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H EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The primary objectives of the thematic evaluation of the EU’s support to Civil Society (CS) in the
Western Balkans® and Turkey (WBT) have been to:

= Provide findings and recommendations to assist DG ELARG in the programming and
implementation of EU pre-accession assistance to CS in candidate and potential candidate
countries with a view to improving the instruments available to best respond to policy
objectives and improve the performance of financial assistance; and

= Assess the performance of financial assistance in achieving its objectives in relation to its
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The main findings and conclusions below comprise first a brief recapitulation of the findings of Phase 1
(assessment of the Intervention Logic), followed by the findings and conclusions stemming from the
findings of Phase 2 (Performance Assessment).

With regard to the Intervention Logic, the strategic and programme level objectives of EU assistance
to CS in the WBT are in line with the Copenhagen Criteria for Accession. The Copenhagen Criteria
are appropriately reflected in these objectives. These are further supported by a significant financial
assistance allocation, although budgetary allocations for WBT CS support are still below real needs.

No disruption has been observed in the transition from, or linkages between pre-IPA and IPA national
programmes and instruments, although the EU’s support on a regional (multi-beneficiary, MB) level
has been strongly boosted and structured under IPA. Coordination and the participatory approach to
policy and strategy formulation and programming have, in general, been significantly improved and
reinforced under IPA. However, this is less true with regard to the support to CS.

Although the strategic and programming objectives are accurate and realistic, they sporadically lack
measurability. This is a weakness caused by the as yet insufficiently developed dialogue between the
EU and national authorities towards developing a more structured and better-shared partnership
approach to CS support.

This weakness is also reflected in a relative lack of flexibility in adapting to the evolving needs of Civil
Society Organisations (CSOSs) in relation to:

= their capacity building; and
= the objective of supporting the stronger involvement of CSOs in effective national socio-
economic development.

! Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo (this designation is without
prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/99 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of
independence), Montenegro and Serbia.



One reason for this relative lack of flexibility is that EU support to WBT CS has been contained almost

exclusively within IPA Component 1.2 Stronger CSO participation should therefore be supported in
Cross-Border Cooperation programmes (CBC) under IPA Component Il, along with support for CSO
involvement under IPA Components lll, IV and V.

This limitation has also had a detrimental effect on the EU’s capacity to better prioritise its CS support.

CSOs’ participation in their needs assessment and strategy selection has been significantly improved
under IPA but it is now recommended to take a decisive step, by allowing and supporting CSOs’
involvement in a much wider and more diversified range of domains covered by all IPA components.

With regard to Performance, the planned administrative and organisational structures have generally
been set up, but have highly variable effectiveness and importance. This uneven situation from one
country to another depends on a number of factors, in particular:

= nstitutional capacity and achieved maturity (or not) of the national institutional CSO support
partners;

= overall soundness of the country’s governance, which in certain cases directly affects the
effectiveness of the support to CSOs (absence of a more enabling institutional environment,
biased position of national institutions in charge of CS, etc...).

In this overall WBT CS landscape, in which the situation differs from one country to another, the
introduction of Technical Assistance for Civil Society (TACSO) and its regional and national activities
has already been favourably perceived, and its role should be further reinforced.

In addition, both external and internal follow-up and monitoring of CS programmes and projects are
not yet satisfactory, not only in terms of monitoring tools, structures and mechanisms, but also
regarding the need to use monitoring feedback for CSOs’ capacity building and for their projects’
improvement and reinforcement.

Nevertheless, the EU’s priority objective of supporting the development and capacity building of WBT
CSOs has, to a significant extent, been achieved. In particular, the EU has played a decisive role, both
in the period following the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia (post-conflict reconstruction) and during
the current process of reconciliation and preparation for EU accession.

EU support for the capacity building of CSOs should be pursued and reinforced, with a particular focus
on their further empowerment, as well as on enhancing their role in the enlargement strategy and
beyond. This would comprise, above all, addressing certain fundamental needs:

= Going a step further, from “reconstruction” to “reconciliation”; and
= Developing the CSOs’ capacity to fully participate in the design and implementation of national
socio-economic development strategy.

A particular emphasis should therefore be placed on the CSOs’ potential role as stakeholders and
actors in territorial (local, regional and cross-border) and socio-economic development.

As concerns the outreach to CSOs, neither the EU nor other international donors have yet managed to
reach a more appropriate balance in supporting not only large, but also weaker and smaller CSOs.
Small grassroots CSOs could be more easily reached and supported through simple thematic (micro-

% Not counting EIDHR.



grant) Calls for Proposals (CfP), focussing on service delivery in certain fundamental issues of day-to-
day local and regional (including cross-border) concern, such as the environment and pollution,
support to refugees, vulnerable groups, or discriminated communities.

This confirms that the architecture of the EU’s support (i.e. the mix of different instruments), is still
insufficiently balanced in terms of its focus and formal participation conditions (rather than in terms of
the type of assistance as such).

The need for over-arching regional scale support which offers an integrated combination of non-
financial and financial assistance has now been met. This support is currently provided by the Civil
Society Facility (CSF), which should be further reinforced by more tightly inter-connecting its
constituent components.

Regarding the choice of a de-concentrated or Decentralised Implementation System (DIS), neither is
more or less conducive than the other for EU support to CSOs. The real challenge is rather to further
reinforce EU assistance in order to empower the CSOs, thus leading to their stronger involvement in
national socio-economic development and increasingly tangible contributions to the further
consolidation of good governance in WBT countries.

The future sustainability and reinforcement of current achievements will depend to a significant extent
on the possibility of fine-tuning existing instruments and programmes, as well as designing new ones
that would allow the CSOs to take a more significant part in socio-economic decision-making and
implementation. This would allow a stronger potential impact:

= on structural issues of local and regional development (including CBC);

= in sector-wide strategies and programming; and

= as an overarching driving force for the needed reconciliation throughout the Western Balkans,
an issue of evident importance for the countries of the former Yugoslavia.

Finally, further impact and sounder sustainability of the EU’s support to WBT CSOs are still hampered
by constraints of a primarily institutional character, such as an insufficiently consensual dialogue
between the EU and the national institutional stakeholders in charge of managing EU issues. Sounder
sustainability and deeper effects of the EU’s support to CSOs depend on several conditions:

= reinforcement and intensification of the MB (CSF) support approach;

= diversification of thematic programmes in order to build CSOs’ capacities in reconciliation and
participation in territorial and socio-economic development (including in sector programmes, if
introduced under IPA); and

= further implementation of thematic grant schemes in fields of strong local interest and
facilitation of CSO access to them, by allowing for significant simplification of procedures,
including the possibility to use local (national) languages instead of English.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The table below recapitulates the two key recommendations that result from the main findings, lessons
learned and conclusions of this evaluation, followed by a proposal to consider wider and more
diversified support to WBT CSOs in the future.



Weakness or shortcoming Recommendation

1 The current level of (external and Strengthen external and internal monitoring
internal) monitoring of CS of EU support to CS in the WBT, including
programmes and projects further building up of EU, regional, national
(including CSF components) is not and CSO (external and internal) monitoring
yet optimal and the information capacities. In particular:

generated from their internal
monitoring is not sufficiently
focused on results and impacts. As
a consequence, CSOs'
accountability to their
constituencies and the general
public has suffered.

0] Ensure appropriate mainstreaming of
the CSF’s overall and specific
objectives in relevant external and
internal monitoring, in order to set up
appropriate monitoring indicators on
the Results and Impact levels.

(i) Ensure inclusion of an agreed set of
indicators directly related to CS
issues in ROM and other IPA regional
and IPA national (external and
internal) monitoring activities. In
particular, include indicators of the
contribution of EU-supported CSOs to
the achievement of the Copenhagen
Political Criteria and the objectives of
the Enlargement Strategy and Civil
Society Strategy by accession and
pre-accession countries.

(i) Strengthen both external and internal
CS monitoring and ensure their more
systematic application.

2 EU support to CSOs in the WBT is Promote the wider use of geographical /
not sufficiently “balanced”, as the sectoral or thematic small grant schemes
outreach and support to small, rural and introduce more flexibility in their
grassroots CSOs is still insufficient. conditions. In particular:

0] Ensure the inclusion of at least one

small grant scheme per IPA
beneficiary per year under the CSF
national programmes.

(ii) Promote, under such small grant
schemes, less demanding eligibility
criteria, simplified application
procedures, minimum co-financing
requirements, and usage of local
languages.

Additional proposal to consider wider and more diversified support to WBT CSOs

Support stronger participation of CS in territorial and socio-economic development of the IPA
Countries (IPA Component Il, CBC, sector programmes if introduced under IPA, etc.), and of their role
as driving forces for further regional integration, including reconciliation (e.g. thematic support to
regional CS networks, etc).




Recommendation 1 Strengthen external and internal monitoring of EU support to

CS in the WBT, including further building up of EU, regional,

national and CSO external and internal monitoring capacities

Monitoring of CS programmes and projects has, in general, not yet reached a satisfactory level. More
particularly, internal CS monitoring consists primarily of project-based, activity-orientated monitoring,
focussing more on efficiency and less on effectiveness and impact.

The first and second phase of this evaluation have found that the introduction and further roll out of the
CSF has contributed to a higher degree of coherence and consistency of EU support to CS in the
WBT as far as programming and implementation are concerned. This situation is not yet reflected in
the EU’s and other actors’ monitoring efforts. Hence, the CSF’s overall and specific objectives should
be "mainstreamed" in relevant internal and external monitoring carried out by the EU, the beneficiary
countries, and CS itself.

The evaluation has also found that, as yet, there exists no agreed set of CS indicators to measure the
contribution of EU support to CS towards the achievement of the Copenhagen Political Criteria and
the objectives of the Enlargement Strategy and Civil Society Strategy in the WBT. Such a set of
indicators should be developed by the EU, the beneficiary countries, and CS. They should then be
included in monitoring at all levels, including the level of service contracts, large and small grants, and
P2P events.

Finally, the evaluation has found that monitoring of CS support programmes and projects can still be
enhanced. This will help ensure that EU and beneficiary country decision-makers, programmers and
all actors that are responsible for subsequent programme and project implementation receive relevant
monitoring feedback.

In this context, the TACSO Project could play a more significant role. In particular, its mandate should
be widened and reinforced to include capacity building initiatives in order to strengthen CSOs’ internal
monitoring of EU funded projects.

Recommendation 2 Promote the wider use of geographical / sectoral or thematic

small grant schemes and introduce more flexibility in their
conditions

EU support to WBT CSOs has not yet managed to strike an appropriate balance between larger and
smaller CSOs, due to a number of factors found in all WBT beneficiaries. In particular, the donor-
driven “competitive” environment has favoured project-based empowerment and the resulting stronger
growth of larger CSOs and of their corresponding fundraising capacity. The main difficulties
encountered by small CSOs, very often located in outlying rural areas, are difficulty in accessing
information on EU grant schemes, language constraints and the need to provide co-financing in order
to get access to EU funds.

However, smaller local grassroots CSOs have been more effectively reached and supported through
certain thematic grant schemes which focus on service delivery for a number of fundamental issues of
local concern, such as environment and pollution, support to refugees, vulnerable groups,
discriminated communities, etc.
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In order to reduce this gap between large and small CSOs and thereby ensure a more balanced
territorial and social coverage of the EU’s support, it is recommended to:

i) Further diversify grant schemes, in particular through their division into lots
(sub-granting via large CSOs may contribute to improve access to information),
in order to enable small CSOs to benefit from ad hoc capacity building
assistance throughout the application process; and, in parallel

i) Consider the possibility to introduce more flexibility in co-financing
requirements and the possibility for applicants to submit applications and
deliver project reporting in the local (national) language.

Additional Proposal Consider wider and more diversified support to WBT CSOs

While the EU’s support to CS in the WBT has contributed significantly to building its operational
capacity, the effective participation of CS as a fully recognised player (by both the population and the
political establishment) in national reforms and socio-economic development has not yet reached a
satisfactory level.

Although formal mechanisms for consultation of CS in different IPA Components already exist, or are
being set up, and although a substantial part of the CSF budget is allocated to CS Partnership
Programmes, aimed at increasing CS capacity to influence policy and participate in decision making
processes, CSOs still need to be further supported to take up their due share of responsibility, both in
programming and implementing national socio-economic development initiatives, and in further
contributing to regional integration, including reconciliation.

