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This Final REPORT present the major findings, conclusions and
recommandations of the evaluation of Ecs co-financing operations with European
NGO’s (budgetline B 7-6000).
It is one of the several reports that were completed during the evaluation. These
include: (a) Report of Phase 1 Desk Study, (b) Six Country Studies (Bolivia,
Brazil, Cuba, India, Kenya and Senegal) and a (c) The final report (including an
executive summary). Readers should refer to the relevant report for more
detailed information on any aspect of the overall evaluation of B7-6000.
The Evaluation of EU Budgetline B7-6000 was completed between February –
September 2000 by a Core Team of northern consultants from five European
development agencies that made up the Consortium that undertook the task. At
the different stages of the evaluation other northern and southern consultants
were also employed. The following is a list of the Core Team and other Southern
and Northern Consultants who undertook the overall Evaluation:
Core Team
Dirk Van Esbroeck (Team Leader)
Jeremy Adams
Peter Oakley
Fabio Poelhekke
Robrecht Renard
Oliver Schmitz
Miek Roegiers (Evaluation Manager)

Southern Consultants
Domingos Armani
Moussa Ba
Solomon Chelladurai
Munene Kabengi
Paulo Roberto Lopes
Lazaro Mora
Emmanuel Munavu

Other Northern Consultants
Reda Lebtahi
Natalie Holvoet
René Madrid
Stephane Meert
Marinette Oomen
Anne Simon
This Final Report has been written by Peter Oakley, Robrecht Renard and Dirk
Van Esbroeck and reflects the view of the Core Team.
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The overall Evaluation of EU Budgetline B7-6000 was commissioned by the EU
in late 1999 with the broad purpose of assessing the SHUIRUPDQFH of the
budgetline to date against a number of key variables. The evaluation was
essentially divided into WKUHH SKDVHV. The first phase consisted mainly of a
detailed review and analysis of the framework and mechanisms of the B7-6000
budgetline and was completed in Europe. The second phase has involved a
number of limited field studies of 40 development projects co-financed by the EU
in six countries: Bolivia, Brazil, Cuba, India, Kenya and Senegal. The third phase
was an exercise of consolidating the findings of the overall study.
There were a number of considerations that the EU took into account when
commissioning this evaluation. In the first instance, the SODFH and UROH of NGOs
in development co-operation have become increasingly critical in recent decades.
NGOs are increasingly included in EU external co-operation programmes, either
via specific mechanisms designed for NGO involvement such as budgetline B76000, or by contracting NGOs to provide particular services within the framework
of other EU programmes. Second, the B7-6000 budgetline has grown
considerably over time: in 1998 ¼PLOOLRQZDVHDUPDUNHGIRUFRILQDQFLQJDV
compared with 2.5 million in its first year in 1976. This growth implies that
responsibility to account for the use of the funds and to adapt procedures and
mechanisms to the changing circumstances of NGO development practice have
also increased. In these respects it would appear that the evaluation of B7-6000
had become a matter of some urgency, particularly since the Council Regulation
governing the budgetline will be revised in 2001.
The overall DSSURDFK and PHWKRGRORJ\ of the evaluation were based on a
series of NH\ SULQFLSOHV that sought to ensure that it was grounded upon the
authentic assessment of key stakeholders at the different stages of the
management and operationalisation of B7-6000 co-financed projects.
(8%8'*(7/,1(%
%DFNJURXQGDQG3XUSRVH
The EU B7-6000 budgetline is now in its 25th year of existence. It was launched
in 1976 with the aim of adding an additional dimension to EU development policy
and has grown consistently since that year, largely as a result of the active
support of the European Parliament. Up until and including 1997, approximately
700 European NGOs (ENGOs) have received co-financing from B7-6000 for
8,022 development projects carried out in 132 countries. The distinctive feature
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of B7-6000 is that it is largely GHPDQGGULYHQas opposed to many of the other
lines that are essentially means whereby the EU is able to contract services to
undertake a particular task. Furthermore B7-6000 is HQWLUHO\WDUJHWHGDW(1*2V
and constitutes a source of funds that all development NGOs in Member States
can draw upon to support their development activities in Less Developed
Countries (LDC). EU Council Regulation 1658/98 constitutes the legal basis for
the B7-6000 budgetline. Similar to other budgetlines, it was adopted only in 1998,
which means that the *HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQVwere, for a long time, the only major
guideline for the management of B7-6000. The period under study in this
evaluation is, therefore, entirely governed by the General Conditions of 1988.
Both the Council Regulation and the General Conditions define the HOLJLELOLW\
FULWHULD for ENGOs in terms of access to B7-6000. The General Conditions
specify that development projects in LDCs submitted for funding should aim
broadly at SRYHUW\ DOOHYLDWLRQ and – as was added later by the Council
Regulation – at the VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI GHPRFUDF\ DQG KXPDQ ULJKWV
Furthermore the General Conditions also emphasise the VWUHQJWKHQLQJRIORFDO
LQVWLWXWLRQDOFDSDFLW\ in LDCs as another major objective.
3ULQFLSDO&KDUDFWHULVWLFVRI%GXULQJSHULRG
During the period (1994-99) some 525 ENGOs had access to the budgetline and
on average got one project financed every year. While the GLVWULEXWLRQ of B76000 funds among EU members appears unbalanced in real terms, when
population figures are taken into account, it is less so. Several factors appear to
influence access and distribution including the proximity of a country to EU
headquarters and the existence of generous national direct NGO funding
systems, as is the case in Scandinavia.
Apart from those ENGOs that have their own constituencies and supporter
groups, many ENGOs depend heavily on public funding. Based on our sample
survey we have estimated that on average up to 69 % of ENGO budgets comes
from public sources. B7-6000 is, however, largely a secondary source of public
income for ENGOs; on average it provides just less than 14 % of their total
annual income. We should also note a high degree of GLVSDULW\ in the level of
access to and use of B7-6000 by individual ENGOs. It would appear that B76000 could constitute a substantial percentage of the annual income of a large
number of smaller ENGOs. On the other hand, clearly it is a much smaller
percentage of the total annual incomes of the larger ENGOs who have either
access to substantial public money or income from their own constituents.
We should also note the GLVWULEXWLRQ of B7-6000 funds among UHFLSLHQW
countries. In this respect we found a skewed distribution. In the period 1994-99
the ten major beneficiary countries (out of a total of 103) received more than 40
% of the funds and 15 countries used up more than half of the entire fund; the
poorest countries are not figuring prominently among the major beneficiaries of
the line. Considering that poverty alliviation is a major policiy objective of the line,
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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he distribution of B7-6000 co-financing funds to recipient countries is a FULWLFDO
LVVXH and yet we could find little evidence of a FRKHUHQWSROLF\ in this respect.
7KH0DQDJHPHQWRI%
Project proposals for funding under B7-6000 can be presented by ENGOs in any
one of the official languages of the EU. The DSSUDLVDO of project proposals was
often lengthy – on average just over a year during the period of study - and could
be fraught with long and inadapted procedures of a strong administrative and
technical nature. According to estimates of EC staff, around 25-30 % of all project
applications is UHMHFWHG Overall the appraisal of projects seem to have left a
considerable margin for manoeuvre for EC officers. However, in terms of the
rejection of projects, procedures were more rigorously pursued and formally
approved by the Head of Unit.
We should note three further points. )LUVW, an unfortunate EDFNORJ in the
appraisal of proposals that gradually developed in the period under study 199499. 6HFRQG, theLQVWLWXWLRQDOUHIRUPof mid-1998 has constituted an additional
challenge, in the sense that the staff of the previous NGO-unit are now divided
into two new units and each has developed its own working methods. This has
inevitably resulted in additional work and a split of valuable expertise over two
units that, furthermore, are housed in different locations. 7KLUGinevitably ‘WXUQ
RYHU¶SUHVVXUH contributed greatly to management difficulties as, each year, Unit
staff were under considerable pressure to spend the allocated budget. In such
circumstances the need to spend takes precedence over quality control.
Finally we should note the role of the ENGOs in the management of B7-6000.
Essentially the Southern NGO partner is mainly responsible for project
formulation and provides a major input into the narrative and financial reporting
for which the ENGO is ultimately responsible. For many of the larger ENGOs B76000 is essentially seen asDPHDQVRIDGGLWLRQDOIXQGLQJDQGGLYHUVLILFDWLRQ
RIWKHLUDFWLYLWLHV
0$,1),1',1*62)7+((9$/8$7,212)%
)RFXVDQG3XUSRVH
Budgetline B7-6000 is a small part of total EU aid but, for some ENGOs and
many SNGOs, it is a critical input into the resources that they have available for
promoting development and change. It is estimated that in 1998 B7-6000
accounted for 3% of total EU development aid. It was however only in 1998 that a
Council Regulation gave legal status to B7-6000. Undoubtedly after 25 years of
existence budgetline B7-6000 has arrived at a point when the issue of its UHIRUP
is appropriately on the agenda. Given its distinctive IRFXVon ENGOs, the notion
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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of ‘co-financing’ and the General Conditions that have governed its operations,
B7-6000 has always had a distinctive LGHQWLW\The question is ‘how far is this still
UHOHYDQW today’? Inevitably the budgetline’s growth from Euro 3 m. to 200 m. ¼
raises the question whether the original premises on which it was set are still
valid? The reality is that B7-6000 has become a JHQHUDOIXQGthat ENGOs use
for different reasons and that does not have a VWUDWHJLF YLHZ RI GHYHORSPHQW
but has become a general PHOHH of initiatives and projects that does not make a
GLVWLQFWLYH contribution to the EU’s aid portfolio and does not contribute in any
organised and planned way to meeting the objectives of the budgetline (see end
of point 2.1)
B7-6000 is also largely GHPDQGGULYHQand the EC has little influence other than
ensuring that projects fulfil the broad criteria of its General Conditions. While the
General Conditions are strong on administrative and procedural matters they are
less useful as an instrument to give distinctive coherence to a development
budgetline and demand a level of detail that is beyond the capacity of
management to administer. Essentially the General Conditions do not add up to a
coherent GHYHORSPHQW DJHQGD. Moreover, in the ever-changing development
scenario there has been QRPDMRUHYDOXDWLRQ IURPD VWUDWHJLFRUGHYHORSPHQW
SROLF\ SRLQW RI YLHZ RI WKH EXGJHWOLQH LQ LWV  \HDUV RI H[LVWHQFH and no
major changes in its General Conditions in more than ten years. It is time for a
fundamental assessment of the purpose of B7-6000.
In this assessment there will be a number of key issues on the agenda:
• WKHULJKWRILQLWLDWLYH 52, ofENGOs in terms of their access to and use of
B7-6000 funds. This issue has been one of the more difficult to unravel in
terms of the history of B7-6000. ROI in respect of B7-6000 has never been
GHILQHGRUDGMXVWHGin the light of, for example, the quite substantial changes
in the ENGO sector in the past 20 years. Furthermore there is little apparent
evidence that the ROI has given B7-6000 any distinctive edge or added value.
We feel that this whole concept needs to be looked at again largely to reduce
the widely scattered nature of B7-6000, its lack of internal coherence as a
development fund, its largely demand driven nature and the resultant lack of
management’s ability itself to ‘drive’ B7-6000. However, we do QRW suggest
that any changes in nature of the ENGO-ROI would imply that B7-6000 would
become entirely EC driven.
• How could B7-6000 best be fitted into similar FRILQDQFLQJ VFKHPHV RI
PHPEHU6WDWHV" Clearly there is a need to review the present situation and
determine what is the most DSSURSULDWH UROH for B7-6000 in relation to the
other schemes.
• &LYLO VRFLHW\ has moved on and NGOs are no longer necessarily its main
actors or protagonists. In many cases it is increasingly difficult to argue that
ENGOs have a comparative advantage in terms of skills, knowledge and
experience over other development actors.
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•

How can B7-6000 rescue such key concepts as µDGGHGYDOXH¶µFRPSDUDWLYH
DGYDQWDJH¶ and µLQQRYDWLRQ¶ that most strategic development funds seek to
secure for their operations?

$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ0DQDJHPHQWDQG3URFHGXUHV
The assessment of the administration, management and procedures of B7-6000
took place against not only the generally acknowledged management difficulties
of the EU aid programme but also of some remedial action that has already been
taken. Basically managerially and procedurally B7-6000 encountered great
difficulties in the late 1990s and these were only partially overcome by the hard
and committed work of EC staff of the Units with responsibility for the budgetline.
The roots of these difficulties, however, lie not simply in management difficulties
but in a EU political system that seems unable to rationalise its decision making
in respect of the creation of budgetlines such as B7-6000. Political short-termism
has played its part in bringing about the current critical imbalance between the
number of budget heads and the human resources available to manage them.
The roots, however, also lie in several procedures that appear not to have been
adjusted in the light of changing circumstances and also the very nature of the
budgetline.
7KH $GPLQLVWUDWLRQ DQG 0DQDJHPHQW RI % The 1988 version and the
new *HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQV(2000) are unexceptional in the sense that, apart from
their detail, they are not dissimilar from the rules that govern most multi- and
bilateral development funds. The exception, however, is the XQXVXDO
KHWHURJHQHLW\ of B7-6000’s recipients – the ENGOs. The new General
Conditions, while clearly seeking to rationalise the budgetline’s administration
and to give it greater focus, appear also to generally reinforce the already heavily
bureaucratic nature of B7-6000. However, with their emphasis on programme
funding, capacity building and support for longer-term funding, the new General
Conditions could have a strategic effect on the budgetline.
In the face of the multiplicity of actors, the changing management structures and
the sheer volume of turn-over, it is remarkable that B7-6000 has maintained a
management structure. The overall management structure of a fund such a B76000 is far more complex than can be covered as one item in a multi-dimensional
evaluation. But clearly things are far from right. The overwhelming comment from
both ENGOs and SNGOs was of the long drawn out, tedious and bureaucratically
rigid management of the budgetline. Essentially the management ethos appears
to be one of µH[DQWH FRQVWUDLQWV¶ and µH[SRVW ILQDQFLDO FRQWURO¶, which
together severely limit the budgetline’s flexibility.
3URMHFW $SSUDLVDO 3URFHVV The lengthy project approval process (on average
more than one year) lies at the heart of the complaints of both Northern and
Southern NGOs. The length of the appraisal process cannot be explained simply
because of the lack of personnel, nor as a result of the growth of B7-6000 since
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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growth has been consistent but not spectacular since 1976. Moreover, most
proposals are fairly straightforward as development projects with acceptable
levels of supporting technical information. We are not convinced that the current
exacting process is necessary. Moreover, there are strong indications that the
added value of the present appraisal process is limited; we even doubt whether
an appraisal process oriented on projects can ever reach its intended aims.
3URMHFW0RQLWRULQJDQG5HSRUWLQJB7-6000 has suffered from the contradiction
between stated purpose and objectives and reporting systems that are
concerned exclusively with UHVXOWV and ILQDQFLDO probity. Overall there is an
urgent need for a better EDODQFH between assessment by documentation
although it is not clear whether this can be accommodated within the present
management system without making it even slower and more unflexible than it
already is at the present moment. Essentially the basic reporting on B7-6000
does not go much beyond the factual and the quantitative. Most ENGO and
SNGO staff do not monitor their B7-6000 projects in any broad sense of the term;
they are more concerned to collect information to write the required reports,
although regular visits are made and reported on by ENGO staff.
3URMHFW(YDOXDWLRQThe emphasis in the project cycle is on FRQWUROand this is
made effective by tying the payment of further tranches to detailed accounts of
project activities and finances. Few ‘evaluations’ in the true sense of the term –
that is the ‘measurement’ of progress in key variables – have been undertaken of
B7-6000 projects, particularly with reference to the supposed broader aims of the
budgetline.
 3HUIRUPDQFH RI % DQG &R)LQDQFHG 'HYHORSPHQW 3URMHFWV LQ
UHODWLRQWR.H\9DULDEOHV
Most of the evidence in relation to the key evaluation criteria was obtained during
Phase 2 of this evaluation. We should point out that each of the six countries
selected for Phase 2 has a VWURQJ 1*2 VHFWRU with considerable experience
and maturity in the management of development projects. As such, our findings
are therefor LOOXVWUDWLYH and not necessarily fully representative of B7-6000
projects.
5HOHYDQFHB7-6000 is notamechanism that allows the EC to be SURDFWLYHin
promoting a particular development approach or strategy. Its demand driven
nature and the powerful legacy of the ENGOs ‘right of initiative’ make it difficult to
forge a distinctive purpose for the budgetline. There would appear to be an
LPEDODQFHbetween a largely reactive management and proactive ENGOs, many
of whom access B7-6000 for very different reasons Furthermore it is difficult to
relate the output of B7-6000 over the past 25 years with the ‘strengthening of
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ENGOs’ in the broadest sense; the unquestioned ‘faith’ in northern NGOs is
somewhat outdated in the light of recent research and evaluation outcomes.1
The budgetline has been a lifeline on different occasions to several groups of
national NGO – for example, Italy and the UK – and it has probably made the
difference and secured an active role for many smaller ENGOs. But we suspect
that for many of the more established ENGOs, B7-6000 serves as a ‘buffer’ when
times are lean or as a last resort.
We also examined the notion of µUHOHYDQFH¶ in the context of the 40
GHYHORSPHQWSURMHFWV studied in six countries. Overall we found that most of the
projects were UHOHYDQW in the sense of meeting a clearly identifiable local and, in
some cases, national need. Furthermore there was evidence that the projects
generally targeted marginal and poor groups – but not necessarily the poorest within the local context and beneficiaries largely confirmed the usefulness of the
projects to their lives.
(IIHFWLYHQHVVThis relates to the performance of B7-6000, and the projects that
it funds, in terms of their ability to achieve certain EURDG VWUDWHJLF REMHFWLYHV
and at the same time to deliver their expected RXWSXW on the basis of agreed
objectives. In the former respect we found the ENGOs ‘right of initiative’ has
ensured that the fund has been broadly scattered and has not concentrated on
those parts of the world where absolute poverty is widespread, even accepting
the difficulties of defining this term. The lengthy and often much delayed project
approval process has clearly reduced the effectiveness of some of the projects
funded by B7-6000. Finally there is a lack of clarity of several of the key terms
associated with the EC’s view on effectiveness – ‘the poorest’, ‘poverty
alleviation’, ‘participation’, ‘promotion of human rights’. This has resulted in
project texts that are strong on description, but generally weak on how the project
might deliver on some of the quite fundamental strategic objectives of B7-6000.
At the more limited and discrete project level, however, the study of the 40
illustrative projects presents a more encouraging picture. One of the main
reasons for this is highly competent and committed SNGOs who are directly
responsible for project implementation. In each of the six countries we conclude
that to a large extent the projects have been effective in GHOLYHULQJDFFHSWDEOH
RXWSXWLQUHODWLRQWRVWDWHGSURMHFWREMHFWLYHVIn most cases this output was
tangible, evident and immediately useable. On the other hand, however, we
found that the projects had been less effective – or concerned – in terms of some
of the broader development objectives or changes that equally they were
expected to bring about – for example, organizational development,
strengthening of women’s position or capacity building.
(IILFLHQF\ Given the almost total lack, in the documentation that we consulted,
of any analysis, or even discussion, of the concept of ‘efficiency’ in relation to the
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budgetline and the projects that it co-finances,2 we were not expecting to find
much evidence of performance in relation to this concept. Overall the General
Conditions (GC) of %would appear to be a largelyEHQLJQ - if extremely
thorough – instrument to govern the overall process of the budgetline throughout
the project cycle. We have noted several reasons for this situation;
• the poor balance between the demands of the GC and the human resources
available to manage the budgetline
• the SURMHFW SURSRVDO IRUP that is unnecessarily excessive in its demands
and that overwhelms with facts and figures and not key analytical insights
• the lack of differentiation in the process between bigger and small ENGOs
• the lack of an adequate initial ILOWHULQJV\VWHP;
• a VFUHHQLQJVWDJH that involves too many actors;
• the submission of proposals in any of the EU’s RIILFLDOODQJXDJHV
• a UHSRUWLQJ V\VWHP that is over-demanding and based on YROXPH rather
than TXDOLW\ of data and information in relation to broader development
objectives.
Once, however, the above hurdles have been surmounted and the co-funded
projects begin to function, then the situation changes to the better. The country
studies concluded that generally at the project level there was D VDWLVIDFWRU\
UHODWLRQ between FRVWV and RXWSXW. Most of the SNGOs used their resources
adequately within the limits of their immediate context. Furthermore we found
little evidence of any extravagant use of resources.
,PSDFW On most of the projects there was clear visible evidence ofLPPHGLDWH
DQGWDQJLEOHLPSDFW and how this had affected the lives of the beneficiaries. On
the other hand few of the projects - except in those instances of projects as part
of a longer-term programme - had any view on the possible ORQJHUWHUPLPSDFW
even taking into account the difficulties of attributing impact and change to a
single intervention in a context in which multiple factors can influence change.
6XVWDLQDELOLW\For many of the projects, B7-6000 funds are a one-off injection of
resources into an issue or problem that will already have a long history and an
uncertain future. In this respect the lack of long-term commitment in EC cofinancing makes it oblivious to the issue of sustainability and indeed leaves in
doubt whether it is reasonable for the EC to demand sustainability on the basis of
limited support.
In terms of the projects studied we found a mixed bag of potential and
expectations. Many of the larger projects are managed by experienced NGOs
who have the issue of the sustainability of their work firmly within their sights and
on their development agendas. For some, B7-6000 is a timely injection of funds
that will certainly strengthen the programme or project but is not fundamental to
its overall momentum. For others, however, B7-6000 funds have been used to
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By the term “efficiency” we mean the extent to which a development agency or project is able to maximise
the use and potential of its ressources and thus optimise their impact.
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open up a new line of activity or to extend an existing one, which clearly will lose
all momentum once these funds run out.
*HQGHUVery few of the projects studied included a JHQGHUDVVHVVPHQWas part
of their contextual analysis. In this respect it has to be said that B7-6000
management does not appear to insist on a gender analysis in project proposals
or to ensure that the NGOs involved have a clearly stated gender policy.
Understandably it is difficult to assess impact on gender if we have no clear
gender analysis before the project begins and no internal, albeit limited,
monitoring of this potential impact. However, we can report that in the projects
studied women were highly visible both as professional project staff and as
‘beneficiaries’.
'HPRFUDWL]DWLRQ DQG 6WUHQJWKHQLQJ RI &LYLO 6RFLHW\ The B7-6000 projects
studied were largely technical, which did not create much opportunity to examine
these more qualitative processes. In most of the projects there appeared a high
degree of physical involvement and consultation with intended beneficiaries. This
is often referred to as ‘participatory development’. Many of the SNGO recipients
of B7-6000 support are already established actors in their own national
development debates and have effective and active roles in broader movements
of civil society. In this respect it is difficult to argue that B7-6000 funds have had a
significant impact on these roles. Certainly B7-6000 funds have not weakened
civil society organisations, but we must be cautious in attributing too much
influence to the budgetline in this respect.
7KH&OLHQWV(1*2VDQG61*2VApart from some cases, generally we found
that most SNGOs were LOOLQIRUPHG on the nature, conditions and purpose of B76000. This is an unfortunate situation given that SNGOs are major stakeholders.
Essentially ENGOs control the process and the finances while the SNGOs take
responsibility for implementation. However, most SNGOs were quite at ease with
this situation. Indeed, given the persistent delays and uncertainties, several had
become quite sceptical about B7-6000 funding and do not build up their
expectations.
%XLOGLQJ61*2±(1*23DUWQHUVKLSIt is difficult to argue that there is a strong
correlation between B7-6000 and the promotion of effective µSDUWQHUVKLS¶
between Southern and Northern NGOs. In general we found WKUHH W\SHV of
SNGO-ENGO relationships at the project level:
• several long-standing ‘partnerships’ that had begun before B7-6000 funding
and which presumably will continue afterwards
• mainly good, supportive operational relations built around the implementation
of the project and sustained by periodic visits
• a small number of relations that appeared to suggest a strong element of
control on the part of the ENGO.
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Essentially this evaluation has sought to answer several questions such as:
‘ZKDW KDV EXGJHWOLQH % EHFRPH DQG DFKLHYHG"¶ µZKDWVKRXOG LW EH
GRLQJ¶" and ‘LV WKH PRGHO VWLOO UHOHYDQW LQ " While we found plenty of
information on what B7-6000 projects have become, there was less on what it
had achieved in terms of its overall purpose and its future direction. But we
recognize that management has in the past few years begun to review the future
direction of the budgetline. However, B7-6000 has been in crisis mode for the
past two years. In its present form B7-6000 is basically XQPDQDJHDEOHand we
do not feel that the new General Conditions will radically alter this situation.
We are aware that an assessment of B7-6000 must be conscious of the political
framework within which it was set up and has been sustained. The European
Parliament has from the beginning fully endorsed the budgetline and has been a
consistent supporter in its 25 years of existence. The ENGOs have been equally
zealous guardians and have strategically sought the support of the Parliament to
maintain the broad content, approach and principles of B7-6000. The
recommendations that follow, therefore, are both FRQWH[WXDOand WHFKQLFDOand
aimed at strengthening B7-6000 within overall EU aid policy.
In our view, the process of change in relation to the future of B7-6000 should
consist of WZR PDMRU VWHSV. The process can be stopped after the first step,
which is however not what we propose, as will be explained hereafter.
•

TheILUVWVWHSconsists of establishing procedures that deal with the current
problems of management and ensure appropriate assessment of
development and change at the project level. This step can be conceived in
WZRGLIIHUHQWZD\Veither(a) by relatively minor changes in procedures and
especially a substantial increase of human resources, either (b) by drastically
reducing the number of ENGOs that can acces it, or by reducing the number
of beneficiary country, sectors or type of activities that can be funded, or by a
combination of these measures.
If it is decided to limit the reform process to this first step, we strongly
recommend the second scenario, because we doubt the feasibility of
scenario (a) as the “normalisation” of the management of B7-6000 will quickly
attract new demands and lead to problems that will be very similar to those
presently encountered.

•

The VHFRQG VWHS is based on the recognition that, after 24 years, the
budgetline needs a major conceptual and operational UHWKLQN; the basic
characteristic of B7-6000 as a co-financing scheme essentially for the nongovernment sector would be maintained, but key issues such as µSXUSRVH¶,
µIRFXV¶, µDFFHVV¶ and µPDQDJHPHQWV\VWHP¶ would be re-assessed in order
to ensure that the budgetline is a relevant and effective mechanism to support
efforts at poverty alleviation – if this is to maintain its central purpose - and
community empowerment in the poorest countries of the world.
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In our view, it is not ineffective management that lies at the heart of current
problems, but its lack of a FRKHUHQWVWUDWHJ\. It is therefore critical that the EC,
the European Parliament and the NGOs look beyond the management issues
and accept the need for a IXQGDPHQWDO UHWKLQN of the budgetline in terms of
focus, access and management.
While we recognise the acceptable project practise undertaken with B7-6000 but noting the chronic inability of current systems to move far beyond input and
output - we do not see this as sufficient argument for continuing current practice.
B7-6000 has allowed many ENGOs to engage in development activities and it
has clearly brought benefits in recipient countries. But what much more could B76000 do if it had a clearer strategic focus? Furthermore, what is the ‘next
ambition’ for the budgetline? Both the EC and the ENGOs would be wrong if they
felt that the current unwieldy, difficult-to-manage and largely quantitative fund
constitutes ‘good practice’ in development. We cannot agree that such an open,
unlimited and unfocused development fund is the best use of the funds available.
Last but not least, we feel that the only reasonable way to implement the second
scenario for step (1), is to develop a strategic view on B7-6000, which brings us
very close to the second step we recommend strongly.
Hence, we think it is imperative to LQFOXGH WKH VHFRQG VWHS in the efforts to
solve the present problems With this in mind we have formulated a small number
of NH\ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV that we hope will help to refocus and reshape the
budgetline.
1. Begin DSURFHVVRIFRQVXOWDWLRQLQFOXGLQJDEURDGUDQJHRIVWDNHKROGHUV
to reassess and formulate a clear strategic role for B7-6000 within the
framework of EU aid policy and paying particular attention to the purpose,
aims and broad objectives of the budgetline.
2. Within the framework of that consultation process, DVVHVVDQG GHILQH PRUH
FOHDUO\ WKH NH\ FKDUDFWHULVWLFV DQG FRQFHSWV that currently establish the
parameters of B7-6000. These include the ENGOs’ right to autonomy, the
issue of reserved access to the budgetline for ENGOs, the skewed distribution
of B7-6000 and the resulting lack of priority given to the poorest countries, and
a range of its supposed broader objectives such as democratisation,
sustainability and institutional strengthening.
3. Give particular and detailed attention to the whole issue of DFFHVV to the
budgetline, taking into account the wide differentiation among ENGOs, the
emergence of new development players and the urgent need to rationalise
access to B7-6000.
4. The EC should commission D GHWDLOHG VWXG\ RI FXUUHQW PRQLWRULQJ DQG
HYDOXDWLRQV\VWHPV of a representative sample of both ENGOs and SNGOs
that have accessed B7-6000. The results of this study should provide the
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detail and information for a reformulation of the reporting system that
underpins B7-6000.
(1) There is an important need to ensure that B7-6000 has WKH DSSURSULDWH

PHFKDQLVPV WKDW ZRXOG DOORZ LW WR EH FRQWLQXDOO\ DVVHVVHG against the
background of often rapidly changing scenarios and development contexts.
This function has been neglected in the past, and given the open nature of B76000, will be difficult to ensure without additional measures. It is recognised
that appropriate monitoring and periodic evaluation by the EC are difficult to
ensure given the wide variety of projects financed. Therefore an additional
mechanism might be necessary to advise on changing situations and
developments in the international context so that the budgetline’s focus,
purpose and mechanisms can adapt and respond to the needs of the poor
countries and not simply to the demands of current stakeholders. The creation
of an ,PSDUWLDO$GYLVRU\)XQFWLRQ – advisory groups are quite common with
development funds – can be considered in this regard. Such a function would
help to maintain a useful balance between B7-6000 management, the ENGOs
represented by CLONG and other Stakeholders.

