based. (i2.2.1 and i2.2.2).

Indicative but not
conclusive
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JC 2.3 | Degree to which the thematic programme has clear value added compared to other EU and EU MS support to CSOs and LAs

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

More than satisfactory

1. At the country, instrument and programme level, the thematic programme had seven areas of added value, especially for CSOs: absence of
labelling; mobilisation in the absence of a bilateral framework or government approval; reach; duration and amount. For LAs, the main area
of value-added was the dedicated effort to help CSOs and LAs work together. (i2.3.2).

More than satisfactory
2. The process in place at project level to ensure the value added of the thematic programme was focused on gender and inclusion. (i2.3.1).

3. If the roadmaps deliver on their promise (joint EU-MS diagnosis and approach to supporting civil society), then the value added of CSO-LA | nore than satisfactory
at country level can be quite significant. (i2.3.2).
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EQ3 To what extend the CSO-LA Thematic Programme is using the best combination of approaches to maximize its support?

Summary response Quality of evidence

1. Programme level learning took place although monitoring was weak; there were results frameworks at country level but with variable levels Strong
of monitoring.

2. Project level monitoring was strong but tended to focus on accountability and not on performance or impact. Strong

3. The roadmaps were a tool that allowed the programme to be tailored to country needs although they varied in quality and the degree to Strong
which they were used.

4. The funding delivery mechanisms available were not flexible enough in practice to support the strategic plans of civil society and local Strong
authority associations.

5. There was a disconnect between the FPAs and the consultation and funding activities of the EUDs. Indicative but not conclusive

6. The CfP were well-designed and well managed but even with innovation and good management, they could not overcome the limits of the Strong
project approach

7. Most but not all CSOs found the EU procedures to be overly complex compared to other donors and a barrier for achieving results Strong

8. The support facilities were in general under-utilised Strong

JC3.1 The degree to which lessons learnt have been integrated into CSO-LA thematic programme

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. Programme indicators at activity and output level were defined in the MIPs but not used in practice. (i1.3.1.1/2) Strong

2. At country level, the roadmaps generally set out a results framework but the level of monitoring varied. (i3.1.1/2) Strong

3. Some countries such as Colombia, South Africa and Brazil had advanced systems of learning and monitoring. (i3.3.1/2) Strong

4. At the project level the results frameworks were based on a log frame and in general monitoring and reporting was systematic. (i3.1.1/2) Indicative but not conclusive
5. Accountability and adherence to procedures was emphasised more than learning or monitoring outcomes or impact (i3.1.1/2) Strong
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6. The programme learnt from earlier phases and a mid-term assessment led to substantial adjustments in the approach from 2018. (i3.1.3.)

Strong

JC3.2 The degree to which the implementation mechanisms were well designed and responded to the programme objectives

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

in the space for civil society and the actions of the EUD. (i3.2.4)

1. Direct negotiation worked well in many cases, but it was not as easy for the EU to apply it. (i3.2.1) Strong
2. Use of the negotiated procedure enabled the programme to support the organization’s own strategic plan. (i3.2.1) Strong
3. The use of flexible procedures was possible but often difficult to use in practice and so demanding on the EUD that they tended not to be |  Indicative but not conclusive
used as much as they could. (i3.2.1)
4. FPAs are highly strategic and potentially respond to many of the weak points of earlier approaches but are not well coordinated with the |  Indicative but not conclusive
delegations. (i3.2.2)
5. The CfPs were well-managed and based on state of the art procedures but even with innovation and good management they could not Strong
overcome the limits of the project approach. (i3.2.3)
6. On-granting was generally favourable for involving smaller, local CSOs but also had drawbacks of its own. (i3.2.3) Indicative but not conclusive
7. Igezrg;es and procedures were perceived by most local CSOs as a barrier although some, mostly well-established CSOs appreciated them. Strong
i3.2.
8. The programme in general had a high degree of visibility although varying from country to country depending on the degree of restriction Indicative but not conclusive

JC 3.3 | The degree to which the outsourced facilities supported efficient and effective implementation of the programme

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

not aware of it. (3.3.1/2)

1. The level of monitoring and programmatic overview provided by the facilities varied but in general they seem to be under-utilised. (i3.3.1) Strong
2. The roadmap facility seems to have been the one most used by the delegations. (i3.3.2) Strong
3. The policy forum for development was instrumental in bringing DEVCO closer to views of the CSOs and LAs but delegations are generally Strong
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EQ4

CSOs and LAs at local, national, regional and global level?

To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to increase the quantity and quality of consultation and policy contributions of

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. The active political role of the EUD’s as promoters, allies and advocates for civil society at country level remains important. Strong

2. There was an asymmetry between strategic ambitions of the CSO-LA thematic programme as reflected in the two consecutive MAAPS, and the Strong
CSO roadmaps on the one hand, and the duration of the actions; financial resources available and implementing parameters of actions which
constrained the prospects of higher level, sustained outcomes, in particular at country-level.

3. At country-level, funded actions were broadly in alignment with the MAAPs and the CSO roadmaps in pursuing policy change, but there are Strong
important variations

4. Substantial results in terms of policy change at country level were difficult to identify. Strong

5. There is some evidence that actions funded under the CSO-LA have contributed to an improved enabling environment. Strong

6. Support for ALAs at country level mostly targeted policy implementation and member support and did not lead to policy change, even where Strong
evidence-based advocacy was attempted

7. Regional and global actions funded under the CSO-LA thematic programme (through FPASs) targeted policy change clearer than projects funded Strong
under CfPs. However, the link between the policy-related actions funded at country level and the regional and global levels was weak.

8. Atglobal level, there was evidence that FPAs had contributed to policy change. Strong

9. The FPA-LAs also contributed to policy change at global level, but to a lesser extent at regional and local levels. Strong

10. In some countries, the CSO-LA thematic programme focused on service delivery-type projects, while CSO projects addressing policy changes Strong
were funded through bilateral programmes.

jca1 Degree to which the CSO-LA thematic programme has funded interventions at country; regional/global; and EU levels which aimed at contributing to policy

change as described in consecutive MAAPs for CSOs; LAs.

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence
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1. There was an asymmetry between strategic ambitions of the CSO-LA thematic programme as reflected in the two consecutive MAAPS, and the Strong
Roadmaps on the one hand, and the duration of the actions funded at country, regional, and global levels on the other hand. (1 4.1.1)

2. There was also an asymmetry between the strategic ambitions of the MAAPs and the roadmaps, and the financial resources available to fund Strong
actions. (1 4.1.1)

3. The active political role of the EUD’s as promoters, allies and advocates for civil society at country level remains important. (1 4.1.1) Strong

4. Regional and global actions funded under the CSO-LA thematic programme (through FPAS) targeted policy change clearer than projects funded Strong
under CfPs. (14.1.1 and 4.1.2)

5. The link between the policy-related actions funded at country level and the regional and global levels is weak. (I 4.1.1) Strong

6. For ALAs, there is anecdotal evidence that existing global formats are known, but that they are not necessarily suitable for ALAs. (1 4.1.2) Strong

7. CfPs at country level were aligned, although to varying extent, with programme objectives in terms of contributing to policy change - as described Strong
in consecutive MAAPs for CSOs. (I 4.1.1)

8. In some countries, the CSO-LA thematic programme focused on service delivery-type projects, while CSO projects addressing policy changes Strong
were funded through bilateral programmes. (1 4.1.1)

9. Although it filled gaps, the strategic choice and comparative value of the programme for engaging in certain policy areas was not always clear, at Strong
least under the first generation of roadmaps. (I 4.1.1)

10. In many cases, higher level policy contributions and the mobilisation of wider EU policy and political support were made using direct negotiation Strong
rather than CfPs. (1 4.1.1)

11. While many projects under the CSO-LA are service delivery type projects, in reality, many of these projects contribute to policy changes Strong
(implementation, improvement of policy practice). (1 4.1.1)

12. CfPs aimed for ALA advocacy do not entail clear pathways for policy change. (1 4.1.1) Strong

13. FPA-LA policy advocacy support clearly aimed at local, national, regional and global levels in accordance with MAAP objectives. (1 4.1.2) Strong
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IC 4.2 Degree to which interventions funded through the CSO-LA thematic programme can demonstrate results on contributing to specific and overall policy-related
‘ changes at country; and regional/global levels.

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. The asymmetry between ambition on the one hand, and the practical implementation, on the other hand, of the CSO-LA, mean that substantial Strong
results at policy level are difficult to identify. (1 4.2.1)

2. There is some evidence that actions funded under the CSO-LA have contributed to an improved enabling environment. (I 4.2.1) Strong

3. The CfP projects at country-level have produced some results in terms of policy implementation, policy change, and political participation at local Strong
level. (14.2.1)

4. Where CSO projects have worked with LAs, relationships with the technical staff of local government can survive the change of the political Strong
leaders at that level in the respective locations. (I 4.2.1)

5. While service delivery type projects produced some results on policy implementation and improvement, these results were often highly localised, Strong
and did not produce results at national level. (1 4.2.1)

6. Service delivery type projects strengthened the position of the CSOs vis-a-vis the local authorities (1 4.2.1) Strong

7. There has been some evidence on results to achieve national level policy changes, but these were achieved by projects that had been negotiated Strong

directly. (14.2.1)

8. Atglobal levels, policy changes in terms of policy agenda shaping/setting have been achieved by organisations that have been funded through the | More than satisfactory
FPA instrument. (1 4.2.1)

9. The FPAs achieved some tangible results in policy change at global, regional and national levels, but faced challenges of recognition and gaining Strong
influence at all levels. (1 4.2.2)

10. CfP projects for ALAs faced similar challenges and tangible results on policy changes are not evident. Such efforts are often assumed to be | More than satisfactory
extended actions of ALA capacity development support to their members. (I 4.2.2)

11. When advocacy for policy change is taken up, it is no apparent if such efforts are followed through, and which factors underpinned or impeded | More than satisfactory
successful advocacy efforts at national levels. (1 4.2.2)
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EQ5

To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme contributed to the empowerment of CSOs and LAs as development actors?