This wider and more diversified support to the CSOs would lead to benefits stemming from their ability
to transcend national and political boundaries (in support of regional integration and reconciliation). In
this context, particular attention could be devoted to the support of regional CS networks on the one
hand, and the potential leverage of certain other EU regional (MB) projects and institutions such as the
RCC, ReSPA and CBIB, on the other hand.

11



H 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Evaluation Purpose and Scope

The primary objective of this thematic evaluation has been to provide findings and recommendations
to assist the Directorate General for Enlargement (DG ELARG) of the European Commission (EC) in
the programming and implementation of European Union (EU) pre-accession assistance to support
Civil Society (CS) in candidate and potential candidate countries with a view to improving the
instruments available to respond best to policy objectives and improve performance of financial
assistance.

The evaluation has also comprised an appraisal of the performance of the EU’s financial assistance in
this field in achieving its objectives, and namely its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and
sustainability.

Its specific objectives have been the following:

= To provide an assessment of the intervention logic of EU assistance to support CS in the Western
Balkans and Turkey (WBT);

= To provide a judgement on the performance (either actual or expected) of assistance, particularly
as regards its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability; and,

= Based on relevant findings, conclusions and lessons learned as per 1) and 2) above, to provide
relevant operational recommendations for: (a) programming future EU assistance and (b) outlining
corrective measures, where applicable, to improve the implementation and monitoring of on-going
and future actions.

It is important to underline that, in the framework of the overall guidance and follow-up of the
evaluation mission, DG ELARG/E4 has strongly insisted on the need for the evaluation to focus on the
overall impact of EU support to the WBT CS, beyond the — and as an ultimate synthesis of —
evaluation findings, the structure of which is fully in line with the directions provided by the Terms of
Reference (ToR) (evaluation structure and sequence, list of Evaluation Questions - EQs - etc.).

As concerns its scope, the ToR stipulated that the evaluation should cover a number of instruments
and programmes, listed in its Annex |, but also specified that this was “an indicative list of the
programmes for each country to be covered by this evaluation”. DG ELARG/E4 requested that, in the
wider framework of Inception Report 2, (i) a full overview of all existing projects be prepared by the
evaluation team (past and under implementation, within the scope defined by the ToR), and (ii) the
sampling criteria be applied to this (as) extensive (as possible) overview in order to propose a sample
of projects for further evaluation.

A comprehensive list of the EU-funded programmes and projects in support of CSOs in the WBT was
therefore prepared in the first stage of Phase 2, including not only the projects of the Instruments
CARDS 2005 and 2006, PHARE 2005 and 2006, IPA 2007, 2008 and 2009, and thematic
programmes in support of CS in Turkey (TR), but also all wider available information on projects in
support of CS funded in the framewaork of other Instruments (CARDS prior to 2005 and IPA after 2009,
EIDHR, etc.).

On this basis, it was possible to propose and approve a sample of 65 projects, which was used as a
reference framework in Phase 2 fieldwork. These projects have already been implemented or are
being so in all WBT beneficiaries, and include several multi-beneficiary (MB) grant contracts currently
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funded in the wider framework of the Civil Society Facility (CSF) (IPA 2008)3. The recapitulated
information on the comprehensive list of project is presented in Annex VI “Recapitulation of
Comprehensive List of EU CS Support Projects”.

1.2 Implementation and Methodology

As concerns the implementation, and in line with the approved methodology and work plan, the
evaluation was implemented in two phases, each resulting in one Final Report.

e Report 1 covered the assessment of the intervention logic followed in the Instrument for Pre-
accession Assistance (IPA) 2007-2009 national programmes and the IPA multi-beneficiary
programmes (MBP) under Component |. This included the MBPs within the CSF: TACSO, the
People 2 People (P2P) programme and Partnership Actions”.

e The present Report 2 covers EU pre-accession financial assistance provided to CS under IPA
2007-2009 and under the last two years (2005-2006) of pre-IPA assistance to the WBT.

Both Phases have been subject to an inception period and corresponding reporting, which has
provided for more flexibility in the evaluation’s methodology and in the operational organisation.

As concerns the methodology, its main points are underlined below, in order to clarify the bases on
which the findings, conclusions and recommendations were reached throughout the second Phase
fieldwork.

The deskwork already undertaken during Phase 1 was continued throughout Phase 2 in order to (i)
compile and complete the comprehensive list of projects and their proposed sample and (ii) study the
sampled projects to the extent allowed by the available documentation. Additional documentary
analysis was then performed after the fieldwork, during the preparation of the evaluation synthesis.

In spite of its relatively reduced time frame, the fieldwork allowed applying all possible and available
means for evidence collection, in all visited WBT countries:

e interviews (briefing and/or debriefing) with the EC personnel in charge, both at the
Headquarters and in all EU Delegations in the WBT;

e working meetings with the key national institutional stakeholders in charge of the CS dialogue
and support, in all WBT countries;

e interviews with TACSO core team in BiH and with its country advisers in all the WBT
countries;

e working meetings with representatives of major CSOs in all WBT countries and in particular
those that have acted as key players in the current EU-WBT CS cooperation (in particular in
BiH and in TR);

e where and whenever possible (in particular in Kosovo, ME, MK and RS), plenary meetings in
form of focus groups;

3 A more detailed account of the sample preparation and contents is provided in the Inception Report 2, dated 7 October 2011.
* Only two components of the CSF: TACSO and Partnership Actions were evaluated in depth. The evaluation focuses on the
support granted under the MBPs 2008, and (partly) 2009, implemented under CSF. Although the P2P programme had been
foreseen to be within the scope of the evaluation, the present report does not provide a comprehensive evaluation of the P2P
programme.
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o working meetings with the stakeholders of the projects listed in the retained sample, in all
WBT countries, completed or replaced by, in case of their non-availability (in particular for the
projects already completed), meetings with other CSOs having benefited from EU support;

e ad hoc survey of all the regional WBT CS networks that took part in the RCC-TACSO
December 2012 conference in Sarajevo (see the table below), in order to obtain their
viewpoints over certain key questions and issues addressed throughout the evaluation. This
survey was facilitated by TACSO and RCC and the responses of the surveyed CS Networks
are presented in Annex V “Survey of Regional CSO Networks”.

The combined essential outcomes of these different evaluation methods contributed to weigh, retain
and formulate all major findings and conclusions of this evaluation: they were all complementary one
to another and none of them could be considered as more decisive than the others.

In addition, the evaluation team took the opportunity of all WBT CS-related events, in order to widen
and complete the range of evaluation fieldwork tools, as recapitulated in the table below:

WBT CSO Event Place and Date Purpose and feedback to evaluation

P2P Study Tour “Volunteering Policies” Brussels, 19-22/09/11 | Participation as observer in the wider frame
of the CSF appraisal, with the focus on P2P.

TACSO LAGs Conference Pristina, 24-26/10/11 Participation on TACSO invitation to present
the evaluation’s Phase 1 findings and first ad
hoc consultations concerning the intended
findings & recommendations.

P2P Study Tour “Free Media in a World Istanbul, 17/11/11 Participation as observer in the wider frame
in Transition: Ownership, Funding and of the CSF appraisal, with the focus on P2P.
the Role of Civil Society”

“Civil Society Lost in Translation? Donor | Brussels, 21/11/11 Participation in order to take into

Strategies & Practices in Supporting Civil consideration key findings and conclusions
Society Development in the Balkans” of the study carried out by the BCSDN and

Balkans Civil Society Development

presented at this event.
Network (BCSDN)

RCC — TACSO Conference “Regional Sarajevo, 12- Survey (by e-mail) of all the regional CSO
Civil Society Organisations’ Networks in 14/12/12/11 networks that took part in this Conference
the IPA Countries” (available inputs and time schedule of

evaluation did not allow for direct
participation in the Conference).

It is underlined that the above-listed TACSO LAGs Conference in Pristina allowed the evaluators, not
only to present the evaluation’s Phase 1 findings, but also to meet a very large of WBT CSO
stakeholders and discuss with them the preliminary lines and orientations of the second Phase
findings and recommendations. Moreover, this event also allowed the fieldwork in Kosovo to be
organised in form of several focus groups, thanks to the availability on the spot of the targeted
stakeholders.

Additional information concerning the fieldwork scope is provided in Annex Il sections presenting the
country-specific findings.

14



H 2. EVALUATION FINDINGS

This chapter presents the key findings of Phase 2 related to eight Evaluation Questions (EQs), as
defined in the ToR>. However, in order to present a wider overview of the evaluation’s findings:

= Annex Il presents the summary of Phase 1 findings, contained in the approved Report 1 (July

2011);
= Annex lll presents the wider country-specific findings of Phase 2.

2.1 CS Contextinthe WBT

Following the findings and recommendations of Report 1, which dealt primarily with the strategic,
financial and administrative framework of EU assistance to CS in the WBT,® this report provides an
assessment of the impact of the EU’s support to CS in this region.

It therefore provides answers to important questions of relevance, efficiency, and effectiveness, impact
and sustainability, as well as an indication of the extent to which the assistance is balanced (i.e. in
terms of a variety of instruments and outreach to different types of organisations). The report also
provides inputs on ways for improving the assistance framework towards better outreach,
effectiveness and impact of the assistance.

This section (2.1) outlines the context within which CS functions in the WBT, taking as a basis the
comprehensive Needs Assessment (NA) carried out very recently by TACSO. In the framework of this
Needs Assessment, specific country reports are accompanied with the regional report, which provides
information on the CSO development context, their capacities and needs. These documents’ primary
purpose is to serve as input for developing strategies for Technical Assistance (TA) provided by
TACSO, but they are also a valuable resource for understanding the context and challenges CS faces
in the WBT today.

The box below contains an overview of the situation in the WBT regarding CS development that
constitutes the background information for analysis and argumentation behind the findings of this
Report.

® 2.4.2.2. “Specific objective 2: Relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of financial assistance”:
Judgement (Required output 2.1 as per section 2.5 of the ToR).
® See main findings of the Report 1 in Annex IIl.
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Recapitulation of TACSO Needs Appraisal

Enabling environment for development of CS in the WBT

The Western Balkans region is currently undergoing significant changes in the process of
democratisation and reforms towards EU accession. A range of strategic reforms have been
undertaken in each of the countries of the Western Balkans, including adoption of legislation and
strategies for improvement of all sectors of governance, with increasing participation of CS actors in
the process of consultation in decision making processes. TR is also facing improvements in the
recognition of CSOs, however slow and limited the progress is. The Department of Associations within
the Ministry of Interior is increasingly improving its outreach and transparency towards its clients,
although it is not yet fully supportive towards CS initiatives.

Legislative and institutional framework for CS in the WBT

All countries of the WBT region have adopted legislation that enables the exercise of freedom of
association, by establishing standards and frameworks for CSO registration. The existing legislation
has been in the process of improvement, and the period of 2010-2011 saw the revision and
improvement of such legislation in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (MK), Kosovo and the
Republic of Serbia (RS). However, some countries, such as Albania (AL), still struggle to create clear
frameworks for procedures, like financial reporting and taxation. TR struggles with ensuring that
freedom of association and speech is respected. According to the EC 2011 Progress Report “[c]ivil
society organisations and human rights defenders often face prosecution and legal proceedings on
charges of terrorist propaganda during demonstrations and protest meetings”. The TACSO NA report
also noted that, “CSOs perceived as promoting a politically oppositional discourse against state
ideology report that they are discriminated against by the authorities and are unofficially blacklisted”.
Following the improvement of the legislation for CS, the process of registration has also improved,
especially in terms of efficiency of the registration process. However, challenges to efficiency and
effectiveness of the registration process are reported in Kosovo, where the procedures are still done
manually, while the CSOs to be registered in TR face more restrictive legislation, especially foreign
associations. This is because all foreign associations need to go through a procedure of consultation
between the Ministry of Interior and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which often results in the rejection
of applications.

There have been measures to strengthen and institutionalise cooperation between government and
CS in the WBT through different policy documents, such as Strategies and Rules and Guidelines for
cooperation with CS and specific agencies for support to CS. Such specific strategic documents and
institutional mechanisms have not yet been established in Kosovo or TR, while RS does have the
institutional mechanism (Agency for Cooperation with CS) but has not developed the policy for
cooperation with CS yet.