In terms of immediate remedial action, we recommend among other things:
6. ,PSURYLQJ WKH DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ RI WKH DSSUDLVDO SURFHVV; in this regard we
refer to the lack of an effective initial filtering system, the excessive focus on
ex-ante screening, the slow payment system, the use of too many languages
and the over onerous reporting system.
7. Whatever the ultimate nature, approach and content of B7-6000, the Units
responsible for it should be able to ensure that all proposals are effectively
screened and the first tranche of money paid within six months as indeed
stipulated in the 1998 Council Regulation.
We fully appreciate that budgetline B7-6000 is an extremely complex one both to
steer and also to manage and we have noted the dedicated efforts of many EC
and NGO staff to ensure a TXDOLW\ service for the beneficiaries in the South, it is
supposed to serve. We cannot get away, however, from the fact that B7-6000
has never been strategically reviewed or assessed in its 24 years. The strains of
this situation are now beginning to show. The potential is there to make B7-6000
a distinctive and innovative fund that would have a particular role to play within
the framework of EU aid policy. But it must be ‘opened-up’ and involve a wider
range of stakeholders. It must be seen as a VWUDWHJLFIXQGwith a core purpose
and aims. At this moment B7-6000 has none of these characteristics. It is time for
some UDGLFDOFKDQJHif the budgetline is to become an effective and strategically
coherent instrument of EU and ENGO development cooperation.
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2YHUYLHZDQG7HUPVRI5HIHUHQFH
This is the Synthesis Report of the overall Evaluation Study of EU Budgetline B76000 that was undertaken by a consortium of independent European
development agencies between February-September 2000. The evaluation was
commissioned by the EU in late 1999 with the broad purpose of assessing the
SHUIRUPDQFH of the budgetline to date against a number of key variables. The
evaluation was essentially divided into WKUHHSKDVHV. The first phase consisted
mainly of a detailed review and analysis of the framework and mechanisms of the
B7-6000 budgetline and was completed in Europe. The second phase has
involved a number of limited field studies of 40 development projects co-financed
by the EU in six countries: Bolivia, Brazil, Cuba, India, Kenya and Senegal. The
third phase was an exercise of consolidating the findings of the overall study.
It would appear that there were a number of considerations that the EU took into
account when commissioning this evaluation. In the first instance, the place and
role of NGOs 3 in development co-operation has become increasingly critical in
recent decades. Development NGOs are now recognised as important
development actors in most of the EU member States. The EU also believes that
strengthening its relationship with NGOs will help both parties to achieve their
mutual goals. NGOs, therefore, are increasingly included in EU external cooperation programmes, both via specific mechanisms designed for NGO
involvement such as budgetline B7-6000, and also by contracting NGOs to
provide particular services within the framework of other EU programmes.
However, even as they have achieved a critical role in development co-operation,
NGOs have also been more FULWLFDOO\ DVVHVVHG in terms of their supposed
comparative advantages.
Second, the B7-6000 budgetline has itself grown considerably over time: in 1998
¼PLOOLRQZDVHDUPDUNHGIRUFRILQDQFLQJDVFRPSDUHGZLWKPLOOLRQLQLWV
first year in 1976. Overall B7-6000 grew consistently in total ¼WHUPVLQERWKWKH
1980s and the 1990s: up to the end of 1998, 8,597 development projects were
co-financed for a total EC contribution of approximately 1,533 million ¼ 7KLV
growth implies that responsibility to account for the use of the funds and to adapt
procedures and mechanisms to the changing circumstances of NGO
development practice have also increased. In these respects it would appear that

3

In this report, three abbreviations will be used as far as non-governmental organisations are
concerned. In case the abbreviation “NGO(s)” is used, we refer at the NGO community at large, i.e. NGOs
both in the North and the South. The abbreviation “ENGO(s)” refers to the (XURSHDQ NGOs that have had
access to the budgetline, while the abbreviation “SNGO(s)” relates to the Southern NGOs that, in most
cases, will have benefited from the budgetline. Note that this last abbreviation covers a broad variety of local
institutions ranging from intermediary NGOs over church related organisations to community based
organisations and apex structures.
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the evaluation of B7-6000 had become a matter of some urgency. This is
particularly the case since the evaluation comes at an important time: WKH
SUHVHQW &RXQFLO 5HJXODWLRQV JRYHUQLQJ WKH EXGJHWOLQH ZLOO EH UHYLVHG LQ
 and its General Conditions have been recently reformulated in a manner
that could potentially increase its role in both ENGO and SNGO development
practice.
As stated in the Terms of Reference of this study (Annex 1), the PDMRU REMHFWLYH
of the evaluation of B7-6000 was to provide the evidence for an improvement of
the PHFKDQLVPVSUDFWLFHVDQGSURFHGXUHV of the budgetline. This was done
against a background of periodic severe human resource limitations, in relation to
the management of B7-6000, at the level of both the Commission and the NGOs.
The scope of the evaluation of B7-6000 has included:
 DQ RYHUDOO DVVHVVPHQW RI FRILQDQFLQJ RSHUDWLRQV under budgetline B76000 that relate to development projects – but QRW public awareness or
information operations – financed during the period 1994-99
• an assessment of the UHOHYDQFH HIILFLHQF\ HIIHFWLYHQHVV LPSDFW DQG
VXVWDLQDELOLW\ of the budgetline and its implementation both at the level of
management in the EC and also at the project level. Furthermore the
evaluation focused on improving mechanisms and ultimately the quality of the
co-financed activities, rather than producing new insights on impact
• a further assessment of projects co-funded by B7-6000 in relation to several
other broader variables on which they could have an impact: JHQGHU
UHODWLRQV SRYHUW\ GHPRFUDWL]DWLRQHPHUJLQJ FLYLO VRFLHW\ DQG (1*2
61*2UHODWLRQV
The first phase of the evaluation of B7-6000 was undertaken between February –
May 2000 and a draft report submitted in June. The second phase began in July
and was completed by the end of September. The final Overview Report on the
evaluation of B7-6000 was submitted in October 2000.
$SSURDFKDQG0HWKRGRORJ\
The overall approach of the evaluation was based on a series of NH\SULQFLSOHV
that sought to ensure that it was based on the authentic assessment of key
stakeholders at the different stages of the management and operationalisation of
B7-6000 co-financed projects. These key principles included: (a) the integration
of all institutional stakeholders, (b) beneficiary assessment of B7-6000 operations
at the project level, (c) the inclusion of both northern and southern perspectives
and (d) a capacity-building approach to the evaluation exercise. On balance we
feel that we were able to include principles (a), (b) and (c) but that (d) was more
elusive due to time constraints.
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During the ILUVW SKDVH the methodology was based on a GHVN VWXG\ that
included:
• a review of the existing procedures and mechanisms of EC-NGO co-operation
within the framework of budgetline B7-6000
• a study of four NGO co-financing schemes of EU member states (Belgium,
Italy, Netherlands, United Kingdom), including direct discussions with ENGOs
• a document based assessment of 100 projects financed, against the major
objectives and regulations of the budgetline
• a survey among ENGOs that have had access to the budgetline during the
period under study
• the preparation, by southern consultants, of short country profiles on five of
the countries included in Phase 2
• the definition of the evaluation framework for Phase 2.
A varied set of methods and techniques were used during this first phase. They
are presented in the desk phase report, submitted in June 2000, which
summarises the results of this first phase.
In view of the VHFRQG SKDVH and after extensive discussions with the
Commission’s services, forty (40) projects in six countries (Bolivia, Brazil, Cuba,
India, Kenya, Senegal) were selected as LOOXVWUDWLYH of the kinds of projects cofinanced by B7-6000. The selection of the projects was undertaken on the basis
of a number of FULWHULD: type of project, size, duration, geographical location,
development sector and a balanced representation of development NGOs from
each of the EU member States. Furthermore for each of the six countries a
specific VHFWRUwas chosen as the focus of the projects to be studied and country
profiles have been drafted that focus on a limited number of relevant issues. The
tables below present some basic details of projects studied during Phase 2.
Table 1: Countries and Projects included in phase 2 of the Evaluation

3

No. of
Block
Grants
1

Country of
ENGOs
involved (1)
B,N,S,UK

Brazil

6

2

B,F,G,I,N,UK

Cuba

5

1

F,G,I,S,

India

6

2

DK,F,G,N,UK

Kenya

5

2

I,G,N,S,UK

Senegal

5

2

A,B,F,I

Country

No. of
projects

Bolivia

Project
B7-6000
Total B7-6000
Sector
Funds 1994-99 Funds in 199499 (%)
(¼  
26.679.283
3.6
SocioEconomic
76.627.687
10.3
Human Res.
Developm.
9.166.969
1.2
SocioEconomic
41.972.987
5.7
Mulitsectoral
23.406.960
3.1
Human Res.
Developm.
13.966.502
1.9
Institutional
Developm.

(1) A: Austria, B: Belgium, DK: Denmark, F: France, G: Germany, I: Italy, N: Netherlands,
S: Spain, UK: United Kingdom.
(2) Block grants not included.
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The final part of the preparation of the second phase was a one-week workshop
with the northern and southern consultants who were involved in the field
evaluation. In that forum, participants discussed the major conclusions emerging
from the preliminary first phase results, consulted a few key stakeholders and
defined the methodology for phase II, which was written down in an “Approach
and Methodology paper” that served as a guideline for the field evaluators 4.
A member of the northern Core Team and a southern consultant undertook the
evaluation in each country at the project level. In each country – except Bolivia
and India – the study began and concluded with a meeting with the national
NGOs who were implementing the co-financed projects. At the project level
emphasis was put on meetings with project staff and beneficiaries. Finally
meetings were also held with EU and ENGO staff where they were resident in the
country or easily accessible in terms of distance. Otherwise the views of the
ENGOs were obtained by telephone or by a telephone questionnaire. Table 2
presents an overview of of the different Stakeholders met during the Country
Studies:
Table 2: Summary of Stakeholders Met during the Country Studies
Country
Bolivia
Brazil
Cuba
India
Kenya
Senegal

EU Officials (2)

SNGO
Staff

1
1
0
0
1
3

9
35
17
62
42
56

Beneficiaries
(1)
32M – 11F
79M – 184 F
63M – 18F
73M – 174F
78M - 56F
63M – 99 F

Key Informants
6
0
11
13
10
13

ENGO
0
1
3
1
4
4

(1) The counting of the numbers of beneficiaries whom the consultants met varies from country
to country according to the size of general meetings. For example, in India more than 1000
beneficiaries attended general meetings. These numbers, therefore, are meant to illustrate
broadly the level of beneficiary participation.
(2) The EU does not have a representative office in Cuba and, given the location of the study, it
was not possible to visit the EU office in India.

The third phase started with a two-day workshop to compare and analyse the
findings of the field studies and to identify the major outcomes of the evaluation.
By the end of September 2000, draft reports were submitted for comments to the
major stakeholders. Debriefing workshops were held in October and the report
was finalised by the end of November.


4

This paper is attached to each of the country reports.
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6WUXFWXUHRIWKLV5HSRUW
The structure of this report is guided by the standard format recommended by the
EC for evaluations, but differs from it on a number of points because of the
particular nature of this evaluation.
Chapter two shortly presents the background, purpose and major characteristics
of budgetline B7-6000. Further, it describes the management of the budgetline,
both at the level of the EC and the NGOs.
Chapter three presents our assessment of the budgetline and its implementation.
In this chapter, the budgetline is assessed against some of the major evaluation
criteria such as relevance, effectiveness and efficiency and other broader
variables on which it could have an impact: gender relations, poverty,
democratisation and civil society, and ENGO-SNGO relations.
Chapter four presents the conclusions and recommendations of our study.
This report is completed by an important number of annexes, which provide
additional information for the readers who want more in-depth information on the
outcomes of our study. Among others, these annexes present an overview of the
European Community External Co-operation programmes and provide an
historical overview and a detailed analysis of the legal framework and the
management of B7-6000.
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This chapter aims to provide some basic information on the budgetline, which will
serve as a background to our assessment presented in chapter three.
The budgetline is a small part (around 3 %) of the European Community external
co-operation programme, which has grown considerably over the last decade. In
the 1990s, the EC became the world’s fifth largest donor; taken together, aid from
the EC and the European Union Member States accounted for more than 55 % of
world aid in 1997. Aid to NGOs, both by co-financing and contracting, is one of
the five major instruments of EC aid. Annexe 2 provides some detailed
information on the EC’s co-operation programme and EC-NGO co-operation.
%$&.*5281'$1'385326(
The EU B7-6000 budgetline is now in its 25th year of existence. It was launched
in 1976 with the aim of adding an additional dimension to EU development policy
and has grown consistently since that year, largely as a result of the active
support of the European Parliament. By 1997, approximately 775 ENGOs had
been co-financed for 8,141 development projects, which were carried out in 132
countries 5. B7-6000 is part of the EU practice of creating budget lines as a
means of targeting EU aid either at a particular sector, country or activity (e.g.
emergency aid) or at a particular group of development actors, such as the
ENGOs. To date there are some 33 budgetlines that ENGOs can access in order
to secure funds for their development activities. However, the distinctive feature
of B7-6000 is that it is entirely GHPDQGGULYHQas opposed to many of the other
lines that are essentially means whereby the EU is able to contract services to
undertake a particular task. Furthermore B7-6000 is entirely targeted at ENGOs
and constitutes a source of funds that all development NGOs in member States
can draw upon to support their development activities in Less Developed
Countries (LDC). The growth of B7-6000 over the past two decades is consistent
with a broader phenomenon of the increasing recognition of NGOs as major
actors in international development. In this respect it would appear that the
European Parliament (EP) has been particularly active in promoting a greater
role for ENGOs in EU aid as a means presumably of ensuring that the aid directly
benefited the poorest and was administered in an effective manner. Furthermore
it would appear that the ENGOs have been consistently successful in their
lobbying of the European Parliament in terms of their access to B7-6000 – for
example, ‘the right of initiative’ as enshrined in B7-6000. The next table presents
the evolution of the commitments of the budgetline in the period 1976 – 2000.


5

Commission Report on co-operation with European non-governmental development organisations
(NGDOs) in those fields of importance to developing countries (1997 financial year), p. 7.
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Table 3: Evolution of the commitments for the budgetline 6 in the period 1976-2000

<HDU
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

&RPPLWPHQWV
P¼
2.5
4
12
12
14
14
28
31
35

<HDU
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992

&RPPLWPHQWV
P¼
35
45
62
80
80
90
104
110

<HDU
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

&RPPLWPHQWV
P¼
135
145
157
175
170
200
200
200

(8 &RXQFLO 5HJXODWLRQ  constitutes the legal basis for the B7-6000
budgetline. It was adopted only in 1998, which means that the *HQHUDO
&RQGLWLRQVwere, for a long time, the only major guideline for the management of
B7-6000. The period under study in this evaluation is, therefore, entirely
governed by the General Conditions of 1988. Both the Council Regulation and
the General Conditions define the HOLJLELOLW\ FULWHULD for ENGOs in terms of
access to B7-6000. These are quite broad and clearly aim to fund a range of
development activities in LDCs by an equally broad range of European
Development NGOs who have been formally recognised by their own member
governments. The General Conditions specify that development projects in LDCs
submitted for funding should aim broadly at SRYHUW\ DOOHYLDWLRQ and – as was
added later by the Council Regulation – at the VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI GHPRFUDF\
DQG KXPDQ ULJKWV Furthermore the General Conditions also emphasise the
VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI ORFDO LQVWLWXWLRQDO FDSDFLW\ in LDCs as another major
objective. Under the 1988 General Conditions B7-6000 is used to fund three
different types of development instruments or projects:
•
•
•

Sector based development projects, including awareness raising education in
Europe
Projects that support the activities of grassroots organisations in LDCs; the so
called Chapter XII projects
Block Grants

Sector based development projects are by far the biggest category, followed by
block grants. Projects can be implemented by a single ENGO or by consortia.
and can be funded for up to 5 years with the EU contribution at no more than
50% and that of the ENGO 15% minimum, up to a maximum EU contribution of ¼
500,000. Block grants are approved with a more simplified procedure and meant
to fund small development initiatives in LDCs. Blocks Grants can be up to ¼

6

Note that these figures also include the co-financing of so-called education projects aiming at
information and awareness raising on development issues in the EC countries. In the past, these projects
have roughly counted for about 10 % of the commitments. They are however not included in this evaluation.
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250,000 and are made available to ENGOs that are judged to have co-operated
satisfactorily with the EU aid programme for a number of years.
1HZ*HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQV were issued in January 2000 after a long consultation
process. These contain a number of important changes. Although their
introduction falls outside the study period, we consider it worthwhile to describe
briefly the major changes, as these may have an impact on the recommendations
this evaluation is supposed to provide. Most importantly and in line with the
evolutions in some member states, the new General Conditions introduce a new
co-financing instrument, the so-called “Programmes”. The eligibility criteria for
ENGOs an projects remain broadly the same, but specific criteria are applied to
ENGOs submitting a request for a programme contract. Proposals can be
introduced by ENGOs, consortia (already eligible under the previous conditions)
and networks. The increased focus on networks and consortia can be explained
by the desire to promote the European dimension of the EC ENGO co-financing
scheme.
Comparing, on the one hand, the old General Conditions and the Council
Regulation and, on the other hand, the new General Conditions, it is obvious that
the changes can be considered as a first step towards a change in the nature of
the budgetline and its management. They announce a shift in focus to
institutional dialogue and reflection on broader objectives rather than on appraisal
of projects. As such, they may imply a more strategic approach to development,
focusing on the process, and an increased emphasis on capacity building of local
partners. These changes are the outcome of a tedious process that covers the
entire period under study. This does however not imply that the reflection on new
General Conditions has dominated the EC-ENGO dialogue in that period. On the
contrary, discussions between ENGOs and the EC have focused to a major
extent on the operational aspects of the budgetline and not on its broader
objectives and relevance in both the North and the South in view of recent
developments in the field and in Europe.
The fact that no more fundamental discussion on the basic premises of the
budgetline was held might has in our view two major explanations. First, all major
stakeholders involved might have been basically satisfied with the global set-up
budgetline and/or have had no immediate interest in engaging in more
fundamental discussions. Second, most ENGOs were certainly preoccupied by
the administrative shortcomings of B7-6000 (see below), which often produced
disastrous effects on their work and, hence, were considered as a priority in the
dialogue with the EC.
A more detailed analysis on the old and new General Conditions and the Council
Regulation 1658/98 is presented in annexe 3.
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The tables below present the principal characteristics of B7-6000 during the
period covered by this evaluation. During that period some 525 ENGOs had
access to the budgetline and on average got one project financed every year.
The average EC contribution amounted to 287,719 ¼ SHU ³RUGLQDU\´ SURMHFW DQG
146,871 per block grant. While the GLVWULEXWLRQ of B7-6000 funds among EU
members appears unbalanced in real terms, when population figures are taken
into account, it is less so. Several factors appear to influence access and
distribution including the proximity of a country to EU headquarters and the
existence of generous national direct NGO funding systems, as is the case in
Scandinavia. Finally, an important new phenomenon is the increasing number of
co-financed projects managed by consortia of ENGOs: in 1999, 20 % of the
funds went to consortia-projects, compared to 9 % in 1994-95. It is expected that
this form of co-operation will become even more important in the future, the more
because it is actively promoted by the new General Conditions.
Apart from those ENGOs that have their own constituencies and supporter
groups, most ENGOs depend heavily on public funding. Based on our sample
survey we have estimated that on average up to 69 % of ENGO budgets comes
from public sources. B7-6000 is, however, largely a secondary source of public
income; on average it provides just less than 14 % of their total annual income.
However we should note a high degree of GLVSDULW\ in the level of access to and
use of B7-6000 by individual ENGOs. While we do not have overall detailed
figures, it would appear that B7-6000 could constitute a substantial percentage of
the annual income of a large number of smaller ENGOs, many of them from Italy
where the national co-financing system went through a serious crisis On the
other hand, clearly it is a much smaller percentage of the total annual incomes of
the larger ENGOs who have either access to substantial public money or income
from their own constituents. For example, the ten biggest ENGO recipients are
responsible for 13 % of the projects and receive 14 % of the funds. This disparity
inevitably reflects the composition of the ENGO community that ranges from very
big to very small organisations Most ENGOs already accessed the budgetline
more than 10 years ago but on average they access B7-6000 no more than once
a year. This means that most of them are not very experienced in its procedures,
and this can be a factor in the budgetline’s management. The tables below
present the main characteristics of B7-6000 in relation to its use by EU members.
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7DEOH3ULQFLSDO&KDUDFWHULVWLFVRI%LQUHODWLRQWR(1*2V
Country

Number of
NGOs
with access
to B7-6000
Austria
12
Belgium
42
Denmark
8
Finland
7
France
112
Germany
81
Greece
5
Ireland
9
Italy
98
Luxembourg
13
Netherlands
13
Portugal
6
Spain
26
Sweden
6
United Kingd.
87
TOTAL
525
(*) Block grants included

Total
number (*)
of projects
78
311
24
21
548
652
23
68
664
105
199
26
193
23
637
3,572

Average
number of
projects (*)
per ENGO
6.50
7.40
3.00
3.00
4.89
8.05
4.60
7.56
6.78
8.08
15.31
4.33
7.42
3.83
7.32
6.80

EU
cofinancing
x1,000,000 ¼
16.7
67.2
6.6
4.8
125.7
171.8
4.4
16.0
168.3
9.9
61.3
7.1
55.4
5.9
167.0
887.1

Share ¼
as % of
total
1.88
7.57
0.74
0.54
14.15
19.34
0.50
1.80
18.95
1.11
6.90
0.80
6.24
0.66
18.80
100.00

Population
as % of EU

2.2
2.8
1.5
1.3
15.1
22.5
2.6
0.9
15.9
0.1
3.9
2.6
10.2
2.3
16.1
100.0

As can be seen, there is a noticeable symmetry between the population size of
the EU member, the number of nationally recognised NGOs and the percentage
access to B7-6000. Only a few countries stand out in terms of a greater
percentage access to B7-6000 in relation to their relative population size. Also
several countries with generous national co-financing systems during the period
under study, had less access than the average. In all B7-6000 is a successful
political balancing act.
Finally we should note the GLVWULEXWLRQ of B7-6000 funds among UHFLSLHQW
LDCs. In this respect we also found a skewed distribution. In the period 1994-99
the ten major beneficiary countries (out of a total of 103) received more than 40
% of the funds and 15 countries used up more than half of the entire fund. The
distribution of B7-6000 co-financing funds to LDCs would appear to us to be a
FULWLFDOLVVXH and yet we could find little evidence of a FRKHUHQW SROLF\ in this
respect. The table below shows the distribution of B7-6000 funds to the ten major
beneficiary countries and the two countries included in the field study that are not
among this top ten group.
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7DEOH  2YHUYLHZ RI EHQHILFLDU\ FRXQWULHV LQ WHUPV RI DFFHVV WR EXGJHWOLQH %

Rank

Country

Amount (¼



3

5

7
8
9
10

%UD]LO
,QGLD
Peru
%ROLYLD
Nicaragua
.HQ\D
Chile
Uganda
Ethiopia
Bangladesh



34,548,806

26,112,600

18,724,558
18,583,929
18,483,522
16,979,478

Share
(in %)


4.7

3.5

2.5
2.5
2.5
2.3




6HQHJDO
&XED







Share
(cumul. %)


20.7

27.8

33.5
36.0
38.5
40.7

HDI
Index


0.737

0.631

0.826
0.409
0.309
0.461



HDI ranking


80

116

38
158
171
146



Source: Own calculations on the basis of EC data; UNDP Development Report 1999; the
HDI ranking includes 174 countries in total.

The presence of some countries among the major recipients cannot be explained
by their size or by criteria such as the level of poverty. Some of them are rather
small and only three (Bangladesh, Uganda and Ethiopia) belong to countries with
a low Human Development Index. This vividly illustrates the lack of ORJLF or
IRFXV in terms of access to the budgetline. India has a population at least five
times greater than Brazil and it has a much lower HDI. Yet Brazil receives twice
the amount of B7-6000 than India. We can only assume that both political
motives and an effective ENGO lobby are responsible for this gross imbalance.
The political nature of the access can also be seen in the inclusion of Cuba with
its relatively high HDI. On the positive side, given their collective high percentage
of access to B7-6000, the six countries included in Phase 2 would appear highly
representative of B7-6000 country level support. In terms of the above, we can
note that they shared between them some 26% of B7-6000 funds during the
period 1994-99. In development terms, however, the political nature of the
budgetline is clear to be seen.
Annexe 4 presents a more detailed overview and some additional tables with
regard to the use of the budgetline during period 1994-99.
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7+(0$1$*(0(172)7+(%8'*(7/,1(
In this chapter we will discuss the management of the budgetline, first at the level
of the EC and then of the NGOs. Finally, brief details will be provided of the ECNGO dialogue with regard to the budgetline.
The period of our analysis of the management of B7-6000 covers 1994-99. We
are aware that since then several measures have been taken to tackle some of
the issues that we raise. Changes that have occurred after 1999 will be shortly
discussed.
Until 1998, the former DG VIII/B2 unit was responsible for the management of
B7-6000 at EC-level. However, after a process of internal reform, two units
became responsible: '*'(9$and 6&5&Unit DEV A/4 focuses on issues
related to civil society, good governance, ENGOs and decentralised cooperation. As far as B7-6000 is concerned, it deals mainly with overall policy and
the appraisal of projects. It has more than 20 staff members whose
responsibilities are divided into geographical and specialist subject areas and are
broader than the management of the budgetline. Unit SCR C/5 has
responsibilities related to ENGOs, food aid, demography and AIDS. As far as B76000 is concerned, it deals with all activities from the moment of approval till the
closing of a project. Presently (September 2000), four of its staff members deal
with ENGO co-operation.
While logical, the division of responsibilities between DEV A/4 and SCR C/5 has
its difficulties, which we shall discuss later. At present (September 2000) another
management reform of EC aid is being finalised. It is understood that the present
SCR unit will be responsible for the management of the entire project cycle.
Policy making and the definition of the annual guidelines would remain under the
authority of the DEV A/4 unit. Both units would jointly define the guidelines.
0DQDJHPHQWDW(&OHYHO

In the following paragraphs, we will first take a closer look at the management of
the budgetline, following the different phases of the project cycle. Secondly we
describe the effects of the recent institutional changes. Then follows a summary
of the changes that will be introduced in the new General ConditionsFinally we
formulate some preliminary conclusions.
0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFWF\FOH
The description hereafter refers to “ordinary” development projects. Block grants
will be discussed briefly at the end of this section. In general terms, the internal
organisation of the Unit can be described as follows. Staff handling projects were
under the authority of a senior staff member, a co-ordinating official of long

7

Under this heading, we refer only to the period under study, unless stated otherwise.

(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
3KDVH)LQDO5HSRUW'HFHPEHU



experience and the Head of Unit. The General Conditions were considered the
main guideline throughout the entire project cycle. Important decisions related to
the interpretation of the Conditions were not taken by the executing staff but by
the Head of Unit on advice of the officers concerned.
Project proposals for funding under B7-6000 can be presented by ENGOs in any
one of the 11 official languages of the EU 8.Up until the 1998 reform an EC staff
member was normally responsible for the projects submitted from one or more of
the EU member states. Several staff interfered in WKH LQWDNH DQG SUHOLPLQDU\
DSSUDLVDO process (see annexe 5 for a detailed overview of the management
procedures). On receiving a proposal, the responsible officer carried out a first
financial and administrative screening, using an internal administrative checklist
drawn from the General Conditions. Both the two page summary (an obligatory
document) and the full proposal submitted by the ENGO were used as the basis
for this screening. This initial screening took only a few hours to complete. In
some cases, however, the backlog of applications (see below), personal working
methods 9 or the general shortage of resources could delay the process for a few
months. At this stage (i. e. before proper appraisal), a project could already be
rejected for reasons such as non-eligibility of the ENGO, excessive budget
compared to the turnover of the ENGO and poor quality of the proposal.
When the file was considered complete and acceptable, the actual DSSUDLVDO
started. This was largely based on the General Conditions, which provided quite
detailed guidelines. Various checklists existed to assist staff in interpreting these
Conditions. The NGO Unit staff were responsible for appraising the eligibility of
the ENGO and the project, the quality of presentation of the proposal and the
assessment of the budgetary aspects. Their appraisal was complemented by the
appraisal by EC Delegations, desks and technical services who have the
technical expertise and country knowledge and were requested to provide their
comments within six weeks. EC-delegations commented on the project proposal
in most cases. The technical and geographic desks were less intensively
involved. Apart from criteria related to eligibility, the quality of the proposal was
obviously the main criterion. Unexpected situations also played a role. For
instance, when a crisis in Italy brought national co-financing to a standstill, the
EC accepted more Italian projects than before. As the appraisal process often
stretched over more than one year, it is difficult to get precise figures on the
number of applications finally accepted. According to estimates of EC officials,
around 25-30 % of the applications are refused. This figure corresponds grossly
with the opinion of the ENGOs 10.

8

The EC has 11 official languages: Danish, Dutch, English, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Italian,
Portuguese, Spanish and Swedish. The working languages of the Commission are English, French and
German.
9
For example, one officer would work in « phases » and devote three months to appraisal, then
three months to payments, then three months to reading reports, etc
10
For more details, see chapter 2 of annex 4 of the desk phase report.
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As a whole, the appraisal procedure looks very complex, bureaucratic and
involves many different parties, which explains to an important extent the lengthy
procedure – on average more than one year during the period of study. Indeed,
the process can appear so complicated that we cannot be sure that full and
detailed appraisals always take place 11. Overall the appraisal of projects
submitted to B7-6000 seem to have left a considerable margin for manoeuvre for
EC officers. Due to pressure of time and the absence of a comprehensive
screening system, many may have interpreted the criteria in a particular manner
that would hasten procedures. However, in terms of the rejection of projects,
procedures were more rigorously pursued and formally approved by the Head of
Unit.
When a proposal was positively appraised, a IXQGLQJ GHFLVLRQ took some
additional steps, involving among other the finance units. At this stage, the
ENGO was also obliged to indicate the actual starting date of the project; it could
name as early a starting date as reasonable (even before the submission date of
the project). Retroactive funding was allowed, but at the ENGO’s own risks; it
was nevertheless practised quite frequently (see below).
Once a funding decision was taken, the next stage consisted of the PRQLWRULQJ
of project implementation through an on-going analysis of project reports that
contain both narrative and financial sections. We have noted that, over time, the
financial reporting has tended to assume a greater importance in relation to the
overall narrative on the progress of the project. Overall, less time was devoted on
follow up of project implementation than on ex-ante screening. Furthermore it
would appear that EC officials rarely conducted on site verification or an
HYDOXDWLRQ of the projects for which they were responsible. This implies that EC
officials were basically dependent on the information provided through the
ENGOs’ reports, which, as we will discuss later, often lacked key information.
The EC could also decide to let carry out an evaluation after consulting the
ENGO and its partner; this did however rarely happen.
As soon as the project was completed, ENGOs were asked to submit a final
report whose format was included in the general conditions. This report had to
give a full account of all aspects of the project, both in content and financial
terms.
0DQDJHPHQWRIEORFNJUDQWV
The 1988 General Conditions define block grants as a “particularly flexible and
rapid co-financing instrument” designed to allow ENGOs and their southern
partners to carry out mini-projects with a limited lifetime (12 months maximum).
On the whole and in line with the aims of the instrument, the management of
block grants has been less complicated than that of grants for ordinary projects.
Apparently, both the EC and the ENGOs have applied low standards in

11

The quality and relevance of the appraisal process shall be analysed more in depth under point XX.
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requesting and providing information on the implementation of block grants 12.
This is quite understandable given the present focus, in the management of the
budgetline, on ex-ante screening.
)RXUIXUWKHUSRLQWVWREHQRWHG
 )LUVW, an unfortunate EDFNORJ in the appraisal of project proposals has
gradually developed in the period under study 1994-99. Our study of a sample
of 100 projects indicated that RQ DYHUDJHPRQWKV had elapsed between
the presentation of the proposal by the ENGO and the letter of acceptance
from the EC. This figure is broadly confirmed by the EC’s own statistics. The
major reason for this backlog lies in the increase of the size of B7-6000
without any corresponding growth of the human resources needed for its
management. However, the rather lengthy and over-elaborate appraisal
system, and the internal reform and related logistical problems have also
clearly contributed to the backlog. For a long period it would appear that no
appropriate measures were taken to address this problem. Essentially there
were two possible broad solutions: either (a) increase the number of staff or
reduce the size of the budgetline or (b) rationalise the whole ex-ante appraisal
procedure in line with staff resources available.
• 6HFRQG, the LQVWLWXWLRQDO UHIRUP RI PLG has constituted an additional
challenge, in the sense that the staff of the previous NGO-unit are now divided
into two new units and each have developed their own working methods. This
has inevitably resulted in additional work and a split of valuable expertise over
two units that, furthermore, are housed in different locations. Initial cooperation between the two units was further complicated by a lack of a clear
division of responsibilities, leading to uncertainties and sometimes tensions.
Moreover, by the end of 1998 DEV A/4 (but not SCR C/5) altered its internal
task division by shifting from geographical repartition based on the nationality
of the contractor to a repartition based on the beneficiary countries. Since the
1998 reform, DG DEV A/4 has a relatively large number of staff 13 and has
been able to cope quite well with these challenges. On the other hand, the
situation is worse at the level of SCR C/5. This unit has chronic understaffing
(three to four staff to follow up more than 4,000 projects!). This unit of too few
people, albeit highly committed and hard working, could hardly do anything
more than expediting payments. One of the very objectives of its creation improving the quality of project implementation via the setting up of proper
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms – could obviously not be reached in
such conditions.