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. Capacity development primarily responded to project-level needs rather than addressing strategic concerns for civil society. Capacity | \pore than satisfactory
development of LAs became more strategic compared to previous programme cycles. However, actor-based approaches, limited funding and
scope struggled to address fundamental flaws in local government frameworks found in most contexts.

2. There is evidence that CSO project management, financial management, and technical capacities have improved, but internal governance | nore than satisfactory
remained an issue.

3. Capacity development efforts under CSO-LA were most impactful and value for money when the decentralisation context was conducive, | \pore than satisfactory
and when capacity development brought different CSOs together.

4. When there was a shrinking civic space, CSO-LA could help CSOs and human rights defenders better identify possible medium-term | njore than satisfactory
scenarios, analyse and manage risks, and prepare contingency plans.

5. Regional and global FPAs had success in favouring multicountry networking and collective action but they had very limited interaction with | nore than satisfactory
country-level CSO-LA projects, many of which would however benefit from multicountry learning.

JC5.1 | Degree to which the thematic programme increased CSOs capacities

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. Capacity development of CSOs although based on a diagnosis of their needs and strengths only rarely reflected on their role. (i5.1.1). Indicative  but  not

conclusive

2. In addition, there was no process in place to check if support to CSOs was inadvertently doing harm, in its overall approach and/or its | |ndicative  but  not

3. The thematic programme built CSOs’ financial and operational capacity, but did not focus much on internal governance. (i5.1.2). More than satisfactory

4. To some extent, CSO-LA increased CSOs’ technical capacity to implement their agenda, particularly when the CSO ecosystem is healthy

(i5.1.3).

More than satisfactory
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5. The thematic programme did not systematically enhance CSOs’ capacity for structured peer learning, awareness raising and collective action. | \ore than satisfactory
(i5.1.4).
JC 5.2 | Degree to which the thematic programme increased LAs capacities as actors of enhanced local governance

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

advocacy (1-5.3.6)

1. Projects achieved tangible results in targeted LAs, including in PFM, leadership, planning, budgeting, tax collection, and communication. (I- Strong
5.2.1)

2. However, most project results were localised and did not sufficiently consider sustainability beyond the short project duration. (1-5.2.1) Strong

3. Implementation through international ALAs and CSOs in cooperation with national ALAs and/or LAs to some extend mitigated ‘project Strong
islands’ and linked results with advocacy and broader learnings. (I-5.2.1)

4. Where ALAs were supported, either directly or as implementers of LA projects, some capacity was developed, although long term More than
sustainability remains an issue. (1-5.2.2) satisfactory

5. FPA-MEM documented tangible results in international ALA capacity development which resulted in collective international actions and in Strong
general also strengthened international ALA operational capacity and led to improved procedures. There is little evidence on national ALA
support effectiveness. (1-5.2.2)

6. The CSO-LA programme does not by default have a programme governing board at national level. This hampers project learning and upscale. More than
(1-5.2.3) satisfactory

JC 5.3 | Degree to which the thematic programme strengthened LAs as welfare providers and promoters of inclusive and sustainable growth at local level

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. The programme achieved some results in LA service provision, local economic growth and improved livelihoods, but there is limited Strong
evidence of sustainability and impact of this support and how the issue of scalability has been approached. (1-5.3.1-5.1.4)

2. The support made most progress in countries, when LA service provision was underpinned by a favourable decentralisation context, Strong
adaptation to local contexts through LA strategies and/or when projects were co-implemented as joint CSO-(A)LA projects. (1-5.3.1-5.1.4)

3. ALA implemented projects did not focus much on policy advocacy, even if they contain elements for more long-term evidence-based Strong
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EQ6

governance?

To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve transparency and accountability and overall improved democratic

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. The roadmap as a process was an important means of facilitating structured dialogue on how to strengthen CSOs as actors of governance. Strong

2. While the roadmap and other processes were important, the follow-up and further impetus beyond individual projects in the sample countries was Strong
uneven at best.

3. The pursuit of improved governance as an explicit and realistic project objective depended on minimal political conditions being in place for CSOs Strong
to cooperate with local authorities as well as CSO readiness to cooperate.

4. Actions funded at country-level aimed at contributing to participatory processes; transparency; and accountability, but this was uneven across sample Strong
countries.

5. Some, but not all, CfPs included objectives on the enabling environment for CSOs, but the targeting was neither specific nor detailed. Strong

6. At regional and global levels, the FPA-CSOs and direct contracts clearly funded actions that aimed at strengthening CSOs participation and Strong
recognition in global and regional policy processes and platforms, but uptake and results were uneven.

7. The FPA-LAs contributed to some recognition of ALAs in regional and global policy processes, and achieved most results in policy processes when Strong
linked to the global process for the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development.

8. In some countries, the CSO-LA has made a contribution to an improved enabling environment for CSOs. Strong

9. Overall, aggregate results on improved democratic governance are difficult to identify at country, regional, and global levels. Strong

10. The service delivery aspect of projects was a key leverage and entry point for the dialogue with the governments, but there was a risk that this Strong
dialogue lasts only as long as the projects “offer” services.

ICE.1 Degree to which the CSO-LA thematic programme has funded interventions at country; regional/global; and EU levels which clearly aimed at contributing

to the improvement of democratic governance through inclusive policy making, as described in consecutive MAAPs for the CSO-LA.

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence
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1. Governance is at the very core of the CSO-LA thematic programme, and the roadmap process was an important way of facilitating structured Strong
dialogue between the EUD, EU MS, and a wide range of civil society organisations at country level. (1 6.1.1)

2. While the roadmap drafting process was important, the follow-up in the sample countries was uneven at best—this in itself created somewhat of an Strong
accountability dilemma. (1 6.1.1)

3. Actions funded included projects aimed at contributing to participatory processes; transparency; and accountability, but this was uneven across Strong
sample countries. (I 6.1.1)

4. Some, but not all, CfPs included objectives on the enabling environment for CSOs, but the targeting was neither specific nor detailed, and questions Strong
remain about a common understanding of “enabling environment”.

5. (16.1.1)

6. At regional and global levels, the FPAs and direct contracts clearly funded actions that aimed at strengthening CSOs participation in global and Strong
regional policy processes and platforms. (I 6.1.1)

7. The pursuit of improved governance as an explicit and realistic project objective depends on minimal political conditions being in place for CSOs Strong
to cooperate with local authorities; in some contexts, the structured pursuit of governance outcomes is unrealistic, and thus, results are incidental. (I
6.1.1)

8. Often, projects tended to focus on policy implementation/improvement of policy practice (see also EQ4) rather than the upstream issue of Strong
accountability of local and national government, although there are variations. (1 6.1.1)

9. Conceptually, there was not always a clear distinction between human rights and democratic governance. (1 6.2.1) Strong

10. Atimplementation level, there was often a nexus between service delivery and human rights. (1 6.2.1) Strong

JC6.2

Degree to which interventions funded through the CSO-LA thematic programme can demonstrate results on democratic governance
and accountability and the overall enabling environment for CSOs, at country; and regional/global levels.

including transparency

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1. While projects have achieved results on governance at the local level, these were not often properly recorded or measured, and are frequently Strong
inadvertent results, rather than the outcome of deliberate planning, agenda setting and pursuit. (1 6.2.1)
2. In some countries, the CSO-LA has made a contribution to an improved enabling environment for CSOs. (I 6.2.1) Strong
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3. The service delivery aspect of projects was a key leverage and entry point for the dialogue with the governments. (1 6.2.1) Strong
4. While the service delivery aspect is an entry point for CSOs to participate in dialogue with the authorities, it can also create perverse Strong
incentives/motivations, and might not lead to lasting governance outcomes. (I 6.2.2)

5. In countries where CSO projects at the local level have sought to increase the local authorities’ capacities to engage in participatory forms of Strong
governance, it was not always certain whether the capacity built was sufficient. (1 6.2.2)

6. Legitimacy and CSO internal governance issues can be hindrances on influencing democratic governance. (1 6.2.1) Strong

7. Coordination is a challenge. (1 6.2.1) Strong

8. There have been some results on improving democratic governance at the national level (1 6.2.2) Strong

9. However, the link between local and national levels is generally weak, which is limiting the results to the locations of the projects, without achieving Strong
improved governance at a higher level. (1 6.2.2)

10. There has been some evidence of participatory processes at the regional level. (1 6.2.2) Strong

11. At global level, FPAs have facilitated the participation of member CSOs in international arenas. (1 6.2.2) Strong

12. In some contexts, the structured pursuit of governance outcomes was unrealistic, and thus, results were incidental. (1 6.2.2) Strong

JC 6.3 | Degree to which the CSO-LA thematic programme is improving democratic governance, including transparency and accountability, for LAs and ALAs

Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence

1. Democratic governance, accountability and transparency was consistently incorporated into country CfPs and subsequent action awards, but results Strong
were localised and difficult to sustain (1-6.3.1/6.3.2)

2. The FPA-LAs contributed to some recognition of ALAS in regional and global policy processes, and achieved most results in policy processes when Strong
linked to the global process for the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development (1-6.3.3).

3. Results from FPA support to national policy processes were limited, with the ongoing work of UCLG-A towards fiscal decentralisation in Burkina Strong
Faso, Chad, Céte d'lvoire, and Niger being the most visible and progressed efforts. (1-6.3.3).