Nevertheless, the TACSO NA reports reiterate the need for further work on improving the capacities of
governments to adequately include CS in policy processes, and particularly to improve cooperation
and partnerships between the two sectors. While cooperation with, and inclusion of CS in policy-
making processes is increasing, there is a strong need across the region to institutionalise this
cooperation and inclusion and to harmonise the approach and extent to which CS is involved.
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Financing CS activities

The governments across the region do provide funding for CS. The amounts and extent of
transparency for funding, however, varies from country to country. The TACSO NA notes that the
funding for CS in TR is not regular, while the state resources are granted to certain CSOs by means of
project partnerships, rather than grant allocations or service contracts. In other countries, the funding
is generally unregulated, ad hoc and, in many countries, the granting is not transparent. On a positive
note, facts from some countries, such as Croatia (HR), MK and Montenegro (ME) are showing
significant steps forward in the harmonisation of mechanisms for the disbursement of funds in a more
transparent manner.

Capacities of CSOs

CSOs across the WBT region have received significant TA, funding and capacity building support in all
areas of organisational life by a variety of international and local CSO support mechanisms, including
EU-funded ones. Thanks to organisational development and programme and governance support
offered by these initiatives, a large number of organisations have increased their skills, knowledge and
expertise. Such interventions have thus contributed to a general increase in the quality and outreach
of CS organisations, and therefore to their impact on the development of WBT societies. However, the
NA documents indicate that the CSOs, especially those in rural and/or remote regions continue to
struggle with organising their work following standards and generally accepted approaches to CSO
work. Organisations generally struggle with recruiting and retaining experienced staff and experts,
particularly in management areas, such as project/programme development, financial compliance and
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E). Moreover, lack of stable funding, decreasing donor support and the
on-going need to fundraise and compete for funds create significant challenges for sustainability of
these organisations and contribute to enlarging the gap between the large and small CSOs.

Organisations in the WBT are increasingly recognising the need to network and raise their profile and
expertise in sectors in which they are active. CSOs are increasingly creating links and networks both
within the countries and among the countries in the region and in the EU. Different EU programmes for
dialogue between EU organisations and those from the regions have contributed to increased interest
and understanding of the value of countrywide, regional and European networks.

EU Assistance to CS in WBT comprises a comprehensive set of interventions aiming at the
empowerment of CS, in order for the CSOs to be actively involved in the process of political, social
and economic reform in the region. In this way, the EU contributes to the strengthening of democracy
and reconciliation, with special focus on fulfilling the Copenhagen criteria’. This EU support is placed
in a complex socio-economic and political WBT context and addresses a range of partners from
national governments and CSOs, whereby different instruments, such as TA, micro and macro grant
schemes, P2P, etc. have been applied towards the goal of building a vibrant CS in the WBT.

This section examines the performance of EU assistance in terms of administrative and monitoring
structures, its effectiveness and impact. It follows the sequence of EQs set out in the ToR for Phase 2
of this evaluation. The analytical work within each EQ is based on a set of related evaluation criteria
and indicators as detailed in Annex | “Evaluation Matrix”.

" The Copenhagen Criteria require that the candidate country must have achieved: stability of institutions guaranteeing
democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of minorities.
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2.2 Key Findings

EQ 1: Are the administrative and organisational structures in place, ensuring efficient and

effective implementation of financial assistance?

Summary Answer

Administrative and organisational structures needed in order to streamline the EU support to the
CSOs are generally in place in all WBT beneficiaries, but the degree of their contribution to an efficient
and effective implementation of the financial assistance varies from one beneficiary to another. This
depends on the observed country-specific circumstances and conditions, as briefly recapitulated
below.

All WBT countries do have functional administrative and organisational structures in place.
Programming and implementation of assistance modalities in Decentralised Implementation System
(DIS) countries (HR, MK and TR) are decentralised and strict application of contracting and financing
procedures is in place. However, in these DIS countries, the administrative procedures are often
perceived as too cumbersome and delaying effective project execution.

In particular, DIS in TR presents certain problems, directly impacting the effectiveness of the EU
support to CS. The Central Finance and Contract Unit (CFCU) is generally regarded as a very
bureaucratic and rigid institution that imposes strict and complicated procedures and regulations. This
situation creates significant problems for CSOs, since the EU cannot easily transcend DIS in order to
enhance its support to the CSOs. The impact of this bureaucratic context is such that small and/or
human rights advocacy CS organisations are in practice deprived of EU-funded opportunities to build
their capacities. This in turn widens the gap between the organisations that do receive the grants and
those which do not — favouring, if not creating, a sort of elitism of “big” CSOs. A major new national
CSO support programme contracted with a Consortium of strong CSOs will now be expected to fill this
gap by setting up a CSO-operated “interface” platform of support to both Turkish CSOs and the
national government bodies in charge of the CS sector.

Management of IPA assistance in other Western Balkan countries remains within a centralised system
for implementation of assistance (RS, Bosnia and Herzegovina - BiH, ME, AL, Kosovo) led by the
EUDs in the respective countries. All these countries have established their roadmaps for DIS, and
their respective National IPA Coordinator (NIPAC) offices lead the project preparation and
implementation on behalf of their governments. In principle, the corresponding programming process
is done in consultation with CS representatives.

In particular the SEIO / SECO process in RS, supported by TACSO, stands out as an example of an
increasingly efficient and effective involvement of CS in the programming of EU-funding. The SEIO /
SECO process reflects well the minimum standards for consultation of CS on EU affairs®. Still, CS
stakeholders have varying levels of satisfaction with the extent to which strategic decisions have taken
their views sufficiently into account in the programming process. Furthermore, CS representatives
report that consultations have been rather formal and one-off events without a sufficient continuity to
create the momentum of a real participatory process.

® This was reported in Report 1.
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The strategic decision by the EU to promote a sector wide approach, whereby CS representatives
would also be involved through consultations in the preparation of different sectoral strategies, has
been anticipated as a positive step forward towards a more constructive approach to programming
and implementation of assistance to CSOs. This is especially positive as an alternative to mainly
bilateral consultations, thanks to wider discussions involving all interested parties, and is therefore a
step forward to a real participatory process and an opportunity for all partners to provide their more
consistent input to the IPA priorities.

As concerns the creation and capacity building of the governmental bodies in charge of the dialogue
with the CS in all IPA countries, their actual development and degree of effectiveness vary from one
country to another. EU-funded TA projects have been implemented in BiH to build capacities of such
governmental bodies, and, under the CSF, RS has requested IPA 2011 financial assistance support
for, among other projects, the consolidation of the Serbian Office for Cooperation with CS.

However, these projects have had varying degrees of success in different countries. More particularly,
a recent TA project in BiH has not attained its initial key objective, due above all to the increasingly
neutralising impact of the institutional and political structure of the country on all structural efforts
aiming at promoting good governance and pushing the development of the state forward. In TR, the
EU Delegation (EUD) has invested the resources into organising two rounds of consultations with CS
during the development of the CS strategy for the country. The consultations reached out to a range of
organisations in different regions and have been considered an example of good practice of
participatory planning.

Finally, the introduction of TACSO and its regional and national activities have already been perceived
as an “upstream” reinforcement to the actual organisational frameworks on a national level. Still, this

TACSO potential is not yet fully utilised.

EQ 2: To what extent are the monitoring mechanisms and structures appropriate and correctly

functioning?

Summary Answer

Generally, the monitoring of CS programmes and projects has not yet reached a satisfactory level.
This concerns both monitoring structures and mechanisms per se, and effective contribution of
monitoring towards CSOs’ strengthened capacities and their projects’ enhancement. Due to lack of
available means, internal monitoring (whether within DIS or in centralised management) necessarily
has to focus on larger projects only or/and the projects that show serious deficiencies. Moreover, for
basically the same reasons, external ROM monitoring (including ROM TA under DIS in TR) cannot
cover very small projects. This clearly excludes smaller projects such as are frequently found in this
domain. Finally, “self-monitoring” by the CSOs has been very rarely observed within the evaluation
scope and coverage.

Monitoring of assistance to CS in the WBT is generally conducted on three levels:

= monitoring by the national authorities in DIS® or by the EC in centralised management and
for multi-beneficiary projects;

= in all countries except HR and MK, some ROM, depending on the available resources. The
impact of Results-Oriented Monitoring (ROM) remains therefore marginal due to its very
limited coverage of CSO projects;

° This monitoring by national authorities (CFCU for administrative and financial monitoring and Ministry of European Affairs for
technical monitoring) is reinforced in Turkey by an ad-hoc ROM technical assistance project.
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= in all the countries, the EUDs (the EC Liaison Office, ECLO, in the case of Kosovo) monitor
the performance of programmes supporting CS through various available means, including
participation in steering committees, and various events, as well as field visits. As an example
of good practice observed in RS, the contractor of the Serbia-EU Civil Society Dialogue
project has developed a comprehensive monitoring manual and methodology that is specific
for grant monitoring. Finally, TACSO is increasingly involved in monitoring of certain CSO
projects in the WBT, but this component of its activities needs to be further developed and
spread.

Different forms and levels of CS projects’ monitoring in the WBT do not succeed in covering a critical
mass of different CSOs or of all relevant programmes. In addition, internal monitoring sporadically
practised by certain CSO projects is still far from being sufficiently widespread, and it does not follow a
sufficiently unified methodology. Such a methodology would allow, however, the broadest possible use
of its findings and streamlined them as more tangible feedback for the design and programming of EU
support in this domain.

Nevertheless, TACSO has managed to introduce some pilot monitoring interventions, particularly in
support to certain EUDs (for example in BIH and AL), including some capacity building of CSOs in the
area of M&E. This effort is positive, providing CSOs with needed new skills, and promoting monitoring
as a tool to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the projects. TACSO should therefore be
encouraged to reinforce this component of its activities on both national and regional levels.

Finally, in all its current forms of implementation, monitoring rarely follows its full cycle, with insufficient
communication of its findings and recommendations to — and take-up by — the directly concerned
project actors and stakeholders. This shortcoming deepens the overall weaknesses of the procedures
that are currently applied.

EQ 3: To what extent has/is EC financial assistance effectively contributed/ing to achieving the
strategic objectives/priorities, including the development of the WBT CSOs and building their

capacities, in particular with regard to their role within the enlargement strategy?

Summary Answer

The key structural and priority EU objective of supporting the development and building the capacity of
the WBT CSOs has been achieved to a significant extent, thanks above all to the combined support
and efforts of all international donors. In particular, in all Western Balkan countries born from the
partition of former Yugoslavia, the EU support to the CSOs was fundamental in the initial post-war and
reconstruction period (pre-IPA), in the absence of a more conducive and consensual cooperation
dialogue between the EU and the then institutional and political stakeholders. Support has since been
pursued under IPA.

This EU support to the capacity building of CSOs should, however, still be reinforced, bearing in mind
the fundamental needs of (i) moving from “reconstruction” to “reconciliation” and, (ii) developing the
CSOs’ capacity to fully participate in the national development strategy and its implementation,
including their role as actors of territorial (local, regional, cross-border) and socio-economic
development (as channelled via EU IPA II, I, IV and V).

The Western Balkan countries emerged from one-party communist rule at the beginning of the ‘90s.
This opened space for development of CS. However, the conflicts that followed the dissolution of
Yugoslavia have stalled the development of CS until the end of the ‘90s, when this sector started to
flourish with the support of the international community in general and especially of the EU. In
particular, thanks to sustained EU financial assistance to CS in BiH, HR, MK, ME, Kosovo and RS,
both under CARDS/PHARE and IPA, all countries have achieved relatively good progress in terms of
approximating the Copenhagen Political Criteria. This includes protection and promotion of human
rights, fundamental freedoms, rule of law and protection of minorities.
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EU financial assistance to CS has also helped the European integration process to advance. The role
ME CS has played in pushing ME’s accession candidacy forward is well documented, as is the role of
RS CS in assisting the government in preparing the Questionnaire for the Commission’s Opinion. In
Kosovo CSOs drive the European integration process forward (both outside and inside the
government as former CS activists have taken numerous staff positions in the Kosovo government). In
addition, EU financial assistance to CS has certainly helped both the target countries to build enabling
environments for a more vibrant CS and CS to build strong capacities to act as counterparts to both
the EU institutions and to their own governments.