12

This will be discussed more in detail in the next chapter.
Eleven of its staff currently work on projects, of which seven are full time EC officials, on is a
national expert and three are auxiliary staff. Additional staff is expected to join the Unit.
13
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• 7KLUG, inevitably µWXUQRYHU¶ SUHVVXUH contributed greatly to management
difficulties as, each year, Unit staff were under considerable pressure to spend
the allocated budget. In such circumstances the need to spend takes
precedence over quality control. Indeed, apart from 1998 14, and
notwithstanding the difficulties described above, there was full commitment of
the budgetline throughout the period under study. In this regard, it should also
be noted that in recent years the Commission’s requests for the budgetline
were consistently lower than what the European Parliament has approved.
• )RXUWK, on January 1st, 1999, a VWDQGDUGJUDQWFRQWUDFW entered into force,
which concerned all grants awarded by the Commission. This move is within
the framework of the Commission’s efforts, under the recently established
SCR, to harmonise procedures and rules with regard to all aspects of the
Community’s aid to non-member countries. This contract changed the way that
the Commission and the ENGOs relate to each other and introduced new rules
such as the requirement to provide a financial guarantee for grants above a
certain amount. Some of these changes were strongly opposed by the ENGOs
and caused a deterioration in relations, despite the Unit’s efforts to find a
solution to the problem 15. ENGOs considered the Standard Contract as not
adapted to the broader aims and context of B7-6000 where, among others,
innovative actions should be undertaken and partnerships established with
organisations that cannot immediately respond to the conditions of the
Contract.
0DQDJHPHQWXQGHUWKH1HZ*HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQV
As a result of the backlog, a lot of proposals still have to be appraised on the
basis of the “old” General Conditions. On 1st January 2000, about 980 proposals
still had to be assessed for a total sum of 350 million ¼ ,W KDV EHHQ D PDMRU
preoccupation of the DEV A/4 Unit to handle this backlog. Specific strategies
have been designed for this purpose. DEV A/4 had hoped to conclude the
appraisal process for all “old” projects by July 2000, but was unable to do so. At
the same time the unit tried to upgrade and streamline the management of the
budgetline. Furthermore, it invested heavily in the development of appropriate
mechanisms and instruments such as an operational guide for handling projects.
This will certainly be beneficial to the appraisal of projects and programmes
under the New General Conditions. A Call for Proposals under the New General
Conditions has been launched. A budget of 60 million ¼ KDV EHHQ DOORFDWHG IRU
funding in 2000 of operations under the new General Conditions. Notwithstanding
all the efforts undertaken, by mid September 2000 no contract had yet been
signed under the 2000 budget.

14

According to the information obtained from the staff of the NGO Units, the 1998 failure was due to a
shortage of staff in the financial services.
15
A new standard contract entered in force on January 1, 2000. At the moment of the evaluation, it
was not yet entirely clear how it would apply on B7-6000 contracts.
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6RPHSUHOLPLQDU\FRQFOXVLRQV
Well detailed General Conditions have set a clear framework for the staff to
manage the budgetline. They were supplemented by checklists and some coordination, direction and control exercised by supervisory staff. The appraisal
process nevertheless left a considerable margin for manoeuvre for EC officers.
They all seem to have developed their own methods to a certain extent. No
common overall « system » existed and officers sometimes did not know what
their colleagues were doing and how. This has certainly contributed to the
creation of uncertainties and inequalities in handling requests. However, in terms
of the rejection of projects, procedures were more rigorously pursued and
formally approved by the Head of Unit. Some ENGOs have also learned to take
advantage of this situation, for instance by entering into a very intense and
personal relationship with their EC counterparts. This way of working could not
be sustained, especially when the backlog was increasing.
Institutional changes came at a moment when the unit was already facing serious
constraints. These changes also resulted in a temporary but considerable
increase of work. By the end of 1999, both units were trying to cope with the
difficulties as well as possible. The relatively better staffed DEV A/4 unit
undertook consistent efforts to redress the situation and to organise its work
under the new General Conditions. The heavily understaffed part of the SCR C/5
unit responsible for the B7-6000 budgetline did everything possible to ensure the
minimum level of service necessary to keep the budgetline functioning.
0DQDJHPHQWE\(XURSHDQ1*2VDQGWKHLUVRXWKHUQSDUWQHUV

As the focus of the evaluation is on mechanisms, practices and procedures of
Commission-NGO co-financing, it has not been possible to make an in depth
assessment of the management practices applied by ENGOs and their partners,
whose projects have been financed via the budgetline. It is important however to
get an overview of their ways of managing the projects though there may exist
considerable differences among them.
The first part of this chapter deals with the management of individual projects and
follows the different phases of the project cycle; the second part focuses on a few
selected issues of a broader nature.
0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFWF\FOH


16

Annexe 5 presents a more detailed overview of our findings in this regard. Figures presented here
and in annexe 5 are derived from the results of the survey among ENGOs (see annex 4, chapter 5, of the
desk phase report).
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3URMHFWLGHQWLILFDWLRQDQGIRUPXODWLRQIn most cases the project identification
and formulation process involves an interplay between three major players: the
local partner, personnel of the ENGO (based in Europe and/or in the South) and
the project beneficiaries. As could be expected, the Southern NGO partner is the
most important participant in the project planning stages. Project beneficiaries
participate in the process; their participation was rated as satisfactory during the
field evaluation (an average score of 2.10 on a scale of 4: weak – satisfactory –
good – excellent). It is further important to mention that in 79 % of cases there
has been previous co-operation between the ENGO and its Southern partner;
this may partially explain why in so many cases (71 %) the project is part of a
broader programme (projects in Cuba are an exception in this regard). These
data are also compatible with the finding of the field phase that many ENGOs
tend to introduce projects with a low degree of risk, and that they apply to the EC
for relatively big undertakings which cannot be funded by a single donor agency.
The fact that EC funded projects are often part of a broader and pre-existing
programme also implies that SNGOs and ENGOs are very well able to formulate
their projects properly. They can rely on a considerable body of experience
obtained through their previous interaction with target groups.
Considering the findings described above, it is very significant that SNGOs are
only exceptionally involved in the “formatting” of the EC proposal. They know that
their project has been submitted for funding to the EC, but most of the time their
knowledge stops there. They do not usually even have a copy of the proposal.
Only a minority of ENGOs discuss the potential implications of EC funding
(relatively high requirements in terms of reporting, possibility of external
evaluation) with their partners. SNGOs’ knowledge of the major aims and
characteristics of the budgetline is extremely limited; they consider it merely (as
their European partners do) as an additional source of funds. Only some SNGOs
having a long standing relationship with their ENGO are sometimes better
informed.
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ PRQLWRULQJ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ Many SNGOs have referred to
the considerable delay in the project approval process as a major impediment for
project implementation. But, again, the situation differs considerably from project
to project. Where the EC project is part of a broader co-operation and
partnership, the ENGO is usually in a position to pre-finance the project. In other
cases - mostly co-operation between smaller ENGOs and smaller SNGOs - the
project only starts when the EC has accepted the proposal and paid the first
installment.
Implementation is in most cases entirely ensured by the SNGO. European
expatriates are rarely involved. Only a minority of the ENGOs have in country
representatives allowing them to be associated more closely with project
implementation.Projects are monitored by ENGOs by means of regular on-site
visits that aim to ensure proper reporting to the EC. In the case of long standing
relationships, they might have a dimension that goes beyond this aim and
focuses on institution building.
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The quality of project monitoring varies considerably. Some SNGOs (in India for
instance) have made remarkable efforts during recent years and are now able to
monitor project developments effectively, whereas many other SNGOs are still
very weak in monitoring. In nearly every case however, monitoring efforts are
exclusively focused on the project outputs and objectives; monitoring more global
change is hardly ever done. As such, monitoring seems to a major extent to be
geared to the SNGOs’ and donor’s needs and requirements. Participation of
beneficiaries in monitoring and evaluation is still weak, as is confirmed by the
findings of the field missions, where the average score for 30 projects was
respectively 1.89 and 1.75 on the above mentioned scale from 1 (weak) to 4
(excellent).
ENGOs further claim that their projects are regularly internally evaluated. Many of
these internal evaluations are however of poor quality and cannot be considered
as “evaluations” in the strict sense of the term. In many cases, an end-of-project
evaluation is also undertaken 17.
1DUUDWLYHDQGILQDQFLDOUHSRUWLQJ ENGOs play an key role in the narrative and
financial reporting for which their partners provide a major input. ENGOs often
are focusing on the financial aspects of the reports which are more closely
analysed by the Commission and require a high degree of acquaintance with the
Commission’s rules and interpretations. As is the case with the proposals
submitted to the EC, most SNGOs are not involved in the reporting to the EC and
often do not have a copy of these reports.
$IHZVHOHFWHGLVVXHV
 7KH(1*2V¶JOREDOIXQGLQJVWUDWHJLHVThe issue of the ENGOs’ perception
of the specificity of the budgetline, its particular relevance for the ENGO-sector
and the related ENGOs’ strategies will be dealt with in detail in the next
chapter. One general and striking finding can be summarised as follows:
ENGOs see very few differences between the co-financing system in their
country and budgetline B7-6000; they consider the budgetline essentially as a
means of project diversification and additional funding. The ENGO community
as a whole is aware of differences between the two systems but does not
consider these as important enough to warrant applying a different submission
strategy 18. Some LQGLYLGXDO (mostly bigger) ENGOs however do apply
different strategies, such as applying to the EC only for projects with well
known partner organisations which are able to guarantee quality and meet EC
standards.
 %ORFNJUDQWV ENGOs claim to have been able to use block grants in line with
the aims of the instrument. They greatly appreciate their flexibility, the

17
The explanation for this might very well lay in the fact that end-of-project evaluations often aim (at
least partially) to pave the way for a new project proposal.
18
See Desk Phase Report, annex 4, table 6.2. for more details.
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possibility of responding quickly to demands from the South, the simple
procedure and straightforward management and administration, even though
they are usually limited to a short time frame (short project execution and
reporting period). Despite this positive assessment many ENGOs face
difficulties with the management of the block grants. The field missions have
indicated that block grants are used for various reasons and in various
settings. At one end of the spectrum one finds a big SNGO that unexpectedly
gets some funds from a European partner with a surplus from its block grant
allocation. At the other end, one finds examples of block grants being used to
fund a temporary increase in the programme costs of a small SNGO, which
has already co-operated with its European partner for many years. These
examples indicate that the high level of flexibility of the instrument most
probably leads to its use for the worst and the best.
• &RQVRUWLD composed of ENGOs from different Member States can submit
project applications, which constitutes one of the major particularities of the
budgetline compared to national co-financing schemes. As mentioned earlier,
the relative importance of consortia has increased considerably over recent
years. The Commission clearly wants to further promote this type of cooperation as it gets particular attention in the new General Conditions;
moreover, networks are presented as a new type of ENGO-co-operation that
is eligible for project or programme funding. The ENGOs concerned however
indicate important advantages for engaging in a consortium: the access to
larger funds, complementarity of expertise, the possibility of allocating tasks to
the best placed ENGOs, the opportunity to develop new skills and increase the
degree of co-operation among European organisations. ENGOs also mention
important advantages in the South: the local partner gets access to bigger
funds, whereas its administrative burden decreases in relation to the size of
the funds, and a co-ordinated approach among various local players can be
promoted. The scope of our study did however not allow us to assess to which
extent these advantages are achieved in reality.
 7KH &RILQDQFLQJ 6XSSRUW 3URJUDPPH &633$&2  The CSP was
designed as a result of a joint initiative of the EC and the CLONG with the aim
of improving the quality of the applications and reports of the ENGOs. It was
considered as a temporary structure set up to enable the ENGOs to cope
more effectively with the requirements of the EC and , in that way, reduce the
workload of both EC officials and ENGO staff. Specialist advisers were
recruited to assist ENGOs in screening their applications and reports in line
with the formal requirements stated in the General Conditions. The
programme was funded by the EC; its expenditure for the first 1.5 years was
1,265,480 ¼ ,W UDQ IURP -XO\  WLOO -XQH  ZKHQ LWV IXQGLQJ ZDV
terminated by the EC because it found that the Commission should have
followed a tender procedure for contracting out this type of service.
The tasks and duties of the CSP staff were defined in such a way as not to
interfere with the responsibilities of the ENGOs and the EC staff. The CSP
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operated in a decentralised way - their staff were based in more than 10
locations - to ensure a higher degree of proximity to the ENGOs scattered
across Europe. In practice, most of the advisory work concentrated on the
financial aspects of both the applications and the reports. In addition to
screening applications and reports, the CSP provided training to 2,320 ENGO
staff. An evaluation conducted in 1999 concluded that the programme had
been clearly successful in improving the quality of the documentation, its major
objective. Many ENGOs contacted were however less enthusiastic about the
programme and not so positive about its results. It is further interesting to note
that, after the termination of the CSP, two national platforms (Germany and
Italy) decided to continue it without EC support. This is a clear indication of the
relevance of its service, at least in these two countries, where these services
were already well organised under the CSP regime.
Last but not least is it important to mention that a new programme called
TAN/RECIF is now being implemented by the CLONG. It is an EC co-financed
programme whose major aim is to provide information on the new General
Conditions and to train ENGO staff in the application of these conditions.
(&(1*2GLDORJXHRQWKHEXGJHWOLQH

The dialogue between the EC and the ENGO community is as old as the
budgetline itself. From its very start, an interface was set up to facilitate cooperation among ENGOs and between the ENGO community and the EC.
Indeed, the latter clearly wanted to involve the ENGOs, not only in the launching
and development of the co-financing programme, but in the process of improving
the overall quality of the European development policy and programmes.
The CLONG started on an informal basis but rapidly evolved into a
representative body with a clear institutional framework, a strong secretariat and
an increasing budget that was funded predominantly by the Commission. Its
mandate became gradually broader and included, among other things, lobbying
activities representing the interests of the South in Europe. Over its more than 20
years of existence, the CLONG has made regular efforts to re-think its role and
mandate in view of changing circumstances, within Europe and the ENGO
community. An evaluation, conducted in 1996, stated nevertheless that the
CLONG had difficulties adapting itself to these new challenges and many
observers found that it had lost part of its dynamism and relevance. The
evaluation suggested a renewed strategy and mode of functioning that was later
translated into a strategic plan.
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This chapter presents the assessment of the budgetline and its implementation in
view of major evaluation criteria such as relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
impact and sustainability. As these evaluation criteria are usually applied in the
context of the evaluation of “ordinary” development projects or programmes, we
will need to interpret them in such a way that they are relevant to the particular
situation of the budgetline. We will therefore, at the beginning of most subchapters, indicate how the evaluation criterion will be dealt with and which major
issues will be analysed.
The assessment in view of the above-mentioned evaluation criteria is
complemented by our findings on four other major issues which are of particular
importance in the context of this budgetline: gender, poverty, democratisation
and strengthening of civil society, and ENGO-SNGO partnership.
5(/(9$1&(
The issue of the relevance of the budgetline covers various dimensions that
concern both the budgetline as a whole and the projects funded. The issues
discussed in this sub-chapter relate to three levels, which are often linked:
• the level of the focus and global purpose of the budgetline, dealing with issues
such as its identity, specificity and the right of initiative of ENGOs and
coherence with existing policies (points 3.1.1., 3.1.2. and 3.1.3);
• the level of the ENGOs and their southern partners who have benefited from
the line (3.1.4.);
• the level of the eventual beneficiaries in the South (3.1.5).
7KHUDWLRQDOHIRUDVSHFLILF(XURSHDQ1*2FRILQDQFLQJPHFKDQLVP
7KLVLVVXHFDQEHDSSURDFKHGIURPGLIIHUHQWDQJOHV)LUVWO\ZHZLOOFRQVLGHUWKH
GHVLUDELOLW\RIFKDQQHOLQJSDUWRIWKHSXEOLFIXQGVHDUPDUNHGIRUGHYHORSPHQWFR
RSHUDWLRQ YLD QRQJRYHUQPHQW RUJDQLVDWLRQV 6HFRQGO\ ZH ZLOO DVVHVV WKH
VSHFLILFLW\ DQG GHVLUDELOLW\ RI D (XURSHDQ GHYHORSPHQW SURJUDPPH EHVLGHV WKH
QDWLRQDOSURJUDPPHVRILWVPHPEHUFRXQWULHVZKDWLVWKHUDLVRQG¶rWUHRIVXFKD
SURJUDPPH DQG KDV LW RU VKRXOG LW KDYH  D VSHFLILF (XURSHDQ REMHFWLYH"
7KLUGO\ ZH ZLOO WXUQ WR ZKDW ZH FDQ GHVFULEH DV WKH ³LQWHUQDO´ VSHFLILFLW\ RU
UHOHYDQFH RI WKH EXGJHWOLQH LH WKH GHVLUDELOLW\ RI GHYHORSLQJ ZLWKLQ (&
GHYHORSPHQWDLGDSURJUDPPHZLWKWKHSDUWLFXODUFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKH%
OLQH
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 7KH GHVLUDELOLW\ RI FKDQQHOOLQJ (& IXQGV WR QRQJRYHUQPHQW
RUJDQLVDWLRQV
In recent decades, NGOs have managed to get increased access to public funds
for development co-operation. This has been the result of an increased world
wide recognition of their specific role and their added value. Also, from an EC
point of view, it has been a means of diversifying aid strategy and action with a
strong poverty focus. However, many evaluations conducted in recent years have
demonstrated that the NGOs’ actual performance with regard to their perceived
strengths (cost effectiveness, innovative and participatory approaches, capacity
to reach the poor) is lower than expected. Furthermore the situation in the LDCs
has dramatically changed and it has become increasingly difficult to argue that
ENGOs have a comparative advantage over other development actors. The
potential of NGOs has nevertheless remained unquestioned, but they are
increasingly perceived as only one among many civil society players. As such,
their privileged position in development co-operation is increasingly being
challenged. This evolution has not yet been addressed by the budgetline that
continues to stick to its original premises.
In view of the above, it can be stated that the EC has been right in intensifying
and increasing its co-operation with NGOs. Hence, the decision, as such, to
increase the size of the budgetline can be considered as appropriate. It may
nevertheless be deplored that, in the nearly 25 years of EC-NGO development
co-operation, no major efforts were made to systematically evaluate and assess
the global focus and purpose of the budgetline in the specific context of EC
development co-operation. A few interesting evaluations were conducted, but
they were too isolated, focused only on a particular sector (credit, capacity
building, water supply and sanitation, etc.) and were not incorporated into an
overall long-term evaluation policy. As such, the EC does not have any direct
indication of the global strengths and weakness of its NGO-programme. As far as
budgetline B7-6000 is concerned, this may be one of the reasons for the lack of a
timely and strategic response to some important evolutions in the development
scene and the NGO world in particular.
7KHVSHFLILFLW\DQGGHVLUDELOLW\RID(XURSHDQGHYHORSPHQWSURJUDPPH
This issue is obviously much broader than that of the specificity and desirability of
budgetline B7-6000. As is the case for official development aid where both the
Commission and its member states are often implementing similar programmes
in the same countries, ENGOs often use funds from their own government and
from the Commission interchangeably. Indeed, most if not all ENGOs that have
access to the budgetline also obtain funds via their national co-funding scheme.
Those schemes too are largely demand driven and the broad options of the
Council Regulation and General Conditions hardly differ from those defined by
the member states for their respective co-financing programmes. Having an
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additional source of funding is in itself an advantage for the ENGOs but does not
automatically lead to higher quality, coherence and strategic action. In view of
recent trends, the lack of any form of articulation between national co-funding
schemes and B7-6000 becomes less and less defendable. Moreover, many
projects funded via the budgetline are part of a broader programme in which
other donors participate.
Representatives of ENGOs state that, until a few years ago, administrators of the
budgetline really succeeded in promoting innovations (for instance in the field of
micro-credit and institutional strengthening) and purposely funded high-risk
projects. Other observers are however more sceptical about this statement and
point out that innovations can be found in most if not all co-financing schemes
Most parties involved agree however that the “impersonal” character of the B76000 budgetline has increased over time as the line has become bigger and its
administrators had less and less time to devote to quality management and
reflection on the focus and purpose of the budgetline. It would appear also that
this has been reinforced by the introduction of the Vademecum on Grant
Management and of the Standard Contact, and the subsequent efforts to bring
B7-6000 procedures in line with these. The results of our survey among ENGOs,
indicate further that ENGOs currently see more similarities than differences
between their national and the EC co-financing system. Differences do exist, but
they relate more to operational aspects (type of instruments, costs eligible for
funding, minimum and maximum grants) and to the particular interpretation of
existing guidelines by the staff of the funding agencies concerned.


Our findings in the field have been in line with what has been stated above.
SNGOs are informed about the source of the funding for their project, but are
rarely acquainted with the specific characteristics of B7-6000 and EC funding in
general. At the most, they may know something about the specific reporting
requirements. This situation is reinforced by the EC-Delegations’ failure – with a
few notable exceptions - to visit SNGOs and their projects and/or to undertake
initiatives such as bringing together the beneficiaries of the budgetline.
If the budgetline cannot show its specificity or distinctive purpose, the issue of its
relevance becomes – at least in principle - quite delicate to settle. Indeed, the EC
has no real comparative advantage in managing a co-financing budgetline, easily
accessible to such a high number of potential beneficiaries (525 NGOs in the six
years studied!). In the context of the increasing size of the budgetline and the
lack of human resources leading to imperfect screening (see point 4.3.), it is less
capable of following up the ENGOs’ performance and ensuring quality than
national authorities. It might even compromise the efforts of national donors to
improve the quality of their respective NGOs.
Most probably, FRQVRUWLD of ENGOs can currently be considered as the sole
element encompassing the specificity of the budgetline. The relative importance
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In the context of this evaluation, it has been impossible to assess this issue in more depth.
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of consortia has sharply increased during recent years. It is expected that this
increase will continue as the new General Conditions promote this type of cooperation and also allow NGO-networks to introduce proposals. Many ENGOs
favour this evolution and mention a range of advantages that go well beyond
pragmatic considerations such as access to higher amount of funds 20.
Some ENGOs are however less in favour and see in the increasing importance of
consortia a danger for small ENGOs, which will become more and more
marginalised. Many from inside and outside the Commission state as well that
the promotion of consortia is essentially to be understood as a means of
diminishing the administrative burden and “rationalising” the management of the
budgetline. From our side, we are concerned that the decision to further promote
consortia has not been based on an in depth evaluation of the advantages and
disadvantages of this type of co-operation 21. Indeed, many observers state that
consortia are mostly set up for pragmatic reasons alone and hence add very little
to the European dimension; the fact that most consortia are limited to one project
may provide an indication in this regard. Furthermore SNGOs often have mixed
feelings towards the constitution of consortia by their northern partners. It is not
usually the SGNOs who initiate the setting up of consortia, which might further
complicate the already delicate power balance between them and their northern
partners. Our field missions included too few cases to provide additional
information in this regard.
To conclude this discussion, we can state that, at the moment of its inception, the
budgetline might very well have had a distinctive character. However, more
recently the issue of “specificity” and a distinctive identity for the budgetline has
not received the attention it deserves in view of the many changes in
development co-operation and the European NGO-sector in particular. The key
B7-6000 stakeholders have not reflected thoroughly on the consequences of
these changes on the (potential) specificity of the budgetline and its relationship
to national co-financing systems. Consequently, the budgetline has lost part of its
identity. As will be discussed later, the new General Conditions do bring some
changes but do not yet address the question to which extent the original
premises on which B7-6000 was founded are still valid. It is probably time for all
parties involved to rethink EC-NGO co-operation more thoroughly and to develop
innovations that have the potential to bring an added value compared to national
co-financing systems.


20

For more details, see 2.3.2., point 2, above and annex 4, part 5, of the Desk Study Report.
There has been, however, an interesting reflection on delegating management responsibilities to
European NGO networks through the introduction of programme contracts; this goes however much further
than the consortia referred to here. For more details, see: J. Bossuyt and M. Wilkinson, Study of now
methods and areas of co-operation between European NGOs and implications for collaboration between
NGOs and the European Commission, ECDPM, 1997.
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7KH³LQWHUQDOVSHFLILFLW\´RIWKHEXGJHWOLQH
Budgetline B7-6000 is part of the global EU development effort. It aims, among
other things, to forge closer links between the NGO community and the EU and
to diversify the latter’s development programme. It was established in 1976 and
since then its basic thrust and mode of operation have not changed
notwithstanding the dramatic changes on the development scene in the same
period. Compared to other forms of EC development aid, the B7-6000 budgetline
has a few particularities. Unlike most other EC aid instruments, it is essentially
GHPDQGGULYHQ and only open to (XURSHDQ NGOs. The block grant instrument is
an exception in this regard as it is to a certain extent supply driven.
The demand-driven character of the budgetline is linked with the importance the
EC attaches to the right of initiative and autonomy of the NGOs (see point 4.1.2).
Bearing in mind that discussion, it is in our opinion important to view B7-6000 in
the broader perspective of a varied package of instruments that have been
developed by the EC and are accessible to NGOs and/or other players. Most of
these instruments have a sector, specialist and/or geographical focus which
make them supply driven, i.e. an instrument, in the fullest sense of the word, for
the implementation of EC policy. The combined financial importance of these
other instruments is considerably bigger (around 4 times in financial terms) than
that of budgetline B7-6000. Many observers refer to these other instruments to
defend the exclusively demand driven character of the latter and even consider it
a necessity so as to preserve the NGOs' role and a certain balance in EC-NGO
co-operation, and to further promote the NGOs’ capacity to innovate. In their
opinion, it will also prevent, at least to a certain extent, the so-called
instrumentalisation of NGOs, which some fear will lead to the eventual loss of
their relevance and an impoverishment of development co-operation 22.
We have however found that the EC has paid a price for the fact that the budget
line is H[FOXVLYHO\ demand driven. It has allowed many ENGOs to get funded
classic low-risk projects and, at the same time, prevented the Commission in
many ways from developing a clear policy and giving any other direction than that
provided by the (very broad) General Conditions. As such, it has been difficult for
the EC to become proactive, ensure coherence and respond strategically to
important changes that have occurred over the last 25 years (emergence of
strong SNGOs and other civil society players, decentralisation, changes in cofinancing schemes of the member states, increasing differentiation among
ENGOs). All this implies that B7-6000 has, within the EC context, essentially
been managed in isolation, disregarding important developments both in EC
policy and in the field. It has allowed many ENGOs to continue their increasingly
outdated practices.

22
This being said, we think that NGOs can also be innovative within a more supply driven context and
“from within” develop new approaches that can influence development practice in general. In the same line
of thinking, a certain level of “instrumentalisation” does not imply that NGOs would become less relevant or
innovative. What we want to stress here is that a purely demand driven budget line can be relevant as a way
of providing the ENGOs a possibility to develop their approaches in an entirely independent way, provided
that some of the weaknesses we are mentioning here and at other places in this report are adressed.
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Hence, ironically, it is precisely the H[FOXVLYHO\ demand driven character of the
budgetline coupled with the increased administrative requirements which seem to
have led to more traditional projects and less innovation and creativity. A new
approach is needed, which tries to combine the potential of leaving the initiative
to the ENGOs and their partners with the necessity to integrate their initiatives in
a coherent framework and strategy.
The option of preserving access to the budgetline for (XURSHDQ NGOs should
also be considered in a broader perspective. EC development aid is currently
undergoing important changes: the new Cotonou agreement focuses on
extending partnership to a wide range of local actors as part of a general trend
towards devolution and decentralisation. SNGOs are part of this new focus. They
currently have access to several EC funding sources, among others via so-called
Decentralised Co-operation initiatives, albeit that the funds available are
considerably lower. Furthermore, in an increasing number of countries new
players have been integrated in the National Indicative Programmes.
Several studies have however indicated the dangers of direct funding
approaches such as the disruption of the local NGO world and the loss of identity
among SNGOs. More importantly, it is precisely the partnership between ENGOs
and SNGOs that constitutes an important added value of the budgetline. In many
cases, it concerns long-standing partnerships that have created a relationship of
trust and mutual respect, which often constitutes the basis for innovation and
considerable added value. Moreover, the ENGO-SNGO partnership and the
information flows they entail provide an important contribution to the development
education and awareness raising activities of ENGOs. As such, they play an
important role in the preservation and enhancement of the European public’s
commitment to development co-operation and therefore, indirectly, to the
continuation of overall EC development co-operation efforts.
The points put forward in the previous paragraph should however not prevent us
from looking critically at the preserved character of B7-6000. It is, again, an
option that might have been valid 25 years ago, but needs to be reconsidered in
view of what has changed in the meantime. The non-government sector has
changed dramatically and ENGOs are finding it increasingly difficult to prove their
comparative advantages. This suggests that, in our opinion, it will be difficult to
justify a reserved access to the budgetline for ENGOs. However, considering the
urgent need to redefine the overall purpose and focus of the line and the present
management difficulties, opening up the B7-6000 line LPPHGLDWHO\ to other
players might well produce similarly compromised results as it will only
complicate the process of change. So DWWKLVPRPHQW we still see valid reasons
for preserving the exclusive “European” access to the budgetline. Once the
budgetline’s current difficulties have been solved, however, B7-6000
stakeholders cannot escape from reconsidering the reserved access for ENGOs,
but should do this in the framework of the global EU development co-operation
programme.
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5HVSHFWRIWKHULJKWRILQLWLDWLYHDQGDXWRQRP\RI1*2V
1*2V LQ ERWK WKH 1RUWK DQG WKH 6RXWK YDOXH KLJKO\ WKHLU LQGHSHQGHQFH DQG
DXWRQRP\2WKHUVLQYROYHGLQGHYHORSPHQWIURPEHQHILFLDULHV WR SROLF\ PDNHUV
DOVR FRQVLGHU WKH LQGHSHQGHQW VWDWXV RI 1*2V DQG WKHLU IUHHGRP RI DFWLRQ DV
HVVHQWLDO ,W HQDEOHV WKHP WR WDNH VLGHV XQFRPSURPLVLQJO\ DQG WR GHIHQG WKH
LQWHUHVWVRIWKHSRRUDQGWKHRSSUHVVHG,WDOVRDOORZVWKHPWRGHYHORSLQQRYDWLYH
DSSURDFKHVZKLFKDUHRIWHQDGRSWHGPDLQVWUHDPODWHURQWKHUHE\FRQWULEXWLQJWR
WKHRYHUDOOLPSURYHPHQWLQTXDOLW\RIGHYHORSPHQWZRUN/DVWEXWQRWOHDVW1*2V
DUH D PDMRU IDFWRU LQ FUHDWLQJ LQ WKH 1RUWK WKH QHFHVVDU\ SXEOLF VXSSRUW IRU
GHYHORSPHQW FRRSHUDWLRQ $V VXFK WKH\ RIWHQ LQ IDFW EHFRPH DOOLHV RI WKH
GHYHORSPHQW DGPLQLVWUDWLRQV HYHQ LI WKH ODWWHU DUH IUHTXHQWO\ D PDMRU WDUJHW RI
WKHLU FULWLFLVP 7KHVH FRQVLGHUDWLRQV PRVW SUREDEO\ H[SODLQ ZK\ WKH ³ULJKW RI
LQLWLDWLYH DQG LQGHSHQGHQFH RU DXWRQRP\  RI WKH 1*2V´ KDV DOZD\V EHHQ VXFK
DQLPSRUWDQWLVVXHLQWKH(&1*2UHODWLRQVKLS
In the previous sub-chapter, we dealt with the demand driven character of the
budgetline, which we can consider as resulting from the right of initiative of
NGOs. It has also been mentioned that the degree to which the B7-6000 line is
demand driven is, indeed, very high: the only “filters” applied relate to broad
eligibility criteria for ENGOs and projects, which, in practice, are interpreted very
flexibly 23. Apparently this is how the EC has interpreted the principle of right of
initiative and independence of the NGOs up till now. A few critical remarks should
be formulated in this regard.
Considering the central position the concept of “right of initiative and
independence” has occupied in the EC-NGO relationship, it is somewhat
surprising that no efforts seem to have been made to further define and
operationalise this crucial concept in the context of the B7-6000 line and ECNGO co-operation in general, nor to adjust it in view of the substantial changes in
the NGO-sector and NGO-state relationships. In practice, this has led to a policy
that interprets the concept in a rather absolute way and considers any attempt to
give a particular direction to the budgetline as inappropriate. As such, the EC and
the ENGOs alike are deprived of an important means of taking corrective
measures if part of the budgetline is allocated for initiatives that do not match its
broad objectives and targets.
Furthermore, if one accepts a fairly extreme interpretation of the "right of initiative
and independence" principle, one would expect the major stakeholders
concerned to be aware of the management requirements this would entail in
terms of ensuring the quality of the projects funded via the line. As we will
describe later (see point 3.3.), there are, to say the least, strong indications that
this has not been the case.