80




EQ7 To what extent and how has the programme promoted local development through a territorial approach?

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. There is evidence of development outcomes and multi-actor partnerships from several countries, but results remained localised and Strong
difficult to unsustain beyond project durations

2. There is some evidence of programme support to development plans, participation and social cohesion, but they rarely led to broader More than satisfactory
development outcomes.

3. There is limited evidence of testing and piloting on behalf of a broader territorial approach and how CSO-LA Programme understood More than satisfactory
such approaches. However, the GLOserve Project in Northern Uganda was an outlier, testing for national learning and scalability

4. There was rarely a programme governance mechanism at the national level to promote scalability and it proved difficult to make Strong
strong links to potential mechanisms

JC7.1 The degree to which the sample project grants awarded targeted territorial development and fostered coordination and synergies of CSOs and LAs

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1.

CfPs in general used one or more of the options for targeting local development as outlined in the TALD guidance (1-7.1.1) Strong

2. There is limited evidence that CfPs linked local development support to pilot testing within a larger decentralisation, local governance Strong
and local development (DLGLD) framework

3. (1-7.1.1)

4. Local development projects established local partnerships and coordination between actors. However, mechanisms to sustain such Strong
partnerships beyond project duration and upscale them beyond the project territory was rarely addressed. (1-7.1.3)

JC7.2 The degree there is evidence that the programme increased cooperation in the production of development outcomes at the territorial level

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1.

There was evidence of development outcomes from several countries, but development outcomes are quite localised and vulnerable Strong
when the projects stop (I-7.2.1)

2. Where national authorities participated in the projects, it was mostly for backstopping, whilst there is limited evidence of broader Strong
learning linked to the project, both in design and in practice (1-7.2.1)

3. Issues of sustainability and scalability was also inhibited by the small funding envelope and short project durations, which did not Strong

allow for more comprehensive project designs linking to broader development frameworks. (1-7.2.1)
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JC7.3

social cohesion at the territorial level

The degree there is evidence that the programme tested and upscaled strategic and innovative local development plans, and initiatives on participation and

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1. There was limited evidence of testing and piloting on behalf of a territorial approach and how this approach was understood within More than satisfactory
the support rendered by the CSO-LA Programme (1-7.3.1)

2. Thereis no conclusive evidence of support to development plans, participation and social cohesion which lead to broader development More than satisfactory
outcomes as a result of local development support. (1-7.3.1/1-7.3.2)

3. The GLOserve Project in Uganda is a CSO-LA Programme outlier, demonstrating how to test and pilot a territorial approach. (1-7.3.2)

Strong
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EQS8 To what extent and how have CSOs and LAs proven to be effective actors to implement the EU DEAR strategy and achieve the EU DEAR objectives?

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. CSOs and LAs are well placed to work on DEAR issues, but some underlying assumptions would benefit from critical examination.

More than satisfactory

2. Despite the absence of a theory of change, and a common results and monitoring framework that would provide a strategic approach to
implementing the DEAR objectives, the DEAR programme worked through a highly complementary set of modalities.

More than satisfactory

3. The value-added of GENE and NSC in pursuing global education is being recognised by stakeholders.

More than satisfactory

4. The institutionalisation of Global Education into formal and non-formal education is an ongoing effort which depends on political contexts
in member states.

More than satisfactory

accountability for achievement of other results, too.

5. The DEAR programme’s emphasis on large CSO-LA consortia across multiple EU MS has positive effects, but can also be detrimental to Strong
efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability of the actions.
6. Whether CfP-funded actions were able to reach out to more EU citizens cannot be verified, and there are difficulties around the Strong

7. The Presidency Grants have, in their new form, amplified the effectiveness of grants provided to CSO coalitions in countries holding the
EU presidencies.

More than satisfactory

issues (compared to other actors).

JC8.1 DEAR objectives are best pursued through CSOs and L As because these actors are in a position that makes them uniquely placed to work on DEAR

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1. CSOsand LAs are well placed to work on DEAR issues, but a theory of change for the DEAR sub-component was missing that could have
been useful to provide a more stringent and explicit argument and rationale for their role. (8.1.1)

More than satisfactory

2. There is an implicit theory of change justifying CSOs and LAs as DEAR actors. (8.1.1)

More than satisfactory

3. The supporting evidence for the DEAR programme’s implicit theory of change as regards CSOs and LAs as actors varied. (8.1.1)

More than satisfactory

4. The situation for EU 13 MS organisations is specific.

Strong

83




Annex 1 Main findings per EQ/JC - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

PEM

5. The commonality among DEAR actors is a shared set of values and beliefs, as presented in the DEAR objectives. (8.1.1) More than satisfactory
6. Whether CSOs and LAs are better able to reach out to citizens because of who they are cannot be conclusively verified. (8.1.2) Weak
7. There is considerable variety in the types of CSOs and LAs implementing DEAR CfP actions, resulting in different qualities of Weak
implementation. 8.1.2)
8. Where LAs are in the lead partner in the project, the role of CSOs in implementation was considerable. (8.1.1) More than satisfactory
9. The partnership between LAs and CSOs led to greater access to policy and decision-makers. (8.1.2) Weak
10. Fundamentally, questions about the quality of the engagement of CSOs and LAs through DEAR projects with citizens come back to a lack Weak
of a common results and monitoring framework. (8.1.2)
11. Differences among CSOs and LAs related to the extent to which they shared the key DEAR assertion that it is a lack of awareness that More than satisfactory
needs to be addressed among EU citizens in order to achieve a change in attitudes and practices. (8.1.1)
12. For established, professionalised NGOs, the DEAR programme allowed to pursue actions for which they had the skills and expertise, but Strong
not the funding, but which would not have been possible to be pursued by other actors. (8.1.1)
13. The DEAR programme is an important source of funding for many CSOs and this motivates participation in consortia. (8.1.1) More than satisfactory
JC8.2 The way in which the programme operations, i.e. through consortia of multiple CSOs and LAs across the EU is amplifying its effectiveness.
Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence
1. The requirements in terms of the size of the consortia have an impact on the effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability of the DEAR Strong
funds. (1 8.2.1)
2. The existing monitoring mechanisms are not adequate for the size of the consortia. (1 8.2.1) Strong
3. The DEAR programme has, through the DEAR support facility, contributed to building and consolidating a community of DEAR Strong
practitioners, and established a highly appreciated learning mechanism. (I 8.2.1)
JC 8.3 | Direct grants, “flanking” the CfP funded actions are complementing the actions implemented through CfPs and thus, amplify the effectiveness of the

programme

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence
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1. The elements of the DEAR programme were overall well balanced. (18.1.2 - 8.3.1)

More than satisfactory

approach to the pursuit of DEAR objectives by a top-down approach. (I - 8.3.1)

2. The strategic grants provided to GENE and the Council of Europe’s North-South Centre are increasing the effectiveness of other DEAR Strong
actions. (I - 8.3.1)
3. GENE has become recognised, by other DEAR stakeholders, as working strategically and complementing the other actions’ bottom-up Strong

4. The North-South Centre, too, is recognised by DEAR stakeholders as a strategic, complementary partner in institutionalising DEAR
objectives. (I - 8.3.1)

More than satisfactory

5. The institutionalisation of Global Education into formal and non-formal education is an ongoing effort which depends on political contexts
in member states. (I - 8.3.1)

More than satisfactory

6. The Presidency Grants have, in their new form, amplified the effectiveness of grants provided to CSO coalitions in countries holding the
EU presidencies. (I - 8.3.2)

More than satisfactory
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EQ9

To what extent and how has the CSO-LA Thematic Programme helped to achieve EU DEAR objectives?

Summary response

Quality of evidence

1. The goals and implementation strategies of the projects funded through the CfP are in line with DEAR objectives on public awareness
raising, citizens’ mobilisation and active engagement.

Strong

2. There is some evidence from the sample that projects have increased EU citizens’ mobilisation and active engagement of EU citizens, and
that they have led to behavioural changes.

Indicative, but not conclusive

3. The reported results of some the projects’ awareness raising activities cannot be verified.

Strong

4. Projects funded under the DEAR component have contributed to a better integration of development issues into formal and non-formal
education in EU member states.

More than satisfactory

5. There are long-standing methodological challenges to evaluating DEAR projects and the DEAR programme as a whole.

Strong

6. A key question is how the EC is taking up recommendations and analytical input generated by the experience so far for the design and
implementation of the DEAR programme and the CfPs.

Strong

7. A question that is not covered by this evaluation or by the 2018 DST Impact Assessment is that of efficiency aspects of the project, an
opportunity has been missed to learn how to increase efficiency.

More than satisfactory

JC91

Project funded under the DEAR component of the CSO-LA contributed to European citizen’s critical reflection about development policy.