CS in AL has developed differently. Even though this country did not see any armed conflict, the
legacy of the Albanian isolationist communist regime has had an enormous impact on the slow
development and recognition of CS in the transition of the country to democracy. During the internal
upheavals in the second half of the ‘90s, CS was not able to exercise its role. However, with the
beginning of the EU integration process and a significant increase in international support, CS started
to take on a more substantial role.

Finally, TR has undergone significant social, economic and political changes, also taking on an
increasingly important role as a regional and international actor. However, CS in TR still faces serious
obstacles to fulfilling its role in democratic processes.

Within this overall context and taking into account developmental challenges in the WBT, it can be
concluded that EU support to CS has indeed been fundamental as regards, in particular:

= EU financial support has assisted the governments and CS through the promotion of an
enabling institutional, legal and financial framework for a more vibrant CS, and through
initiatives to establish functional relations between CS and government, particularly in favour
of inclusion of CS in decision-making processes. CSOs are at present increasingly able to
participate in policy-making processes, and to provide their due contribution into draft
legislation and policies.

= EU financial support (both pre-IPA and IPA) has been instrumental in building the capacities of
CSOs and their empowerment to take on a more proactive role in the democratisation
processes in their respective countries. The EU has contributed to strengthening capacities,
aptitudes, coverage, focus and operational capacities of CSOs. This has enabled them to
respond more adequately to the needs of their beneficiaries. Introduction of structured project
frameworks, profiling of organisations in specific sectors and overall professionalization of
organisations have all positively affected the overall recognition of CSOs as important
counterparts of the governments in different areas, and especially as service providers in
areas of important need where the actions and means of governments have not yet reached a
satisfactory level.

= It can therefore be said that the EU support helps CS in achieving its goals in areas linked to
the EU strategic objectives, and builds CS capacities in providing services, with emphasis on
social services to vulnerable groups. The overall EU contribution has therefore been
considered as positive.

This EU support to the capacity building of CSOs should, however, still be reinforced, with a particular
focus on their empowerment and role in the enlargement strategy, and bearing in mind the
fundamental needs of (i) moving from “reconstruction” to “reconciliation” and, (ii) developing the CSOs’
capacity to fully participate in the national development strategy and its implementation, including their
role as actors of territorial (local, regional, cross-border) and socio-economic development (as
channelled via EU IPA I, 1ll, IV and V). Moreover, EU support should focus on certain key topics for
which the CSOs need determined and strong support, such as on anti-discrimination, human rights,
vulnerable groups and minorities.
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EQ 4: Is assistance balanced in the sense of coverage of type, size and profile of organisations

supported?

Summary Answer

The EU support to WBT CSOs has not yet managed to strike a more appropriate balance between
larger and smaller CSOs, due to a number of factors found in all WBT beneficiaries. In particular, the
donor-driven “competitive” environment (involving also other main donors) has favoured project-based
empowerment and a resulting stronger growth of larger CSOs and of their corresponding fundraising
capacity. These larger CSOs are consequently more responsive to all Calls for Proposals (CfPs) and
are more experienced and better equipped to submit formally eligible applications.

Smaller, local grassroots CSOs can be more effectively reached and supported only through certain
thematic (micro) grant schemes which focus on service delivery for a number of fundamental issues of
local concern, such as environment and pollution, support to refugees, vulnerable groups,
discriminated communities, etc.

While EQ3 addressed the overall contribution of EU assistance to the development of CS, this EQ4
invites a critical assessment of the balance of this EU assistance. It is generally agreed that the EU
assistance has contributed to the development of CS across the WBT region. However, the
evaluation’s findings point to the fact that the EU assistance is not balanced to a satisfactory level in
terms of including different types, sizes and profiles of organisations. This is mainly due to three
decisive factors:

" the formal administrative procedures and framework for the assistance are very rigid and
demanding, requiring CSOs to have not only a very well developed level of knowledge
and skills, but also an appropriate “organisational profile”, in order to be able to apply for
EU funds. The application procedure itself remains fairly complex, requiring very good
command of bureaucratic terminology and, in particular, a capacity to use the English
language, which discourages smaller organisations from applying, as they do not have the
capacity and human resources to respond to such demanding tasks;

" the EU funding stipulates that, in order to be eligible, potential beneficiary organisations
ensure up to 20% of total project cost. This is a significant obstacle for small organisations
that do not necessarily possess these funds and are not able to utilise higher amounts of
funding due to their low absorption capacity (in particular lack of administrative and human
resources);

" small grass-roots organisations often do not have timely information on available funds as
they most often operate in remote rural areas, where information is scarce. Increasing use
of internet and communication technologies, and EU efforts to reach out to more remote
areas have achieved some results, but are still not sufficient to benefit a satisfactory share
of grass-roots organisations.

These factors contribute to deepening the gap between large and small organisations, whereby small
organisations are further marginalised and ultimately some of them disappear from the CS scene. In
addition, this situation further favours certain stronger organisations, because they benefit from a
major share of available EC funding, which in turn puts them in the position to be able to win further
support. This keeps the other smaller organisations in an unfavourable condition of not being able to
compete because their competencies, track record and achievements are not valued appropriately.

In this way, the EU financial assistance to CS has contributed to creating and consolidating a “market”
that consists of a relatively small number of highly empowered CSOs, a larger number of moderately
empowered CSOs, and a very large number of small CSOs that have not been able to access EU
funding at all.
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Nevertheless, there is wide agreement that instruments such as EIDHR have managed to reach out
more efficiently to smaller (human rights based) organisations that would probably not have otherwise
received any EU support'°.

There have been efforts by the EU to improve the balance of assistance through dividing CfPs into two
lots aimed at enabling the smaller organisations to apply. A good example of such practice is found in
ME, where CSF National Programme (NP) included micro grant schemes: through a CfP, two Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) were selected to implement IPA micro grant schemes for small
and remote CSOs. The expectation is therefore that the latter will be enabled to apply through
simplified procedures and in the local language, thereby removing two major obstacles to participation.
A similar approach is reportedly being planned in RS.

Within a similar context, but with a much more ambitious overall strategic objective, an important EU-
funded programme (grant contract) will be implemented by a consortium of larger Turkish CSOs. It will
focus on building the capacities of both the government and of the CSOs in CS-related issues, and on
providing grants to smaller CSOs.

This concept of interfacing larger “first-line” CSOs to implement programmes with (sub) grant schemes
can be considered a potentially convenient and pragmatic orientation. However, it has two basic
weaknesses: (i) risk of domination and “indoctrination” of smaller CSOs by the large CSO
implementing the programme as a whole and (ii) possibly biased screening and selection of
beneficiary CSOs by the government bodies in charge of programming, in particular as concerns
human rights advocacy CSOs.

EQ 5: To what extent is assistance balanced in terms of instruments mix (TA, including

TACSO, micro and macro grant schemes, P2P, etc)?

Summary Answer

The actual assistance mix remains satisfactory as concerns the modes of support: (i) financial versus
non-financial support, (i) gradual introduction of peer-to-peer programmes, and launching under
IPA/CSF of MB projects. This mix is less satisfactory in terms of CSOs’ coverage; smaller CSOs still
do not have adequate access. The need has been clearly felt for an over-arching regional scale
support, which would offer a more dynamic and inter-related mix of non-financial and financial
assistance. The current CSF is approaching this objective and it would therefore be very useful to
further reinforce this programme, including a tighter inter-relation among its components.

The assistance instruments’ mix remains by definition within the available types of such instruments,
but their relative share from one WBT country to another has varied to some extent, depending on the
needs and challenges in each of them. As underlined above, the issue is less related to the mix as
such, and rather concerns either a given instrument’s conditions or/and a given WBT beneficiary’s
needs or constraints, as illustrated in a couple of main examples below:

= Diversified grant schemes, either distinguishing between “large” and “small” CSOs, or
specifically focussing only on small grass-roots ones, have shown better effectiveness and
have allowed a certain extent of improvement in the outreach towards the smaller CSOs, in
particular in rural areas. EIDHR, as is demonstrated by its micro grant schemes in RS, is
clearly ahead of CSF in applying such diversified grant schemes.

YEIDHR in RS, for instance, has recently introduced two lots under its 2009 and 2010 CfPs that aim at reaching out to both
“big” and “small” CSOs. To ensure participation of small, remote, and rural CSOs, the RS EUD set the minimum grant size at
EUR 10 000 and the minimum co-financing at 5 %. This resulted in the award of 10 micro-grants under the 2009 and another 10
under the 2010 CfPs.
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= TA has been more acutely needed in BiH, with a nevertheless relatively low level of
achievement to date, due above all to the very complex institutional situation of the country.
Based on this outcome (and lessons learned) to date, it is necessary to weigh and tailor any
potential continuation of such national TA very carefully. Nevertheless, as reported, RS has
applied for 2011 IPA funding targeting institutional support, through inter alia a service contract,
to the Government Office for Cooperation with CSOs.

=  Programmes supporting cooperation between CSOs and local authorities (such as for instance
the previously UNDP managed Social Innovation Fund in RS or the UNDP-operated LOD in
BiH) have shown their structural relevance, and could be considered as a reference frame for
new innovative approaches, targeting CS empowerment in local and regional development.

= The upcoming programme (grant contract with a sub-grant scheme) in TR is already an
interesting example of adapting to a rigid institutional DIS context already underlined above. Its
“interface” platform is expected to deliver technical (non-financial) support to both the
government bodies in charge of CS (on both central and regional/local levels) and to the CS
community. It will also operate a micro grant scheme (the administrative procedures of which
remain, however, within the competence of the CFCU). This could prove a good practice to
replicate in another WBT beneficiary, not excluding the regional MB level.

= The MB dimension of the CSF, which combines non-financial (TACSO), financial (MB grant
contracts) and “People to People” (P2P) components, is seen as a very important overarching
structural support. Notwithstanding its now widely recognised usefulness, it still has to develop
further in order to extend and deepen its role as a needed CS support player on the
supranational level, and to reinforce the complementarity and synergy among its above
mentioned components. !

= Last but not least, certain other EU programmes, which do not explicitly address CS needs,
should be taken into consideration in order to enhance the possibility of CSOs’ participation.
The current Cross-Border Cooperation (CBC) programmes and their implementation conditions
have been designed in order to cater to the needs and eligibility criteria of local and regional
authorities and bodies (e.g. regional development agencies), with less attention paid to the
need to allow for a wider participation of CSOs. The same goes for certain regional economic
development (RED) and municipal support programmes.

EQ 6: To what extent are the different implementation systems (DIS and de-concentrated)

affecting the support to CS in terms of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and

sustainability?

Summary Answer

The current situation in the WBT does not lead to the conclusion that either a de-concentrated or DIS
implementation system would be more or less advantageous for EU support to CSOs. It is clear that
DIS is by definition the needed implementation system within IPA’s participatory role in the EU
accession candidate countries. However, the question of whether DIS may positively or negatively
affect EU support to CS depends first of all on the level of sound and good governance in the country
in question.

In this respect, it is interesting to observe that different situations in TR and BiH. Whereas in BiH the
absence of DIS allows the EU to maintain closer relations with the CS community, given the country’s
non-conducive institutional context, in TR, DIS seems to render the relationship between the EU and
the CS community more difficult.

" For a more detailed presentation of the recapitulated findings and conclusions concerning P2P, see Annex IV of this Report.
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Consequently, an important conclusion may be drawn from the evaluators’ discussions with relevant
stakeholders across the WBT region: when it comes to CS support, centralised management is a
more favoured approach, primarily thanks to the fact that the EU has a very positive image as
supportive to CS, especially to human rights organisations and defenders. This is also a side effect of
the generally still weak relations between CS and their governments, the fact that human rights
organisations stand as watchdogs or defenders of the rights of marginalised groups, and the current
low recognition of the importance of CS in the overall development of the countries.