23

The issue of the compatibility of the project’s objectives with that of the country and of the EC
development co-operation policy - one of the eligibility criteria for projects - will be discussed under point
3.1.3.
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In line with what we said above, we think the “Right of Initiative” and the
“Autonomy” (or independence) of ENGOs are two notions that might be close to
each other but are notably different. The autonomy of NGOs should allow them
defining their policy in line with their vision on development and particular
mandate. It should preserve their freedom of action by making them not overly
dependent on third parties (by avoiding becoming heavily dependent on public
funding, for instance). The “Right of Initiative” refers, in the context of B7-6000, to
the ENGOs’ right to introduce a broad range of initiatives for funding, which they
claim respond to local needs of poor target groups. We think there are many
reasons for putting both principles more in perspective of the framework of ECNGO co-operation and NGO-funding by public authorities in general. The
following points are worth mentioning in this regard:
• Most ENGOs with access to the budgetline depend to a major extent on public
funding. The ENGOs included in our survey derive on average nearly 70 %
from public sources. 77 % of them get more than half of their budget from
public donors. It is primarily this situation, which the NGOs have deliberately
opted for, that threatens their independence and autonomy, a threat that might
be exacerbated should a public donor consider drastically reviewing the
demand driven character of its co-financing scheme.
• ENGOs claim their “right of autonomy and initiative” on the basis, among other
things, of their position as representatives (and advocates) of poor target
groups in the South that are unable to voice their interests with sufficient
strength. They want their projects to be founded on the needs and interests of
the poor, which are not necessarily compatible with policy considerations of
more powerful development players. Most if not all of these ENGOs are
however intermediary organisations that have their constituencies in the North.
They have their own screening and selection mechanisms and the voice of
the South is only indirectly heard in their headquarters. As intermediaries, their
projects mostly originate from their southern partners, often intermediary
organisations themselves, that are considered able to understand correctly the
aspirations of the target groups. As will be discussed under 3.1.5., the findings
of our field visits indicated that most projects do respond to the beneficiaries’
needs. It is nevertheless clear that the legitimacy of the NGOs’ demands
should be closely looked at. This has often been problematic in the context of
the B7-6000 line as in many cases project proposals lack essential information
on, for instance, who took the initiative for the project, who precisely the
beneficiaries are and how they have participated in the preparation of the
project 24.
• ENGOs derive on average only 13-14 % of their income from this particular
budgetline 25. Hence budgetline B7-6000 is for most of them complementary
to the funds they obtain from other sources. In such a context, it can hardly be
claimed that giving more direction to the line would really lead to any loss in
terms of their autonomy and right of initiative.

24
25

See also point 3.2.2., for a more detailed discussion of this finding.
See Desk Phase Report, annex 4, part 2.
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• Many ENGOs do not object to participating in other, more supply-driven EC
budgetlines. More than half of the ENGOs in the sample we used for the
document based assessment stated that they were also implementing projects
in the fields of food and emergency aid.
• Last but not least is it important to mention that for an increasing number of
ENGOs the issue of autonomy and right of initiative is not that crucial. Many
organisations have a rather pragmatic attitude and are often involved in subcontracting, etc. They differ very much from the “classic” value driven NGO.
NGO co-ordinating bodies and EC staff members are often unsure precisely
how to relate to this group of ENGOs.
In summary, we find that, while the principles of autonomy and right of initiative
as such might still be relevant and even critical in some particular contexts
(Cuba, for example), their present interpretation cannot be justified anymore. It
has prevented the budgetline from getting the necessary direction to best ensure
its relevance, effectiveness and quality. According to our findings, the B7-6000
would have needed a carefully designed direction with a clear focus and purpose,
defined on the basis of a dialogue with the major stakeholders and on close
monitoring of the performance of the line. This, in our opinion, would not have
been incompatible with the budgetline’s demand-driven character, the principles
of autonomy and right of initiative, and the NGOs’ capacity to realise their
comparative advantages. On top, it would have allowed B7-6000 of reaching an
impact beyond the project level.
'HJUHHRIFRKHUHQFHDQGFRPSDWLELOLW\ZLWKH[LVWLQJSROLFLHV
7KLV LVVXH LV H[SOLFLWO\ DGGUHVVHG LQ WKH *HQHUDO &RQGLWLRQV   (OLJLELOLW\ RI
3URMHFWV DQG    ZKLFK VWDWH WKDW D SURMHFW PXVW QRUPDOO\ EH DSSURYHG E\ D
FRPSHWHQWORFDODXWKRULW\DQGWKDWWKH1*2VKRXOGSURYLGHWKH&RPPLVVLRQZLWK
SURRIWKDWVXFKDSSURYDOKDVEHHQREWDLQHG
A first point to note is that in only 47 % of cases do project proposals provide
sufficient information on the degree to which the projects fit in with existing
development programmes. This finding, together with the fact that these projects
have nevertheless been accepted, provide a first indication of the limited
importance that both ENGOs and EC staff members attach to this issue.
It appears that this issue has never been taken up consistently in the past. Cases
have been reported of differences in perception between EC delegation and
NGOs and/or EC staff responsible for the budgetline, but their number has
remained relatively unimportant. Moreover, the issue cannot be dealt with in
depth without linking it with that of the NGOs' independence and right of
autonomy, which was never operationalised either (see point 3.1.2. above). Last
but not least, NGO-funding was in a few cases seen as a way to support, often
with explicit EC consent, local dynamics that clearly worked against the
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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government of the countries concerned, as was the case in Chile during the
Pinochet era. In all these cases, we have the impression that all parties implicitly
agreed to maintain a certain IORXDUWLVWLTXH vagueness), which best served their
respective interests.
This being said, earlier evaluations indicated that this policy might not (or not
always) be appropriate. For instance, the evaluation of water and sanitation
projects funded by the budgetline, which included field analyses in Burkina Faso
and Uganda, provided strong indications of problems in this field. Cases were
encountered where projects were overlapping with other governmental and nongovernmental initiatives, and where NGOs were unaware of changing institutional
settings and, for instance, the implications of decentralisation.
This issue was also addressed during the field phase. It was found that only in
very rare cases have problems emerged. The B7-6000 projects seem to comply
to a large extent with national and local policies, partly because these are often
very broad (Cuba might be an exception as projects there can only be submitted
for funding if they are explicitly approved by the government). The fact that
southern authorities increasingly recognise the distinctive role NGOs can play is
another explanatory factor.
Moreover, it was found that in many countries (Senegal and Brazil for instance)
SNGOs have intentionally focused on areas that are not or only partially covered
by others. Although they rarely aim to co-ordinate their efforts with other
organisations, we found interesting examples of SNGOs acting as catalysts for
government action (Kenya) or successful approaches and concepts (such as
“empowerment”) being taken over by local governments (India). Furthermore it is
clear that this “gap filling” approach might also have disadvantages and
compromise the sustainability of the project benefits 26.
7KHUROHRIWKHEXGJHWOLQHLQHQKDQFLQJWKHJURZWKRIWKH1*2VHFWRU
7KHGLUHFWREMHFWLYHVRIWKH DFWLYLWLHV WR EH IXQGHG YLDEXGJHWOLQH % KDYH
EHHQFOHDUO\IRUPXODWHGVLQFHLWVLQFHSWLRQLWVIRFXVKDVEHHQRQERWKSURPRWLQJ
GHYHORSPHQW RI GLVDGYDQWDJHG JURXSV LQ WKH 6RXWK DQG HGXFDWLRQ DQG
DZDUHQHVV UDLVLQJ LQ WKH 1RUWK %HVLGHV WKDW LW KDV EHHQ DUJXHG WKDW WKLV
VXSSRUWSURYLGHGH[FOXVLYHO\YLD(1*2VKDVVWUHQJWKHQHGWKH1*2VHFWRUERWK
LQ(XURSHDQGLQWKH6RXWK7KLVSUHRFFXSDWLRQLVLOOXVWUDWHGDVZHOOE\WKHGHVLUH
WRPDLQWDLQWKHLQGHSHQGHQFHDQGULJKWRILQLWLDWLYHRIWKH(1*2V$OWKRXJKLWLV
LPSRVVLEOHWRGHVFULEHIXOO\WKHHIIHFWVRIWKHEXGJHWOLQHRQWKH1*2VHFWRULQWKH
IUDPHZRUNRIWKLVHYDOXDWLRQZHKDYHEHHQDEOHWRLQGLFDWHDVHULHVRILPSRUWDQW
HOHPHQWV WKDW DUH SUHVHQWHG KHUHDIWHU 2QH RI WKH HIIHFWV DQDO\VHG WKH
VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI WKH 61*2V ZLOO EH GHDOW ZLWK VHSDUDWHO\ XQGHU WKH KHDGLQJ
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This issue could not be addressed fully during the field phase.
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³GHPRFUDWL]DWLRQDQGVWUHQJWKHQLQJRIFLYLOVRFLHW\´ZKLFKZDVRQHRIRXUPDMRU
IRFLGXULQJWKHILHOGSKDVH
The budgetline was to our knowledge the first institutionalised form of cooperation between the EC and the NGO community. As explained earlier, it
started small but became rapidly bigger. More importantly, B7-6000 fostered
dialogue between the EC and the NGO-sector. This could be achieved because
the tradition of dialogue was firmly rooted in the EC-ENGO relationship from the
very start. It was further enhanced by the increasing recognition, in EC circles, of
the added value of NGOs and by the increased importance of interface structures
such as the CLONG. Ironically, this dialogue, which was often closely related to
recent trends in the development sector, has not produced any major effect on
the policy direction of the budgetline as such.
The simple fact that the easily accessible B7-6000 line (525 ENGOs in the period
1994-99!) provided a welcome diversification of funding sources certainly
produced a positive impact on the European NGO-sector. Many ENGOs
indicated that the budgetline had acted as a buffer or a "last resort" in case of
particular difficulties with their national co-financing system, which many of them
depend on heavily. These difficulties may concern one particular ENGO or the
sector as a whole. The latter case was demonstrated in Italy where an
institutional crisis in the development co-operation sector led to the temporary
standstill of the co-financing scheme. Many Italian NGOs were able to avoid a
drastic cut in support to their southern partners thanks to the existence of the
budgetline and the understanding shown by EC staff for their precarious
situation. Another example is provided by the UK NGOs which turned to the EC
for funding their public awareness and development education projects during the
Thatcher era.
These important positive outcomes should however be set against some critical
observations:
• The fact that the budgetline made ENGOs less dependent on the national
authority produced a range of effects, which suggests that B7-6000 is more
than a simple topping-up of national co-financing. It is used in ways that
exploit the differences between the two. These differences have often
changed over time, not only because co-financing modalities of donors
change, but also because of political decisions at the national level 28 or,
simply, because ENGOs discover (or even develop) interesting loopholes
related to particularities in the management of one of the systems. This being
said, it is clear that there are notable differences among ENGOs both in their
purpose in accessing, and use of, the budgetline. For resource poor ENGOs
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See point 3.8. below.
For instance: the decision to stop development co-operation with a particular country in the South.
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B7-6000 often might have responded to a genuine need, whereas richer
ENGOs might have resorted to it merely for pragmatic reasons.
• The fact that the budgetline might have “salvaged” ENGOs in particular
situations, should be approached cautiously as an argument for the relevance
of the budgetline. This is a side effect of B7-6000 and, as such, should not be
taken as a central argument to justify its existence.
• The qualitative and quantitative growth of EC-NGO co-operation has had
virtually no impact on the way the budgetline has been managed. Although in
many documents the necessity to invest more in the quality aspects of the line
is clearly put forward, in qualitative terms nothing has basically changed over
a period of nearly twelve years. In a period when virtually all co-financing
systems in Europe underwent drastic changes in an attempt to cope with the
changes in the development sector in general and the NGO world in particular,
the European system stuck to a "classic" and uniform project-by-project
approach whose intrinsic limits were increasingly known.
Many explanations can be given for this. The exclusively demand driven
character of the line, justified by the unchallenged interpretation of the “Right
of Initiative” for the ENGOs has certainly played a role. It is also certainly true
that changing the European co-financing system is a complicated exercise,
considering the broad range of stakeholders, often with conflicting interests. In
such a situation, representative structures such as the CLONG, that have to
take into account varying interests, face difficulties in playing a leading role.
Moreover, the basic characteristics of the budgetline were broadly compatible
with the dominant ENGO culture and preferences. In other words, the ENGO
community seemed to be basically satisfied with the increasing access to
European funds and the status quo in terms of the practices that guided the
management of the line. From the EC side, the increasing workload of the
unit(s) forced the staff to limit themselves to providing a minimal level of
service. It left little if any time for more in depth activities, even if the need for
them was clearly recognised. Moreover, part of the EC management was
reluctant to changes towards a more programmatic and flexible approach.
The above points suggest that B7-6000 may have cushioned many ENGOs from
the challenges brought about by the drastic changes in the development world.
As such, the budgetline may indeed have had a mixed effect on the qualitative
growth of the sector.
5HVSRQVHWRWKHEHQHILFLDULHV QHHGV
7KHUHOHYDQFHRIWKHEXGJHWOLQHLVDOVR DQGPRVWLPSRUWDQWO\ GHWHUPLQHGE\LWV
FDSDFLW\WRUHVSRQGYLDWKHSURMHFWVIXQGHGWRWKHQHHGVRIWKHEHQHILFLDULHVLQ
WKH 6RXWK 2XU DVVHVVPHQW LQ WKLV UHJDUG LV RQ WKH RQH KDQG EDVHG RQ WKH
LQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHLQWKH ILOHVZKLFK RQO\SURYLGHV D YHU\ SDUWLDO LQGLFDWLRQ RI
WKHTXDOLW\DVVXFKRIWKHSURMHFWVDQGRQWKHRWKHUKDQGRQWKHUHVXOWVRIRXU
ILHOGYLVLWVWRSURMHFWV
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4XDOLW\RILQIRUPDWLRQ
The quality of the information with regard to this crucial issue is initially
determined by the format ENGOs have to follow when introducing a proposal. In
this regard, we found that the eligibility criteria for ENGOs do not really allow an
assessment of the ENGOs’ capacity to set up projects that respond to the
beneficiaries’ needs. More importantly, no eligibility criteria are defined for the
southern partner (except, to a certain extent, for the so-called chapter XII
projects). However, the format for project proposals contains a well elaborated
chapter on the local partner that should allow EC staff members to get the
necessary information in this regard. The same can be said with regard to the
information to be provided on the socio-economic context, the beneficiaries, their
socio-economic position and their role in the preparation of the project. The same
is also true for the specific objectives and activities that will be undertaken by the
project.
In summary, it can be stated that contents and format of the basic documents
(General Conditions and annexed format, Council Regulation) are sufficiently well
designed for accurate assessment of this crucial issue, considering that we are in
the context of project funding (as opposed to programme funding), where the
focus lies, for most projects, purely on the local situation.
It is however important to analyse as well to what extent the ENGOs actually
provided the requested information in sufficient detail for the EC staff to conduct
their assessment properly and to what extent the EC staff undertook this
assessment correctly. An analysis of the files along these lines revealed the
following, (which of course provides only an indirect indication of the quality of the
projects themselves) 29:
• project activities and objectives are in general (in more than 91 % of the files
studied) adequately described so that they allow proper assessment. In our
opinion, the EC staff’s decision to accept the projects for funding was, DVIDU
DVWKLVGLPHQVLRQLVFRQFHUQHG, appropriate in the vast majority of cases (97 %
for the objectives, 86 % for the activities). These high scores are not
surprising, considering that the range of projects and activities that can be
funded via the budgetline is very broad.
• The information provided by the ENGO with regard to the local context was in
87 % of the cases considered sufficient to make an appropriate assessment.
In 83 % of the cases, an – in our view – appropriate assessment was made by
EC staff members. This finding should however be qualified by the fact that a
broader strategically focused contextual analysis is generally lacking. This is
not so important for projects with immediate technical objectives, but crucial for
those aiming at broader societal objectives.
• The information provided is however less satisfactory with regard to the
intended beneficiaries: on this crucial issue, appropriate information was only

29
All figures in the next paragraphs are based on the results of our document based assessment; see
Desk Phase Report, annex 5 for more details.
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provided in 63 % of the cases. The same applies to information on who took
the initiative for the project, details on the criteria for selection, and the
participation of the beneficiaries in project formulation; only in respectively 46,
39 and 20 % of the cases was appropriate information provided. The fact that
the projects were nevertheless accepted despite this lack of information
suggests that EC staff cannot really judge the relevance of their projects on
this crucial issue. It also indicates that, at the level of B7-6000 proposals, both
the EC and ENGOs tend to use "participation of target groups" more as a
slogan than as a verifiable concept.
• A similar conclusion can be reached with regard to information on the inclusion
of women in the projects. In most cases, there is some information on the way
women may eventually benefit from the project, but this information does not
often go beyond blunt and unhelpful generalities; only in 22 % of the cases is
the information considered adequate.
In conclusion, we can state that, in many cases, EC staff with responsibility for
ensuring the quality of the budgetline via ex-ante screening of the project
proposals do not have the necessary information to do so as far as the crucial
issue of "responding to the needs of the beneficiaries" is concerned. Obviously
this does not necessarily mean that the projects funded do not meet this criterion,
but it is a first important indication of the limits of ex-ante screening, which
constitutes the major instrument by means of which the EC can give any direction
to the line.
)LQGLQJVRIILHOGPLVVLRQV
The findings of our analysis of 40 “illustrative” projects indicate that the projects
responded to a major extent to important needs and priorities of the population.
The major explanation for this seems to be a sound appraisal process that has
less to do with the technical capacities available than with the thorough
knowledge of the local context SNGOs have built up, often over a considerable
period of co-operation with their target groups .


Furthermore, SNGOs seem to be capable of identifying major needs that are not
met by other agencies. The fact that in many countries public authorities have
reduced their services for the poor (education, extension, health, water supply),
actually broadens the playing field for SNGOs. Such an evolution is clearly taking
place in all the countries visited, except Cuba. It is obvious that in such situations
SNGOs often take up a gap filling role and that this might be abused by local
authorities; this clearly happened in a few projects in India and Brazil. Other
projects, on the contrary, opted for a straight socio-political approach that
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As mentioned earlier, many ENGOs tend to submit to B7-6000 projects, which are
implemented with partners they have already worked with, and many projects are the
continuation of existing initiatives.
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focused on the organisation of the beneficiaries to force local authorities to
provide the much needed services.
Most projects did not limit themselves to the sole provision of priority services,
but tried – with mixed results – to build up capacity at target group level to ensure
a higher degree of sustainability and control by the beneficiaries. As such, many
of them contained a capacity building component, whether geared at the
individual, group or organisational level. In a few projects however (e.g. cases in
Brazil and Kenya) approaches have been followed that were clearly not relevant
in the sense that they did not allow beneficiaries to improve their situation.
Most if not all projects responded firstly to ORFDO needs, which often coincided with
problems identified on a broader level. Very few projects however succeeded (or
purposely tried) in linking up their action with initiatives at the state (India) or
national level. A few successful cases were found in Cuba, India and Senegal. In
Kenya and India, a few projects acted as a catalyst for government action.
Finally, it was found that the projects focused mainly on LPPHGLDWH DQG FOHDUO\
LGHQWLILDEOH needs, at least initially. A few of the SNGOs (in Kenya, India, and
Brazil) explicitly opted not to go beyond this level. All projects in Cuba were
restricted to a clear technical focus, which is understandable considering the
specific situation of the country. Broader strategic needs related to poverty
reduction and empowerment were aimed at by the majority of the SNGOs, but
only in a few cases could clear progress be identified. This is understandable in
the sense that the duration of projects is too short to achieve tangible results in
this regard. Only projects linked to long term development processes (for
instance in Senegal and particularly in India) succeeded in making meaningful
progress.
())(&7,9(1(66
7KH LVVXH RI HIIHFWLYHQHVV RI WKH EXGJHWOLQH UHODWHV WR WKH GHJUHH WR ZKLFK LW
VXFFHHGV RU KDV VXFFHHGHG  LQ UHDFKLQJ LWV VWDWHG REMHFWLYHV $V H[SODLQHG
HDUOLHU WKH *HQHUDO &RQGLWLRQV DQG &RXQFLO 5HJXODWLRQ GR QRW GHILQH D FOHDU
SROLF\  REMHFWLYH DV VXFK IRU WKH EXGJHWOLQH EXW IRFXV UDWKHU RQ WKH REMHFWLYHV
WKH SURMHFWV ILQDQFHG VKRXOG DLP DW ,Q VXPPDU\ LW FDQ EH VWDWHG WKDW WKHVH
SURMHFWV VKRXOG DLP DW SRYHUW\ DOOHYLDWLRQ DW WKH HQKDQFHPHQW RI WKH WDUJHW
JURXS VTXDOLW\RIOLIHDQGWKHLURZQGHYHORSPHQWFDSDFLW\,WLVIXUWKHUVWDWHGWKDW
WKHSURMHFWVVKRXOGGLUHFWWKHLUHIIRUWVWRWKHSRRUHUVHFWLRQVRIVRFLHW\,WLVDOVR
LPSRUWDQW WR PHQWLRQ WKDW WKH &RXQFLO 5HJXODWLRQ ZDQWV WKH EXGJHWOLQH WR JLYH
SDUWLFXODU DWWHQWLRQ WR RSHUDWLRQV FRQQHFWHG ZLWK DPRQJ RWKHU WKLQJV WKH
VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI FLYLO VRFLHW\ DQG SDUWLFLSDWRU\ GHYHORSPHQW WKH GHIHQFH DQG
SURPRWLRQ RI KXPDQ ULJKWV DQG GHPRFUDF\ WKH UROH RI ZRPHQ LQ GHYHORSPHQW
WKHSURWHFWLRQRIWKUHDWHQHGFXOWXUHVDQGWKHHQYLURQPHQW
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/DFNRIFODULW\RQNH\FRQFHSWV
A first and important finding is that the budgetline suffers from a deficiency that
seems to be quite common for this type of co-financing scheme: a lack of clarity
on key concepts. Without being a comprehensive list, the following examples can
be cited:
• the notion of "participation", related to one of the perceived strengths of the
NGOs, is poorly put into practice.
• there is no working definition of the key criterion "poor population": although
the budgetline is funding projects in a great range of countries with varying
degrees of poverty, no clear indications have been provided on which groups
are entitled to be included in the projects.
• similarly with regard to the concept of "poverty alleviation": no distinction is
made between poverty alleviation and poverty reduction;
• the Council Regulation has brought in some new concepts that refer to issues
which have gained ground over the last decade (strengthening of civil society,
promotion of human rights, …). However, no efforts have been made to
assess how these concepts relate to, and whether they are compatible with,
the "traditional" foci of the budgetline.
To the credit of the EC, it should be mentioned that for three issues (credit,
gender and projects with an important institutional component), additional forms
for assessment have been developed. However, in most cases, the information
found in the proposals was of poor or very poor quality or even non-existent (the
latter was often the case for gender and institutional issues). Moreover, the form
used for gender assessment remains quite superficial.
The lack of clarity on key concepts provides an indication of how important key
stakeholders actually think these issues should be taken up in the context of the
budgetline. Again, this does not necessarily mean that they are not consistently
taken into account in the projects; it does however mean that it is difficult to
define clearly any strategic action for the fund and to find conclusive evidence on
these points.
'HJUHHWRZKLFKWKHSURMHFWVUHDFKWKHSRRU
This issue has already been partially dealt with under the previous sub-chapter
(see, for example, point 3.1.5.). The following additional elements are to be
mentioned in this regard.
• Data on the beneficiary countries of the budgetline clearly indicate that
countries with a low development level have not particularly benefited. Taking
the 1999 Human Development Index as a reference 31, among the 40 most
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The 1999 HDI uses data of 1997; it is a composite index composed of the following indicators: life
expectancy at birth, adult literacy rate, combined enrolment ration, adjusted per capita income (in PPP purchasing power parity - $). For more details, see UNDP, Human Development Report 1999.
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important recipient countries of the budgetline (period 1994-99), 3 are
classified in the high human development category, 24 in the medium human
development category (quite evenly spread over its two sub-categories) and
only 12 in the low human development category 32. While it is true that the
budgetline wants to focus on poor target groups and not directly on the poorest
countries, this finding clearly illustrates that ENGOs do not automatically focus
on the poorest countries.
This situation can to a large extent be explained by the demand driven
character of the budget line, which left all choices open to the ENGOs,
provided that the project was situated in a Third World country. Hence, the
pattern of geographical distribution can to a large extent be explained by the
ENGOs’ long standing relationship with (partners in) particular countries,
especially in Latin-America.
• The findings put forward in the previous point obviously do not imply that the
projects funded do not reach poor target groups, even if these projects are
implemented in countries that are relatively better off. There should however
have been, on the one hand, a careful context analysis and identification and
selection of the beneficiaries by the ENGOs and their partners and, on the
other hand, a careful screening by EC staff. However, our assessment of
project files demonstrated that adequate information on this issue was often
lacking (see point 3.1.5. above). This implies that the EC often lacked crucial
information but nevertheless agreed to fund the project.
Our own analysis of documents (data with regard to the socio-economic
characteristics of the target group in project proposals, reports and
evaluations) led us to conclude that in less than half of the projects studied did
the target group consist of deprived people only. In the other cases, we felt
that only part of the target group belonged to that category, or that essential
information was lacking. The issue of participation of (poor) beneficiaries at all
stages of the project (one of the eligibility criteria) is addressed even less
satisfactorily: in only 24 % of cases was the information considered adequate
as far as the formulation and monitoring stages were concerned; for
information related to the evaluation stage the corresponding figure was 7 %
33.
• We further feel that the budgetline’s focus on the poorest countries is an issue
that has not adequately been addressed by all key stakeholders. The
argument, put forward by many ENGOs, that there are many poor people in
middle income countries might be true but can in our view not justify the
present situation. Research findings indicate that the level of material poverty
is considerably higher in the poorest countries. It is further known that NGO
projects often only partially reach the poor and include beneficiaries that are
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One country/area belonging to the top-40, is not included in the HDI statistics: Cisjordania/Gaza
Strip. Until 1998, three other countries (India, Cambodia and Kenya) all were in the low human development
category.
33
See Desk Phase Report, annexe 5, for more information.
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relatively better off. Last but not least may NGO projects prevent the
government in relatively better off countries (such as Brazil in our sample) to
use their resources for poverty alleviation.
• The field studies indicated that projects generally targeted poor and
marginalised communities and often used well elaborated criteria for access to
their activities (in the case of training programmes, for instance). However,
they did not allow a detailed assessment of the extent to which the projects
reached their intended target groups effectively; but few indications have been
found of a failure to do so.
 'HJUHH RI DFKLHYHPHQW RI WKH REMHFWLYHV RI WKH SURMHFWV DQG WKH
EXGJHWOLQH
$FKLHYHPHQWVRISURMHFWREMHFWLYHV
Most projects visited in the six countries have been effective in delivering
acceptable outputs in relation to their stated objectives. Their performance was
rated as satisfactory to good, with 60 % of the projects having reached a good or
excellence performance. This finding is less conclusive in Senegal where around
half of the projects only partially reached their objectives and in Kenya where it
was often difficult to obtain hard data on effectiveness because of weak
monitoring and evaluation systems. The long delays in processing applications
by the EC also led to a loss of momentum in a number of cases (in Kenya and
Cuba among others), especially when the ENGO was unable to pre-finance the
activities. Another factor that affected the level of effectiveness was the short
duration of the projects (Kenya, Brazil, Cuba, Senegal, Bolivia). This was
evidently the case in situations where the projects did not fit in a broader
framework of co-operation between the ENGO and the SNGO. To this should be
added that NGOs seemed to be too optimistic with regard to the time needed to
achieve particular objectives and that, especially in Africa and Cuba, local
resources were so limited that external support was still needed at the end of the
project period to ensure broader effectiveness.
Yet overall an encouraging picture with regard to effectiveness emerges. Projects
in other countries that benefited from the budgetline may have been less
successful though, as the six countries visited are characterised by an unusually
strong NGO-sector, a high level of competence and commitment of the SNGOs,
and a strong focus on immediate and tangible results by both SNGOs and
ENGOs.
A more serious reservation is that the projects have been less concerned with
broader development objectives related to institutional strengthening,
empowerment of women, etc., even though these might have been included in
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the project proposals 34. As it is put in the Cuba report: “Targets have been met
but the development process is just beginning”. There are different explanations
for this:
• broader change relates to the achievement of qualitative progress which has
hardly been defined in an operational way (see also point 3.2.1. above) and
hence is not measured and often not explicitly aimed at;
• projects are not the only or most appropriate instrument for this type of change
which can only be achieved in the medium or long term;
• this seems to be recognised, at least implicitly, by EC staff who do not require
conclusive evidence in this regard at the level of the individual projects;
• once short-term targets are met and the potential for broader change begins to
emerge, processes inevitably become more complex and, hence, more
difficult to manage. Many SNGOs still lack experience and expertise in this
regard, and are institutionally ill equipped for this type of activities.
The picture presented above does not reflect the reality of all projects. For
example in India, where multi-sectoral projects have been studied, many SNGOs
situated project objectives in a long-term development perspective. They focused
initially less on tangible outputs and more on awareness raising and achieving
organisational strength among their target groups (predominantly women). They
could do so because the projects fitted in a long-term partnership relationship
with a ENGO, that often stretched over more than a decade. EC support was in
these cases only sought when the often painstaking organisational work was
over and funds were needed to finance more costly undertakings.
$FKLHYHPHQWVDWWKHOHYHORIWKHEXGJHWOLQH¶VREMHFWLYHV
The General Conditions specify that projects funded by the budgetline should aim
broadly at poverty alleviation; its original purpose is to meet the basic needs of
disadvantaged people in development countries. Later, other aspects were
added, among others by the Council Regulation, that emphasise the
strengthening of democracy and human rights and the development of local
institutional capacity.
As mentioned above, most projects were able to produce immediate and tangible
outputs related to their objectives. As such, many of them have the potential to
contribute to poverty alleviation and even reduction, and to the broader policy
objectives of the line. We indicated however that we found only limited evidence
of projects contributing to broader processes of change: outputs have been
achieved, but development seems just about to start.
We think the budgetline was, in the form it has adopted in the period 1994-99, not
well adapted to achieve these broader aims. It was de facto focused on shortterm projects and their immediate outputs. Proposals that constitute a follow-up
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of previously funded projects can be accepted, but the management difficulties of
B7-6000 imply that continuity of funding cannot always be assured. The few
cases we came across where projects succeeded in providing meaningful
contributions to qualitative development processes, could only be achieved in the
framework of long standing relationships between SNGOs and their European
partners. The role of B7-6000 was rather limited in these cases.
But it is not only the focus on short-term projects that made that they could hardly
provide a meaningful contribution to the budgetline’s long term objectives of
democratisation and institutional strengthening. We should also note that the sum
of the budgetline’s performance cannot be considered as a coherent and
effective strategy of poverty reduction or alleviation. This is hardly surprising,
considering the way the fund has been managed in the past. Its open and
demand driven character has prevented the development of a clear focus and
policy of the line, and its strategic positioning among other initiatives.
The question can be put forward whether we could have expected effects that go
beyond those of the individual projects. We think much more could have been
achieved it B7-6000 would have had a clearer strategic focus. In view of the
changes in development co-operation over the last decades, the budgetline
should have been more ambitious than trying to manage a broad amount of
projects without any strategic direction.
,QFRQFOXVLRQ it can be stated that the projects succeeded quite well in meeting
their immediate objectives, those with which the EC administration was also, in
practice, most concerned. Broader objectives of a more qualitative nature were
less fully achieved, which is understandable in the context of project funding.
These objectives are nevertheless important in the sense that they are
considered as a crucial element, for instance in the Council Regulation, and as
such provide the justification for B7-6000. In cases where evidence was found of
achievements at this higher level, these achievements can only be explained by
additional factors not related to the budgetline.
This conclusion can largely be explained by the lack of a clear focus and
strategic direction of the budgetline, which was discussed earlier in this report.
3URPRWLRQRIWKH(XURSHDQGLPHQVLRQLQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ
The budgetline aims (implicitly) to promote the European dimension within
development co-operation. It wishes to do so by stimulating the establishment of
consortia (see points 2.3.2. and 3.1.1. above), but also by working towards a
fairly even penetration of the budgetline in all its member states. It also wants to
give equal chances to small ENGOs and hopes to contribute to their further
institutional development. We indicated earlier (see point 2.2.), that the
distribution of projects over the member states is fairly equal when their
population is taken into account. Some member states are lagging behind, simply
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for structural reasons (e.g. more generous national co-financing system, relative
weakness of the NGO-sector).
The EC staff managing the budgetline have been sensitive to this issue but
basically unable to do much about it; at best, more "understanding" could be
shown to projects introduced by an ENGO from a poorly served member state. It
is clear that other measures are needed if this situation is to be changed. It is
also obvious that, under the present conditions, the budgetline will not achieve
the level of presence needed to promote that European dimension in more than
half of the member states.
More fundamentally, we should question the aim of achieving this type of
objective via the budgetline. The creation and further strengthening of an NGOsector in Europe is clearly a relevant objective. Ensuring a broad access to the
funds of the budgetline may not, however, be the way to achieve it. Other more
specific measures seem more appropriate and effective.
Notwithstanding the steady expansion of its mandate, the CLONG has continued
to assume the role of major interface between ENGOs and the EC with regard to
financial matters. Over the years, it has built up a reputation as a solid and
effective defender of the ENGOs interests, even though there were often different
expectations among ENGOs. The need to represent DOO ENGOs made it often
difficult for the CLONG to move ahead on issues that divided the ENGO
community. During recent years and in the context of B7-6000 (which only
partially covers the CLONG’s programme), the role of the CLONG and one of its
working groups, the Development Finance Group, has mainly focused on
operational matters (such as the increasing backlog) and on discussions related
to the new General Conditions. Difficulties with regard to the new General
Conditions – discussions on this issue started early in the nineties! – and the
increasing management problems of B7-6000 implied that the focus has shifted
on urgent practical issues, to the detriment of a broader reflection on how to
improve the quality of the programme and safeguard its specificity.
Last but not least it is important to mention that at the time of the drafting of this
report (September 2000), the CLONG is facing difficulties with the financial Units
of the EC, who are questioning the acceptability of an important part of its
budget. The allocation to the national platforms is the major item under
discussion. The EC was only ready to sign a partial contract with the CLONG,
implying a 20 % reduction of its budget. It is still not clear if and when this dispute
will be settled.
()),&,(1&<
$V ZDV WKH FDVH LQWKHWZRSUHYLRXV VXEFKDSWHUV ZH ZLOO DQDO\VH WKH LVVXH RI
HIILFLHQF\ERWKDWWKHOHYHORIWKHEXGJHWOLQHDQGWKHSURMHFWVLWFRILQDQFHV7KH
LQIRUPDWLRQ SURYLGHG LQ FKDSWHU  DQG LQ DQQH[HV  DQG  RI WKH 'HVN 3KDVH
5HSRUWVHUYHVDVDQHVVHQWLDOEDFNJURXQGIRUWKLVSDUWRIRXUUHSRUW2XUDQDO\VLV
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ZLOOIRFXVRQWKH TXDOLW\ RI ERWK WKH LQVWUXPHQWV DQG SURFHGXUHV DV VXFK SRLQW
  DQG RI WKHLU DFWXDO DSSOLFDWLRQ SRLQWV  WR   3RLQW  ZLOO
SUHVHQWWKHILQGLQJVRIWKHILHOGVWXGLHV
 7KH UROH RI WKH  *HQHUDO &RQGLWLRQV DQG &RXQFLO 5HJXODWLRQ