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence

1. Projects awarded funding through the 2016 CfP comply with the objectives of the DEAR programme. (1 9.1.1) Strong

2. The CfP objectives are so broad that fitting projects under the umbrella can be done relatively easily. (1 9.1.1) Strong

3. There was a tendency for project applications to use the right “vocabulary” in the application process, but there was considerable variety Strong
in the implementation process. (1 9.1.1-1 9.1.2)

4. What projects report in terms of results and outcomes is not always verifiable. (1 9.1.2) Strong
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5. The accountability deficit is sometimes increased by the size of the project consortia, and by the fact that the ROM format is not able to Strong
cover all consortium partners. (1 9.1.2)
6. While efficiency, including value-for-money, has not been a specific vector of inquiry for this evaluation, it is worthwhile, in a future More than satisfactory
programme, to consider it. (not a specific indicator)
7. The DEAR programme is based on the premise that there is a need for awareness raising on development issues, and that there is a nexus Strong
between awareness raising and increased activism. (1 9.1.2)
8.  What awareness raising is and how it is interpreted in projects differs considerably. (1 9.1.2) Strong
9. There was also evidence of some conflation of “public awareness raising” with “outreach” activities, and there was sometimes a lack of Strong
follow up on the targets. (1 9.1.2)
10. Itis likely that the projects in the sample have contributed to an increase in public awareness about development issues in Europe. (1 9.1.2) Strong
JC9.2 Projects funded under the DEAR component of the CSO-LA have increased EU citizens’ mobilisation and active engagement in local and global actions,
including advocacy for policy change, or changes in consumption behaviour.
Summary response (indicator) Quality of evidence
1. The goals and implementation strategies of the projects funded through the C{P are in line with DEAR objectives on citizens’ mobilisation Strong

and active engagement. (1-9.2.1)

2. Ther§ is some evidence from the sample that projects have increased EU citizens’ mobilisation and active engagement of EU citizens. (I- | Indicative, but not conclusive
9.2.2

3. Projects have made the link between awareness raising and other project activities and advocacy for policy change at the European level. Indicative, but not conclusive
(1-9.2.2)

4. The effectiveness of policy advocacy appears to depend to some extent on how established partners are at the EU level. (1-9.2.2) Indicative, but not conclusive

5. There is some evidence of results on citizens” engagement. (1-9.2.2) Indicative, but not conclusive

JC 9.3 | Projects funded under the DEAR component have contributed to a better integration of development issues into formal and non-formal education in EU MS.

Summary response (indicator)

Quality of evidence
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1. For the actions funded in the first half of the 2014-2020 programme period, the integration of development issues into formal and non-
formal education in EU MS was done through CfPs as well as direct grants. (1-9.3.1)

More than satisfactory

2. CfP funded actions had different approaches to development education, reflecting a difference in the situation between the “old” EU MS
and EU 13 MS. (1-9.3.1)

More than satisfactory
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This chapter aims at providing an overview of the programme during the period 2014-
2019. The database constructed by DEVCO A5 serves further data analysis and, where
relevant, was used to contribute to the analysis of the evaluation questions.

After a quick introduction on the approach followed, this chapter presents a general
overview of the programme, and an analysis of the inventory.

3.1 Description of the approach taken in the inventory

The following Table 0.1 depicts the general approach to the mapping of the CSO-LA
programme:

Table 0.1 Approach

Step | Description

Verification of projects

e Years 2014-2018 (decision year)
e Decisions and contracts

e All countries

Analysis

e Categorisation and selection

Step 1 The DEVCO Ab5 database consists of information of all contracts under the
previous programme Non-state actors and local authorities (NSA-LA) (2007-2013) and
the current CSO-LA programme (2014-2019). The first step of developing the inventory
consisted of verifying the projects in the DEVCO A5 database. The projects were
verified by cross-checking the projects in the A5 database with those listed in the
evaluability assessment’s list. Further, it was checked by samples from the CRIS
(Common RELEX Information System) database.

Step 2 The DEVCO A5 database is already categorised by component (CSO, LA),
countries/regions and various other types of categories. The evaluation team further
sub-categorised the database where needed. After the verification and categorisation,
the portfolio was analysed.

The scope of the inventory is all contracts under the CSO-LA programme for the period
2014-20109.

Limitations

There were a number of limitations or considerations that are relevant to bear in mind:

e Several projects are multi-country and hence they are not categorised per country.
The multi-country projects are primarily granting under framework partnership
agreements and DEAR projects, as well as support measures.

e Although a sound and systematic approach was applied, the inventory is for some
parts dependent on an assessment (based on contract documents or on the internet)
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made by DEVCO A5, specifically for target group, type of activity, theme and type
of actor.

e The analysis is based on decision years 2014-2019. Most of the 2014 decisions were
contracted in 2015 and onwards. Hence, there is no long-track record in the
portfolio. The last year under this scope is 2019. During this year all contracts
issued were from decisions in 2018.

3.2 General Overview for the period 2014-2019

The three components of the MIPs (2014-2020 and 2018-2020) are CSO, LA and
DEAR. Since a DEVCO reorganisation in 2017, this is how the institutional set-up is
structured at the time of the evaluation: DEVCO A5 “Civil Society Organisations and
Foundations” is responsible for CSOs and the management of the Programme; C5
“Cities, Local Authorities, Digitalisation, Infrastructures” for LA and B1 “Gender
Equality, Human Rights and Democratic Governance” for DEAR. This broadly matches
the structure of the Evaluation Questions (EQs). Directorate Generale (DG) NEAR is
responsible for the neighbourhood region. Therefore, the main part of the analysis is
structured looking at CSO, LA and DEAR. CSO and LA projects are implemented
worldwide at country level and at global and regional level (through the grants under
framework partnership agreements). DEAR is implemented by CSOs or LAs in the
European Union (but Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) countries can
participate in DEAR consortia).

Figure 0.1 shows the distribution of contracted funds under the MIP 2014-2017
objectives. Over the period 2014-2019, 71% of the contracted funds were allocated to
CSOs and LAs at country level (objective 1). Approximately 13% were allocated to
reinforcing regional and global CSO networks and associations of LAs (objective I1),
and 14% of the allocated funds were spent on DEAR activities (objective I1). The
remaining 2% were used on support measures. These figures broadly match with the
indicative allocations for the 2014-2020 programme.” The CSO component is the
largest for all three objectives as compared to LA and DEAR. It is not possible to
examine the allocation under the new objectives in the MIP 2018-2020, as there are
lesser signed contracts, although for CSO framework partnership agreements there has
been a significant amount committed in 2018.

" Multiannual Indicative Programme for the Thematic Programme “Civil Society Organisations and Local Authorities”
for the period 2014-2020 (15.7.2014 C(2014) 4865 final): https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/files/cso-la-
mip-2014-2020_en.pdf
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Figure 0.1 Contracted amount by priority (MIP 2014-2020) divided by LA and CSO. Based on
decision year. 2014-2018.

Source: DEVCO A5 Database

Overall, the EU has contracted approximately Euro (EUR) 1 billion in support to the
CSO-LA programme for the period 2014-2018.8 Figure 0.2 shows the accumulated
funds from 2014-2019, both allocated, contracted and paid amounts. Table 0.2 shows
the contracted allocation across the three components. The amount for LA projects is
significantly lower than that for CSO projects, as forecasted, though it has increased
over the years. The low allocation in 2018 is due to the analysis being based on decision
years, and where the majority of the 2018 decisions will be contracted only in late 2019.

Figure 0.2 Accumulated funds 2014-2019
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8 Decision year 2014-2018
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Table 0.2 Overall contracted amount (EUR) by decision year. Including support measures.
Related to decisions in scope (2014-2018)

LA/C\S(gallerEAR Contraa:EtEdRz;\mount Number of contracts 2014-2018*
MIP 2014-2020
2014 244.050.299 361
LA 23.828.760 32
CSO 187.763.775 317
DEAR 32.457.764 12
2015 231.053.612 367
LA 46.128.108 64
CSO 184.676.595 302
DEAR 248.909 1
2016 236.312.140 318
LA 55.788.667 79
CSO 154.571.028 227
DEAR 25.952.445 12
2017 241.566.847 367
LA 37.931.499 76
CSO 130.366.257 273
DEAR 73.269.091 18
MIP 2018-2020
2018 45.981.894 30
CSO 44.189.922 29
DEAR 1.791.972 1
Total 998.964.791 1443

*Note that most decisions made in 2018 will be contracted in late 2019
Source: DEVCO B2 (now A5 and C5) Database

The contracted amount according to income status, Figure .3, shows that the Least
Developed Countries have received 39% of the allocated funds, followed by the Lower-
Middle Income Countries (24%) and Upper-Middle Income Countries projects (19%).
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Figure 0.3 Contracted amount according to income status (DAC/OECD). 2014-2019. Without

DEAR and without support measures.

High Income Country
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The CSO-LA programme is implemented worldwide in 118 countries. The contracted
amount of funds in the different regions is illustrated below in figure 2.4. The main
recipient region is Sub-Saharan Africa, followed by South Asia and South America. The
allocation for EU member states (MS) is significantly higher if DEAR is included, as
DEAR projects are primarily implemented inside the EU. Multi-country projects are
primarily under FPAs and support measures.

\

\Source: DEVCO A5 Database / authors

3.3 Geographic allocation

Figure 0.4 Total contracted amount by region with and without DEAR. 2014-2019.
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Annex 3 overview of the intervention logic - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme
(2014-2019)

Annex 3 Overview of the
Intervention logic

A 3.1 Objectives and impact

The overall strategy and objectives of the CSO-LA thematic programme are defined by
the two Multi-Annual Indicative Programmes (MIPs): MIP 2014-2020 and M 2018-2020.
These documents direct the CSO-LA Thematic Programme to contribute to:

“strengthen civil society organisations and local authorities;

improve governance and accountability through inclusive policy-making by
empowering citizens and populations, through the voicing and structuring of their
collective demands, to contribute to tackle injustice and inequality;

enhance livelihood opportunities for populations to participate in and benefit from
a just, inclusive and environmentally sustainable climate resilient low-carbon
economic development that is tailored to territorial characteristics and needs, and
trigger a change in the quality of citizens’ life and wellbeing, ensuring a balance
between socio-economic growth, equity and environmental quality and increasing
the resilience of the most vulnerable;

develop European citizens' awareness and critical understanding of complex
development issues and global interdependence, and to support their active
engagement with global attempts to eradicate poverty and promote justice, human
rights and democracy, social responsibility, gender equality, and sustainable
development strategies in partner countries.””®

As outlined in the ToR, there are 5 main outcomes across the programme as whole:

Capacity — one of the major outcomes of the support, the capacity of the CSOs
and LAs and of their respective associations is increased and used in practice in
order to contribute to policy-making and policy implementation processes.
Policies/institutional  frameworks — as outcomes of the support,
policies/institutional frameworks (mechanisms, capacity, knowledge sharing,
public awareness) at local/national and regional levels are made more relevant,
credible and inclusive, allowing the voicing and structuring of citizens’ collective
demands.