The WBT countries are at different stages of either preparation for, or application of the DIS:
= DIS application in HR, MK and TR;
= DIS preparation (and thus currently centralised management) in all other countries (AL, BiH,
Kosovo, ME and RS);

It is recalled that Commission Regulation (EC) No 718/2007 of 12 June 2007 implementing Council
Regulation (EC) No 1085/2006 for the implementation of assistance under IPA defines decentralised
management of funds as a system “where the Commission confers the management of certain actions
on the beneficiary country, while retaining overall final responsibility for general budget execution in
accordance with Article 53¢ of Regulation 1605/2002 and the relevant provisions of the EC Treaties™*.
This system is accredited and applied in the candidate countries of HR and TR, but it faces different

realities when it comes to the EU support to CS:

= In TR, the DIS reflects a whole set of issues and problems that CS in the country faces in its
relations with the government, directly impacting the effectiveness of the EU support to CS.
Within the DIS, the Ministry of EU Affairs is leading the programming, while the CFCU leads
the financial and administrative components of the assistance. However, as underlined above,
the CFCU is generally regarded as a very bureaucratic and rigid institution that imposes very
strict and complicated procedures and regulations. There is also a fairly widespread
perception by the CSOs that the DIS system favours certain types of organisations —
presumably considered by the government as more “politically correct” or, at least, politically
“neutral”, while human rights defenders and organisations advocating for politically sensitive
issues are marginalised or not able to get EU funding through these DIS channels. In line with
the above, interviewed CS stakeholders reportedly consider that the EU assistance to CS
should rather be managed directly by the EU, in order to insure impartial and neutral access to
funds, whereby human rights organisations would be able to access funds for their advocacy
and service provision work. From this point of view, reasonable expectations can be placed for
an improvement of the situation, through the implementation of the upcoming national EU
support to CS programme, thanks to its new organisational concept.

= In HR, the situation is significantly different thanks to the favourable overall conditions for CS.
The Croatian government has established a range of institutional measures for cooperation
with CS, such as the Office for Cooperation with CS, Fund for CS and a strategic framework. It
is reportedly widely agreed that on-going improvements are visible as CSOs are becoming
more familiar with implementation requirements and modalities as they are ‘owned’ by national
authorities.

Furthermore, centralised management of EU assistance allows the EU to be in a somewhat closer and
more direct relationship with CSOs, without the interface of national institutional stakeholders involved
in DIS. This has certainly allowed the EU to benefit from better visibility of its support, and to be widely
considered as a major player in that domain.

2 Commission Regulation (EC) N° 718/2007 of 12 June 2007.
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Such a situation is evident in BiH, due to the country’s very complicated and non-conducive political
and institutional context. The CSO sphere remains divided between few very strong and “professional”
NGOs and their “networks” on one side, and a wide and heterogeneous community of smaller CSOs
on the other. Minimum objectives of good governance have not yet been reached by the country’s
government institutions in their relations with CS, either on a central or organisational level. In such an
intricate environment, CSOs are potentially a key leverage for transcending the internal divisions and
the EU has managed to some extent to support this leverage. However, much remains to be done, in
particular as concerns the direct support to the enhancement of the institutional framework.

In such a situation, the EU, as a recognised promoter of the values of democracy, transparency,
respect for human rights and rule of law, is seen as a primary supporter of CS initiatives. That is why
CSOs see the centralised management of assistance to CS as still being a more valuable and
appropriate approach to support the sector.

A related issue that is in particular flagged by stakeholders in RS is that as long as lack of
transparency and accountability are major issues, governments can simply not be fully entrusted with
the management of EU funding. In RS, stakeholders, including such important ones as the previous
NIPAC, have repeatedly pointed at the experiences of neighbouring Bulgaria and its mismanagement
of EU funding under DIS. In RS, there are reportedly examples of mismanagement of public funding,
including the National Investment Plan, which hamper public confidence and trust in the authorities as
regards their capacities to manage EU funds under DIS. This underlines the importance of a continued
EU financial support to CSOs in order to strengthen their own internal monitoring capacity.

EQ 7: What have been the impacts so far? To what extent are these impacts sustainable and

what further improvements are needed?

Summary Answer

First of all, continuous EU support to the WBT CS has been systematically delivered over the last 20
years through the successive instruments and/or thematic programmes throughout pre-IPA and IPA.
This has indeed had a fairly deep positive structural impact on the CSOs, and their development and
capacity building. The impact has been stronger for large and well-known CSOs, which have been
more closely exposed to EU support and have also had a higher absorption capacity. Nevertheless, it
has also reached a number of smaller CSOs, in particular through the EIDHR and certain thematic
programmes addressing locally felt and shared needs.

Further reinforcement of the already reached positive impacts and their future sustainability will
depend to a significant extent on the capacity of adaptation of both existing and new instruments and
programmes allowing the CSOs to take up a more significant role in decision-making and
implementation:

= in structural issues of local and regional development (including CBC);

= in sector wide strategies and programming; and

= as an overarching driving force for the needed reconciliation throughout the Western Balkans -
an issue of utmost importance for the countries of the former Yugoslavia.

Measuring impact is a very complex task that entails a comprehensive methodological exercise,
including assessment of a wide variety of external and internal factors that affect the extent to which
the evaluated support effectively contributes to social changes in a society or a region. Within the
scope of this thematic evaluation and its available means, the presented findings provide a number of
views and inputs to the understanding of the changes that can be attributed to EU support, among
other factors, and bearing in mind also the presence of other stakeholders (in particular other
international donors, whose support has not been covered by this evaluation) active in the CS sector
in the WBT.
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One should therefore also admit that an impact as such can never be attributed exclusively to one
actor only, and this evaluation has not been calibrated to extend into an appraisal of the contributions
and related impact effects of other major international donors, whether bilateral or multilateral.

Bearing these constraints in mind, the observed impact of the EU support to the WBT CS can be
recapitulated below on two levels: empowering the CS, and empowering the governments in order to
allow for stronger inclusion of the CS in decision making.

Empowering CS

The assessment of different forms of EU support to CS in the WBT shows that significant changes
have been achieved in the extent to which CS has been empowered (a key EU objective). All
countries in the WBT region show positive signs of democratisation and inclusion of CS in societal
processes, and the voice of CS is increasingly heard and taken into consideration at all levels of
government in all countries. CSOs’ capacity building efforts supported by the EU have increased their
organisational sustainability and widened the opportunities for them to provide extended support to
their final beneficiaries in a structured manner and based on values such as human rights and
democracy. As a consequence of improved organisational structures, better profiling of organisations
and increased networking among them (including across the region) the services provided by CSOs
have also improved.

Even though it is observed that EU assistance, through its successive pre-IPA and IPA instruments
and programmes, has not been sufficiently balanced in order to reach out deeper and include small
and grass-roots organisations (see EQ4), significant changes have been achieved, including at local
level. This concerns above all an improvement of project design skills and implementation capacities
of CSOs which have, in return, contributed to enhancing models of work and development of local
communities in which these CSO are placed and with which they cooperate. This has further
contributed to an increased engagement of local stakeholders (population and local authorities) in
different areas, particularly in environment and human rights.

Significant changes in how CSOs operate and how they deal with their target groups, but also — and
more importantly — their increasing transparency and accountability have been widely acknowledged
as an important impact of EU assistance. However, the sustainability of such interventions is still not
satisfactory and further progress is needed, in particular as concerns wider transparency and
accountability, and better capacity of internal monitoring of CSOs’ activities and projects.

Another important impact of EU assistance on CS is that CSOs are now able to organise their work in
a more strategic way, with clearer project focus. Moreover, the contacts established and exchanges
organised between EU and WBT organisations have brought them more closely together, while
increased understanding and cultural exchange have also been very useful in opening up WBT
societies to the EU.

Supporting WBT governments to include CS in decision making

A fairly strong impact of EU assistance (achieved through both policy dialogue and programming) is
visible in the positive legislative changes achieved: new laws and by-laws concerning CS, greater
transparency by means of public consultation in policy making processes, and generally improved
recognition and inclusion of CS in all areas of life, especially as service providers to marginalised and
vulnerable groups. If both pre-IPA and IPA instruments and programmes have placed their focus on
institutional capacity building, this tendency has been reinforced under IPA, leading to an improved
institutional, legal and financial environment for CSOs.
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The last decade has seen significant improvements in institutional mechanisms for cooperation with
CS, another key goal of EU policy. Whereas in the period when pre-IPA support to CS was launched
there were virtually no such institutional mechanisms (such as the Office for Cooperation with CS), no
strategic framework and/or no structured governmental funds for CS, the situation has evolved
significantly to date. Almost all WBT countries do have such a government body in charge of the CS
sector, and most of the countries are in the process of creating the needed strategic frameworks and
are starting to have a more structured and transparent approach to providing funding to CSOs.

EQ 8: Which are the prospects for impact and sustainability of on-going IPA assistance? Are

there any elements which are hampering or could hamper the impact and/or sustainability of

assistance?

Summary Answer

The main structural constraints, which still hamper the impact and sustainability of EU support to WBT
CS, are primarily of an institutional character, i.e. an insufficiently conducive dialogue between the EU
and national institutional stakeholders in charge of the CS sector. Deeper impact and sounder
sustainability prospects are expected to depend on:

= reinforcement and intensification of the MB (CSF) support approach;

= diversification of thematic axes in order to build CSOs’ capacity in reconciliation and
participation in territorial and socio-economic development (including in Sector-Wide Approach
Programmes, SWAP); and

= further implementation of micro-grant schemes in fields of strong local interest, through
simplified procedures, including the possibility to use local (national) languages instead of
English.

As already indicated under EQ?7, the impact of the EU assistance to CS has been significant and has
affected CSOs, the government and society at large, in all WBT beneficiary countries. The on-going
assistance thus has a fairly high prospect of further impact, especially in terms of helping WBT
countries achieving the Copenhagen Criteria and the eventual accession of all the WBT countries to
the EU. However, the concern for the sustainability of the achieved results of the EU assistance is
mentioned in all strategic documents prepared for each country and at regional level. Ensuring
sustainability is thus among the general conditionalities of the national programmes, requiring that
WBT countries further reinforce their commitments in terms of good governance in general and in their
dialogue and cooperation with CS in particular.

The sustainability of the EU assistance to CSOs depends therefore to a significant extent on the WBT
governments’ real commitment and fulfilment of their responsibilities in empowering their respective
CSOs and creating a more conducive environment for the CSOs to take up their due role in the socio-
economic development of the countries. This also includes governmental allocation of needed
financial resources, which to date is still far below a satisfactory level, making CSO projects supported
by the EU frequently unable to sustain their efforts or achievements once the EU financial support is
over.

Another important obstacle to sustainability of results of projects implemented by CSOs is their short
duration. The average life of a project is up to two years, which is too short for a more sustainable
implementation, and to allow the project to achieve longer-term impacts. This raises the question of
project design, i.e. the feasibility of projects’ objectives. Whereas projects frequently have clear
intervention logic, their objectives are often too ambitious and entail requirements for further
investment in order to achieve the targeted sustainable change.
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Finally, sustainability prospects also depend to a large extent on the overall democratisation
processes in the countries in the region, and the full adoption and implementation of good governance
standards. Other factors include the political climate and overall recognition and image of CS in the
societies in the region, which have not yet reached a satisfactory level in most of the WBT beneficiary
countries.

On a more positive note, the approach taken by TACSO, with the creation and strengthening of its
Local Advisory Groups (LAG), may bring significantly increased sustainability prospects. Any further
development of LAGs (in the framework of TACSO’s life span and potentially beyond) should be
carefully planned, based on sound shared plans for their sustainable future, within the overall phasing
out strategy of TACSO as a whole.
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” 3. LESSONS LEARNED

The set of six “Lessons Learned” (EQ9 to EQ 14 below) formulated by the ToR"® are understood in the
evaluation approach as a further step of synthesis leading from the Findings under EQ1 to EQS8
(Chapter 2) to the Conclusions and Recommendations (Chapter 4). Within this approach, and in order
to remain at an adequate “altitude” regarding the WBT as a whole, the country-specific lessons
learned or/and best practices are highlighted here, in addition to the examples already presented
above, only if they represent a very relevant and structurally symptomatic situation or practice, of
direct importance for the proposed recommendations.

EQ 9: Are there any potential actions, which would improve the efficiency and effectiveness of

on-going assistance, including actions on the administrative and organisational setting?

Summary Answer

Immediate potential actions in order to improve the actual efficiency and effectiveness of the on-going
assistance are proposed to be planned and devised on three different but mutually complementary
and synergetic levels, i.e. (i) investing in further capacity building, particularly in terms of M&E, (i)
support to small CSOs and (iii) support to government — CS relations & partnerships. Each of these
components would contribute to ensuring that a holistic approach to development of CS is taken.