The 1988 General Conditions and Council Regulation provided the framework for
the management of the budgetline in the period under study. They have been
described under point 2.2. above and further details are presented in annexe 3.
We provide hereafter some comments on their quality DVVXFK.
• The General Conditions were conceived as a tool to allow the appraisal and
monitoring of LQGLYLGXDO projects. This is understandable given the time (1988)
when they were formulated: at that time, it was still common practice to cofinance ENGOs on a project by project basis. Moreover, the introduction of
block grants as an additional instrument, with a shift from ex-ante to ex-post
assessment, should be considered as quite a progressive measure bearing in
mind when it was introduced. The same can be said for the chapter XII
provision. The intrinsic quality of the General Conditions and the fact that they
have been left unchanged for quite a long period (see as well point 3.1.4.
above) have exposed a major weakness of the General Conditions. This lies in
the fact that they are far too general to take into account the diversity among
ENGOs and the projects they introduce. All ENGOs and EC staff alike would
have benefited from Conditions that could be adapted to a certain extent to the
type of ENGO and the projects introduced.
• The 1988 General Conditions are very closely compatible with the B7-6000
key principles of broad access, exclusive demand drivenness and respect for
the right of initiative of the ENGOs. As such, they cannot be considered as an
appropriate tool to provide more direction to the fund in view of the EC
development agenda. This is however understandable given the moment (late
eighties) the Conditions were approved; it is mainly the fact that it took more
than a decade to adapt them, which we consider as a problem.
• The Council Regulation brought in some new elements related to new insights
and themes that had arisen in the nineties, i.e. after the introduction of the
1988 General Conditions. As such, they constitute an important attempt to
cope with new developments. However, no one has analysed to what extent
these innovations were consistent, or could be made consistent, with the 1988
General Conditions 35. Hence, we have the impression that the Regulation has
figured rather as a general background than as a formal criterion to be used
for project appraisal. At the level of the ENGOs, it has changed virtually

35
As the General Conditions were being revised at the moment the Council Regulation was adopted,
it is understandable that no specific effort has been undertaken to immediately adapt to these conditions.
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nothing; indeed, many ENGOs have even remained unaware of its existence.
However, the new General Conditions do incorporate the innovations of the
Council Regulation.
• Globally speaking, ENGOs have mixed feelings about the General Conditions.
This can be illustrated for instance by the following results from our survey
among ENGOs 36:
½
The General Conditions are positively rated as far as the eligibility
criteria are concerned. A very large majority of ENGOs (93 %) consider the
conditions for eligibility of NGOs as adequate; the figure with regard to the
eligibility of projects is also high (80 %), although 15 % of the ENGOs
consider the conditions too strict.
(a)
Only 49 % of the ENGOs agree with the statement that the format of
the General Conditions as a whole is consistent and coherent.
½
44 % of the ENGOs do not totally agree with the statement that all
information requested is relevant for a funding authority; 51 % find it does
not always provide added value for the project initiators either.
½ 80 % of the ENGOs do not agree with the statement that the explanations
regarding the information to be provided are clear and unambiguous.
½
Other parts of the General Conditions related to the contracting
procedure, the procedures for payment and reimbursement, the
requirements with regard to reporting and accounts, project verification and
control, are considered as fair by a significant majority (between 84 and 87
%) of the ENGOs.
The evaluators want to add a few comments to put these figures into
perspective. The high positive rating with regard to eligibility criteria is not
surprising, as ENGOs prefer these criteria to be very broad. This is clearly the
case and corresponds with the situation in other co-financing schemes. The
evaluators consider the General Conditions as a whole to be coherent and
consistent in the context of their broad principles. They think the rather low
ENGO score in this regard has more to do with the consistency of the actual
application of these conditions. The rather low scores with regard to the
information requested and its added value can certainly be explained by the
opinion, shared by many ENGOs, that the format is too detailed and
demanding. To this, the evaluators want to comment that although on some
points too much information is requested, on other points the questions are not
searching enough to allow an appropriate assessment. The negative rating for
the explanations concerning the information required provides an important
indication of the ENGOs’ dissatisfaction with the different ways EC staff
members actually interpret the General Conditions.
• The findings above bring us to a more general and important statement. 7KH
*HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQVUHTXLUH(1*2VWRSURYLGHDFRQVLGHUDEOHDPRXQWRI
GDWD WKDW LV QRW FRQJUXHQW ZLWK WKH VPDOO FDSDFLW\ RI WKH (& XQLWV LQ
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FKDUJH. In other words, ENGOs (and their southern partners) have been
forced to provide information that might be useful in itself, but often could not
be adequately processed by the EC staff. This has, in our opinion, led to
several anomalies such as:
½ ENGOs feeling that their efforts to provide ample information were not
always entirely valued by the EC, which led them to invest less in
proposals and reports; this, in its turn, might have affected the quality of the
management of the project cycle by the ENGOs and their partners;
½
proposals and reports that lacked the essential information for
proper decision making by EC staff;
½
on the other hand, many proposals that were considered as
incomplete or of poor quality, which necessitated “corrective” measures
such as the setting up of the CSP programme;
½
EC staff who gave some well known ENGOs the benefit of the
doubt (in order for example to reach the desired yearly turnover) and, to
the detriment of content issues, focused heavily on the financial aspects
because these are supervised by other instances dealing with these
issues.
• An additional important comment refers to the fact, as mentioned earlier, that
key concepts have been insufficiently translated into operational terms and
tools that should be used in conjunction with the General Conditions. This
obviously diminishes the operational value of these conditions as a framework
for selection of projects.
In summary, it can be stated that within the context of the basic premises of B76000 37 the intrinsic quality of the General Conditions can be considered as
good. This was however of limited value in a context of inadequate human
resources and operational practices. As such, the General Conditions constituted
a good point of reference for the heavily overloaded staff. But they could not – in
the given circumstances - provide a realistic basis for an adequate screening of
project proposals and monitoring of projects being funded. This is however prejudging the question of the relevance of a detailed ex ante screening in the
context of the budgetline. This issue will be dealt with in point 3.3.3.
*OREDORUJDQLVDWLRQDQGPDQDJHPHQWRIWKHEXGJHWOLQH
In addition to the description provided under point 2.3., the following issues need
to be mentioned.
• The GLYHUVLW\RIWKH(1*2V that are entitled to access to the budgetline puts
extra pressure on the EC management. Considering the limited resources of
the units concerned, this difficulty has been dealt with fairly well. The split of
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the unit into two different entities has however increased the complexity of the
job to an almost unmanageable level. Indeed, considering the specific
characteristics of the budgetline, the management requirements can only be
coped with if human resources can be pooled, and procedures and methods of
working streamlined throughout the project cycle. This is currently not the
case. The present system complicates unnecessarily the tasks of the staff.
• Another complicating factor is the option for ENGOs to use any of the official
ODQJXDJHV of the EC member states for their project proposals. The
evaluators are aware of the efforts being undertaken to change this situation
and of the difficulties faced in this regard. A limitation of the number of
languages used would not only facilitate work in Brussels but also improve the
quality of communication and transparency with the partners of the South.
Using in the proposals only one of the major working languages in the South
would actually mean that only four languages would be used: English, French,
Spanish and Portuguese.
• A solution with regard to the previous point would also facilitate an LQWHUQDO
RUJDQLVDWLRQ RI WKH XQLW V on the basis of the recipient countries in the
South. The internal organisation (organisation by member state) adopted by
the DG VII B/2 unit (before the institutional reform) might have produced some
benefits. It has however, unintentionally, led to a shift in the screening
procedure from the project to the ENGO. This in turn has given the impression
that the management of the budgetline is “political”, that longstanding
relationships between ENGOs and a single EC interlocutor have led to
preferential treatment of proposals, and that for newcomers the thresholds for
access are unacceptably high. To these critiques can be added that each staff
member has developed his/her own way of performing tasks which has led to
considerable differences in the treatment of applications (see below).
Moreover, there are obviously other more important reasons to opt for a
geographical division according to southern countries: such a division could
well shift the focus on the quality as such of the project or programme, on the
southern partner and on a more coherent approach on country level 38.
• The problem of the mismatch between human resources and workload,
leading (among other things) to a FRQVLGHUDEOHEDFNORJLQWKHDSSUDLVDORI
SURSRVDOV, has already been referred to several times. It is clear that such a
situation causes a considerable loss in efficiency in various ways 39. The
evaluators did not find a satisfactory explanation for the fact that this situation
was allowed to grow so badly out of control. After all, the problem had been
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The information in this paragraph is also important in relation to the present reform of the
organisation of the budgetline. A more programmatic approach will be followed, which the
evaluators welcome. This will however imply that the focus might, in many cases, shift from the
action itself to the ENGO. If this is the case, it will be extremely important to develop a screening
system that excludes any impression of preferential treatment of particular ENGOs.
39
The consequences of this problem will be dealt with in detail under point 3.3.3.
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spotted early on, and over the years there were many signs of it getting
steadily worse. Decision makers should have tackled the problem either by not
allowing the budgetline to grow or by increasing the staff to manage it. As for
the EC unit(s) and especially the NGO representative bodies, they could have
designed measures to adapt the rhythm of the introduction of proposals to that
of the units’ appraisal capacity. We are aware that this could be a delicate task
in the context of an entirely demand led budgetline, but it would probably have
caused much less harm than the present situation.
• The EC staff conduct their appraisal and monitoring work essentially on the
basis of the information they receive from the ENGOs. As such, well-kept and
easily accessible files are essential for the staff to do their job. We found that
the files are in good order. However, the process of SURMHFW VFUHHQLQJ
(appraisal and monitoring) has not been sufficiently formalised. Standard
screening forms were rarely used in the period under study. Hence, the files
hardly contain any evidence of appraisal and monitoring work by staff
members. This does not mean that this work was not performed, just that it
was not properly documented. Each staff member seems to have developed
his/her own screening methods and, inevitably, to a certain extent his/her own
interpretation of the existing framework and criteria. This has led to
inconsistencies that have frustrated some ENGOs and forced them to invest a
lot in direct communication with the officer concerned to remain updated on
policy trends, personal views and habits and unwritten rules. This could
obviously only be done by bigger ENGOs. It is further clear that such a
situation reduces transparency, complicates the handing over of tasks to new
personnel and limits the possibilities of mutual exchange and learning.
• The fact that many of the persons contacted have a lot of criticisms of “the
system”, does not prevent them from being generally impressed by the
SHUIRUPDQFH RI WKH VWDII of both units. This relates to their high level of
commitment, to the way they succeed, in many cases, in maintaining a certain
level of quality in an extremely constraining context, and to their personal
beliefs and values with regard to NGO development work.
• Last but not least and in spite of the major difficulties faced, it is important to
mention that throughout the period under study, apart from in 1998 40, there
was IXOO FRPPLWPHQW RI WKH EXGJHWOLQH. In this regard, it should also be
noted that in recent years the Commission’s requests for the budgetline were
consistently lower than what the European Parliament approved, knowing that
the Commission did not have the necessary staff resources available to
manage the budgetline adequately. The achievement of the yearly targets
however also has to do with the high pressure put on the staff. For several
years, this led to a situation in which a considerable part of the funds was
committed without any major screening.

40
According to the information obtained from the staff of the NGO Units, the 1998 failure
was due to a shortage of staff in the financial services.
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$VVHVVPHQWRIWKHDSSUDLVDOSURFHVV
During the period under study, the appraisal of incoming project proposals has
been without any doubt the major task of the NGO-unit(s). As described under
point 2.3.1., EC staff basically conducted this task on the basis of the proposals
introduced by the ENGOs. These were then screened by EC staff who were not
required to follow a formalised screening procedure, although some steps such
as seeking the advice of the EC delegations and the geographical and thematic
desks in Brussels were routinely taken. Moreover, the internal organisation of the
unit(s) allowed officers to gradually build up knowledge of the ENGOs concerned.
Because of the importance of this screening process in the management of the
budgetline, we will go on to discuss it in detail.
4XDOLW\RILQIRUPDWLRQFRQWDLQHGLQWKHSURMHFWILOHV
Ex ante screening of project proposals plays a crucial role in the management of
the budgetline. For this appraisal work to be done properly, the proposals need to
contain all the relevant information. If this is not the case, EC staff do not have
the means to assess the quality of the project and whether it meets the criteria in
the General Conditions; in other words, the staff simply cannot know whether a
project is good or bad and should be accepted or rejected. In many cases, EC
staff requested additional information from the ENGOs concerned. They could do
so on the basis of their own assessment of the files or as a consequence of
reactions received from the EC-delegation concerned or from the geographical or
thematic desks in Brussels. According to information provided by the ENGOs
surveyed, this was the case more often than not. ENGOs declared that, on
average, in only 21 % of cases was no additional information requested; often (in
48 % of cases) they had to provide further information once, and in 30 % of
cases even more than once. These figures correspond fairly closely to the finding
obtained via our document based assessment, that in almost 60 % of cases
additional information on the content of the project was sought. The figure for
additional financial information was even higher: 72 %.
At several places under point 3.2. we indicated that, in spite of these requests for
additional information, the quality of information provided in the proposals for
“ordinary” projects was often poor. For example, this is the case for crucial data
related to the social position of the beneficiaries and their degree of participation
in the different project phases, information about the initiator of the project, the
criteria for the selection of participants, information related to gender, credit and
institutional aspects and the evaluations planned. On the other hand, information
related to the operational aspects of the project was in general satisfactory or
good. This is the case for (figures of acceptable level of information between
brackets): the description of activities and direct objectives (91 %), the analysis of
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the situation and strategy of intervention (87 %), the human ( 76 %) and material
(73 %) resources and the information obtained via preparatory studies (61 %).
The issue of sustainability is also adequately addressed in many cases, from 71
% to 91 %, depending on the aspect of sustainability.
The above figures suggest that ENGOs and EC staff attached more importance
to the operational and financial aspects of a project and less to its overall
relevance. We presume that EC staff took for granted, for instance, that NGO
projects target poor beneficiaries and that these were properly involved in all
phases of the project. It appears that EC staff further implicitly accepted that
broader objectives could rarely be reached in the context of project funding.
Surprisingly at first sight, a positive score was obtained with regard to information
related to the sustainability of the project results. In our view, this has to do with
the prominent place this issue receives in the format for project proposals and
with the attention paid to it by EC staff.
,QGLFDWLRQVRQWKHTXDOLW\RIWKHVFUHHQLQJSURFHVVDVVXFK
As explained earlier, the screening process was not really formalised. Hence, it is
difficult to assess its quality accurately. Most EC staff do not leave written
documentation related to their appraisal work in the files. More specifically, it is
very rare for staff of the NGO unit to leave comments on the ENGO in the file;
only in 15 % of cases is there information of any quality. Obviously this does not
mean that nothing has been done. The approach of the EC staff is
understandable for two reasons: the open character of the budgetline and the
fact that many staff have built up solid experience and knowledge of the ENGOs
concerned. Comments of the EC officer on the project as such, on the other
hand, were more frequently provided. Some analysis was made in 44 % of
cases, but only in 14 % of the files can that analysis be qualified as good.
One area in which the desk officers were very active and competent is the
budget. In 75 % of the project files studied, comments were found which often
related to supplementary information sought from the ENGO.
In 58 % of cases the EC delegation in the country of the project provided a
certain amount of information. Although their consultation is a clearly defined part
of the appraisal process, this is a surprisingly high figure considering the
resource constraints most of these delegations are confronted with. Indeed, a
limited survey conducted among a selected number of delegations revealed that,
on average, only 0.25 full time equivalent staff could be made available to work
on “NGO issues”, a task that in many countries is much broader than the budget
line. It was further found that so-called young experts or local experts performed
this screening and that their work was highly appreciated by the EC NGO unit(s)
in Brussels. To this should however be added that not all Delegations showed the
necessary level of knowledge and appreciation of the NGO-sector to be able to
provide relevant comments. It is also important to mention that the time allocated
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by EC Delegations does not seem to have been determined by the relative
importance of NGO funding in the country, but rather by the availability of human
resources and the personal interest of the staff concerned in NGO matters. The
field missions indicated that the contribution of the EC Delegations was not
always of high quality. This is however understandable given the constraints they
were facing.
The inputs from the geographic and thematic desks, another formal part of the
appraisal process, were, on the contrary, largely symbolic in most cases. Only in
11 % of the files can we rate their combined contribution as of some significance.
In the last few years, external advice has been sought for projects with an
important credit component. In our document based analysis, we came across
seven of these projects, of which two, in our opinion, contained a credit
component of only marginal importance. In all these cases, the external credit
advisors provided ample information and analysis. This is not surprising, as they
were contracted and paid to do so.
5ROHRIWKH&RILQDQFLQJ6XSSRUW3URJUDPPH &63
The background of the CSP programme and its major results have been
described under point 2.3.2. Only a few things need to be added here. The
figures on the number of project applications being reviewed by CSP indicate that
it provided a service that was considered valuable by an important number of
ENGOs. The fact that the CSP programme continues with alternative funding in
two countries provides another indication of its importance.
Two additional remarks can be made here. The first relates to the fact that the
CSP programme only set up in 1997 when the General Conditions had already
been in place for about 9 years. This suggests that the initiative was mainly taken
to provide a solution, or partial solution, for the backlog problem (see below).
Indeed, increasing the quality of the proposals (and reports) will reduce the work
of the EC staff. The evaluation of the CSP and the continuation of the programme
in two countries also indicate that ENGOs consider the programme meaningful.
This may be surprising, considering that they have had the opportunity to build up
experience with the budgetline over a long period. In our opinion, the ENGOs’
interest can be explained by the fact that many ENGOs have a high degree of
turnover of their staff and only sporadically introduce projects for funding to the
B7-6000 line.
The second remark relates to the fact that we find that files reviewed by CSP did
not score significantly better in terms of the information provided to the EC. This
does not mean that their services have been of no use. Indeed, these projects
might have scored worse or even been refused if they had not been screened by
CSP. Moreover, our finding might well indicate that CSP staff have built up a very
good idea of the level of depth of information required by the EC.
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7KHEDFNORJLQWKHDSSUDLVDOSURFHVVDQGLWVFRQVHTXHQFHV
The origin and causes of the backlog in the handling of project proposals have
been referred to at several points in this report. The major explanation lies in the
chronic shortage of staff. Although we have not been able to make a comparison
between the staffing of the EC NGO-units and that of comparable co-financing
programmes in member states, a rough assessment of the staff/budget ratio
indicates that, indeed, the EC units are grossly understaffed. To this finding can
be added that the resources the EC spent on the management of the budgetline
are only a fraction of what the ENGOs are actually allowed to use from their EC
grants for this purpose.
It was further stated that the overload can partially be explained by the low quality
of the proposals introduced by some ENGOs. This statement should be put into
perspective. Many ENGOs consider the format for project proposals and
reporting as too detailed and complex. This applies mainly to the financial parts
and may at least partially explain their errors. It should also be remembered that
ENGOs have on average only one project per year financed by the budgetline.
As such, there are certainly many ENGOs that did not have the opportunity to get
fully acquainted with the EC requirements. These are most probably
predominantly small ENGOs with limited experience in proposal writing.
During the period under study, the backlog has steadily increased. In our sample,
the time between dispatch of the proposal by the ENGO and the letter of
acceptance and contract to the ENGO was, on average, 13.5 months. For only 5
% of the projects was the period less than 6 months, for 46 % of the projects it
was between 6 and 12 months, for 29 % between 12 and 18 months, and for 20
% more than 18 months. These data are more or less confirmed by the data
derived from the EC’s own database, Griot. For the period 1994-99, 13 % of the
files took less than 6 months to be processed; in 23 % of cases the processing
took between 6 and 9 months and in the remaining 64 % more than 9 months.
The Griot statistics indicate a further worsening of the situation for the years 1998
and 1999, albeit that already in 1994 the period needed to process applications
was considerable.
The long period needed for the assessment is by far the major point of criticism
of both ENGOs and SNGOs on the management of the budgetline: 74 % of the
ENGOs consider the period as (far) too long. To this finding should be added
that, in reality, the period will even be longer as it usually takes a few months
from the actual preparation of the project in the field to its submission by the
ENGO to the EC 41.
It is obvious that the accumulation of delays in handling project proposals has
produced adverse effects on different levels:

41
On the other hand, many projects are started up before the EC accepts them for funding.
See the next paragraphs for more details.
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 $W (& OHYHO, to start with, the increasing backlog has proved to be a selffeeding process. The longer the period between the receipt of the proposal
and its actual appraisal, the higher the chance that some parts of the proposal
become outdated and have to be reworked. This, in its turn, extends the
assessment period and increases the average time given to the assessment
of a proposal. Furthermore, it is the practice of some predominantly larger
ENGOs to submit proposals to the EC co-financing circuit even when they are
not complete. By doing this, these ENGOs know perfectly well that their
proposals will be considered early. But somehow, in this way, they “occupy the
available chairs in the waiting room”. This approach worked against the
interests of smaller NGOs that did not have the means to do the same, and
needed to have their proposals processed in a speedy manner. It is clear that
this “waiting room strategy” led to further delays. It should also be
remembered that, especially in the second part of the year, EC officers faced
pressure to commit the budget. In such a situation, it was very tempting for
them to select projects from ENGOs they knew well. These were mostly the
larger ENGOs with more and bigger projects to be assessed.
 $WWKHOHYHORIWKH(1*2VDQG61*2Vthe backlog often had a very negative
effect on the NGOs’ capacity to support local development processes. Often,
they had to spend much energy on minimizing the effects of the delays in
funding, which they could have spent on more useful activities. Different
strategies existed to cope with the uncertainties. Besides the one described in
the previous paragraph, many ENGOs did not wait for the official letter of
approval from the EC to start the project. On average, projects started 6
months before their actual acceptance by the EC; 75 % of the projects were
started before EC acceptance. This implies that the ENGOs deliberately took
the risk of pre-financing the project 42. It must however be assumed that in
most of these cases the ENGO had received informal information from the EC
that the project would most probably be accepted. This, in turn, suggests that
EC officers were in one way or another gently pressurised to give an opinion
on a project too early.
 $W ILHOG OHYHO the effects of the long appraisal period seem to be mixed. It is
clear that ENGOs that were able to pre-finance projects mitigated the negative
effects. This often happened in a setting where the project formed part of a
broader programme. On the other hand, serious problems were faced in cases
where the European partner could not pre-finance. Projects often had
difficulties regenerating momentum when the period between the formulation
and the actual start of implementation became too long. However, we came
across few cases where the project content had to be changed drastically.
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7KHSHUFHSWLRQRI1*2VZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHDSSUDLVDOSURFHVV
As already mentioned, the long period needed by the EC to assess the proposal
is a major issue for both ENGOs and SNGOs. Only 10 % of the ENGOs surveyed
consider the period as acceptable. This contrasts sharply with their view on the
additional information requested by the EC: 89 % of the ENGOs surveyed
considered these questions as at least “more or less” acceptable and relevant.
Surprisingly, around three-quarters of the ENGOs concerned could at least more
or less agree with the EC’s decision to refuse funding for a particular proposal.
This may indicate that the EC staff take sufficient care when informing ENGOs of
the reasons why a proposal was refused.
A second major issue relates to the inconsistencies in the management of
proposals and reports, which the ENGOs consider to be caused mainly by the
unduly detailed procedures. Moreover, they feel that the character of the
relationship has slowly shifted from “trust” to “control”. EC staff in the NGO-unit(s)
no longer have time for dialogue and seem to be under pressure from other units.
ENGOs were also invited to compare the management of the EC budgetline with
that of their national co-financing system 43. As these national systems and the
quality of their management vary greatly, it is not easy to identify clear-cut
findings. Generally speaking, the conditions for project eligibility are seen as very
similar to those in the individual countries. The same can be said for the quality of
the format for project applications and the reporting requirements. The EC
management scores less well in terms of the requirements for project
applications, financing conditions (less attractive than most co-financing schemes
which require less NGO and local contributions), formal procedures, the quality of
the appraisal process, and of monitoring and evaluation. There is no aspect of
the appraisal process where the EC scores better overall than the national
systems.
7KHIHDVLELOLW\RIGRFXPHQWEDVHGH[DQWHVFUHHQLQJ
In the previous paragraphs and sub-chapters, some conclusions have been put
forward, which might look contradictory, at least at first sight. We have for
example stated that EC staff often lack essential information on some key issues
and, hence, cannot really take funding decisions that have a firm base. We also
stated that the detailed General Conditions mean that these staff are confronted
with a large amount of information, which they cannot adequately process. We
also referred to the ENGOs’ perception that the procedures are too bureaucratic
and too demanding.
All these findings relate to the question of the feasibility of ex ante screening in
the context of the B7-6000 budgetline, under which over the six years studied a
considerable number of project proposals have been introduced by more than
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500 ENGOs from 15 different countries. All these projects had to be assessed
and followed up on a broad range of issues ([ DQWHVFUHHQLQJ PLJKW QRW EH
WKH ULJKW DQVZHU LQ WKLV SDUWLFXODU FRQWH[W. Other management systems may
need to be considered, as happened with several other national co-financing
systems.
The statement put forward in the previous paragraph is further substantiated by
an experiment we set up which involved the desk and field evaluation of 30
projects. Our aim was to assess the insights into projects that desk studies in
Brussels can provide, using the field evaluations as a control. This was done by
requesting both the desk evaluator and the field evaluators to fill in an identical
short questionnaire, independently of each other, for each of 30 projects they had
both studied (block grants excluded). The subsequent analysis identified
substantial differences between both assessments, which can be attributed
foremost to the asymmetric information between the two moments of
evaluation44. The observed discrepancies are striking indeed and testify to the
limited reliability of an assessment based on documentation in Brussels only. We
qualify such an assessment as hazardous, whether before, during or after
implementation of the project. Yet such information is the most important input in
the present management of the budgetline by the EC. There is no doubt that the
present Brussels based screening system can be improved, but we think it will
always be extremely difficult, even under ideal reporting procedures, to keep
track of the quality of a proposal or project implementation in so many different
countries, sectors and local settings, without direct observation of the situation in
the field, and with written information coming almost exclusively from an involved
party.
,Q FRQFOXVLRQ it can be stated that the Commission invests heavily in the
screening of project applications, which is its main way of giving some direction
to the use of the budgetline. EC staff seem to focus only on the operational and
financial aspects of the projects, to the detriment of broader issues related to
relevance. ENGOs and SNGO complain on the other hand of the detailed
information that has to be provided and of the length of the appraisal process.
The intrinsic limits of ex ante screening have further become evident: the EC
funds projects without having the necessary information on some crucial issues
and even when this information is available, it seems insufficient to allow a proper
judgement. This situation is worrying considering the demand driven character of
the budgetline and, as will become clear in the following paragraphs, the lack of
data on the performance of the project with regard to relevance, efficiency and
impact, and some broader objectives that are supposed to constitute the UDLVRQ
G¶rWUH for the B7-6000.
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$VVHVVPHQWRIWKH(&¶VUROHLQPRQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQ
As already stated, the management of the budgetline is predominantly oriented
towards ex ante screening. Hence, the role of the EC in monitoring and
evaluation of projects funded via the budgetline is quite limited. For the period
since the institutional reform, this can mainly be explained by the incapacity of
SCR C/5 to invest sufficiently in these activities. It appears however that the
situation was basically no different in the previous period, when lack of human
resources forced the unit to give a lower priority to follow-up work. As such,
management by the EC does not actually differ much from that of many similar
budgetlines in the Member States. The following paragraphs present some
particular findings in this regard, and draw comparisons between ordinary
projects and block grants.
0RQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQRIRUGLQDU\SURMHFWV
The quality of information on project implementation provided by the ENGOs
varies considerably from one aspect to another. In 83 % of cases interim reports
provide good information on the level of effectiveness achieved by the project.
Indications of more evaluative issues such as impact and efficiency were
however less frequently provided in detail (in 50 % and 12 % of cases
respectively).
The EC guidelines also contain a component related to possible difficulties or
delays in project implementation. Such difficulties seem to occur often: in 86 % of
the interim reports where this question is addressed, ENGOs report that
implementation has been delayed. This is a very high figure, considering that 75
% of the projects start well before their “official” starting date. This obviously does
not mean that the projects are not successful. Most of the files of “delayed”
projects contain a clear description of the difficulties encountered (70 %) but are
a good deal less informative when it comes to presenting measures taken to deal
with them (38 %). In 35 % of the interim reports, the report refers to an
evaluation, which has most often been conducted by the partner itself and/or the
ENGO.
The level of information in end-of-project reports also differs greatly from subject
to subject. As might be expected, the implementation of the project is adequately
described (87 %). Other issues are less well addressed. Good information on
sustainability is found in only 50 % of cases; the figures for impact and efficiency
are respectively 32 % and 14 %. Delays with regard to implementation are
reported in 86 % of cases, but only in one-third of these was it admitted that this
meant that the objectives of the project had not been fully achieved. In such
cases, only in 18 % of the reports could we find good information on the
measures envisaged to prevent similar problems in future. It is important to note
that 18 of the 22 end-of-project reports referred to an end-of-project evaluation,
which had been conducted mostly by the partners involved in the project. This is
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an important positive finding which is confirmed by our survey among ENGOs
(see point 2.3.2. above).
The role of CSP in reporting has focused to a major extent on financial matters
and has been considered as valuable by most parties involved.
Analysis of the implementation reports by EC staff is at a very low level, which
can be explained by their resource limitations and the focus on ex ante
screening. Only in 2 % of the intermediary reports could we find any evidence of
a good analysis of the content of the report. This figure was slightly higher for the
financial aspects (23 % of cases with good analysis; but at least “some” analysis
in more that 80 % of cases). Similar figures have been found for the content and
financial end-of-project reports: 9 % and 23 % of cases with good analysis
respectively.
To this should be added that the role of the Delegations in monitoring and
evaluation is very limited. They are not supposed to intervene on these levels.
Where they monitor NGO activities, this has more to do with global issues such
as co-ordination among donors and with government institutions.
The EC’s performance with regard to monitoring and evaluation does not elicit
much reaction from the ENGOs. This is understandable considering the low level
of action from the EC. As might be expected, some of the ENGOs consider the
reaction period of the EC as too long (28 %), although this figure is considerably
lower than for the appraisal period. As far as the comments and reactions of the
EC are concerned, they are considered relevant in most cases. These data are
confirmed by the ENGOs’ perception of EC performance in comparison with that
of other northern donors. The latter score better in terms of project reporting
requirements and the degree of complexity of the procedures; in terms of the
quality of the monitoring and evaluation process, the difference is even bigger.
Finally, it is important to mention that in the past several large-scale evaluations
of co-financed operations have been conducted, which mostly focused on a
particular theme. In view of the magnitude of the budgetline, these initiatives and
their impact remain relatively limited, despite their often comprehensive
character. Furthermore, the evaluation unit has discontinued this type of
evaluation due to the lack of capacity within the NGO-unit(s) to follow up the
findings and recommendations of the evaluations.
0RQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQRIEORFNJUDQWV
Block grants are provided by the EC to a selected number of ENGOs which
regularly co-operate with the EC in the framework of the budgetline. Unlike
ordinary projects, they are not screened ex ante. Because of this, one would
expect the reports on the implementation of block grant projects to be of high