Governance and accountability — as outcomes of the support, the incentive
environment motivates LAs and CSOs to strive towards increased accountability
contributing to better governance.

Service delivery (social and economic) — as outcomes of the support, improved
interactions lead to improved services/opportunities for vulnerable groups and,
when public failures are demonstrated, the programme will provide direct services
to these groups.

Citizens’ awareness — as outcomes of the support, increased awareness of global
interdependencies and the role of EU cooperation.

9 MIP 2014-2020
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A3.2 CSO and LAs components

An overview of the theory of change for the CSOs and LA components is given in Figure
3.1. This is based on the normative documents and builds on analysis provided in the
evaluability assessment and the ToR and is further informed by discussions with DEVCO
and others.

Inputs and interventions leading to outputs

The CSO-LA thematic programme provides a combination of funding, technical
assistance and policy dialogue. These inputs are channelled via a number of mechanisms
and delivery paths. The principal ones are described below:

Policy dialogue is held at country, regional and global levels to promote and empower
civil society and local authorities. At country level, CSO roadmaps were drawn up to
deepen the understanding of the challenges and opportunities facing civil society, and to
enable a close coordination and harmonisation with other support initiatives, most notably
those of member states. More recently, a similar but non-compulsory exercise was carried
out in four countries for LA roadmaps. Based on this and other analysis, the agenda of
policy dialogue was set and calls for proposals were drawn up. At the same time, in
recognition of the need to reach a more inclusive set of actors, to strengthen CSOs and
LAs through their own associations and to benefit from high capacity consortiums and
associations, there were calls for FPAs. In total, 25 have been agreed for CSOs and 5 for
LAs. To support this complex programme, five facilities were also funded that promote
and ensure dialogue, such as the Policy Forum for Development, as well as facilities that
were set up to assist in monitoring and operational support.

Through the combination of this support and the grants that were guided by the CfP, a
number of outputs are expected to be reached. These can be seen as falling into 3 groups:

e Policy contribution through mechanisms of interaction, capacities of civil society and
LAs, experience exchange through networks and associations, and public awareness;

¢ Increased governance and accountability;

e Improved services through pilot actions, multi-actor partnerships and use of
innovative approaches.

The MIP 2014-2020 provides detailed lists of results expected under a set of objectives
and sub-objectives which broadly speaking fall into these groups.

Outputs - to - intermediate outcomes - to- outcomes

The implicit theory of change, reconstructed here, is that if the outputs are reached and
they are put into operation (i.e. made use of), then a number of important and far-reaching
outcomes will be achieved, including:

e Policy environment - CSOs, LAs, CSOs networks and ALAs will contribute more
effectively to policy-making and policy-implementation processes at different levels
(local, regional, national and global, including at EU level). The collective demands
of citizens and populations will be better voiced and structured.

e Governance - Accountability and transparency of civil society and the public domain,
including of Las, is increased.
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e Services — the quality and access to social services is improved, and local
development is scaled up

Outcomes to impacts

Over time, these outcomes will lead to intermediate impacts, including: integrative
enabling environment, and increasing civic space; improved quality and effectiveness of
more inclusive public policies (at local, national regional and global levels) with respect
to populations’ needs; public resources are used effectively and efficiently; and budgets
are more reflective of people's needs and priorities. This, in turn, will lead to improved
access to - and quality of - services for populations in large and vulnerable and
marginalised groups in particular.

Finally, in the long term, the intended impact of a more inclusive and empowered society
which enhances growth and the well-being of everyone in partner countries will be
reached.

Assumptions and drivers

This chain of achievement from inputs to outputs to outcomes and impacts is dependent
on a series of assumptions, and also influenced positively by drivers of change. These are
complex factors, which, while largely external to the programme, the programme is
dependent on. The ToR provide a comprehensive list, which is summarised below:

From activities to outputs

e Relevant LAs/ALAs and CSOs/CSO networks have enough capacities and policy
space to properly respond to EU CfPs and when selected, to properly implement EU-
funded projects.

From outputs to outcomes

e (CSOs and LAs are willing to work together, network and share knowledge.

e Capacity constraints can be overcome through the capacity development measures
available through the programme.

e The enabling environment, even if far from perfect, is sufficient to provide space for
the EUD, its partners and CSOs and LAs to improve it.

From outcomes to impact

e Vested interests can be managed and controlled so that they do not work against or
prevent the attainment of intermediate impacts on the pathway towards longer-term
impacts.

e Central government recognise and commit to the benefits of empowering civil society
and local government.
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Annex 3 overview of the intervention logic - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

Figure A0.1 CSO and LA components. Source: Evaluation team.

Figure 4.1 CSO and
LA components
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Technical Assistance Support
to processes, monitoring,
evaluation, lessons learnt
management for results.

Policy dialogue at country,

kegional, global level

Outputs

Outcomes

—

Geveloped/structured mechanisms, spaces for
interactions and operating rules for consultation/
policy contributions.

Enhanced specific skills, capacities competences of
CSOs, CSO networks/ platforms, LAs, ALAs.

Experience / knowledge shared within and among
CSOs networks and ALAs

Public awareness of LA’s (and CSOs)activities

increased

°_ Policy contribution

Improved CSOs, LAs, CSOs networks and ALAs
contributions to policy- making and policy
implementation processes at different levels (local,
regional, national and global, including at EU level).

Collective demands of citizens and populations are
voiced and structured

J

- — Governance N
Improved CSOs’ joint action in governance Accountability and uansparency of civil society and the
/accountability. public domain including LAs increased.

-

J

-

Tested pilot actions promoting local development.

Multi-actor approaches, inclusive partnerships
enhanced.

Best practices of innovative approaches
\disseminated.

0 Services ~

Quality of social services is improved in targeted
territories.

Strategic and innovative local development plans
scaled up.

/

Intermediate Impacts

* Integrative enabling
environment and
increasing civic space
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particular.
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Annex 3 overview of the intervention logic - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

Figure A0.2 DEAR component. Source: Evaluation team.

Figure 4.2 DEAR
component
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global solidarity.
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and non-formal education in EU MS.
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responsibility for global affairs which is grounded in support for

justice, equality, human rights, and solidarity.
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Outputs to impacts
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A 3.3 DEAR

The DEAR interventions reflect the MIP 2014-2020. They present two strategic objectives: i)
concentrating on value-added and complementarity; and ii) focusing on global issues. Under each, a
number of expected results are outlined which fall into the groups above. The MIP 2018-2020, which
is a further development of the MIP 2014-2020, presents 3 objectives: 1) Support Civil Society
Organisations in Development Policy; 2) Foster Development Education and Awareness Raising in
Europe; 3) Empowerment of Local Authorities as actors of development, in particular at city level.

An overview of the theory of change for the DEAR component is given in figure 4.2 above. As for
the CSO-LA component, this is based on the normative documents and builds on analysis provided
in the evaluability assessment and the ToR and is being informed by discussions with DEVCO and
the DEAR facility.

Inputs and interventions leading to outputs

The DEAR component of the CSO-LA thematic programme provides a combination of funding and
technical assistance. These inputs are channelled via a number of mechanisms and delivery paths,
mainly through Calls for Proposals and a number of direct grants.

A call for proposals was launched in 2016, and ultimately grants awarded to consortia of CSOs and
LAs under two lines of action: i) Global Learning: using participatory and experiential education
methodologies, either within or outside the formal education system; and ii) campaigning and
advocacy to raise awareness. At the same time, in recognition of their unique role, two direct awards
were made to the Global Education Network Europe (GENE) and the European Centre for Global
Interdependence and Solidarity of the Council of Europe (North-South Centre). Also, a service
contract was awarded to a DEAR Support Team to facilitate learning among CfP grant holders,
monitoring and reporting.

The combination of the two lines of actions was to lead to a number of expected outputs. These can
be seen as falling into two broad groups:

e Education - Reinforced networking and coordination of DEAR stakeholders in the EU
candidate and potential candidate countries and in partner countries; an increased exchange
of experiences and best practices among relevant actors in the DEAR area; and strengthened
institutional and individual capacities and competencies within CSOs and LAs to implement
DEAR actions.

e Awareness - European citizens become more aware of development policies and actions in
developing countries; they develop skills and understanding on development issues, human
rights, social responsibility, gender equality, and global solidarity.

Outputs - to - intermediate outcomes - to- outcomes

The implicit theory of change, reconstructed here, is that if the outputs are reached and they are put
into operation (i.e. made use of), then a number of important and far- reaching outcomes will be
achieved including:
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e Development issues are better integrated into formal and non-formal education in EU Member
States.

e European citizens critically reflect on development policy, including the complexities and
inter-linkages between national policies and development policy.

e European citizens are mobilised and engage more actively in local and global actions (such
as advocacy for policy change, or changes in consumption behaviours).

Outcomes to impacts

Over time, these outcomes will lead to a more inclusive and empowered society with a sense of the
co-responsibility for global affairs, which is grounded in support for justice, equality, human rights,
and solidarity. This is the desired impact.