Investing in further capacity building

The analysis of the achievements and impacts of the EU assistance so far shows that this assistance
has succeeded in raising the capacities, profiles and aptitudes of CSOs to take a more proactive role
in the democratisation processes of the WBT countries. With the EU assistance, a range of
organisations with good profiles has developed and has taken up important roles in the decision
making process and as service providers. At this point in time, the EU should begin to invest more in
enhancing the overall accountability of organisations vis-a-vis the population, as a further step in their
capacity building, in order for them to serve and be recognised as true CS actors.

The improved organisational and fundraising capacities of organisations can be further enhanced
through support to reinforce the CSOs’ accountability and transparency. The TACSO Project may be
encouraged to have a more significant role in the entire process. In particular, by extending or
reinforcing its mandate to include capacity building for M&E of all CS projects funded by the EU,
TACSO would be given more appropriate means to carry out more structured and wider-scope
monitoring of significantly more projects. This would eventually enable them to organise their work in a
more transparent and accountable manner, which would certainly contribute to an improvement of
their image among the general public, and would also contribute towards a more structured impact of
EU assistance as a whole.

Support to small organisations

It has been shown that the efficiency and effectiveness of EU assistance would be significantly
improved by additional efforts to balance the assistance in order to better reach out to smaller and
grass-roots organisations. This can be done by simplification of procedures for smaller grants, through
enabling use of local languages, decreasing the share of co-funding, and allowing for simplified
reporting procedures, whilst respecting the general rules and regulations of EU assistance.

13 2.4.2.2. Specific objective 2: Relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of financial assistance: Lessons
learned and recommendations (Required output 2.2 as per section 2.5 of the ToR).
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The corresponding grant schemes should therefore be adjusted accordingly but also further enhanced
through the provision of capacity building support to small organisations, if possible, through direct
mentoring during the application process. In such a way, small organisations would learn important
lessons from the process and would be more successful in winning the grants, which in turn would
enhance their chances of securing further funding from not only the EU but also other sources.

As it could be observed throughout the evaluation, small grass-roots CSOs often prove their high
effectiveness and impact in thematic service delivery projects (environment, local development,
support to vulnerable groups and minorities, etc.), with beneficial effects not only for such projects’
final users but also for the CSOs themselves. These are all tangible benefits: increasing their own
capacities and visibility, and their wider partnership environment, with, in particular, local authorities.

Support to government — CS relations and partnerships

The governments in all countries of the WBT region have progressed towards a better recognition of
the role, value and contribution of CS to the overall development of their countries. They are also
increasingly aware of the need to include CS in decision making processes in all areas of life, in order
to positively affect the lives of marginalised and excluded groups in particular. Further investment in
building institutional and policy frameworks for cooperation with CS at different levels of government is
valuable for enhancing the sustainability of efforts and the longer-term impact of assistance.

EQ 10: Are there any actions, which would improve prospects for impact and sustainability of

on-going assistance?

Summary Answer

The improvement of the impact and of the sustainability of the on-going EU support to WBT CSOs
should be focussed on the strategic target of further enhancing the role of CSOs in the overall process
of EU accession. This would be achieved through more diversified empowerment of the CSOs in order
for them to progressively take up their due share in all essential issues related to the accession. In
particular, this would target their involvement in design, preparation and implementation of the national
(and regional) territorial and socio-economic development strategies, plans and programmes.

The actions that would be beneficial in order to increase the impact and sustainability prospects of
assistance should target:

= fine-tuning of the existing instruments and programmes which are already being implemented
in this domain - in particular, instruments supporting partnership between local CSOs and
local authorities in local and regional development projects;

= creation of new thematic programmes for CSOs and their capacity building in order to enable
them to undertake their responsibilities in the design, preparation and implementation of (i)
upcoming sector wide programmes and (ii) projects and programmes under IPA 111, IV and V.

Another important action that should form an integral part of interventions is ensuring the full
commitment (political and financial) of local governments to undertake the needed reforms and also
provide their contribution to the interventions supported by the on-going assistance.
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EQ 11: How can support to CS in the short- and medium term contribute towards counteracting

problems of management capacity of CSOs?
Summary Answer

The evaluation has confirmed the reality of a widening gap between large and “professionalised”
CSOs and small grass-roots ones in the WBT, without any apparent trend toward a significant
emergence of medium- or small-size CSOs. CSOs’ management capacity problems are thus more
acute in smaller organisations, which often have a precarious status and which have not benefited
widely from more continuous donor support (EU and other).

However, capacity-building needs of larger CSOs should also be further supported by the EU, with a
privileged focus on accountability, transparency and internal monitoring. The short and medium term
support should therefore have a dual priority target of:

e Pursuing the thematic grant schemes with proved better outreach to smaller CSOs and
facilitating access of the latter to such schemes (tackling constraints of co-financing and
language barriers);

e In its support to larger CSOs, place the focus on reinforcement of transparency, accountability
and internal monitoring capacity.

Contrary to the example of regional development agencies (RDAs) which have been initiated and
continuously supported by the EU in most Western Balkan countries, the CSOs have never, or very
rarely benefited from so-called “operational grants”, i.e. direct (budget) support to their development
plans and programmes. Such operational grants are not linked to any thematic CfPs, such as those
benefiting the RDAs, and having a territorial focus (e.g. EURED in BiH etc.). A significant exception is
the case of the CSO STGM in TR, created and supported directly by the EU in order, indeed, to be
able to benefit from an interface or platform independent from the State, in the particular context of TR
DIS (discussed in EQ 6).

So far, EU assistance has contributed to building the organisational, advocacy and fundraising skills of
larger CSOs. The second step is ensuring the sustainability and democratic values of all CSOs,
including these larger ones, by investing in building their capacities in terms of transparency, CSO
governance and accountability. In parallel, thematic (micro) grant schemes which have already proven
their capacity for reaching small and local CSOs should be pursued and their number increased, while
facilitating access, eligibility and utilisation by such local grassroots CSOs.

EQ 12: How can EU assistance better reach smaller grass-root organisations, including those

in remote and isolated areas?
Summary Answer

The evaluation has confirmed that the main weaknesses and shortcomings in trying to reach out to
smaller grass-roots organisations lie in obstacles and constraints related to certain conditions of the
instruments and programmes in question (in particular the constraint of self-financing, the language
barrier and difficult access of smaller CSOs to information on grant opportunities) rather than in their
concepts or objectives.

The needed wider coverage of smaller CSOs is also part of the general issue of the CSOs
management capacity, as underlined under EQ 11. As already recapitulated above, this wider
coverage of smaller CSOs should be sought by (i) pursuing the thematic (preferably micro-grant)
programmes which have already shown significant results in reaching small grassroots CSOs in rural
areas and (ii) by rendering them easier to access and use. This could be achieved by allowing
utilisation of the local (national) language and by softening, under certain conditions, the financial
(equity) participation, whilst endeavouring to reinforce and deepen the dissemination of the related
information.
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An important obstacle to the development of small CSOs is their inability to compete for EU financial
assistance against more “professionalised” CSOs due to their lack of knowledge, skills, trained human
resources, (audit) track record for new organisations, and importantly, co-financing capacity.

The observed emerging diversification of grant schemes through their division into lots (sub-granting),
as well as enabling small organisations to benefit from ad hoc capacity building assistance throughout
the application process (or, at least when a small organisation is close to winning a grant), are
considered as beneficial and should be maintained and reinforced.

Without having to consider strong modifications of the current EU support instruments and
programmes to the point of deviating excessively from the general approved and mandatory
frameworks (i.e. the PRAG), it would certainly be possible to foresee more flexibility for co-financing
requirements and the possibility for applicants to submit applications in the local language.

Such measures would enable small organisations to enter a fairer competition for smaller grants and
would, in the long term, create a “pool” of new professionalised organisations of grass-roots character

and mission, which is extremely needed throughout the region.

EQ 13: How can EU assistance promote the interaction between CS and government/public

authorities at local (within a country) level?

Summary Answer

The need for a stronger and more synergetic interaction between CSOs and government/public
authorities at a local level is of growing interest and concern in the context of the current EU accession
process. It is difficult to anticipate a more significant empowerment of the CSOs in the WBT if their
interaction with government and other public authorities is not (in some countries significantly)
improved through EU support.

The whole realm of this interaction is multi-faceted and EU assistance should consequently devise
and deploy a multi-directional approach targeting simultaneously, and in a non-exhaustive way:

= upstream institutional issues (support to central authorities, legal frameworks etc.);

= empowerment of CSOs to participate in devising, programming and implementing
development policies and programmes;

= |ocal and regional development partnerships (including cross-border); and

= regional interaction and cooperation vectors such as in particular the structurally essential
reconciliation (cultural and natural heritage as a shared wealth rather than as an issue of
conflict, etc.).

The EU support on the institutional and policy level has already been introduced and should be
pursued with increased pressure in the WBT beneficiaries, where the needed achievements have not
yet been reached. This support should also be aimed at achieving a stronger and more systematic
involvement and participation of CSOs in the preparation and implementation of sectoral development
strategies (EU-funded SWAPSs in preparation in the WBT in particular).

In the same, but more integrated way, and directly in line with the EU accession paths ahead, the EU
support should also address the stronger CSOs’ participation in programmes and projects funded
under IPA 111, IV and V. In particular, a stronger CSOs’ participation in local and regional development
programmes would provide leverage for tighter cooperation between CSOs and local authorities.
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In this respect, the good practice of LOD programme in BiH provides a direct support to partnerships
and alliances among local CSOs and local authorities. This issue takes on particular importance if one
considers the reported prospect of the political parties in certain Western Balkan beneficiaries
proceeding to create ad hoc NGOs to serve as formal leverage in fund-raising from IPA Components
I, IV, and V. A stronger and more visible presence of “real” CSOs in these domains would insure
better transparency and accountability.

A specific and yet insufficiently explored opportunity in this domain is the need to support an enhanced
participation of CSOs in CBC programmes. It has been observed throughout the region that the
conditions and criteria of CBC programmes have been designed with a privileged attention paid to the
local authorities’ needs and specificities rather than those of the CSOs. This issue could also be
addressed by an initiative of cooperation between TACSO and Cross-Border Institutional Building (the
upcoming CBIB+). Since the scope and mandate of the upcoming CBIB+ is expected to address
territorial and regional development, this could be used as leverage for enhancing stronger
participation of CSOs in IPA Components devoted to these objectives.

This leads to consider the potential structural support to CSOs’ mobilisation toward reconciliation
among the countries of the former Yugoslavia, in the framework of specific MB thematic programmes
(for example new thematic orientations in MB CSF grant schemes, focusing on cultural heritage, joint
education programmes, etc.).

In all this, the role of TACSO remains potentially important: one could consider replicating the best
practices of TACSO mediation and advice in the CS policy and programming dialogue, as well as
consultation between the EUD to TR and its national counterparts (the CFCU and the Ministry of
European Affairs). TACSO should be encouraged to intervene as a facilitator in such upstream
consultations between the EC and other WBT governments.

Last, but certainly not the least, a better interaction between the national public authorities (both
central and local) and CSOs can certainly be supported by a number of important on-going regional
(MB) projects or/and institutions and, more particularly, the Regional School of Public Administration
(ReSPA) and the Regional Cooperation Council (RCC). ReSPA’s mandate covers training and
capacity building of not only central level public administration but also regional and local authorities.
Certain structural aspects in that domain are relations and cooperation between local and regional
authorities and the CS. In this respect, ReSPA could integrate in its annual programmes (and use the
logistical platform of its campus) certain events (conferences, workshops, seminars) gathering
together representatives of CSOs and of the local and regional authorities.

On the other hand, the RCC also provides a very relevant institutional leverage and has already been
mandated by certain new initiatives, such as the pilot grant scheme to support cultural heritage
affected by the conflicts in the Western Balkans. It is too early at this stage to conclude on the success
(or not) of this pilot cultural heritage grant scheme, which has only recently reached the award phase.
However, it should be noted that the strength of the RCC’s institutional leverage and the relevance of
cultural heritage for reconciliation have good potential to encourage stronger EU efforts and additional
means in support of the CSOs in this particular domain.
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EQ 14: What lessons learned can be drawn from assistance to CS in the course of the fifth EU

enlargement and extrapolated to the WBT?
Summary Answer

The overall political, institutional and social contexts of the WBT are very specific, so that the
evaluation could not capture any specific and particularly important lessons learned in this matter.
However, certain problems encountered in some of the new EU Member States (MSs) in relation to
corruption and misuse of EU funds points to the importance of putting even more emphasis on the
reinforcement and empowerment of CSOs.