(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
3KDVH)LQDO5HSRUW'HFHPEHU



quality and the EC staff to look closely at them. Some specific formats have even
been developed for specific activities funded via block grants.
In reality, the information provided on the implementation of block grant projects
is quite poor, even if we take into consideration that information needs are lower
than for ordinary projects. Only in 30 % of the cases was the correct format used
for each type of the block grant components. Reporting related to the financial
aspects was, again, an exception and of better quality (85 % of the reports
respect the format). From the EC side, only in 20 and 10 % of cases could we
find evidence of comments by the EC staff on the presentation and financial table
of the block grant reports. Hence, the impression emerges that both the EC staff
and ENGOs attach little attention to the justification of block grants. They seem to
be considered as a grant awarded on the basis of trust, which does not really
need to be accounted for, perhaps because they concern small individual
actions. This may be true, but at the same time we should not disregard the fact
that block grants constitute an important part of the budgetline: 16 % of the funds
granted for activities in the South go to block grants.
,QFRQFOXVLRQ we can say that the monitoring and evaluation function is poorly
developed within the budgetline; as far as these activities are carried out, the
focus lies on immediate results and financial probity. This was confirmed by EC
staff who clearly articulated their frustration at not being able to conduct on-site
verification, to follow up more closely developments in the field and focus on the
broader purposes of B7-6000. This lack of good monitoring and evaluation is
worrying, the more so because the ex ante screening procedure contains some
significant weaknesses, in spite of the detailed EC instructions. In other words,
over the entire project cycle, the EC remains uninformed on some crucial aspects
of the projects it has funded.
 $SSUDLVDO PRQLWRULQJ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ XQGHU WKH QHZ *HQHUDO
&RQGLWLRQV
Under point 2.1. we stated that the new General Conditions can be considered a
first step towards a change in the nature of the budgetline and its management.
The opening of access to programme funding in particular marks a shift in favour
of institutional dialogue and reflects a preoccupation with objectives beyond the
successful implementation of individual projects. This may herald a broader
approach to development, focusing on process, and paying increased attention to
capacity building of local partners.
It is obvious that such a shift in focus will require a fundamental re-thinking of the
management practices that were applied under the old General Conditions,
including the instruments developed in 2000 to assess the backlog of projects
that are still to be funded under the same old General Conditions. In our view, the
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new General Conditions present the opportunity – we would even say “the
obligation” - to shift from a project-based appraisal, which in our eyes in most
cases produces limited if any added value (see above), to other management
practices.
The detailed features of the new system will depend on policy choices that have
still to be clarified, among others with regard to the rules of access by ENGOs
and possibly other actors to the revised budgetline, its strategic focus and its
increased coherence with other instruments. Yet even at this early stage we can
formulate some recommendations:
 project-by-project

ex-ante screening should not be just replaced by
programme-by-programme screening. A more qualitative and encompassing
assessment procedure will have to be deployed that focuses on the ENGOs.
The organisational capacity of the ENGOs should become an important
yardstick as should the way they view and implement the co-operation with
their southern partners in view of the latter’s institutional strengthening. The
place of the proposed programme within the organisation’s portfolio and its
relation with actions funded by other donors will be another important issue.

• Attention should however not be limited to programmatic coherence at the
level of the ENGO, but also turn to the setting in the recipient country, by
analysing, among other things, how the initiative relates to those of other
actors. At present it is doubtful whether EC Delegations are equipped to
perform such a task, either in qualitative or quantitative terms. Neither is it
clear whether the de-concentration process will relieve this constraint.
• The changes in management that a shift to a programmatic approach entail
are considerable. The fact that the “old” project system will continue to form
part of the same budgetline (as foreseen in the new General Conditions), may
distract from the necessary modifications in management procedures and
style. The new management tasks require highly qualified personnel capable
of entering in dialogue with experienced ENGO staff yet maintaining its full
independence. Also, the relative importance of monitoring and evaluation will
increase. It may prove difficult to bring about the required shifts in emphasis in
an administration with a traditional preoccupation with ex-ante screening, as
shown by the experience of the Belgian co-financing system, which went
through a similar reform in the early 1990s.
(IILFLHQF\DWWKHSURMHFWOHYHO
It is a fact that efficiency is a major preoccupation for most SNGOs, but they are
not able to compare their performance in this regard with that of other similar
organisations. The lack of a clear discussion on the concept of “efficiency” and of
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relevant data to assess efficiency is a weakness that is often identified in
evaluations of development projects. The projects funded by the budgetline are
no exception in this regard, the more so because the B7-6000 related
instruments contain no specific indications with regard to efficiency.
The traditional image of NGOs as being efficient project managers has been
broadly confirmed by our study, be it more at the level of the NGOs’ efforts than
in terms of their actual performance, which was rated as satisfactory (only one
third of the projects did better with a good or excellent score on this criterion). We
found however the concern for a cautious use of project resources firmly
embedded in most SNGOs’ organisational culture. SNGO staff were mostly hard
working, committed and relatively low paid. Moreover, in many cases (notably in
India, Senegal and Bolivia), the external project resources were used as a
catalyst for grass roots action: many projects did not limit themselves to simple
service delivery but succeeded in mobilising resources at target group level.
Many also succeeded in creating capacity at the grass roots level and handing
over part or all of the project management to community organisations. Last but
not least, some projects succeeded in tapping local government resources to
supplement their own resources. All this goes to explain that in most cases
considerable outputs were produced. Only in a few projects (notably in Brazil)
were outputs considered too meagre in comparison with the inputs provided.
As already mentioned, a major complicating factor related to efficiency was the
time taken by the EC to process applications. Besides the negative
consequences mentioned already, SNGO leaders pointed out that this situation
often forced them to spend much of their time on crisis management just to keep
their heads above water. Moreover, once the EC funds arrived, they often had to
be spent in a short period, which, again, led to inefficiencies.
Another important finding is that many SNGOs succeed in learning from their
(and to a lesser extent others’) experience and gradually perform better as a
development institution. This is especially true for SNGOs that were involved in
long standing partnerships with ENGOs or that could, at least, ensure continuity
of their funding. SNGOs with difficulties in this regard were often less efficient
because they lost valuable staff and had to rebuild trust at the grassroots level.
The institutional progress made by many SNGOs is also reflected in their
monitoring and evaluation systems. Such systems are gradually taking shape in
many organisations, even though they are still very weak in a significant number
of SNGOs. However, monitoring and even evaluation rarely go beyond
operational issues such as the use of resources, activities and immediate
outputs; long term considerations related to impact and sustainability receive less
attention. This is to a certain extent understandable: ENGOs and donors request
in the first instance evidence on immediate outputs; moreover, outcome and
impact monitoring and evaluation are far more complicated.
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,03$&7
The terms of reference of this evaluation indicated that an assessment of the
impact of the projects funded by this budgetline was not a priority. This can
evidently be understood because impact assessment is very demanding and
complicated, especially in the context of rather small short-term development
projects where isolating the effect of the intervention from that of other factors
becomes extremely difficult. Another equally important reason is that the set-up
of B7-6000 is not really consistent with impact achievement: the focus is clearly
on activities and short-term outputs and no incentives exist as yet to develop
systems of impact monitoring and evaluation. This contrasts strongly with some
of the broader ambitions of the budgetline as these are stated, for example, in the
Council Regulation.
The factors described above mean that virtually none of the SNGOs has tried to
make a thorough assessment of the longer-term impact of its efforts and the ECfunded project in particular. The evaluation teams have however devoted much
of their time and efforts to beneficiary assessments. These contacts with the
target population provided ample evidence of immediate impact (effects) in most
of the projects. This follows from the findings presented above that most projects
were relevant (responding to the beneficiaries’ needs) and able to produce
immediate outputs. These have led to a broad range of outcomes which in many
cases clearly went beyond the level of the direct outputs: trained people got
rewarding jobs, group members gained self-respect and confidence and access
to valued services, SNGOs and grassroots organisations and their leaders
gained recognition and respect, successful SNGO approaches were copied by
others, etc. These achievements have not systematically been mentioned in the
reports submitted to the EC.
Only in a limited number of cases could evidence be found of longer-term impact.
This was only the case in situations where the B7-6000 project was part of a
long-term development process, which clearly stressed the importance of
capacity and institution building through training, awareness raising, leadership
development, etc. A major weakness in such processes was that the SNGOs did
not really monitor these impacts. This could often be explained by the lack of a
clear focus on the SNGO’s long-term aims. SNGOs should invest more in
defining, jointly with their target groups, the actual meaning of key concepts such
as empowerment, and then design systems to monitor progress.
6867$,1$%,/,7<
EC guidelines ask ENGOs to address the issue of sustainability from the
preparatory phases of the project onwards. It was found that the issue of
sustainability is well addressed in the format for project proposals and in the
proposals as such. The financial aspects of sustainability are dealt with well in 91
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
3KDVH)LQDO5HSRUW'HFHPEHU



% of cases, a very high figure considering the lack of information on other
important issues. For the technical and socio-cultural aspects of sustainability
these figures are 77 and 76 % respectively, whereas the issue of sustainability of
training activities is properly addressed in 71 % of cases. Our own assessment of
the measures proposed by the ENGOs to ensure the sustainability of the project
results was equally quite positive. In 79 % of cases we considered these
measures to be at least satisfactory. In the remaining cases, there was not
enough information to allow a proper assessment.
These efforts to address the issue of sustainability properly should be welcomed.
One must however accept that the “sustainability” of projects and project benefits
is often an unrealistic expectation in the context of one-off project co-financing for
a limited period of time. It is possible that the new General Conditions might help
to improve the sustainability of some individual projects, but much will depend
upon the balance between one-off injections and support to much broader based
and longer term development initiatives. As far as the past is concerned, we have
the impression that the EC’s concern for sustainability has made them demand
too much and ENGOs promise too much. The fact that the latter’s claims on the
sustainability of the benefits of their projects can hardly be checked in the
prevailing circumstances, makes it easy to do so. Nonetheless it is encouraging
that the concept has gained momentum at all levels and that it is clearly
incorporated in the strategies and approaches of many NGOs.
As already mentioned several times, most B7-6000 projects are carried out within
programmes that began before EC support was received and are meant to
continue after that support has stopped. This means that B7-6000 projects
support longer-term and often broader processes and may contribute to
sustainable benefits, but cannot claim to have obtained sustainable results in
their own right. At grassroots level, many SNGOs have succeeded in designing
innovative approaches that create sustainable benefits which can be maintained
without major external support, especially where local structures have been put in
place. This is for instance the case in projects in Bolivia and India, where the
concept of sustainability is often strongly internalised at grassroots level. In other
places, some projects in Senegal and Cuba for instance, progress has been
made, but additional support beyond the project period will be needed to sustain
the process. Overall, the sustainability of project benefits was rated as
satisfactory (only good or excellent in 23 % of the projects studied). This result
should however not be surprising considering the context of project funding.
At project level, SNGOs follow different strategies, which partially depend on the
potential of the local context and the type of action undertaken. Most of them deal
consciously with the sustainability concept and try to devise approaches that
minimise future dependence on outside funding; only a few undertake no action
in this regard and basically hope “to get another project” to ensure continuity.
Furthermore many SNGOs try to create strategic alliances, which should allow
them to diversify funding (locally and internationally) for their activities. Another
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strategy followed is the creation and strengthening of autonomous community
based organisations. This however needs a longer-term focus and approach, and
increasing skills and knowledge to remain effective. This is especially true where
economic activities are undertaken; activities in the socio-political domain often
seem easier to organise and sustain, as the projects studied in India
demonstrate.
Finally, the sustainability of the SNGO is also an important issue, which will be
discussed further under point 3.9. SNGOs basically follow two strategies. Most of
them try to strengthen their organisation by making it less dependent on outside
funding via, for instance, the setting up of a corpus fund or of income generating
activities. Others consciously do not want to engage in this type of activity and
focus on trying to ensure the highest possible quality of their programmes, which,
they believe, constitutes the best guarantee of continued support from donors.
Some SNGOs, for instance in Senegal, claim that they can “survive” a temporary
drop in outside support; such a cut-back might well affect their programme, but
will not determine its effectiveness in the long run.
*(1'(5
The field visits clearly demonstrated that “gender” has become a well known
issue in most development projects. Many SNGOs declare and feel that they are
committed to incorporating a gender perspective both at the level of their
organisation and in their programmes. This is also reflected by the finding that, in
the 40 projects studied, women figure prominently among the beneficiaries and
project staff. In many projects (in Brazil and India for instance), they are the major
or sole target group and are more effectively reached than their male
counterparts. These positive findings should however be put in perspective in
several ways.
First of all, these positive results can be explained by global developments in the
NGO-sector, where gender issues have gained a high profile since the early
nineties. The management of B7-6000 has also developed some measures to
promote gender awareness among the ENGOs and their partners, but without
actually formulating clear requirements for projects and ENGOs. As mentioned
earlier, EC staff conduct a gender assessment in relevant cases, but this analysis
remains quite superficial. The information requested in proposals and reports
does not go beyond a very general level and certainly does not force the ENGOs
and their partners to conduct a gender analysis or to define a clearly stated
gender policy. The fact that EC staff do not demand much in this regard can be
explained in different ways. It might just be one issue too many for them to deal
with besides their many other preoccupations. But there may also be an implicit
recognition that one cannot expect too much in this regard from short-term
projects. These can rarely have an impact on gender relations, which are often
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strongly embedded in society. All this leads us to conclude that the role of B76000 with regard to gender has been quite limited.
As mentioned earlier, women are well represented in the projects, both as
beneficiaries and as project staff. This can certainly be explained by an increased
concern, among NGOs, about the marginalised position of women: many NGOs
are aware of the precarious situation in which women live and of their crucial role
at household and village level. Many activities are therefore directed at women,
and clearly go beyond the “traditional” female sectors (such as health and
education). In such a context, it was somewhat surprising to ascertain that, in all
countries studied, few SNGOs were found that have ever undertaken an in depth
gender analysis. Many of them have gained over time a good understanding of
the local situation, and of particular difficulties women face, but they rarely go
beyond this general knowledge. The good results that most projects can
nevertheless show might also to an important extent be attributed to the fact that
many SNGOs have contracted women staff in adequate numbers and of high
calibre, although leadership positions often remain in the hands of men.
The lack of gender assessments also suggests that SNGOs have not invested in
systems for monitoring and evaluating the effect of their projects on gender
relations. SNGOs are in general able to show that women are well targeted and
reached and that outputs are achieved at their level. On the whole, however, they
are not well informed on the HIIHFWV of their projects on the role and position of
women at household and village level. It is not clear for instance to what extent
projects affect existing power relations, or whether women are able to maintain
the advantages they have obtained by participating in project activities. Only
those SNGOs that have been involved for a long period with their target groups
succeeded in indicating clearly and with sufficient confidence the progress made.
We want to conclude this chapter on gender by mentioning briefly the unique
situation in Cuba, which is known for the mutual respect between women and
men and for its policy of affording women equal access to key positions in the
economic, social and political sectors. Our study could not, for obvious reasons,
analyse gender relations in depth at the domestic and broader level. It became
clear however that the way the gender issue was presented in our study did not
really tally with prevailing gender relations in Cuba.
329(57<
Meeting directly the basic needs of people in developing countries, in particular
the poorest sections of the population, has been the major thrust of the
budgetline since its inception. As we already pointed out earlier however, this has
not led to efforts to clearly define the actual content of this poverty focus:
“poverty” is one of the key concepts that has remained undefined. This finding
can be extended in the sense that ENGOs and their southern partners show the
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same weakness. In such a context, it is obvious that the budgetline has not
contributed to poverty alleviation or reduction on a broader level. This is also
illustrated by the fact that only a minority of the budgetline projects are situated in
countries with a low human development ranking.
Nonetheless, our field visits have shown that most projects have clearly
contributed to the alleviation and sometimes the reduction of the poverty of the
targeted poor, or have the potential to do so. Most projects do indeed have a
poverty focus, which is sometimes explicit, and succeed in targeting their efforts
on the poorer sections of the population. In spite of this clear targeting and a
generally good understanding of the situation of the target groups, there was
hardly any evidence of a clear definition or understanding of poverty as a
concept. The Indian NGOs are an exception to this, at least to a certain extent,
as they have an implicit understanding of poverty as a complex, multi-faceted
and dynamic concept, and are developing an integrated approach that combines
different types of activities.
During our field visits, contacts with representatives of the target groups provided
ample evidence of project outputs that contributed to the alleviation of poverty.
Economic activities often produced tangible benefits in terms of increased
income. For various reasons, it was in most cases impossible to identify project
results that indicated a structural poverty reduction: SNGOs have only rarely
conducted in depth poverty analyses that could provide a yardstick against which
changes could be measured. Moreover, SNGOs limit their monitoring efforts to
the assessment of direct outputs, whereas progress in terms of poverty reduction
often involves more qualitative effects such as the target group’s capacity to
correct the power balance.
'(02&5$7,6$7,21$1'675(1*7+(1,1*2)&,9,/62&,(7<
Democratisation and the strengthening of civil society became an explicit part of
the development agenda in the nineties. As such, “strengthening of civil society”
became an objective of the budgetline in the Council Regulation of 1998 whereas
it was only indirectly referred to in the 1988 General Conditions. This subject has
been assessed during both the desk phase and field studies. To start with, the
following are some of the findings of the survey among ENGOs conducted during
the desk phase:
• ENGOs co-operate with a broad range of southern partners. In only 41 % of
cases could the southern partner be clearly identified as a “typical” NGO, i.e.
an intermediary NGO (36 %), affiliate of an ENGO (5 %) and an international
NGO chapter (1 %). Organisations affiliated with religious institutions (14 %)
and community based organisations (19 %) constitute other important
categories. The different nature of these partner organisations is an important
characteristic of the budgetline and illustrates, once again, its open character.
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These characteristics probably also affect the relationship with both the ENGO
and the target groups. Moreover, they put the issues of capacity building and
the strengthening of civil society in a particular perspective.
• In a majority of cases (79 % in the sample used for our document based
assessment), there had been previous co-operation between the ENGO and
its southern partner. Moreover, in 71 % of cases, projects formed part of larger
programmes. These findings are confirmed by the fact that some ENGOs only
resort to EC funding for projects with partners with whom a well established
relationship exists. They also suggest that the projects funded via the
budgetline fit into a broader partnership relationship and may very well
contribute, directly or indirectly, to the strengthening of the local partner and
other civil society players.
Moreover, it is important to mention that “democratisation” and “strengthening of
civil society” are among the broader concepts which the budgetline failed to
define clearly and, hence, to use explicitly as criteria during the screening
process. Few ENGOs reported on their achievements in this regard, except for
those projects that had an explicit capacity building focus.
At field level, the subject was examined from three perspectives, albeit that the
short duration of the visits did not allow it to be assessed in depth. First, the
internal functioning of the SNGOs was looked at. At that level, it was found that
they function reasonably democratically. Many of them have grown institutionally
over the last decade and now depend less on the capacity of their leaders (and
often founders) than was often the case in the past. Devolution of power and
authority has taken place in many organisations; (charismatic) leadership
however still plays an important role in many organisations, for instance in India.
Secondly, within the limits of this study, we tried to look at the quality of
beneficiary participation in the different stages of the project. Although the short
duration of our visits made it very difficult to assess the nature of the
“participation” found, we feel confident enough to state that the setting-up and
implementation of participatory approaches at the grassroots level clearly
remains one of the major strengths of NGOs. Ample evidence was found of high
degrees of involvement of the target groups, both in terms of inputs and decision
making at different stages. In many places, such as in India and Senegal, this
process has led to the creation of structures at the grassroots level that
increasingly take over responsibility for the project at the local level. Monitoring
and evaluation activities are often undertaken with beneficiaries to reflect on
progress at the grassroots level, while, quite surprisingly, such activities at project
level seem mainly to be considered as the NGO’s responsibility.
Thirdly during the field studies we looked at the strengthening of the SNGOs and
the community based structures they support. It was found that in many countries
(Senegal, India and Bolivia, for instance) the processes of decentralisation and
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the increased importance of local governance are creating a framework that
stimulates grassroots action in various ways. Many SNGOs have started to
strengthen community based organisations so that they can effectively formulate
claims to local authorities, defend their interests, make local structures effective
and truly democratic, and participate in the political system at the local level.
As previously mentioned, many of the SNGOs involved in B7-6000 projects are
well recognised and established players at a national or state (India) level. As
such, they often play an important role in broader movements and the further
development of civil society in general. In many places we were also able to trace
clearly the institutional development path these SNGOs have followed during
recent years. Some of them have made remarkable progress at a pace that
clearly outdoes that of their European counterparts.
Our positive findings with regard to institutional development both at the
community and SNGO level should however be put in perspective in the sense
that they are most often a “by-product” of B7-6000 funding. Only in a few projects
in Senegal and India where institutional development was one of the main project
aims could we identify a direct effect of B7-6000 in this regard. Indeed,
institutional development processes often stretch over a considerable period and
tangible results are unlikely to be reached within the project period. In this regard
the role of most B7-6000 projects can be seen as that of a “field laboratory”
through which local participants can further test out approaches and work on their
institutional development. However, if democratisation and strengthening of civil
society are explicit aims, other approaches might very well be more effective and
efficient.
(1*2±61*23$571(56+,36
Our field visits did not allow us time to study in depth such a complex issue as
ENGO-SNGO partnerships. Some findings are nevertheless worth mentioning
and will be presented below; they should be read in conjunction with the analysis
of project management by ENGOs and SNGOs, which was discussed at point
2.3.2. above.
Over the last decade or so, partnership has become one of the “buzz words” in
NGO development co-operation. It covers a broad range of relationships between
northern and southern partners and the nature of the relationship is often
perceived entirely differently by both “partners”. The findings of our field mission
further confirm the overall picture obtained from other similar studies. It is very
difficult to give a general picture: each partnership tells a different story. In
general, we think we can distinguish three types, each of which still contains a lot
of variety:
• Long-term partnerships that began before the B7-6000 project and are
characterised by a relationship of mutual respect and trust between the
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partners. In this context the B7-6000 project is a means of continuing and
sometimes deepening a relationship that will continue beyond the end of the
project. The actual content of this type of partnership varies from
“unconditional support” (ENGOs that believe unreservedly in “their” partner
and consider their role mainly as that of a financial intermediary) to “critical cooperation” where both partners clearly articulate their views, try to come to a
common approach but might very well “agree to differ” on some issues. This
last type seems to develop only where well established ENGOs are involved,
that can maintain long-term funding of their partner and have well qualified
staff who can enter into dialogue on an equal footing with the SNGO.
• Short-term “partnerships” characterised by good operational, functional and
pragmatic relations (in technical, professional and/or ideological terms) that
are built up around the B7-6000 project, with the aim of jointly ensuring that
the project is well implemented and adequately reported on. Again, the actual
content of the partnership can be different. SNGOs might “give in” and be
open and appreciate the involvement of the ENGO or try to keep it “at arms
length”.
• Supervisory “partnerships”, where the relationship between the NGOs is
dominated by a strong element of control by the ENGO, either because it does
not believe in the SNGO’s capacities, or because it is preoccupied with its
obligation to account adequately for the funds received.
Apparently, B7-6000 has not had any GLUHFW effect on the promotion of effective
partnerships between the Southern and Northern NGOs. Again, it can be stated
that the B7-6000 projects have been a means of initiating, further developing or
ending a partnership relationship.
Nonetheless, we found that some specific characteristics of B7-6000 “tested”
some of the partnerships, albeit that these cases were rather an exception.
Problems in these relationships were caused specifically by the rather high
administrative requirements and the long delays in processing applications.
Some ENGOs were able to mitigate the adverse effects, while others could not or
did not want to do anything in that direction. Some SNGOs, especially in Africa,
had further difficulties with the role played by the ENGO as an interface and their
entire lack of knowledge on the budgetline and EC co-financing in general. The
fact that the EC delegations were virtually absent from the field added to this
feeling.
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0$-25&21&/86,216$1'5(&200(1'$7,216
0$-25&21&/86,216
The major objective of this evaluation was to provide the evidence for a review of
the mechanisms, practices and procedures of budgetline B7-6000. Its scope
included an overall assessment of co-financing operations in the period 19941999, an assessment of the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and
sustainability of the budgetline and its implementation, and a further assessment
of the co-funded projects in relation to several other broader variables such as
gender relations, poverty, democratisation and civil society, and the relations
between ENGOs and their partners in the South.

&KDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHEXGJHWOLQH
Budgetline B7-6000 is now in its 25th year of existence. It was launched in 1976
as a trial operation with an initial endowment of 2.5 million ¼ ZLWK WKH DLP RI
adding a further dimension to EC development policy. Its growth over the past
two decades – it currently has 80 times its initial allocation – is consistent with the
broader phenomenon of the increasing recognition of NGOs as major players in
international development. By 1998, the budgetline represented about 3% of total
EU development aid.
We found that the basic policies and principles that underlie B7-6000 are not that
different from the broad aims and objectives of most other multi- and bilateral
donors. Although B7-6000 is similar in many aspects to other co-financing lines
of EU member states, it has a number of distinctive features. Most importantly, as
a European fund, the line can be accessed by ENGOs from all member states.
Many have made use of it: more than 700 ENGOs have had projects financed
since the inception of the line. Coming from all EU member states, the recipients
of the line are very diverse, while the conditions and instruments of the fund are
identical for all ENGOs. Unlike most other EC budgetlines, B7-6000 is entirely
demand driven, which can be explained by the EC concern to respect the right of
initiative and independence of the ENGOs. We have found that because of this
B7-6000 has become a general fund on which the EC has little influence other
than ensuring that the projects funded fulfil its broad criteria.
The distribution of B7-6000 funds among the member states appears fairly well
balanced when population figures are taken into account. It would appear that
only proximity to the EC-headquarters and the existence of more generous cofinancing schemes (in the Scandinavian countries) have influenced access and
distribution. At the same time however, we found considerable disparity at the
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level of the individual ENGOs, the ten biggest ENGO recipients getting 14 % of
the funds. Moreover, consortia of ENGOs have become increasingly important; in
1999, 20.3 % of the funds went to consortia-projects compared to 9.2 % in 19941995. A high level of disparity was also found in terms of distribution among
recipient countries: the ten major beneficiary countries received more than 40 %
of the funds. The presence of some countries among these major recipients
cannot be explained by their size and population, nor by other factors such as the
level of poverty: only a minority of the major beneficiary countries of B7-6000
belong to the countries with a low Human Development Index.
Our analysis further indicated that for most of the ENGOs, the line was mainly an
additional source of funding, which allowed them to diversify their funding
sources. Considering its open character, ENGOs accessed the fund for very
different reasons, depending on their particular circumstances and funding
strategies: some use it as a top up of their own budgets, while for others,
particularly resource poor ENGOs, it is the major source of funding for a
particular project. Our visits in the field indicated that the line has made a real
difference for many smaller ENGOs with genuine financial needs; their projects
would simply not have been implemented if they would not have had access to
B7-6000. This is not the case for most bigger ENGOs with good access to
national co-financing schemes and/or considerable resources of their own, that
might have found other sources to fund the project.
The budgetline has been governed by well detailed General Conditions and,
since 1998, by the Council Regulation 1658/98, which have set a clear
framework for the staff. These conditions are similar to the rules that govern most
co-financing funds of the member states. They were supplemented by some
additional instruments (check lists, …) and some co-ordination and direction by
senior staff and the Head of Unit. It was found that these nevertheless left a
considerable margin for manoeuvre for the Unit(s) concerned, mainly because no
overall and comprehensive system existed that covered all phases of the project
cycle. Ex-ante screening of project proposals was the major focus during the
entire period under study.
In the second half of the nineties, B7-6000 faced increasing difficulties that could
only partially be overcome by the hard work of committed EC staff. The major
cause of these problems lies not simply in management difficulties but in a
European Parliament that allowed the budgetline to grow without taking
corresponding measures to cope with the increased workload. The quite detailed
rules and procedures are another factor. The 1998 internal reform and the
additional work it caused further exacerbated the problems. Under these
conditions, an unfortunate backlog in the appraisal of project proposals gradually
developed, so that by 1998-1999 on average more than one year elapsed
between submission and approval of a proposal. Despite these difficulties, EC
staff were under considerable pressure to spend the allocated annual budget,
which they mostly succeeded in doing.
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3HUIRUPDQFHRIWKHEXGJHWOLQH
The performance of the budgetline was assessed both at the level of the
management of the EC and at the level of the projects funded.
5HOHYDQFHThe issue of relevance has been approached from different angles.
In global terms, the line is part of the EC policy to forge closer links with the NGO
sector and provide EU development co-operation with an additional dimension,
which would enable it to diversify its aid strategies and action. It was found that
the EC has been right to intensify and increase its co-operation with NGOs.
However the basic characteristics of the budgetline (being exclusively demand
driven and accessible to a large variety of ENGOs for a great range of
programmes in a significant number of countries) resulted in B7-6000 becoming
a general fund without a strategic or development policy focus. As such, it could
not make a distinctive contribution to EC development policy, other than
supporting the European NGO-sector. Furthermore, the issue of its specificity
and distinctive entity in relation to other co-financing budgetlines has not been
sufficiently addressed. By not adapting itself to the dramatic changes on the
development scene, the line has worked merely in isolation in relation to the
important changes in the NGO-sector and the development scene in general
including changes in other co-financing schemes in the Member States. All this
suggests that B7-6000 allowed ENGOs to avoid constantly adapting and
rethinking their practices and often permitted them instead to continue submitting
more traditional projects and sticking to approaches that are increasingly
questioned. As such, the line may well have inhibited the qualitative growth of the
ENGO-sector. The new General Conditions (which did not fall under this study)
bring some change, which might reverse trends, but it remains to be seen how
these will work out in practice.
The analysis in the field indicated that most projects respond to a large extent to
important needs and priorities of the population. They were mostly soundly
appraised by SNGOs that have built up a comprehensive knowledge of the
context and a relationship of trust with their target groups. Most SNGOs also
managed to position themselves appropriately in the local context and provide
services not offered by others. As most projects had a direct technical objective
or were concerned with building up capacity at the local level, their focus was
essentially local. Only a few cases were identified where broader issues were
addressed.
(IIHFWLYHQHVV. The assessment of the effectiveness of B7-6000 has been
hampered by a lack of clarity on key concepts that relate to the broader policy
objectives of the line (poverty alleviation, strengthening of local institutional
capacity, etc.). This finding in itself is obviously an indication of the level of
importance attached to these objectives in the management of the line. It is
further clear that the open and demand driven character of the fund did not allow
it to reach its broader policy objectives. Another important finding in this regard is
that ENGOs do not automatically concentrate their efforts on the poorest
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countries, only a few of which figure among the major beneficiaries of the line.
However, our field visits indicated that, within the countries, projects targeted the
local poor and mostly succeeded in reaching them.
At project level, we found that projects succeeded in delivering the planned
outputs and reached their immediate objectives, even though the long delays in
processing applications complicated matters in a number of cases. This good
performance can mainly be attributed to the ENGOs’ capacity to pre-finance and
to the high level of competence and commitment of the SNGOs and their focus
on immediate, tangible and often easy-to-reach results. Projects have however
been less concerned with the broader development objectives of the line. This is
understandable as these objectives relate to broader qualitative changes that can
hardly be initiated in the context of a one-off grant for a limited period. Only
where B7-6000 funded on-going development processes could we detect
effective contributions to qualitative change.
(IILFLHQF\. For the reasons explained above, the management of the budgetline
faced serious difficulties in the period under study. We found the General
Conditions basically a high quality instrument in the context of a project-byproject funding approach that focused predominantly on ex-ante screening. The
Conditions were however of limited value in the context of inadequate human
resources and operational practices. We did not find a good explanation for the
fact that this situation was allowed to grow so badly out of control; certainly, the
EU political decision making process and the pre-occupation with reaching shortterm disbursement targets played an important role. Other important factors
affecting efficiency were: the lack of differentiation in the process in view of the
broad range of projects and ENGOs, the use of a large number of languages in
the project proposals and the institutional reform. All these factors explain the
lengthy appraisal process, which, among other things, has affected the
effectiveness of the projects (see above).
Our assessment of the quality of the appraisal process identified a lot of gaps,
which we think are to a large extent unavoidable. In our view, ex-ante screening
has intrinsic limits that cannot easily be overcome, which made us to conclude
that it not be the appropriate option to manage a budgetline with the
characteristics of B7-6000. Putting a lot of emphasis on ex ante screening at the
expense of good follow-up of project implementation and evaluation is worrying
considering the exclusively demand driven character of the budgetline.
Monitoring and evaluation in relation to projects funded under B7-6000 is rather
poorly developed. EC staff themselves consider this as a major problem caused
by the lack of human resources. Staff are concerned that they are losing touch
with the situation in the field. As the ex ante screening contains major
weaknesses, this means that the EC has remained totally uninformed on some
crucial aspects of the projects it has funded, the more so because no major
evaluation exercises have been undertaken. Considering the demand driven
character of the budgetline, this is a worrying situation.
At project level we found that efficiency is a major pre-occupation for most NGOs,
although they mostly have no means of comparing their performance with that of
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other similar organisations. The traditional image of NGOs as efficient managers
has been broadly confirmed by our study. To this should be added that some of
the SNGOs visited during the field phase succeeded in using EC funds as a
catalyst for a broader dynamic which often generated considerable contributions
from the target population and other local players. The considerable learning
capacity of many of the SNGOs visited is another important finding. Many of the
organisations visited have been able to grow considerably as development
institutions over recent years. Monitoring and evaluation systems are gradually
taking shape but are still too weak and focus too exclusively on operational
issues and immediate outputs.
,PSDFW. Impact assessment has not been a major focus of this evaluation. As
already pointed out above, most B7-6000 projects are short-term interventions
focused on direct and tangible needs; a concern for broader impact is often
absent. This contrasts with some of the broader ambitions of the budgetline and
the Council Regulation.
Virtually none of the SNGOs has tried to assess thoroughly the longer-term
impact of their efforts and of the EC-funded projects in particular. Our evaluation
teams have however devoted much of their time to beneficiary assessments.
These contacts with the target population provided ample evidence of immediate
impact (effects) in most of the projects, which is understandable considering the
relevance of the projects and their effectiveness. The fact that SNGOs
succeeded in initiating dynamics that produced effects beyond the scope of their
projects also had an effect on their position: many of them are now recognised as
reliable and important players.
6XVWDLQDELOLW\. The General Conditions address the issue of sustainability quite
thoroughly, which is in itself a positive finding. “Sustainability” of projects and
project benefits is however often an unrealistic expectation in the context of oneoff project co-financing for a limited period of time. This made the EC demand too
much from the NGOs and the latter promise too much. Notwithstanding this
criticism, it is clear that the concern for sustainability has gained momentum and
is now incorporated in most NGOs’ strategies and approaches. The EC may
have contributed to this evolution.
At field level, we have found several situations. An important number of B7-6000
projects were part of broader processes and could contribute to sustainable
benefits. In these situations, we often found the sustainability concept strongly
internalised at the grassroots level and target groups determined to decrease
their dependency on external support. In most other situations the concern for
sustainability was also clearly operationalised, albeit not always from the very
start of the project. Many SNGOs try to forge strategic alliances, which should
allow them to diversify funding and get access to local funds.
*HQGHU. The concern for gender equity has become increasingly important. Most
NGOs declare and feel that they are committed to incorporating a gender
perspective both at the level of their organisation and in their programmes. This
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is also reflected in the finding that, in the 40 projects studied, women figured
prominently among the beneficiaries and project staff.
These positive developments cannot however be attributed to the B7-6000
policy, but can rather be explained by the global evolution in the development
sector in general and among NGOs in particular. The EC staff do indeed conduct
a gender assessment, but this is quite superficial. Gender is not an issue they
particularly insist upon, which is understandable considering the management
difficulties faced.
Although the projects succeed in reaching women and involve them in activities
which clearly go beyond the “traditional” female sectors, we found that in all
countries studied only a few SNGOs have ever undertaken in depth gender
analyses. They do have a good knowledge of the local context and the position of
women in particular, but do not use this systematically in a gender perspective.
This also means that their monitoring and evaluation efforts rarely assess the
effects of activities and outcomes on gender relations and the situation of
women.
3RYHUW\. Meeting the basic needs of poor people in developing countries has
been the major thrust of the budgetline since its inception. As stated earlier, this
has not led to efforts to clearly define the concept of poverty at the level of the
budgetline. The same has been found at the level of ENGOs and their partners in
the South. This being said, our field visits found quite strong evidence that most
projects have a clear poverty focus and effectively reach the people they
targeted. Contacts with beneficiaries also indicated that most projects succeeded
in contributing to poverty alleviation and even reduction.
'HPRFUDWLVDWLRQ DQG VWUHQJWKHQLQJ RI FLYLO VRFLHW\ These two objectives
have become part of the development agenda of the nineties. They also belong
to the policy objectives the budgetline has failed to define clearly.
It was found that few projects report their achievements in this regard, except in
cases where the project had an explicit capacity building focus. The field
missions found out that SNGOs function reasonably democratically; in many
cases a lot of progress has been made over recent years. Within the limits of the
study, we tried to assess the quality of the participation of beneficiaries and found
this genuine in most cases. In many places, SNGOs have succeeded in setting
up grassroots structures that play an increasingly important role in local
development. The strengthening of SNGOs as such was a third dimension
looked at; it was found that many SNGOs have progressed remarkably and at a
faster pace than their European counterparts. All these positive findings should
however be understood in the sense that they are mostly a “by-product” of B76000 funding.
(1*261*2 SDUWQHUVKLSV. This complex issue could not be studied in depth
during our study, but some of our findings are worth mentioning. As might be
expected, the relationships between ENGOs and their partners are as diverse as
the projects funded and those implementing them. We came across long-term
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partnerships for which the B7-6000 project is a means of continuing and
deepening a relationship that will continue once the project has finished. Other
partnerships are built around the project and characterised by good operational,
functional and pragmatic relations. Only in a minority of cases have we identified
situations characterised by a strong element of control and domination by the
ENGO. As was the case with the effect of the line on “democratisation and
strengthening of civil society”, it was found that B7-6000 has not had any direct
effect on the promotion of effective partnerships; it has been, at best, a means of
initiating or supporting a fruitful relationship between two organisations.
5(&200(1'$7,216
Essentially this evaluation has sought to answer several questions such as:
‘ZKDW KDV EXGJHWOLQH % EHFRPH DQG DFKLHYHG"¶ µZKDWVKRXOG LW EH
GRLQJ¶" and ‘LV WKH PRGHO VWLOO UHOHYDQW LQ " While we found plenty of
information on what B7-6000 projects have become, there was less on what it
had achieved in terms of its overall purpose and its future direction. But we
recognize that management has in the past few years begun to review the future
direction of the budgetline. However, B7-6000 has been in crisis mode for the
past two years. In its present form B7-6000 is basically XQPDQDJHDEOHand we
do not feel that the new General Conditions will radically alter this situation.
We are aware that an assessment of B7-6000 must be conscious of the political
framework within which it was set up and has been sustained. The European
Parliament first approved the budgetline and has been a consistent supporter in
its 25 years of existence. The ENGOs have been equally zealous guardians and
have strategically sought the support of the Parliament to maintain the broad
content, approach and principles of B7-6000. Furthermore we are aware of an air
of frustration among the ENGOs in relation to the B7-6000 over the past year or
so and also their uncertainity regarding EU future policy in relation to the sector.
In this respect any recommendations must be understood against this
background. The recommendations that follow, therefore, are both FRQWH[WXDO
and WHFKQLFDOand aimed at strengthening B7-6000 within overall EU aid policy.
In our view it is critical that the EC and the European Parliament look beyond the
management issues and accept the need for a IXQGDPHQWDO UHWKLQN of a
budgetline that has been largely unchanged in 24 years in terms of focus, access
and operational procedures. B7-6000 is a substantial fund and it should be
considered as a VWUDWHJLF IXQG and not merely an open and unfocused
budgetline.
In our view, the process of change in relation to the future of B7-6000 should
consist of WZR PDMRU VWHSV. The process can be stopped after the first step,
which is however not what we propose, as will be explained hereafter.
•

DuringWKHILUVWVWHS changes should be made to establish procedures that
deal with the current problems of management and ensure appropriate
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assessment of development and change at the project level. We see WZR
GLIIHUHQWZD\V of conceiving this change process in this first step:
(b) Maintain the present basic structure of B7-6000 and its key stakeholders
and coping with the difficulties by relatively minor changes. In such a
situation, B7-6000 funds individual projects or programmes which are
considered as valuable initiatives in their own right. As this implies an
open and unfocused budgetline, it will not allow contributing significantly
to its present policy objectives as laid out in its legal base. Hence, the
present B7-6000 policy objectives should be reviewed. Also, in this
scenario, the present problems and shortages cannot be solved without a
substantial increase of human resources for the management of the line.
(c) Undertake efforts to make the present system manageable by limiting the
scope of the budgetline. This implies that, IRU LQVWDQFH the number of
ENGOs that can acces it would be reduced, or the number of beneficiary
countries (for instance those where the EC has developed a coherent
strategic view on the role of NGOs and civil society, and where its
delegation is equipped to do the necessary assessing and monitoring
work, or the number of sectors or type of activities (those that would
come out of the strategic view mentioned below).
If it is decided to limit the reform process to this first step, we strongly
recommend the second scenario (b), because we doubt the feasibility of
scenario (a) as the “normalisation” of the management of B7-6000 will
quickly attract new demands and lead to problems that will be very
similar to those presently encountered.
•

The VHFRQG VWHS is based on the recognition that, after 24 years, the
budgetline needs a major conceptual and operational UHWKLQN; the basic
characteristic of B7-6000 as a co-financing scheme essentially for the nongovernment sector would be maintained, but key issues such as µSXUSRVH¶,
µIRFXV¶, µDFFHVV¶ and µPDQDJHPHQWV\VWHP¶ would be re-assessed in order
to ensure that the budgetline is a relevant and effective mechanism to support
efforts at poverty alleviation and community empowerment in the poorest
countries of the world. This option does not underestimate the achievements
of B7-6000 over the past two decades nor the valuable contribution of ENGOs
and SNGOs to its achievements. But it does strongly suggest that B7-6000
QHHGV a more thorough critical review if it is to efficiently achieve a major
impact on poverty if this is to remain its central purpose.

In our view, it is not ineffective management that lies at the heart of current
problems, but its openness and lack of a FRKHUHQW VWUDWHJ\ or focus. It is
therefore critical that the EC, the European Parliament and the NGOs look
beyond the management issues and accept the need for a IXQGDPHQWDOUHWKLQN
of the budgetline in terms of focus, access and management. B7-6000 is a
substantial fund and it should be considered as a VWUDWHJLFIXQGand not merely
an open and unfocused budgetline.
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While we recognise the acceptable project practise undertaken with B7-6000 but noting the chronic inability of current systems to move far beyond input and
output - we do not see this as sufficient argument for continuing current practice.
B7-6000 has allowed many ENGOs to engage in development activities and it
has clearly brought benefits in recipient countries. But what much more could B76000 do if it had a clearer strategic focus? Furthermore, what is the ‘next
ambition’ for the budgetline? Both the EC and the ENGOs would be wrong if they
felt that the current unwieldy, difficult-to-manage and largely quantitative fund
constitutes ‘good practice’ in development. We cannot agree that such an open,
unlimited and unfocused development fund is the best use of the funds available.
Last but not least, we feel that the only reasonable way to implement the second
scenario for step (1), is to develop a strategic view on B7-6000, which brings us
very close to the second step we recommend strongly.
Hence, we think it is imperative to LQFOXGH WKH VHFRQG VWHS in the efforts to
solve the present problems With this in mind we have formulated a small number
of NH\ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV that we hope will help to refocus and reshape the
budgetline.
5The EC should begin a SURFHVVRIFRQVXOWDWLRQ that would include DEV
A/4 and SCR C/5 staff, the ENGOs, other concerned stakeholders such as
SNGOs and a number of independent observers, with the purpose of
reassessing and formulating a clear VWUDWHJLF UROH for B7-6000 within the
framework of EU aid policy. In this consultation, particular attention should be
paid to the SXUSRVHDLPVDQGEURDGREMHFWLYHV of the budgetline. It is time and
also critical that RWKHUVWDNHKROGHUVbe brought into these discussions so as to
broaden the debate. Furthermore we suggest that the consultation take into
account the relationship of B7-6000 with other EU member co-financing
schemes.
5Within the framework of the above consultation process, and, as a matter
of some urgency, the EC should both assess and define more clearly several of
the NH\FKDUDFWHULVWLFVDQGFRQFHSWV that currently establish the parameters of
B7-6000. These include:
• the principle of the ENGO’s µULJKW RI LQLWLDWLYH DQG LQGHSHQGHQFH¶ that
appears never to have been critically reviewed. We should point that critically
reviewing the ROI does not pose a threat to the autonomy and independence
of ENGOs.
• the crucial issue of DFFHVVto B7-6000 co-financing both in terms of (a) the
current monopoly of ENGOs and the importance of considering access in
terms of other stakeholders and (b) the skewed distribution of B7-6000 and
the resulting lack of priority given to the poorest countries of the world
• a range of supposed objectives of the budgetline – such as, for example,
µGHPRFUDWL]DWLRQ¶µVXVWDLQDELOLW\¶DQGµLQVWLWXWLRQDOEXLOGLQJ¶ – that have
never been clearly defined.
Such an exercise would help to give a WLJKWHU IRFXV to B7-6000 particularly in
terms of project narrative and the assessment of results and impact. Furthermore
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
3KDVH)LQDO5HSRUW'HFHPEHU



there is a critical need to balance the initiative in B7-6000 between the EC and
the ENGOs and to give the EC responsible units more of a SURDFWLYHUROHin the
direction and management of the budgetline.
5  As part of the above consultation process, the EC should give particular
and detailed attention to the whole issue of DFFHVVto the budgetline. Clearly the
current open and unimpeded access – except in terms of ‘eligibility’ – has turned
B7-6000 into a general rather than a more focused fund. It is now critical to make
some FKRLFHV in terms of access. Not all ENGOs are the same and access to
B7-6000 should reflect this diversity. Such a review could examine, for example,
the need to ensure that the larger ENGOs do not dominate the different uses that
ENGOs make of the budgetline, that the interests of smaller ENGOs are
safeguarded and that the future scenario of an enlarging European Community is
taken into account. There is also the issue of GHYHORSPHQW DFWRUV other than
NGOs having access to B7-6000. Furthermore the issue of access should also
be examined from the perspective of UHFLSLHQW FRXQWULHV and the EC should
assess whether there is a case for limiting access to what is basically a modest
budgetline to a smaller range of countries. Given over 500 ENGOs and over 100
potential beneficiary countries, if there is no effort made to UDWLRQDOL]H the
numbers of both ENGOs and countries that have access to B7-6000, the
budgetline will become even more unfocused.
5  The EC should commission a detailed study of current PRQLWRULQJ DQG
HYDOXDWLRQV\VWHPV of a representative sample of both ENGOs and SNGOs that
have accessed B7-6000 in the past five years. The results of this study will
provide the detail and information for a reformulation of the UHSRUWLQJ V\VWHP
that underpins B7-6000. It is clear that this system is currently inadequate in
terms of assessing the performance of the budgetline across a broad range of
variables. At this moment B7-6000 is basically a grant making and not a
development fund since management has little evidence on which to explain its
work in development terms.
5  There is an important need to ensure that B7-6000 has WKH DSSURSULDWH
PHFKDQLVPV WKDW ZRXOG DOORZ LW WR EH FRQWLQXDOO\ DVVHVVHG against the
background of often rapidly changing scenarios and development contexts. This
function has been neglected in the past, and given the open nature of B7-6000,
will be difficult to ensure without additional measures. It is recognised that
appropriate monitoring and periodic evaluation by the EC are difficult to ensure
given the wide variety of projects financed. Therefore an additional mechanism
might be necessary to advise on changing situations and developments in the
international context so that the budgetline’s focus, purpose and mechanisms
can adapt and respond to the needs of the poor countries and not simply to the
demands of current stakeholders. The creation of an Impartial Advisory Function
– advisory groups are quite common with development funds – can be
considered in this regard. Such a function would help to maintain a useful
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balance between B7-6000 management, the ENGOs represented by CLONG
and other Stakeholders.
In terms of LPPHGLDWH UHPHGLDO DFWLRQ pending the review of B7-6000, we
recommend that:
5As a matter of XUJHQF\ DEV A/4 and SCR C/5 examine ways in which,
within the framework of the current General Conditions, those stages of the
DSSUDLVDO SURFHVV that administratively are clearly the cause of the current
difficulties, can be rectified. In particular we refer to:
• the lack of an adequate LQLWLDO ILOWHULQJ V\VWHP that would make an initial
and quick decision based on eligibility;
• the clearly excessive and cumbersome H[DQWH VFUHHQLQJ that appears to
take far more time than it should;
• a SD\PHQWV V\VWHP that seems unable to disburse funds within a
reasonable time;
• the issue of the wide range of ODQJXDJHV in which proposals can be
submitted;
• a UHSRUWLQJ V\VWHP that is excessively onerous and that appears to focus
largely on immediate issues and not on the longer term assessment of
project performance.
We are well aware that serious staff shortages are also a problem but, even with
a full staff complement, the existing procedures are unnecessarily lengthy, overly
bureaucratic and time-consuming.
5Whatever the ultimate nature, approach and content of B7-6000 as a cofinancing budgetline, the Units responsible for its management should move as
quickly and as effectively as possible to JXDUDQWHH the following to
ENGOs/SNGOs:
• that all proposals will be effectively ‘filtered’ within two months of submission
• that all projects that go forward for appraisal will be appraised within three
months of passing the ‘filtering ‘ stage
• that the first tranche of money will be paid within two months of the formal
approval of a proposal.
In all, this adds up to a process of about VL[PRQWKV±as indeed is stipulated in
Council Regulations - and we strongly recommend that the EC commits itself to
this WDUJHW that is entirely reasonable and just in terms of the expectations of the
SNGOs.
We fully appreciate that budgetline B7-6000 is an extremely complex one both to
steer and also to manage and we have noted the dedicated efforts of many EC
staff to ensure a TXDOLW\ service for the people it is supposed to serve. We
cannot get away, however, from the fact that B7-6000 has never been
strategically reviewed or assessed in its 24 years. The strains of this situation are
now beginning to show. The potential is there to make B7-6000 a distinctive and
innovative fund that would have a particular role to play within the framework of
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EU aid policy. But it must be ‘opened-up’ and involve a wider range of
stakeholders. It must be seen as a VWUDWHJLFIXQGwith a core purpose and aims.
At this moment B7-6000 has none of these characteristics. It is time for some
UDGLFDO FKDQJH if the budgetline is to become an effective and strategically
coherent instrument of EU and ENGO development cooperation.
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$QQH[H7(5062)5()(5(1&(
(YDOXDWLRQRIFRILQDQFLQJRSHUDWLRQVZLWK(XURSHDQQRQ
JRYHUQPHQWDOGHYHORSPHQWRUJDQLVDWLRQV 1*2V LQILHOGVRI
LQWHUHVWWRWKHGHYHORSLQJFRXQWULHV
(Council Regulation (EC) No 1658/98 of 17 July 1998 and Budgetline B7-6000)
7(5062)5()(5(1&(

$,1752'8&7,21
Within the overall framework of the EC’s development co-operation, and as a
complement to the programmes managed by the Community institutions, the Community
Budget contains provisions to support – while respecting their independence and right of
initiative - initiatives by
European non-governmental development organisations
(NGOs), organisations representative of European civil society (Budget Line B7-6000).
Under the General Conditions for cofinancing (1977 and subsequent revisions) and
Council Regulation 1658/98 the Commission has co-financed operations with European
non-governmental development organisations (NGOs), to meet the basic needs of
disadvantaged people in developing countries. From 1976 to end 1998, 8597
development projects were cofinanced for a total EC contribution of approximately
¼ PLOOLRQ ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ LV FXUUHQWO\ FDUULHG RXW LQ FRQIRUPLW\ ZLWK WKH *HQHUDO
Conditions for Cofinancing approved by the Commission in 1988 and presently (Autumn
1999) being revised.
To optimise utilisation and management of the EC's co-financing programme, to help to
prepare the revision of the present Regulation in 2001, and to guide the application of
(and if necessary further modify) the revised General Conditions, this evaluation will
examine the implementation of the Budgetline under the present General Conditions and
the terms of the Regulation by the Commission and the NGO’s over the past six years
(as of 1994). The evaluation will also be a means of transparency to the European
Parliament, the Council and the public as regards how the Commission and the NGO’s
have discharged their responsibilities for use of Community funds; and will inform the
debate on the future of the Regulation including, if necessary, proposals for change.
%2%-(&7,9(6$1'6&23(
OBJECTIVES:
The evaluation is to analyse the use of the budget line and application of the General
Conditions and Council regulation within the framework of the EC's development cooperation, and complementing other instruments. It will examine in particular the
relationships between some more successful cofinanced actions and the mechanisms,
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practices and procedures of Commission-NGO co-financing , ZLWKDYLHZWRLPSURYLQJ
WKHPHFKDQLVPV LQFOXGLQJSURMHFWVHOHFWLRQ SUDFWLFHVDQGSURFHGXUHVDVPXFK
DV SRVVLEOH – taking careful account of the sometimes severe resource limitations on
both the Commission and the NGO’s.
The other objectives are to clarify the (other) ‘issues’ mentioned in D below.
SCOPE:
The evaluation will 1. Make an overall assessment of the activities financed on this Budgetline during the
last six years (1994 to 1999)in qualitative and quantitative terms, measured against:
• the needs of the people concerned
• the main objectives of the Budget line and Regulation, viz.- 1) meeting basic needs
of disadvantaged groups, 2) strengthening of local NGOs and grassroots
organisations and the target groups own development capacities, 3) strengthening
democracy and human rights. With regard to these objectives due account must
be taken of when the objectives were introduced, in order to avoid measuring
projects against standards which were not intended to apply to them.
• the the framework of the commission's co-operation
2. Assess the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of the
budgetline and its implementation, as outlined in point D below.
3. Draw conclusions and make practical, realistic recommendations for improvements,
especially to the cofinancing procedures (including selection criteria), mechanisms
and practices.

It will focus on cofinancing of development operations. With regard to awareness-raising
on development, which is also an objective of the regulation, a major sector has recently
been carried out, this sector is not covered in this evaluation.
Cofinancing here means cofinancing under the Budget line B7-6000 (implemented
according to the General Conditions for Cofinancing and the Council Regulation; funds
managed by NGO’s acting as implementing agents for the Commission under other
budget lines, Regulations and the European Development Fund are not covered in this
exercise.
In view of the high number of projects co-financed, the evaluation will draw extensively,
particularly in its ‘desk’ phase, on existing analyses, studies and evaluations, notably the
‘NGO Evaluation Synthesis Study’ (OECD/DAC 1997), various reports of the Court of
Auditors, and various recent evaluations of Memberstates, particularly the 1999 Danish
study, and verify and complement their findings and hypotheses for the
Commission/NGO cofinanced actions through limited field studies. (The ECDPM
evaluation of the Liaison Committee should also be used, in reference to the
Commission/NGO’s relationship.) It is emphasised that improving cofinancing
mechanisms and ultimately the quality of the co-financed activities etc., rather than
producing new research insights into impact, remains the main objective of the
evaluation.
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The evaluation will also take account of a parallel evaluation being conducted
simultaneously for the Commission, of decentralised co-operation. To the extent
possible, terminology and definitions should be harmonised and overlapping issues
debated and clarified with the other evaluating team. Nevertheless this evaluation must
remain focussed narrowly on cofinancing within the Regulation, whereas the other is
much broader in scope.
&%$&.*5281'
The main pillar of the Commission’s support to European NGOs is through the cofinancing programme which began in 1976, and which has since provided about 1.5 bn
¼IURPWKH&RPPLVVLRQWRPDWFKDIXUWKHUEQ(XURIURPWKH1*2V
The Commission’s support goes both to NGO development projects in countries in the
South and, to a much lesser extent, to their activities to mobilise public opinion in favour
of development and fairer international relations between North and South. NGOs are
seen as representatives of European civil society, whose actions are apt to reach the
poorest and most marginalised people and to complement official aid. The Commission
supports the role of NGOs in encouraging participatory development and the creation of
a democratic base at grass roots level, and in developing the capacity of their partners in
the South.
EC cofinancing with NGO’s has increased significantly in recent years, doubling from
378 m ECU in 1986–90 to nearly 800 m ECU for 1991–5, which is in line with the growth
in EC aid overall. In 1997, 767 projects were financed for a total of 169. 8 Mio ¼RIZKLFK
596 under the development heading and 171 aiming at awareness raising, the latter
representing 9.4% (or 16.8 Million ¼ RIWKHFRPPLWPHQWVXQGHU%
Geographical breakdown of the development projects for the last years is as follows:

sub-Saharan Africa
Latin America
Asia
Caribbean
Mediterranean
Pacific
Other

1997
Million ¼
45.7
41.2
28.5
2.2
8.0
0.5
0
126.1

%
36.3
32.7
22.6
1.8
6.4
0.2
0
100

1996 (%)

1995 (%)

35.5
34.6
18.3
4.5
5.8
0.7
0.6
100

32.4
36.1
17.5
6.0
8.0
0
0
100

In 1998 a total of 173.8 Million ¼ ZDV FRPPLWWHG RI ZKLFK  0¼ IXQGHG 
development projects and 18 M¼ IRU  DZDUHQHVV UDLVLQJ DFWLYLWLHV WKH UHPLQGHU RQ
co-operation and co-ordination.
The present regulation, adopted in July 1998, outlines three main sectors of intervention
which can be seen as the objectives of this budgetline:
1- poverty alleviation and enhancing the target group's quality of life and own
development capacity.
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2- public support in Europe for development and for strategies and operations benefiting
people in the developing countries.
3. - co-operation and co-ordination between NGOs from the Member States, and
between them and the Community Institutions.
The present Regulation provides for activities in each main sector of intervention as
follows:
1- local social and economic development in rural and urban areas, the development of
human resources (especially by means of training), and institutional support for local
partners in the developing countries. Special attention is to be given to operations
connected with:
- the strengthening of civil society and participatory development, and the
promotion and defence of human rights and democracy,
- the role of women in development,
- sustainable development.
- the protection of threatened cultures, especially endangered indigenous
cultures,
- the protection and improvement of children in the developing countries;
(This is complemented by the additional criteria laid down in the current General
Conditions.)
2 - public awareness and information operations shall be targeted at clearly-defined
groups, deal with clearly defined issues, be founded on a balanced analysis and a sound
knowledge of the issues and groups targeted, and involve a European dimension
3- co-operation and co-ordination should, inter alia, concern the development of
appropriate exchange and communication networks.
As indicated above, the evaluation will concentrate on the first sector of intervention and
cover parts of the third sector only in as much these contribute to the implementation of
the first. The second sector will not be evaluated.
The Commission also co-operates with NGOs by ’contracting’ them as implementing
agents for projects in various regions and countries, outside the scope of the Regulation.
This is outside the scope of the present evaluation.
The NGO Liaison Committee (CLONG) is the central point of contact for dialogue
between development NGOs and the Commission. It represents partner NGOs (some
800) in dealings with the European institutions, and also acts as a forum for discussion
between European NGOs themselves. An evaluation of the CLONG was carried out in
1995/96.
',668(672%(678',('
Within the overall assessment of the Co-financing Programme and its implementation,
as indicated in B above, the key issues are (in order of priority):
1 – how can the mechanisms, practices and procedures of cofinancing be improved,
given the complexity and difficulties of development work, the importance of quality, the
high number of often small activities, and the limitations (funds, staff) both of the
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Commission and of the NGO’s ? The main ‘mechanisms’ are project cofinancing and
block grants; but the size and nature of both the NGO (or group of NGO’s) and the
project can very considerably, and have major implications for the quality assurance of
projects, so they also are to be taken into account.
2 – how has consistency and non-incompatibility been assured46 with other development
actions, actors and policies as appropriate ?
3- To what extent has the right of initiative and independence of NGO’s been respected?
4 –What has been the ‘added value’ and ‘comparative advantage’ to the EC in
contributing funds through European NGOs for development in the current partnership
relationship with local NGOs and other local development actors.
‘Best practices’ in terms of successful projects will in particular be examined and used to
analyse, support and illustrate what improvements can be made, how and why. The
need to take, at all times, fully into account the funding and manpower resource
constraints of both the Commission and the NGO’s is again emphasised.
In making their recommendations the evaluators may consider other cofinancing
mechanisms and practices as possible alternatives; any specific examples should be
identified if possible in the desk report, together with any justification for (limited) visits to
other donors or investigation in the field phase.