Assumptions and drivers

This chain of achievement from inputs to outputs to outcomes and impacts is dependent on a series
of assumptions and also influenced positively by drivers of change. These are complex factors, and
while largely external to the programme, it is depended on them. The ToR provide a comprehensive
list, which is summarised below:

From activities to outputs

e (CSOs and LAs have the interest and capacity to respond to the EU CfPs.

e The enabling environment provides space for CSOs and LAs to operate effectively (minor
relevance for most member states).

From outputs to outcomes

e The proposals put forward and financed have sufficient focus to reach a critical mass for change.

e (CSOs and LAs are willing to work together, network and share knowledge.

e Capacity constraints can be overcome through the capacity development measures available
through the programme.

e The enabling environment even if far from perfect is sufficient for the insights, attitude and
behaviour change to take place.

From outcomes to impact

e Political changes and populist movements within the MS do not work against the objectives of
the DEAR component.

e Migration and other pressures on society can be and are framed so as to support, rather than
undermine, the long-term vision of the DEAR component.
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Annex 4 Links between findings, conclusions and recommendations - evaluation of the CSO-LA

programme (2014-2019)

Annex 4

Links between findings,

conclusions and recommendations

Figure A0.1 Link between cluster findings and conclusions. Source: Evaluation team.

Cluster findings

*Overall, the programme was found relevant. It was country specific and responded to complex and changing contexts.
*However, the ambmon level of the was high glven th faced by civil society and local authorities.
*The CSO process, and il during the period, but varied considerably from country
to country it was found challenglng to reach bevond the capital city.

*Consultation with LAs at national level was generally weaker compared to CSOs, although there were some strong examples of good practice.
*Engagement with both CSO and LA platforms and apex associations served to deepen the consultation beyond a focus on project management and
dell

*The all for proposals reflected polk:y priorities although projects tended to focus more on capacity and service delivery than on increasing the space
for civil society and p
#The programmes, the CfPs and the proposals that emerged reflected the consultation and the needs of CSOs but with a tendency to overlook CSO
internal and governance shortcomings and the issue of financial sustainability.

sThere were relatively few calls for proposals aimed at LAs and it in some countries none.

*Gender, but not climate was it and in the COS roadmaps and CfPs particularly following the second
generation of CSO roadmaps.

«The programme has achieved results in capacity d policy and d

+The programme succeeded, through some projects, in improving service delivery and local de and was especially noted for
reaching remote, vulnerable, and marginalised groups.

sHowever, in many cases the results were localised; not scaled up; and doubts remain about their sustainability.

«The influence on policy and democratic governance benefitted from a whole-of-EU approach, but also ona that was

not always in place.

*Whilst service provision and ecnnomlc development created entry points, these were not always exploited fully.

sThe internal and of CSOs to with local was also a factor influencing results.

*Framework partnership agreements led to policy influence at the global level, but the link to the country level was weak- at least so far.
*Capacity development was strong at the project level; however, it was rarely strategic

and did not often lead to systemic chame

*The support to LAs became strat d to previous p cycles, but still struggled to address fundamental flaws in local
lound in most de contexts.

The planning, and service delivery in targeted LAs, but interventions were mostly localised and lacked
sustainability beyond the projen duration.

The p i and multi-actor p p ities in several countries, but interventions were
dl'ﬁcdt 1o sustain and scale up.
sThere was limited evidence of testing and piloting of and how the de such h
*in ies where EU ions invested in dial with LAs and associations of LAs, the programme was able to posmon itself

strategically and aim for more sector-wide LA outreach.

*EU delegation support for associations of LAs mostly targeted policy implementation and member support and did not lead to policy change, even
where evidence-based advocacy was attempted.

*The framework partnership agreement LAs achieved some results in capacity
international actions.

*However, there is limited evidence that framework partnership agreement LAs were effective in supporting national associations of LAs.

of i of LAs and in coll

sThe programme was designed and positioned to enable added value in a variety of ways comp: to other i and
#The programme attempted, through a mix of and to create ive effects beyond the individual projects - but with
mixed success.
*Multi-stakeholder parmersmp
*The aim of p I ip was affected by inadequate attention to the political economy context

sThe appfoach of directly involving the local authorities proved more difficult than expected.
*Country tailoring -the tailoring of the approach to the country context through roadmaps and other initiatives was a positive feature, even if it was
hlghly variable il in how well it worked

within the EU and with member states was explicitly aimed at, although not always easy to achieve in practice
ocaunlry, regional and global interaction - the global and regional initiatives were not effective in reaching out to the country level
*Mix of modalities

*The project h, choice of and were not ideal for reaching the ambitious and complex aims of the
programme

The call for proposals were well managed, but even with i and good they could not the limits of the
project approach

*Most, but not all, CSOs found the EU procedures to be overly complex compared to other donors, and a barrier for achieving results.
sThe programme had to balance a series of trade-offs which influenced what could be achieved in practice
and learning - level learning took place, however, monitoring was weak. Project-level monitoring was robust but tended to

*DEAR was unique in its scope, being the only EU-funded programme that explicitly connects global development issues with actions aimed at EU
citizens
#CSOs and LAs are well placed to work on DEAR issues.
ODsphe the absence of a theory of change, and a common results and monitoring framework that would provide a strategic approach to
ing the DEAR ob, the DEAR p worked in a coherent way through a highly complementary set of modalities
«There is a limited number of local authorities in the lead of CfP-funded actions
#There is evidence of results achieved by the DEAR programme
*Whether CfP-funded actions were able to reach out to more EU citizens cannot be verified.

*Projects funded under the DEAR have toa better i issues into formal and non-formal education in
EUMS.

*The value-added of GENE and NSC in pursuing global is being by

oThe il i of global into formal and non-formal education is an ongoing effort which depends on political contexts in
member states

*The DEAR programme’s emphasis on large CSO-LA consortia across multiple EU MS has positive effects, but can also be detrimental to efficiency,
effectiveness, and accountability of the actions

Conclusions

1The CSO-LA programme was highly relevant
and achieved some important results. However,
~ the ambition level was high compared to the
o challenges faced and the measures available

S 2 The programme was highly dependent, for its
effect, on complementarity with EU, member
states, and other actions. Complementarity with

| other EU actions was stronger than

complementarity with member states and other
development partners.

3 The civil society element of the programme
‘was tailored to the country context although this
/ ‘was not mandatory and less the case for the

/ local authorities.

4 The CSO-LA programme modalities were
better suited to supporting local authorities
/ when working through associations of local
/ authorities.

5 The CSO-LA programme adueved some
f pi g results fr
[/ with associations of local authorities and
»7»,,»»77‘ e / particularly where efforts were sustained over
/

time.

6 Alm‘:ugh evidence was found of CSO

ing, capacity was
generally not measured and was weak in the
dimension of internal governance.

7 Service delivery projects were used as an entry
point for promoting change. But they were not

\ sufficiently linked to change in policy and
government accountability. As a result, their
impact, sustainability and replicability were
limited.

8 The programme operated under a set of
complex priorities, principles and modalities.
These led to trade-offs in what could be
achieved in practice.

9 Programme level learning took place although
monitoring was sometimes weak. Project level
~ monitoring was robust but tended to focus on
I/ e and not perfc impact

10 The DEAR programme worked through a
convincing, well thought through combination of
actors, and there has been evidence of some results.

11 The effectiveness of the DEAR programme was
hampered by the lack of a clear theory of change and
a results framework of the programme, resulting in
the lack of an understanding of what a “successful”
DEAR project constitutes.

12 The size of the DEAR consortia led to considerable
efficiency and effectiveness losses and poses

) Existing
mechanisms are not capturing the complexity of the
projects, thereby exacerbating accountability issues.
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Annex 4 Links between findings, conclusions and recommendations - evaluation of the CSO-LA
programme (2014-2019)

Figure A0.2 Link between conclusions recommendations and operational measures

Conclusions

1. The CSO-LA programme was
highly relevant and achieved some
important results. However, the
ambition level was high compared
to the challenges faced and the
measures available.

2. The programme was highly
dependent, for its effect, on
complementarity with EU, member
states, and other actions.
Complementarity with other EU
actions was stronger than
complementarity with member
states and other development
partners.

3. The civil society element of the
programme was tailored to the
country context although this was
not mandatory and less the case
for the local authorities.

4. The CSO-LA programme
modalities were better suited to
supporting local authorities when
working through associations of
local authorities.

N

5. The CSO-LA programme
achieved some promising resuits
from cooperation especially with
associations of local authorities
and particularly where efforts were
sustained over time.

6. Although evidence was found of
€SO capacities increasing, capacity
development was generally not
measured and was weak in the
dimension of internal governance.

7. Service delivery projects were
used as an entry point for
promoting change. But they were /
not sufficiently linked to changein
policy and government (
accountability. As a result, their
impact, sustainability and
replicability were limited.

/

8. The programme operated under ‘

aset of complex priorities,
principles and modalities. These
led to trade-offs in what could be
achieved in practice.

{
9. Programme-level learning took |
place although programme-level \
monitoring was weak. Project level
monitoring was regular but tended
to focus on financial accountability

and outputs rather than impact

10. The DEAR programme worked
through a convincing, well thought
through combination of call for
proposals (soliciting proposals on
the “marketplace of ideas”);
operating strategic directly
negotiated grants; and including
small CSOs through sub-granting,
as well as a highly valued learning
hub provided by the DEAR support
team.

11. Effectiveness of the DEAR
programme was impacted by the
lack of a clear theory of change
and a results framework of the
programme, and a joined-up
understanding of what a
“successful” DEAR project
constitutes.

12. The size of the DEAR consortia
led to trade-offs in terms of
efficiency and effectiveness losses
and poses accountability
challenges. Existing monitoring
mechanisms are not capturing the
complexity of the projects, further N
exacerbating accountability issues. \!