The problems mentioned above have probably been exacerbated by an insufficient presence and
participation of CS in the planning and implementation of EU funds, in particular those related to
regional development.

EU support should further build the capacity of CSOs so that they can effectively play their full role as
“watchdogs” when it comes to policy issues and advocacy in matters such as human rights and the
fight against corruption. CSOs should also be better empowered to intervene as actors and partners in
sectoral (SWAPSs), territorial and regional development, thereby narrowing the gap, or the “grey space”
which favours and facilitates the achievement of political actors’ vested interests.

This would encourage the CSOs to fully play their role in these matters, with a particular emphasis on
CS partnership in devising, programming and implementing EU funding under IPA Ill, IV and V.

35



H 4. CONCLUSIONS AND KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Conclusions

The main conclusions below comprise firstly a brief recapitulation of the conclusions of Phase 1

(assessment of the Intervention Logic), and secondly a compilation of those stemming from the
findings of Phase 2 (Performance Assessment), in order to present a consolidated synthesis and basis
for the recommendations (Chapter 4.2).

4.1.1 Conclusions on Intervention Logic

With regard to the Intervention Logic, the strategic and programme level objectives of the EU
assistance to CS in the WBT are in line with the Copenhagen Criteria for Accession, and are
appropriately reflected in these objectives on different levels. These are further supported by a
significant financial assistance allocation, although budgetary allocations for WBT CS support are still
below real needs.

No significant disruption has been observed in the transition from or linkages between pre-IPA and
IPA national programmes and instruments. However EU support on a regional (MB) level has been
strongly boosted and structured under IPA. Furthermore, coordination and a participatory approach in
policy and strategy formulation and programming have also generally been improved and reinforced
under IPA. However, this is less true with regard to the support to CS, whether in pre-IPA or IPA.

Although these strategic and programming objectives are accurate and realistic, they sporadically lack
measurability. This is a weakness also caused by the as yet insufficiently developed dialogue between
the EU and the national authorities towards developing a more structured and better-shared
partnership approach to CS support.

This weakness is also reflected in a relative lack of flexibility in adapting to the evolving needs of
CSOs, both in terms of their capacity building per se and the objective of supporting the stronger
involvement of CSOs in effective national socio-economic development.

One reason for this relative lack of flexibility is that EU Support to WBT CS has been basically
contained within IPA Component I only; a stronger CSO involvement should be supported in CBC
under IPA Component II, alongside supporting CSO involvement under IPA 1ll, IV and V. This
limitation also has a detrimental effect on the EU’s capacity to better prioritise its CS support.

CSOs’ participation in IPA Component | strategy and programming has been improved, but it is
recommended now to take a decisive turn, by allowing and supporting CSOs’ participation in a much
wider and more diversified range of domains, covered, in particular, by other IPA Components, as
underlined above.

4.1.2 Conclusions on Performance

With regard to Performance, the planned administrative and organisational structures have generally
been set up, but have very variable importance, efficiency and effectiveness. This uneven situation
from one country to another depends on a number of factors, in particular:

* ToR chapter 2.4.2.1. “Specific objective 1: Intervention logic — Assessment & Lessons Learned”.
'* Not counting EIDHR etc.
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= overall soundness of the country’s governance, which in certain cases directly affects the
effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the support to CSOs (absence of a more enabling
institutional environment, biased position of national institutions in charge of CS, etc.);

= nstitutional capacity and achieved maturity (or not) of the national institutional CSO support
partners.

In this overall WBT CS landscape, in which country situations differ from one another, the introduction
of TACSO and its regional and national activities have already been favourably perceived. Its positive
role should therefore be further reinforced.

In addition, both external and internal follow up and monitoring of CS programmes and projects is not
yet satisfactory and this not only in terms of monitoring tools, structures and mechanisms but also
regarding the need to use monitoring feedback for CSOs’ capacity building and for their projects’
improvement and reinforcement.

Nevertheless, it can be considered that the EU’s priority objective of supporting the development and
building the capacity of WBT CSOs has, to a significant extent, been achieved. The EU in particular
has played a decisive role and this not only in the period following the conflicts in the former
Yugoslavia (post-conflict reconstruction), but also in the current process of preparation for accession
to the EU, but also reconciliation. This calls for the support to capacity building of the CSOs to be
pursued and reinforced, with a particular focus on their empowerment and the enhancement of their
role in the enlargement strategy and beyond. This would entail, above all, addressing certain
fundamental needs:

0] Going a step further, from “reconstruction” to “reconciliation”; and

(i) Developing the CSOs’ capacity to fully participate in national socio-economic development
strategy formulation, programming, development, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation.

A particular emphasis should therefore be placed on the CSOs’ potential role as stakeholders and
actors in territorial (local, regional and cross-border) and socio-economic development.

As concerns the outreach to CSOs, neither the EU nor other international donors have yet managed to
reach a more appropriate balance in supporting not only large, but also weaker and smaller CSOs. A
clear lesson learned from this evaluation is that such small grassroots CSOs have been more
efficiently supported through simple thematic calls of (predominantly micro-grant) proposals, focussing
on certain fundamental issues of local and regional (including cross-border) day-to-day concern, such
as environment and pollution, support to refugees, vulnerable groups, discriminated communities, etc.

As concerns the architecture of the EU support, i.e. the mix of different instruments, this remains
insufficiently balanced overall, more in terms of its focus and formal participation conditions than in
terms of the type of assistance itself. The observed situation confirms, however, that the need has
been felt, and now met, for an over-arching regional scale support which would offer a more dynamic
and inter-related mix of non-financial and financial assistance. This objective is currently pursued by
the CSF.

As concerns the relevance of either a de-concentrated or DIS implementation system, the observed
situation does not allow concluding than either of them is more or less conducive than the other as a
mode of EU support to CSOs. In particular, DIS has not brought any decisive advantage (and would
not bring any in the short term, once set up in other WBT beneficiaries). On the contrary, as in the
case of TR, it seems to only hamper the relationship between the EU and the CS community. The real
challenge on this level would rather be to reinforce the EU assistance to the CSOs in support of their
stronger involvement in development design, programming and implementation, by using as leverage
other IPA Components, than to expect or rely on DIS to bring in decisive qualitative changes.
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Generally speaking, the continuous EU support to the WBT CS, systematically delivered over the last
20 years and through the successive instruments and/or thematic programmes, has had a positive
structural impact on the CSOs, more particularly on their development and capacity building. Although
this impact has certainly been stronger for large and well-known CSOs, it has also reached certain
smaller CSOs, albeit insufficiently, addressing locally felt and shared issues such as: environment,
pollution, support to vulnerable groups and communities, etc.

Further reinforcement of the positive impacts already reached and their future sustainability will
depend to a significant extent on the capacity on the possibility of fine-tuning both existing and new
instruments and programmes in a way that would allow the CSOs to take a more significant part (i) in
decision-making and implementation in structural issues of local and regional development (including
by definition CBC), (ii) in sector wide strategies and programming and, last but certainly not least, (iii)
as an overarching driving force for the needed reconciliation throughout the Western Balkans, an
issue of utmost importance for the countries of the former Yugoslavia.

Indeed, deeper impact and sounder sustainability prospects are expected to depend on a (non-
exhaustive) array of inter-related initiatives such as: (i) reinforcement and intensification of the MB
(CSF) support approach, (ii) diversification of thematic axes in order to build CSOs’ capacity in
reconciliation and in participation in territorial and socio-economic development (including sector
programmes, if introduced under IPA), and (iii) further implementation of grant schemes in fields of
strong local interest and (iv) significant simplification of procedures, including the possibility to use
local (national) languages instead of English.

Finally, all further impacts and a sounder sustainability of EU support to WBT CSOs are already
hampered by constraints primarily of an institutional character, and in particular by an insufficiently
tight and consensual dialogue between the EU and the national institutional stakeholders in charge of
managing EU issues.

4.2 Key Recommendations

In line with the general guidance provided by the DG ELARG/A3, only two key recommendations are
proposed, considered as operational in the actual frame of CSF. To these two operational
recommendations is added one global and much wider proposal to look at the future deeper and more
diversified support to the WBT CSOs, in view of their stronger involvement in the overall socio-
economic and territorial development of their countries.

The table below recapitulates the two key recommendations that result from the main findings, the

most significant lessons learned and from the conclusions of this evaluation, followed by the proposal
to consider deeper and more diversified support to WBT CSOs.

Recapitulated Overview of Recommendations

Weakness or shortcoming Recommendation

1 The current level of (external and Strengthen external and internal monitoring of EU
internal) monitoring of CS programmes support to CS in the WBT, including further
and projects (including CSF building up of EU, regional, national and CSO

components) is not yet optimal and the (external and internal) monitoring capacities. In
information generated from their internal | particular:

monitoring is not sufficiently focused on
results and impact. As a consequence,
CSOs accountability to their
constituencies and the general public,

0] Ensure appropriate mainstreaming of
the CSF’s overall and specific
objectives in relevant external and
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Weakness or shortcoming Recommendation

has suffered. internal monitoring, in order to set up
appropriate monitoring indicators on
the Results and Impact levels.

(i) Ensure inclusion of an agreed set of
indicators directly related to CS
issues in ROM and other IPA regional
and IPA national (external and
internal) monitoring activities. In
particular, include indicators of the
contribution of EU-supported CSOs to
the achievement of the Copenhagen
Political Criteria and the objectives of
the Enlargement Strategy and Civil
Society Strategy by accession and
pre-accession countries.

(i) Strengthen both external and internal
CS monitoring and ensure its more
systematic application;

2 EU support to CSOs in the WBT is not Promote the wider use of geographical / sectoral
sufficiently “balanced”, as the outreach or thematic small grant schemes and introduce
and support to small, rural grassroots more flexibility in their conditions. In particular:

CSOs s still insufficient. 0] Ensure the inclusion of at least one

small grant scheme per IPA
beneficiary per year under the CSF
national programmes.

(ii) Promote, under such small grant
schemes, less demanding eligibility
criteria, simplified application
procedures, minimum co-financing
requirements, and usage of local
languages.

Additional proposal to consider wider and more diversified support to WBT CSOs

Support stronger participation of CS in territorial and socio-economic development of the IPA
Countries (IPA Component Il, CBC, sector programmes if introduced under IPA, etc.), and of their role
as driving forces for further regional integration, including reconciliation (e.g. thematic support to
regional CS networks, etc).

Recommendation 1 Strengthen external and internal monitoring of EU support to
CS in the WBT, including further building up of EU, regional,

national and CSO external and internal monitoring capacities

Monitoring of CS programmes and projects has in general not yet reached a satisfactory level. More
particularly, internal CS monitoring consists primarily of project-based activity-oriented monitoring
focussing more on efficiency and less on effectiveness and impact.
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The first and second phase of this evaluation have found that the introduction and further roll out of the
CSF has contributed to a higher degree of coherence and consistency of EU support to CS in the
WBT as far as programming and implementation are concerned. This situation is not yet reflected in
the EU’s and other actors’ monitoring efforts. Hence, the CSF’s overall and specific objectives should
be “mainstreamed” of in relevant internal and external monitoring carried out by the EU, the
beneficiary countries, and CS itself.

The evaluation has also found that, as yet, there exists no agreed set of CS indicators to measure the
contribution of EU support to CS towards the achievement of the Copenhagen Political Criteria and
the objectives of the Enlargement Strategy and Civil Society Strategy in the WBT. Such a set of
indicators should then be included in monitoring at all levels, including the level of service contracts,
large and small grants, and P2P events.

Finally, the evaluation has found that monitoring of CS support programmes and projects can still be
enhanced. This will help ensure that EU and beneficiary country decision-makers, programmers and
all actors that are responsible for subsequent programme and project implementation receive relevant
monitoring feedback.

In this context, the TACSO Project could play a more significant role. In particular, its mandate should
be widened and reinforced to include capacity building initiatives in order to strengthen CSOs’ internal
monitoring of EU funded projects.

Recommendation 2 Promote the wider use of geographical / sectoral or thematic
small grant schemes and introduce more flexibility in their

conditions

EU support to WBT CSOs has not yet managed to strike a more appropriate balance between larger
and smaller CSOs, due to a number of factors found in all WBT beneficiaries. In particular, the donor-
driven “competitive” environment has favoured project-based empowerment and the resulting stronger
growth of larger CSOs and of their corresponding fundraising capacity. The main difficulties
encountered by small CSOs, very often located in outlying rural areas, are difficulty in accessing
information on EU grant schemes, language constraints and the need to provide co-financing in order
to get access to EU funds.

However, smaller local grassroots CSOs have been more effectively reached and supported through
certain thematic grant schemes which focus on service delivery for a number of fundamental issues of
local concern, such as environment and pollution, support to refugees, vulnerable groups,
discriminated communities, etc.

In order to reduce this gap between large and small CSOs and thereby ensure a more balanced
territorial and social coverage of the EU’s support, it is recommended to:

iii) Further diversify grant schemes, in particular through their division into lots
(sub-granting via large CSOs may contribute to improve access to information),
in order to enable small CSOs to benefit from ad hoc capacity building
assistance throughout the application process; and, in parallel

iv) Consider the possibility to introduce more flexibility in co-financing
requirements and the possibility for applicants to submit applications and
deliver project reporting in the local (national) language.



Additional Proposal Consider wider and more diversified support to WBT CSOs

While the EU’s support to CS in the WBT has contributed significantly to build CS’s operational
capacity, the effective participation of CS as a fully recognised player (by both the population and the
political establishment) in national reforms and socio-economic development has not yet reached a
satisfactory level.

Although formal mechanisms for consultation of CS in different IPA Components already exist or are
being set up, and although a substantial part of the CSF budget is allocated to CS Partnership
Programmes, aimed at increasing CS capacity to influence policy and participate in decision making
processes, CSOs still need to be further supported to take up their due share of responsibility, both in
programming and implementing national socio-economic development initiatives, and in further
contributing to regional integration, including reconciliation.

This wider and more diversified support to the CSOs leads to benefits stemming from their ability to
transcend national and political boundaries (in support of regional integration and reconciliation). In
this context, particular attention could be devoted to the support of regional CS networks, on the one
hand, and the potential leverage of certain other EU regional (MB) projects and institutions such as the
RCC, ReSPA and CBIB, on the other hand.
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"5.ANNEXES

5.1 Annex | - Evaluation Matrix*®

EVALUATION
QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

EQ1: Are the
administrative and
organisational
structures in place
ensuring efficient
and effective
implementation of
financial assistance.

JC 1.1. The administrative and
organisational structures are in
place ensuring the efficient
implementation of EU financial
assistance to CS in the WBT

INDICATORS

1.1.1. Amount of time used by
EU, EUD and national
authorities for programming of
EU financial assistance to CS
in the WBT vis-a-vis amount of
time planned

1.1.2 Amount of time used by
EU, EUD and national
authorities for implementation
of EU financial assistance to
CS in the WBT vis-a-vis
amount of time planned

1.1.4 Amount of financial,
human and other resources
used by EU, EUD and national
authorities for implementation
of EU financial assistance to
CS in the WBT vis-a-vis
amount of resources planned

1.1.5 Status of implementation
of IPA assistance where
implementation is not
completed or not at an
advanced stage, in particular in
terms of project preparation,
procurement, and contracting

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

IPA regulation; IPA framework agreements;
IPA national programming guides, IPA multi-
beneficiary programming guide

Commission Decisions, Financing Proposals,
Project Fiches

Administrative data from DG ELARG, EUDs
and national authorities (if available)

Enlargement Progress Reports, Cards and
IPA Progress, Monitoring and Evaluation
Reports

Structured interviews with DG ELARG, EUDs,
national authorities, programming and
implementing actors, and beneficiaries of EU
financial assistance to CS in the WBT

ROM Monitoring Reports and Background
Conclusion Sheets

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

Mapping of administrative structures;
Mapping of organisational structures

Review of administrative and
organisational structures vis-a-vis
“benchmarks” as per IPA regulation
and framework agreements

Desk Study on duration of
programming vis-a-vis planning

Desk Study on duration of
implementation vis-a-vis planning for
pre-IPA and IPA assistance that is
completed or at an advanced stage

Desk Study on Status of Tenders,
Calls for Proposals, and contracting
vis-a-vis planning, for IPA assistance
that is not completed or not at an
advanced stage

Comparative analysis at two levels:
e.g. MBPs versus NPs and NPs
versus NPs

'® Source: Inception Report Phase 2 (approved on 10 October 2011)
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EVALUATION

QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

INDICATORS

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

EQ 2: To what
extent are the
monitoring
mechanisms and
structures
appropriate and
correctly
functioning?

JC 1.2. The administrative and
organisational structures are in
place ensuring the effective
implementation of EU financial
assistance to CS in the WBT

JC 2.1. . The formal and
operational monitoring system is
in place ensuring the efficient
monitoring of assistance. The
monitoring system is
characterised by clear and
formal assignment and division
of monitoring responsibilities,
staffing and budgeting
arrangements, and systematic
monitoring data collection and
analysis mechanisms

1.2.1 Performance by
administrative and
organisational structures vis-a-
vis agreed targets

1.2.2 Flexibility of
administrative and
organisational structures in
adapting to changing external
conditions

1.2.3 Contribution by
administrative and
organisational structures to
ensuring visibility of EU
financial assistance to CS in
the WBT

2.1.1.Monitoring structures in
place through formal
appointments of staff to fill IPA
monitoring posts and adoption
of monitoring procedures

2.1.2. Performance by
administrative and
organisational structures vis-a-
vis agreed monitoring targets
as per IPA regulation,
framework agreements and
financing agreements

2.1.3. Amount of financial,
human and other resources
used by EUD and national
authorities for monitoring of EU
financial assistance to CS in
the WBT

Cards and IPA regulations, framework
agreements and other binding acts including
administrative and organisational targets

Enlargement Progress Reports; Cards and
IPA Progress and Monitoring Reports; ROM
Monitoring Reports and Background
Conclusion Sheets, and progress and
monitoring reporting by national authorities,
CS and the media.

Structured interviews with DG ELARG, EUDs,
national authorities, programming and
implementing actors, and beneficiaries of EU
financial assistance to CS in the WBT

IPA regulation; IPA framework agreements;
IPA national programming guides, IPA multi-
beneficiary programming guide

Administrative data from EUD and national
authorities on monitoring, particularly on
national procedures for monitoring, staffing
arrangements and structures

EU Progress Reports

Programme Level:

Mapping of administrative and
organisational targets as per
regulations, framework agreements
and financing agreements

Mapping of administrative and
organisational achievements vis-a-vis
targets

Comparative analysis of
achievements versus targets at two
levels: e.g. MBPs versus NPs and
NPs versus NPs

Project Level:

Field missions including structured
interviews and focus groups

Mapping of administrative structures
Mapping of organisational structures

Mapping of data collection and
analysis mechanisms

Review of administrative and
organisational structures vis-a-vis
“benchmarks” as per IPA regulation
and framework agreements

Field missions including semi -
structured interviews with relevant
EUD and national authorities

43




EVALUATION
QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

JC 2.2. Existence of a formal
system for use of monitoring
reports for analysis and follow up
by EUD, DIS and project
counterparts

J.C. 2.3. National monitoring
systems are established for the
implementation of CSO related
strategies and mechanisms (e.g.
Offices, Sectors for cooperation
with CS) for CSO-government
cooperation

JC 2.4. SMART indicators are
used to facilitate measurement of
performance and design of CS
support

INDICATORS

2.1.4. Quality data collection,
analysis and disbursement
mechanisms in place

2.2.1. Number of CSO projects
monitored

2.2.2. ROM data demonstrates
a satisfactory level (e.g. ROM
rating A or B) of the relevance,
efficiency and effectiveness of
CS projects

2.2.3. ROM and any other
existing monitoring procedures’
recommendations are
effectively disseminated and
used

2.2.4. Existence of internal
project monitoring of CS
projects (mid-term and final
project evaluations)

2.3.1. Number of national
strategy monitoring systems
established

2.3.2. Recommendations from
monitoring systems effectively
used

2.4.1 Incidence of SMART
indicators in programming
documents (phase 1-findings
are to feed in)

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

Cards and IPA Progress and Monitoring
Reports

ROM Monitoring Reports

Project Fiches

National strategies for cooperation with CS

Administrative and management data on
national mechanisms for cooperation
between government and CS

EU Progress Reports and other relevant
studies and documents

Interviews with relevant government and CS
representatives

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

Mapping and analysis of ROM
findings

Mapping and analysis of internal
project monitoring systems

Field missions including semi -
structured interviews

Mapping of existing National
strategies with particular focus on
envisaged monitoring systems

Mapping of existing national
mechanisms administrative and
management structures

Field missions including interviews
and focus groups

Mapping the use of SMART
indicators is to provide the basis for
the formulation of SMART indicators
and recommendations regarding their
use
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EVALUATION
QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

INDICATORS

2.4.2. Incidence of use of
SMART indicators for
measurement of the
performance of CS support
(based on project sample,
relevant findings from EQs 1
and 3-8 are to provide
observations)

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

EQ3: To what extent
financial assistance
hasl/is effectively
contributing to
achieving the
strategic
objectives/priorities,
including the
development of
Western Balkan and
Turkish CSOs and
building their
capacities with
particular regard to
their role within the
enlargement
strategy?

JC 3.1. Financial assistance to
CS has effectively contributed to
achieving stabilization of
demacracy, rule of law, human
rights and protection of minorities
in the WBT

1 3.1.1. Examples of effects of
EU support to CSOs on
national governments’ policies
that are relevant for
stabilization of democracy, rule
of law, human rights and
protection of minorities

| 3.1.2: Evidence of
consistency between relevant
strategic objectives, country
priorities, CSO project
objectives and the amount of
support for each project

| 3.1.3. Ratio of objectives of
EU supported projects that are
linked with (the Copenhagen
criteria)

| 3.1.4. Ratio of EU supported
projects with achieved result
indicators that are linked with
(the Copenhagen criteria)

*EC Progress Reports for the beneficiary
countries

eInterviews and focus group meetings
*Evaluations and studies

*National Programmes under the TAIB
component for the beneficiary countries

*EC Progress Reports for the beneficiary
countries

*Project Fiches
*Monitoring Reports
Project Fiches

*EC Progress Reports for the beneficiary
countries

*Monitoring Reports

During the desk phase, document
study will attempt to identify
examples of a CS-related effect on
the materialization of the
Copenhagen criteria as well as
examples of CSO capacity building
that is related to EU support, while
the EU attribution question will be
kept in mind. Questionnaires,
coordinated with the interview
guides, will be sent to the
stakeholders to be met, who will be
requested to provide documentation
that may not otherwise be available.

In the field phase, the interviews will
serve to verify or falsify the
preliminary findings from the desk
phase and additional documentation
may be provided during the meetings
with the stakeholders. The
observations from this EQ will
provide inputs for the impact-related
EQs 7 and 8.

JC 3.2. Financial assistance has
effectively contributed to
developing and building the
capacities of the Western Balkan
and Turkish CSOs

| 3.2.1: Evidence of increased
number of employees /
volunteers / members in
beneficiary CSOs

Interviews and focus group meetings
Questionnaires to CSOs

Studies and evaluations, incl. TACSO

CSO sector overviews, incl. from government
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EVALUATION
QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

INDICATORS

| 3.2.2; Evidence of increased
beneficiary CSO activity incl.
increased use of Internet
communication (website)

| 3.2.3: Evidence of increased
participation of beneficiary
CSO in CSO-networking
/coordination /cooperation

| 3.2.4; Evidence of increased
beneficiary CSO revenues,
other than from external donors

1 3.2.5. Examples of beneficial
CSO consultations with public
authorities

1 3.2.6. Examples of beneficial
CSO cooperation projects with
local authorities

| 3.2.7. Ratio of EU supported
projects that are assessed
“acceptable” in monitoring
reports

I 3.2.8. National CSO sectors
expanded in target countries

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

sources
Internet sources

EC Progress Reports for the beneficiary
countries

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Same as above

Monitoring Reports
Government and CS sources

Studies and evaluations

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

EQ4 Is assistance
balanced in the
sense of coverage
of the type, size and
profile of
organisations
sup