Recommendations

1. Strengthen the
programme through
enhancing
complementarity with

"\ other EU and member state /

instruments and processes
and focussing on
interventions that are
catalytic.

2. Strengthen country level
support to associations of

/ local authorities under the

programme.

3. Continue to tailor the
programme at country
level through the roadmap
and enhanced strategic
engagement.

4. Consider general
introduction of LA road

maps or equivalent analysis

to underpin EU
decentralisation support
and to support
empowerment and
mainstreaming of local
authorities in all relevant
EU financed actions.

5. Ensure service delivery
that pilots innovative
approaches and has wider
transformative impact.

6. Expand capacity
development across all five
dimensions defined by the
programme (aiming among
others to increase the
involvement of local CSOs),
and set up simplified but
systematic monitoring.

7. Widen use of grant
award procedures to make

\ it easier to strengthen and

support CSO’s own
strategic plans and reach
out to local CSOs.

8. Enhance results
framework and reporting
especially at programme
and country level.

9. Strengthen the DEAR
programme by developing
a theory of change.

10. Develop a results and
monitoring framework for
the DEAR programme.

11. Ensure that
programming decisions are
reflective of stakeholder
feedback and that they are
transparent.

Operational measures

 Systematise/automate information on different instrumentsand programmes supporting CSOs and LAs at country level, so that the Delegation can
better exploit the complementaritiesand synergies amongthe instruments. By using the various degrees available through different geographicand
thematicinstruments and modalities, support can be provided that re-enforces the effects through large and small, long term as well as short term
interventionsas well as engagement at the central and local levels and across different actors (examples of this were presentin Chad). [EC/DEVCO and
EUDs]
* Draw lessons across all EU and member state actions at country level that are linked to civil society and local government, to feed into dialogue with
/ governmentand enhance the collective impact of the different projects that work with civil society. The roadmaps are a tool where thishas been done in

/' some cases an example s the Hoja de Ruta in Colombia. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs and CSOs perhaps making use of the PFD]
* Sharpen the analysis, criteria and tools for judging where projects are likely to be transformative, either by being highly catalyticor by being linked to
other credible processes that can sustain their benefits. Notes on this are given in Box 2.6 in this report. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs]
« Increase awareness of regional/global CSO-LA activities at country level and increase networking, and alliance building between local, regional and global
levels, e.g. through a web-based mapping of all CSO-LA activities and events. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs and CSOs perhaps making use of the PFD]

* Where the associationsoflocal authorities are credible partners and can contribute to change, develop mechanisms at country level to support their role
and mandate as advocacy bodies, service providers and best practise disseminators. The support should carefully avoid distorting accountability links.
between associations of local authoritiesand association members and be based on the association’s own business plans. Where needed, it should include
support to core operational capacity (knowledge management, communication, budget and accountingetc.), including sufficient capacity to manage EU
funds. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, ALAs]

 Future Framework partnershipswith ALAs (FPA-ALA) support to regional advocacy should include supportto regional or sub-regional CEO-networks for
national associations of local authorities. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, ALAs]

* Deepen the understanding of the political context at country level to calibrate the programme’s level of ambition for civil society and allow a
differentiated strategy depending on civic space and civil society dynamics. [EUDs, CSOs]
* Develop scenarios to take into account possible changes (positive or negative) in the level of restriction for civil society, so as to anticipate opportunities

\ and risks that may arise. Develop a change strategy for countries where change is unlikely. An example of this has been done in Chad where a simple 3

" point scenario response has been considered (situation gets better, gets worse, stays the same). [EUDs, CSOs]
* Explore means of transferring elements of roadmap and multi-stakeholder consultation from the EUD platforms to platforms run by CSO apex bodies
where these are in place. This will enhance ownership and ensure that the contribution to CSO-led coordination of civil society is transferred to the
country. Ultimately this is an element of a EU exit plan for the programme. [EUDs, CSOs]

* Underpin bilateral decentralisation support with aroadmap based on a structured dialogue with central and local government and relevant development
partners, including EU member states. The roadmap should take into account lessons learned from previous support and include a donor map to facilitate
a coherent approach. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

\ * The roadmap should depending on the context consider 3 levels of engagement: o i) decentralisation policy; Where possible, the roadmap should be

\_ aligned to the government publicsector-decentralisation reform programme and monitored through regular joint reviews, preferably coordinated by the
" relevant sector working group, if available. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]

0 ii) LA empowerment. Where possible a capacity development strategy should be developed (some potential aspects could be ins pired by the CSO 5

dimension approach used under the CSO-LA programme, at least for ALAs)

o iii) mainstreaming of local authorities in all relevant EU actions e.g. waste water and roads and others.

* Where reform programmes are not present, roadmaps could focus on the strengthening of existing subnational frameworks. [EC/ DEVCO, EUDs]

« Calls for proposals (or other means) should promote piloting of innovationsthat complement and can be made use of by local government. The calls for
proposals should be based on solid k, to ensure that projects are indeed innovative and have a catalytic potential
vis a vis decentralisation and local governance in the local context. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
 Calls for proposals should include a mandatory requirement for project designs to outline a credible pathway for ilityand r 'scalability.
Where feasible, this should entail a default cooperation with associations of local authorities at either project or country level to enhance programme
learning. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]
'« Where feasible, encourage and actively promote CSO-LA project pilot and innovations which are linked to — and coordinated with - priority interventions
of larger-scale decentralisation or thematic reform programmes. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]
* Longer project durations could ensure that results achieved in service delivery are leveraged and CSOs become trusted partn ers of government (central
and/or local). [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
« Encourage civil society organisations to work openly and transparently with local authorities, and with government more generally (budget discussions
and sector policies are particularly promising). [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

of the subnational

* Develop guidance for monitoring, reportingand learning on capacity development across all five dimensions and specify the obligation of projects to
monitor and report accordingly. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs]
| * Encourage and incentivise CSO platforms to develop the most critical capacities of their members, for example through calls for proposals directed at
CSO platforms and thatinclude capacity development. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
* Where it is possible to provide core support, ensure capacities are developed across all five dimensions and link disbursem ent to third-party verification
of performance or capacities. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs]
* Review all relevant guideli onthep of thi
capture suggestions for change. [EC/DEVCO]
* Develop clarification and guidelines for how the current procedures can be used to better serve the purpose of the programme including how to support
CSO strategicplans and increase the involvement of local CSOs. These clarifications, interpretations and guidelines could be based on EU and other donor
| experience on providing core support to CSOs, includingif relevant:
| o The option of country-based FPA type modalities benefitting from the findings of the ongoing evaluationof PFAs onceitis complete[EC/DEVCO, CSOs]
0 Mechanismsincluding use of call for proposals to support the strategic plans of CSO platforms where these plans have a credible prospect of catalysing
change. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]
o Refine and if possible, relax procedures for undertaking direct negotiation. [EC/DEVCO]
« Initiate in a longer term perspective a discussion within EUDs/DEVCO on how procedures instruments and modalities can be ad justed to better meet the
special needs of civil society. [EC/DEVCO]

ionand conductan anonymous survey of EUDs to

in light of ther

* Make use of theory of change and intervention logictools at programme and country level and be open to adjustment based on monitoring outcomes
and lessons learnt. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

* Develop a set of outcome and impact indicators at programme level (e.g. taking the suggestions of the 2019 evaluability assessment as a starting point)
that are simple (SMART) and linking to the sustainable developmentgoals. [EC/DEVCO]

* Ensure that there are sufficient resources at the country level to monitorand report on the country roadmap, if necessary by outsourcing. [EC/DEVCO,
EUDs]

* Consider making use of support facilities or CSO platforms to provide basic monitoring and reporting at programme level, which entails harmonised
reportingat country level. [EC/DEVCO, EUDs, CSOs]

* Draw on intellectual resources produced by the 2010 DEAR Study as well as newer thinking as reflected in the analytical work done by the DEAR Support
Team, CONCORD, and the project Frame. Voice. Report!, as well as GENE. [EC/DEVCO]

* The theory of change should clarify concepts at the core of DEAR and develop a coherent definition of the meaning of publicawareness, public
engagement, publicmobilisation, and how these elements hang together. [EC/DEVCO]

* Based on a theory of change, develop standardised and verifiable indicators applicable across actions to account for results, and which provide guidance
on what constitutes a successful DEAR project. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs/LAs]

* Draw on intellectualand analytical work conducted by DEAR stakeholders to inform this work. [EC/DEVCO, CSOs/LAs]

* Introduce more stringent requirements for how monitoring covers all partners in a CSO-LA consortium, and provide closer scrutiny of project reporting
during projectimplementation. [EC/DEVCO]

« Communicate why programming decisions are being taken, including those relating to the size of consortia; the thematicfocus of the calls; as well as
| specific aspects of calls. [EC/DEVCO]

« In particular, provide feedback on such issues where stakeholders have provided substantiated feedback to DEVCO over the years. [EC/DEVCO,
CSOs/LAs]
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Annex 5 Strengths and weaknesses of different funding delivery mechanisms - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

Annex 5 Strengths and weaknesses of different funding
delivery mechanisms in the CSO-LA programme

Seven different mechanisms are identified below. All of them are in theory available to the EU although not always practiced widely and in some cases difficult to use
due to time pressure, resource constraints and procedural complications. The Concord (2016) study on financial mechanisms provides an outline of mechanisms seen
from the civil society point of view. Operational grants and core support have much in common in that they support the strategic plans of CSOs (or ALAS) using the
organisational governance, management, accounting and reporting procedures rather than those defined through a specific project. In that way they support the
strengthening of the organisational systems from within rather than through a project. The presence of a credible strategic plan (or one that can be developed to that stage)
is a pre-condition for such type of support. By supporting a wider strategic plan they channel resources evenly to the priorities of the organisation instead of earmarking
them for certain activities defined in the project. In this way they avoid priorities in effect being set by what is available through donor funding. Clearly, most
organisations would need initial strengthening before being ready for such support and thus a two stage process is often used (first initial support to help develop systems
and plans and then a strongly conditioned process of providing operational/core support in line with improving performance, especially of a governance nature).

Table A0.1 Streniths and weaknesses of different fundinﬁ deliveri mechanisms in the CSO-LA iroiramme

Call for
proposals

Open and democratic
access

Transparent award and
contracting

Enables new organisations
to apply

Can engage with CSO that
are not yet ready to contract
via delegation of activities

o Entails a heavy workload for the EUD

e Expensive and risky for CSOs to prepare proposals

e Lengthy procedure

e Tends to favour already strong NGOs who can
prepare proposals and raise the co-financing and
are confident of complying with the financial
procedures

o Creates competition between CSOs as very few
winners

e Difficult to finance the strategic plan of CSOs leads
to invention of projects.

e Can lead to rigid projects with relatively short
durations, high ambitions and low flexibility

¢ Wastage of resources
owasted CSO effort can be managed through
screening concept notes
o Trade-off between large contracts which reduce the
workload for all and outreach to more CSOs — can
be partly managed through sub-granting
¢ Alignment with CSO strategic plans
o Consider requiring that actions to be financed are
part of CSOs strategic plans.
o Alignment with wider processes
o Trade-off between the right to initiative and
geographic and thematic alignment / prioritisation
— can be partly managed through use of lots and
criteria

Reaching out to new and small CSOs

o Consider requiring association between national
and local CSOs networks - covering more than one
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Enables cumulative results
to be achieved over the
longer term

Overcomes some of the
project related weaknesses
of short duration

Allows a better balance
between time frame,
resources, challenges face
and level of ambition
Reduces workload on
preparing and responding to
new calls for proposal

Mechanism Strength Weakness Trade-offs, issues and mitigation action
municipality as exchange is important for scaling
up.

As above but in addition:
CfP with sub- | e Contractually engages e Can direct capacity development and activities « Short project duration
granting smaller grassroot CSOs by towards financial and project management and o project duration can be extended for sub-granting
¢ Reduces workload for the learning of EU procedures rather than core to ensure enough time for core activities
EUD (putting more on the activities « Domination of large CSOs
lead applicant) e Can lead to short duration of projects due to the o co-financing can be relaxed to encourage national
e Supports development of double call for proposals procedure apex bodies to apply
capacity to manage funds o High risk for the lead applicant if small CSOs
and seek other sources of default
funding e Can lead to domination by large CSOs and a
service delivery relationship with small CSOs
e Large projects with large co-financing tends to lead
to domination by INGOs or those financially strong
Lessens direct control of EU delegations on use of
funds and reporting
e Tends to reduce the number of new and different o Insufficient diversity
Follow up « Provides incentive for CSOs that can be engaged with o this could be increased by asking for on-granting
e Could introduce a dependency on EU funding or delegation in follow up phases
grants performance

e Single donor dependency —
ocan be reduced through increasing co-financing
requirement in follow up grants
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Mechanism

Strength

Weakness

Trade-offs, issues and mitigation action

Direct grant

e Can target immediate

strategic needs and respond
to opportunities

Flexible and easier to adjust
with changing needs
Enhances EU delegation
involvement and
understanding of civil
society and issues being
addressed

Can strengthen and support
the strategic plan of CSO

e Currently only possible to do when the
organisation has a unique role

e Puts a workload and skill set burden on the EU
delegation

e Can be contested and could lead to tension among
CSOs

e Only a few CSOs can be reached leading to
concentration

o Insufficient diversity (concentration)
o limit use for small strategic and catalytic amounts
e.g. for studies to leave funding for others
o Highly restrictive eligibility
orelax eligibility or if only a few eligible invite a
joint action
oFocus on CSO apex bodies
e Delegation workload
o use in conjunction with follow up grant to reduce
new negotiations

e Concentration — tends to favour large CSOs
e Fragmentation- can lead to development of

enabling environment
without imposing project
limits

Can help fund platforms
which do not engage
directly with projects but
support others

Strategic support could be
provided by national and
subnational confederations

e Requires in-depth internal controls
e Limited to well governed CSOs
Currently regulations only allow yearly grants.

FPA Can strengthen and support : I - : 3.4 FPAs can be negotiated or in response to
the strateaic plan of CSO unwieldy or artificial consortiums with members calls
Allows a%etfe  balance that don’t have enough in common
between time frame e Risks increase as funds and time frame increase
resources, challengés face ° Considelrable re?c,oltljrces_,trhequ'ired_to Smeitt_ ¢ Insufficient diversity (concentration)
and level of ambition pr_t:ﬁosa Ii_eslpema {)W' extensive consortiums oFPAs could potentially be made at country level
Increases funding with muftiple members with national platforms/apex bodies
predictability
° e Managing risks
: e Could lead to funds being spent on recurrent costs oconditions can be put on improving internal
Operational Can aIIc_>w response to non- with little measurable impact governance
Support project issues of the

e Single donor dependency
o Sustainability — requirement for co-financing can
be increased over time
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and networks that know
national and subnational
conditions.

Can support strategic plans
more flexibly than through
projects.

Core support
(new) as

practiced by
other donors

e Can support enabling
environment and platforms
both operationally and in
terms of concrete activities

¢ Can strengthen and support
the strategic plan of CSO

o Allows a better balance
between time frame,
resources, challenges face
and level of ambition

e Increases funding
predictability

e Can be combined with on
granting — through apex
bodies

e Concentration — tends to favour a few CSOs

e Transparency — not as open as calls for proposals

¢ Risks increase as funds and time frame increase

e Can be contested and could lead to tension among
CSOs

e Ensuring transparency
ocalls can be made for submitting strategic plans
and track records
e Performance incentives
o Follow up grants — can be used to incentivise
internal governance and performance

Source: PEManalysis; Concord (2016); Internal DEVCO presentation
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CSO (2015). EuropeAid/150217/DD/ACT/BR
LA (2015). EuropeAid/150890/DD/ACT/BR
CSO (2017). EuropeAid/157778/DD/ACT/BR

Chad

CSO LA 2019 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-
services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573
847&270e0=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&ord
erby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680
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https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532552542862&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35380&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=150217
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532552542862&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35380&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=150890
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532552542862&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35380&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=157778
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680

Annex 6 Bibliography - evaluation of the CSO-LA programme (2014-2019)

CSO LA 2014 https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-

services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1583936183890&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573

847&z0e0=35614&debpub=&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=1

35958

Colombia

CSO (2019).
EuropeAid/161866/DD/ACT/CO CSO
(2015). EuropeAid/150507/DD/ACT/CO
CSO (2017).
EuropeAid/155688/DD/ACT/CO

Fiji,
CSO, EIDHR (2014). EuropeAid/136491/DD/ACT/FJ

Indonesia
CSO (2015). EuropeAid/136882/DD/AC/ID

CSO, LA, TALD (2017). EuropeAid/15135/DD/ACT/ID

Madagascar

CSO (2016). EuropeAid/152052/DD/ACT/MG
CSO, LA (2018).
EuropeAid/159874/DD/ACT/MG

Mozambique
CSO, LA (2015). EuropeAid/150577/DD/ACT/MZ

Myanmar

CSO (2015). EuropeAid/136680/DD/ACT/MM
CSO, LA (2017).
EuropeAid/154662/DD/ACT/MM

Senegal

CSO (2019). EuropeAid/161907/DD/ACT/SN
CSO (2015). EuropeAid/136750/DD/ACT/SN
LA (2014). EuropeAid/135496/DD/ACT/SN
CSO (2014). EuropeAid/135723/DD/ACT/SN

South Africa
CSO (2016). EuropeAid/151454/DD/ACTIZA
LA (2016). EuropeAid/152000/DD/ACT/ZA

Tajikistan
CSO (2017). EuropeAid/155023/DD/ACT/TJ
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https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1583936183890&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35614&debpub=&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=135958
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1583936183890&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35614&debpub=&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=135958
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1583936183890&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35614&debpub=&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=135958
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1583936183890&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35614&debpub=&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=135958
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532554698412&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35406&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=150507
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532554698412&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35406&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=155688
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532590783262&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35433&ccnt=7573876&debpub=26%2F07%2F2013&finpub=26%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136491
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?do=publi.welcome&nbPubliList=15&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&searchtype=RS&aofr=136882&userlanguage=en
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532557515199&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35464&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=153135
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532559807526&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35504&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=152052
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1448445065535&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&aoet=36538&debpub&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=15&page=1&aoref=150577
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532585649509&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35508&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=136680
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/europeaid/online-services/index.cfm?ADSSChck=1532588363316&do=publi.detPUB&searchtype=AS&Pgm=7573847&zgeo=35648&ccnt=7573876&debpub=25%2F07%2F2013&finpub=25%2F07%2F2018&orderby=upd&orderbyad=Desc&nbPubliList=25&page=1&aoref=151454

Uganda

CSO0, 2018-2019
EuropeAid/165220/DD/ACT/UG CSO, LA,
2017 EuropeAid/154942/DD/ACT/UG CSO,
LA, 2015 EuropeAid/150160/DD/ACT/UG

Zimbabwe

CSO (2019). EuropeAid/163273/DD/IACT/ZW
CSO, LA (2017).
EuropeAid/154220/DD/ACT/ZW
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