The evaluation will look in particular at the following hypotheses and questions (list not
exhaustive):
L 5HOHYDQFH
How well was the relevance of projects and activities to the beneficiaries needs
ensured? How far did the actions fit into the objectives of the Budget Line, existing
General Condition, the Regulation and the overall framework (coherence/compatibility
with Government policies, Commission policies , NGO policies)?
How was the obligation to respect the autonomy of NGOs and their right of initiative in
presenting projects for cofinancing, reconciled with the Commission’s duty to ensure the
efficient use of funds and the pursuit of its overall development objectives ?.
LL 3URMHFWSUHSDUDWLRQDQGGHVLJQ
As a general principle, NGO activities are mainly legitimised through their close contact
with the beneficiaries carrying the project. Where did project ideas originate? Which role
did the beneficiaries play in the identification and preparation phases of projects? Were
participatory approaches used?


46

See council regulation art 2
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Many countries follow policies of decentralisation: how has this been taken into account ,
have trends been visible in the project cofinanced?
To what extent have completed (through evaluation and monitoring), ongoing and
planned or eventual future other aid actions been taken into account ?
? (This is inappropriate and confusing since these criteria will by only effectively
operationalised in the new General Conditions however most of these criteria are
already contained in the existing General Conditions. )Did the Commission’s general
conditions and their application in practice, provide a suitable framework for the selection
of projects and partner NGOs? New general conditions are to be adopted end 1999; it is
not yet possible to evaluate them, but to the extent possible conclusions should take
them into account, thus providing recommendations for possible further adaptations.
LLL (IIHFWLYHQHVV
How well were the projects’ immediate objectives (project purposes – see Commission’s
Project Cycle Management manual) realised?
“Were the right things done ?” .
How well were the beneficiaries involved in the implementation?
Have the planned services / benefits been delivered to the planned beneficiaries ? – or
to others, whom, why ?
Have lessons of experience (both internal and external to the project) been considered
with regard to improving effectiveness?.
What influence have the cofinancing mechanisms, procedures and practices had on
effectiveness?
LY (IILFLHQF\
As a general principle, NGO execution is seen to be cost cost-efficient. Are there more
precise indications or results of studies to confirm this? What are the mechanisms
foreseen to ensure this?
Were “things done right ? “
What ‘best practices’ can be noted as regards efficiency, and why ? The difficulties ?
Could the same effects have been achieved in a simpler, cheaper way?
How efficiently has the Commission organised itself, in light of the constraints (personnel
in particular), to carry out its tasks under the Regulation and the general conditions?
Does this system allow the NGOs and the Commission to meet objectives in the most
efficient available manner?
How efficient were the reporting and auditing arrangements ? Were there more efficient
alternatives?
Have the reorganisations during the last 3 - 5 years helped to make the system better?
To what extent have the Delegations been able to help ?
Have the conclusions of audits been fed back into the decision making process?
What influence have the cofinancing mechanisms, procedures and practices had on
efficiency?
Y ,PSDFW
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How well did the projects financed help to reach the objectives of the Budgetline and
Council Regulation? – and their own overall objectives47 ? What have been the wider
and long-term effects of the actions on their economic and social environment? Can the
effects on other relevant objectives such as gender equality, poverty alleviation and
environment be appreciated?

What have been the broader, longer-term effects of the projects on poverty? Are there
indications that the target groups quality of life and own development capacity have
been enhanced?
What influence have the cofinancing mechanisms, procedures and practices had on
impact?
YL 6XVWDLQDELOLW\
Are there indications that the beneficiaries or others have become able to continue to
provide the services / benefits in a sustainable manner, after projects end?
One of the objectives of the North-South NGO partnership is capacity building within
organisations representing the civil society in the south. Are there indications that this is
happening? Can general conclusions be drawn concerning the use of local expertise
(excluding support staff)? How important, and frequent, is the definition of exit strategies
by the (European) NGO’s ?
Financial sustainability depends largely on the users ability to meet limited cash
requirements and is determined by the NGOs ability to put effective self-management
structures in place. The evaluation should assess this statement and, if possible, make
recommendations.
YLL2WKHU,VVXHV
Any development work, including the activities implemented by NGOs, is more effective
and sustainable and has more impact, if properly co-ordinated with relevant
stakeholders, such as the beneficiaries , official authorities, other NGOs, donor and
executing agencies. How do NGOs ensure this co-ordination?
Earlier evaluations have stated that due to the multitude of actions financed and the
relatively small size, it seems to be difficult to ensure systematically monitoring and
evaluation or even regular contact with the donor. The evaluation should assess this
statement and, if possible, make recommendations

($SSURDFK
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for the definition of logframe terminology, see PCM manual
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In undertaking the evaluation, the Consultants are expected to follow a three-phase
approach, as set out below:
Phase I
Desk study of relevant documents: (list not exhaustive) Existing studies
analyses and evaluations on this topic by other institutions etc. as mentioned under point
B of the terms of reference, concerning preparation, decision, implementation and
evaluations of development projects cofinanced with NGO’s under the co-financing
Budget Line.. The desk phase report should include a proposed methodology, detailed
hypotheses, selection criteria and a set of indicators and measurement concepts for field
evaluations, to be agreed with the evaluation unit.
Phase II
Limited Field Evaluations of projects selected. These studies will include
contacts with NGOs (European and local partners), beneficiaries and other stakeholders.
Phase III
Preparation of a Final Report, summarising the findings of phases I and II
and elaborating key issues and the lessons learned.

)

3/$12):25.$1'&$/(1'$5

The consultant will begin work in Brussels and will then be required to carry out country
visits. At the beginning and the end of each phase briefing meetings are planned with
the Commission services, and, where appropriate, with the EC Delegations in countries
visited. The consultant will also present first findings and conclusions during the general
Assembly of European NGOs planned for April 2000.
During the field visits, the views of the stakeholders (national authorities, beneficiaries,
executing agents, list non-exhaustive) as well as those of the Delegations will be sought.
The timetable foreseen is as follows:
Weeks
1- 4
Week:
7
Weeks: 12 - 18
Week:
22
Week:
26
Week:
30

deskphase in Brussels
deskphase report
field missions
draft final report
comments of draft final report by stakeholders
final report

April 2000: presentation of first findings and conclusions.
)(;3(57,6(5(48,5('
The following kinds of expertise are required:
i) Strong knowledge and experience in NGO – managed and NGO – supported projects,
co-operation with various actors, such as grassroots organisations, Community based
organisations and the informal sector; in rural and urban development, education, health
and sanitation;
ii) Multilingual capacity to cover a wide range of projects in English, French, and possibly
– depending on the sample for the field phase – Spanish and Portuguese
iii) Social development/gender expertise, good understanding of poverty alleviation,
targeting and supporting vulnerable groups
iv). Practical experience in organisation (notably the interface between donors and
NGO’s) and use of aid delivery mechanisms and development projects.
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v) Proven ability in conducting evaluations of aid programmes, in particular concerning
the fields and issues mentioned above

*5HSRUWLQJ
The following Reports will be provided by the consultants:
1.
short Inception Note
2.
Desk study report of the ECs as detailed above
3.
Short (1-2 pages) project/field reports/analyses to be annexed to Final report
4.
Final Report (Synthesis)

A short inception note (3 copies, English) is to be submitted during the second week of
the desk study, summing up the first results and observations, and, if necessary,
proposing a revised methodology and workplan. The desk report (max. 50 pages) is to
be submitted two weeks after the end of the respective work. A draft final report will be
submitted four weeks after the end of the field missions. The final report (synthesis)
should not exceed 80 pages + annexes; it should include an executive summary of not
more than eight pages and the annexed project reports, as well as a short résumé of two
pages suitable for a wider distribution and DAC summary (format attached). The draft
final report comprises the above-mentioned summary, résumé and annexes.
The outline format for reports is attached.
The desk report will be submitted in English and French (10 copies each). The Draft (20
copies each) and Final Report (Synthesis) (50 copies each). will be submitted in English
and French The desk and draft final report in French can be a machine assisted
translation with necessary corrections.
All reports, including draft reports and summaries have to be provided in electronic
format (word for windows or compatible). The final report must be in electronic format
and entirely ready for electronic distribution. For information, Commission services use
Word 97 and Windows NT.4
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In the 1990s, the EC became the world’s fifth largest aid donor, providing in 1997
$ 6.6 billion or 12.2 % of all aid disbursed by OECD countries. In the same
period, EC aid was characterised by its rapid growth in real terms; it almost
quadrupled as a proportion of total OECD aid. The increase of world aid in real
terms in the nineties was largely due to the growth of EC and its Member States’
aid. The EC has become the biggest ‘multilateral’ donor and, taken together, aid
from the EC and the European Union Member States accounted for more than 55
% of world aid in 1997.
EC aid was concentrated on sub-Saharan Africa for a long time (70 % in the
seventies, 60 % a decade later), but since 1990 has drastically changed in terms
of its regional composition. The share for Central and East European Countries
and new independent states has increased considerably. The EC has
nevertheless remained the largest donor to sub-Saharan Africa.
A majority of aid (84 %) goes to developing countries via the EC budget and the
European Development Fund. In the 1990s, 52.3 % of EC aid went to the poorest
countries (Least Developed Countries and Low Income Countries).
Some observers comment that this considerable increase of the EC contribution
to the development in the South has not been matched by a corresponding
growth of the EC’s influence in the development debate 49. Indeed, in the
previous decade, the EC was preoccupied by internal issues, such as its
extension and the creation of an internal market. In the same period, European
Aid has been increasingly questioned for its poor quality and lack of specificity.
,167580(1762)(&$,'
Broadly speaking, five instruments of EC aid can be distinguished:


48
Chapters 1. and 2. are to a major extent based on: A. COX and J. CHAPMAN, The European
Community External Cooperation Programmes, Policies, Management and Distribution, ODI, London, 1999.
49
See, among others: J. van Gennip: “Europa en de Internationale Samenwerking, Een nieuw
hoofdstuk: mondiale verantwoordelijkheid, Inleiding voor de Afdeling Nederland van de Society for
International Development – in het kader van de lezingencyclus Europa en het Zuiden: Wereldspeler
buitenspel?”, January 2000.
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• programme aid (10 %) 50, such as support for structural adjustment and
compensation schemes for agricultural exports (Stabex) and the mining sector
(Sysmin);
• food aid (8 %), which declined in the last year because of a shift to food
security projects;
• humanitarian assistance (14 %), covering a broad range of interventions such
as emergency relief, disaster prevention and assistance to refugees; its share
has increased over time, partly due to the creation of ECHO;
• aid to NGOs, both by the EC co-financing scheme (3 %) and by contracting
NGOs to provide particular services;
• project aid (64 %), which has increased during the last decade and is directed
to six sectors: natural resources, other productive sectors, economic
infrastructure and services, social infrastructure and services, governance and
civil society, and multi-sector/cross-sector issues.
$&/26(5/22.$7(&$,'WR1*2
5DWLRQDOHRI(&±1*2FRRSHUDWLRQ
The Commission considers that strengthening the relationship between the
Commission and NGOs will allow both parties to achieve their mutual goals. It
bases its co-operation with NGOs on five major considerations 51:
• NGOs are increasingly recognised as a significant component of civil society
providing valuable support for a democratic system of government, an issue
that is considered of particular relevance in the context of enlargement of the
EU. NGOs can represent the views of specific groups of citizens, the poorest
in first instance. Their involvement in policy shaping and implementation helps
to win public acceptance for the EU.
• NGOs are valued for their contributions to EU policy making, which they can
provide because they have specific links and knowledge of local
circumstances.
• NGOs are also believed to have built up specific expertise in project
management and evaluation and to be willing to contribute to projects that are
implemented in difficult conditions.
• The inclusion of national NGOs in European networks is considered a vital
contribution to the formation of a ‘European public opinion’, which is viewed as
a pre-requisite to the establishment of a true European political entity.
• The EC finally emphasises the ‘specificity’ of NGOs, in terms of their right of
initiative and independence 52, and desires to support innovations and

50
The percentages between brackets refer to the relative share of this instrument in the period 199698.
51
See: The Commission and Non-Governmental Organisations: Building a Stronger Partnership,
Discussion Paper drawn up by an inter-departmental working group of the European Commission,
December 1999, p. 4-6.
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initiatives that do not attract the economic and political interest of other donors.
It also intends to support NGO efforts to raise public awareness of
development issues, although their objectives in this regard may not be
entirely compatible with the policies of some of the Member States.
ENGOs on their side appreciate the EC for the openness of its structures to
jointly reflect on development issues, for its flexibility and interest in innovations,
and for the importance it attaches to educational and awareness-raising
initiatives aimed at the European public. They find also that the EC provides
interesting opportunities to diversify their funding sources (via budgetline B76000 and other channels).
(&±1*2&RRSHUDWLRQRYHUWKHSDVWGHFDGHV
EC and European NGOs have a long history of co-operation. Besides the NGO
co-financing budgetline studied here, some 33 specialised budgetlines are
presently open to European and/or Southern NGOs. These budgetlines relate to
specific sectors like food aid and food security, emergency aid, rehabilitation and
reconstruction, human rights and democracy, women and development, to
geographical programmes and to activities in the EU related to issues of concern
such as integration of migrants and the fight against racism. Some of these
budgetlines, such as the B7-200/201/202 (food aid and food security) and B7-320
(Co-operation with South Africa) offer (or offered) very substantial funding
possibilities. By the mid-nineties, it was estimated that over 14 % of the EC
development budget was managed by NGOs. This figure excludes important
direct funding of NGOs in some countries like India and Bangladesh. In the latter,
NGOs have direct access to bilateral development co-operation or the European
Development Fund as major responsible or sub-contractor.
The overview above indicates that the relationship between the EC and the
NGOs has now expanded to a co-operation that goes further and deeper than
budgetline B7-6000. This is not only due to the increase of development aid
channelled via NGOs, but also to the broadening of issues, including policy
dialogue and delivery, and increased participation in formulation and
implementation of projects and programmes. Efforts are presently being made to
further adapt structures and procedures and to improve methods of dialogue and
consultation as so to keep up with these developments.
The fact that EC-support to NGOs is scattered over a large number of thematic
and geographical instruments, further suggests that EC-NGO co-operation has
grown rather haphazardly, without an overall strategy based on a clear view of
the role NGOs and other civil society groups should (or could) play in EC
development co-operation.

52

… an important issue to be assessed in this evaluation.
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Finally it is important to mention that since the start of EC-NGO co-operation,
structures have existed to co-ordinate and streamline the dialogue between the
EC and the European NGO community. The NGO-EU Liaison Committee
(CLONG) was created in 1976. It is now the main interface for dialogue on both
practical matters and policy issues. It has undergone important changes over
time and represents today some 800 member organisations grouped into 15
national platforms. Its draft strategic plan for 2000-2004 defines as its major role
the provision of a channel which allows the views of civil society in the South to
be heard in Europe and an effective contribution to the formulation and
monitoring of EU development co-operation, emergency assistance and other
policies that have a bearing on the Union’s relations with the South 53.


53
NGDO-EU Liaison Committee, Strategic Plan 2000-2004: Draft D
.54
The EC has 11 official languages: Danish, Dutch, English, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Italian,
Portuguese, Spanish and Swedish. The working languages of the Commission are English, French and
German.
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The legal basis for the budgetline is the Council Regulation 1658/98. As this was
only adopted in 1998, the management of the budgetline was for a long time
mainly based on the so-called “General Conditions”. These have undergone
several changes since the inception of the budgetline but remained unchanged
during the period under study. New General Conditions were however introduced
in January 2000.
Within the framework of the 1988 General Conditions, both the European
Parliament and the Council indicated major principles guiding the Commission in
the management of the budgetline, via yearly Budgetary Commentaries and
resolutions. Important to mention in this regard are the Council Regulations of 27
May 1991 and 18 November 1992. These underline, among other things, the
importance of the autonomy of the NGOs, the need for a complementary
approach between the Community system, the efforts of NGOs and other
players, and the importance the Commission attaches to using the quality of the
project as its major selection criterion. Mention should also be made of the
resolution of the European Parliament of 14 May 1992: this reaffirmed the
specific and irreplaceable role of NGOs and the usefulness and effectiveness of
their development operations, emphasizing their work on behalf of marginal
social groups in developing countries, the need to preserve the NGOs’ freedom
of action, and their vital role in promoting human rights and the development of
grassroots democracy.
 *(1(5$/ &21',7,216 )25 7+( &2),1$1&,1* 2) '(9(/230(17
23(5$7,21681'(57$.(1%<(1*2¶6
The General Conditions are a legally binding administrative document adopted
by the Commission for carrying out its responsibilities. The 1988 General
Conditions governed the entire period under study (1994-1999), although the
efforts to revise them cover this entire period as well. The 1988 General
Conditions are laid down in a 49 page document comprising fourteen chapters
and four annexes. Its major characteristics are summarised below.
In the introduction to the General Conditions, it is stated that they are intended to
offer rapid co-financing for ENGO projects. They also endeavor to facilitate and
support action by European ENGOs aimed at improving the living conditions and
development prospects of the beneficiaries. It is also pointed out that by
proposing this instrument, the Commission demonstrates its confidence in the
ENGOs’ ability to undertake projects effectively.
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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The Conditions distinguish three different instruments (or types) of co-financing:
• “ordinary” projects,
• support for the activities of grassroots organisations in developing countries
• block grants.
Both individual ENGOs and consortia can introduce projects for funding.
“Ordinary” projects are clearly considered to be the most important funding
category. They mainly relate to both “development operations” in the South and
“operations to raise public awareness of development issues” in the North.
The first chapter of the Conditions defines the following eligibility criteria for
ENGOs: being constituted as a non-profit-making organisation in accordance
with the laws of the Member State, having the headquarters and major decision
making centre in a Member State, having the bulk of human and financial
resources of European (Community) origin. To be eligible, projects should,
among other things,
• directly meet the economic and social development needs of the people
concerned
• in particular meet the basic needs of the poorest sections of the population
• be aimed at increasing the indigenous development capacity of the
beneficiaries
• involve the beneficiaries at all stages of the project
• have clearly defined objectives which can be achieved within a reasonable
time span
• be compatible with the development objectives of the country.
It is further stated that special attention will be given to projects that reinforce
development structures in the developing countries and enable financial
resources to be built up which can be re-employed for other projects.
The maximum duration of “ordinary” projects is five years and the applications
can be drawn up in any one of the official languages of the Community 54. The
financial contribution of the EC is normally a maximum of 50 % of the total project
cost, and may not be less than 12,000 ¼QRUH[FHHG¼SHUDQQXPDQG
500,000 ¼SHUSURMHFW WZLFHWKHVHFHLOLQJVLQFDVHRIDSURMHFWSUHVHQWHGE\WZR
or more ENGOs).
The European ENGO should contribute at least 15 % of the direct project costs
from private European funding. The balance may be obtained from different
sources such as private contributions (including from other ENGOs),
contributions from public sources and from local partners, including the
equivalent value of contributions in kind. Costs eligible for co-financing include
both direct costs (design, purchase of land, construction costs, equipment, staff,
revolving funds, operating costs, margin for inflation and contingencies) and
indirect costs (expenses to increase public awareness, evaluation costs and
administrative costs of the European ENGO with a maximum of 6% of its
contribution to direct costs).
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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Chapters VI to X refer to management issues such as appraisal of applications
by the Commission, contracting procedures, procedures for payment and
reimbursement, notification and reporting obligations of the ENGO, rules and
procedures related to accounts, project verification and control. Chapter XI states
that the Commission may carry out an evaluation of the co-financed project after
consulting the ENGO and the local partner.
The second instrument, called “Financial support for the activities of grassroots
organisations in developing countries”, is dealt with in Chapter XII. This financial
support is provided, as an experiment, in the form of non-earmarked funds to
grassroots organisations. The uses of these funds may include payment of
overheads and operational costs. Specific eligibility criteria for these
organisations relate, for example, to their autonomy, experience with the
implementation of development programmes and the presence of support of the
beneficiaries. The costs eligible for co-financing are similar to those of ordinary
projects, but in this case EC co-financing is restricted to two years and may not
exceed 150,000 ¼ SHU \HDU 7KH (1*2 VLJQDWRU\ WR WKH FRQWUDFW VKRXOG
guarantee a contribution, which should be at least equal to that of the EC. At
least 15% of this counterpart contribution must be from private European
sources. This instrument no longer applies under the new General Conditions
(see below).
Block grants, the third instrument, are considered as a flexible and rapid cofinancing instrument. They are open to ENGOs that have co-operated
satisfactorily with the Commission for a number of years. They are governed by
the same criteria as ordinary projects but are granted via a simplified procedure.
They are intended to co-finance mini-projects in which the contribution of the
Commission ranges from 1,000 to 15,000 ¼%\)HEUXDU\RIHDFK\HDUWKH(&
is supposed to send a block grant contract stating the proposed contribution
(maximum 250.000 ¼  DQG VSHFLI\LQJ WKH WHUPV JRYHUQLQJ WKH FRQWUDFW 7KH
ENGO must then, by 30 November of the same year, submit a report on the use
of the block grant. The EC's contribution may not exceed 75 % of the total cost
and the ENGO must at least contribute 15 % of the direct costs.
&281&,/5(*8/$7,21
This regulation was adopted on July 17, 1998. It provides in retrospect legal
recognition of a practice that developed over a period of 20 years with the full
support of the European Parliament. It is planned that the Council Regulation will
be reviewed in 2001. It states (Article 1) that it shall co-finance operations with
European ENGOs in the developing countries, public awareness and information
operations in Europe and operations to reinforce co-operation and co-ordination
between ENGOs from the member states and the Community. More specifically,
article 1.1. of the Council Regulation states that: ³7KH &RPPLVVLRQ VKDOO FR
ILQDQFH RSHUDWLRQVZLWK(XURSHDQ QRQJRYHUQPHQWDO GHYHORSPHQW RUJDQL]DWLRQV
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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1*2V WRPHHWGLUHFWO\WKHEDVLFQHHGVRIGLVDGYDQWDJHGSHRSOHLQGHYHORSLQJ
FRXQWULHV6XFKRSHUDWLRQVVKDOOEHSURSRVHGE\(XURSHDQ1*2VDQGFRQGXFWHG
LQFRRSHUDWLRQZLWKWKHLUSDUWQHUVLQGHYHORSLQJFRXQWULHVDQGVKDOOEHDLPHGDW
SRYHUW\DOOHYLDWLRQDVZHOODVHQKDQFLQJWKHWDUJHWJURXS¶VTXDOLW\RIOLIHDQGRZQ
GHYHORSPHQW FDSDFLW\". As such, the Regulation does not define broader policy
objectives of the line, but focuses directly on the nature of the eligible actions.
As far as activities in the South are concerned, the Regulation further defines the
fields of activity (article 2) stating that particular attention should be given to
operations connected with:
• the strengthening of civil society and participatory development, and the
promotion and defence of human rights and democracy;
• the role of women in development;
• sustainable development.
Attention should also be paid to:
• the protection of threatened cultures, especially endangered indigenous
cultures;
• the protection and improvement of the circumstances and of the rights of
children in developing countries.
The Regulation further defines, for example, the eligibility criteria, the type of
activities entitled to co-financing, and the duties of the Commission with regard to
the management of the budgetline. An important element is the provision that,
“as a general rule”, decisions on co-financing should be taken within a six month
period. Given the significant backlog the EC is confronted with (see below), the
EC has not been able to comply with this timescale. Further, article 12 states
that: ³7KUHH \HDUV DIWHU WKLV 5HJXODWLRQ HQWHUV LQWR IRUFH WKH &RPPLVVLRQ VKDOO
VXEPLWWRWKH(XURSHDQ3DUOLDPHQW DQG WKH &RXQFLO DQ RYHUDOOHYDOXDWLRQRI WKH
RSHUDWLRQVILQDQFHGE\WKH&RPPXQLW\XQGHUWKLV5HJXODWLRQ«´
Council Regulation 1658/98 and the 1988 General Conditions clearly stress
different issues, but they are not incompatible. While the General Conditions
clearly focus on poverty alleviation as such, the Council Regulation introduces
new priority areas such as the strengthening of civil society and the role of
women, that came to the forefront in the nineties.
7+(1(:*(1(5$/&21',7,216
New General Conditions were issued in January 2000 after a long consultation
process. These contain a number of important changes. Although their
introduction falls outside the study period, we consider it worthwhile to describe
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briefly the major changes, as these may have an impact on the recommendations
this evaluation is supposed to provide.
Most importantly and in line with the evolutions in some member states, the new
General Conditions introduce a new co-financing instrument, the so-called
“Programmes”. Meanwhile the so-called Chapter XII projects (see above) have
been withdrawn. The eligibility criteria for ENGOs remain broadly the same, but
specific criteria are applied to ENGOs submitting a request for a programme
contract. Proposals can be introduced by ENGOs, consortia (already eligible
under the previous conditions) and networks. The increased focus on networks
and consortia can be explained by the desire to promote the European dimension
of the EC ENGO co-financing scheme.
The chapter on the eligibility of development operations continues to stress
poverty alleviation. It distinguishes three major areas for co-financing:
• local social and economic development
• development of human resources
• institutional support and capacity building.
It further mentions a series of criteria related to the quality of proposals and the
nature of the local partner. The costs eligible for co-financing are broadly similar
to those in the previous conditions but now include costs related to expatriate
staff and short-term advisory assistance. Some management costs such as for
monitoring and evaluation, translation, taxes and contractual costs are explicitly
mentioned. The provision for administrative costs of the European ENGOs has
been increased from 6 to 8 %, and 9 % in the case of networks or consortia.
As far as the EC’s financial contribution is concerned, important changes have
been made. Whereas the EC contribution has been increased to 75 % of the total
cost, the applying ENGO should cover at least 15 %. The maximum EC
contribution is 10 Million ¼IRUD\HDUSURJUDPPHDQG0LOOLRQ¼IRUDSURMHFW 
Million ¼ LI WKH SURMHFW LV VXEPLWWHG E\ D FRQVRUWLXP RU QHWZRUN  7KH PLQLPXP
amounts are 2 Million ¼IRUDSURJUDPPHDQG¼IRUDSURMHFW ¼LI
the project is submitted by a consortium or network). The minimum and
maximum amounts for block grants are 250,000 and 2 Million ¼UHVSHFWLYHO\
Comparing, on the one hand, the old General Conditions and the Council
Regulation and, on the other hand, the new General Conditions, it is obvious that
the changes can be considered as a first step towards a change in the nature of
the budgetline and its management. They announce a shift in focus to
institutional dialogue and reflection on broader objectives rather than on appraisal
of projects. As such, they may imply a more strategic approach to development,
focusing on the process, and an increased emphasis on capacity building of local
partners. These changes are the outcome of a tedious process that covers the
entire period under study. This does however not imply that the reflection on new
General Conditions has dominated the EC-ENGO dialogue in that period. On the
contrary, discussions between ENGOs and the EC have focused to a major
extent on the operational aspects of the budgetline and not on its broader
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objectives and relevance in both the North and the South in view of recent
developments in the field and in Europe.
The fact that no more fundamental discussion on the basic premises of the
budgetline was held might has in our view two major explanations. First, all major
stakeholders involved might have been basically satisfied with the global set-up
budgetline and/or have had no immediate interest in engaging in more
fundamental discussions. Second, most ENGOs were certainly preoccupied by
the administrative shortcomings of B7-6000, which often produced disastrous
effects on their work and, hence, were considered as a priority in the dialogue
with the EC.
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Tables A to E at the end of this annexe and the results of the survey among
ENGOs and of the document based assessment provide some overall data on
the use and management of the budgetline in the period from 1994-99. A closer
look at these data reveals the following.
&+$5$&7(5,67,&62)7+((1*2¶6$1'7+(,5$&&(672%55
• The survey among the ENGOs reveals that most of them first accessed the
budgetline more than 10 years ago (the average year is 1988). Nearly 60 % of
the ENGOs had their first project financed before 1990. Combined with the
data mentioned above, this suggests a relatively high stability in the ENGOworld (at least among those ENGOs having had access to the budgetline) and
a continuous but limited access to the budgetline.
Many ENGOs secured their first access to the budgetline quite rapidly after
their first success in getting public funds in their own country. Indeed, 59 % of
them took less than three years to do so, whereas for only 21 % the period
was more than 10 years. This suggests both a good “visibility” and a low
threshold of the budgetline.
• The average annual turnover of the ENGOs surveyed amounts to 12,195,587
¼ 7KLV ILJXUH LV KRZHYHU VRPHZKDW PLVOHDGLQJ EHFDXVH RI D IHZ YHU\ ELJ
ENGOs. Indeed, only 24 % have a yearly turnover above 10 million ¼DQGKDOI
of them do not reach 3 million ¼56. The ENGOs spent on average 81 % of this
amount on activities in the South, which is less than the part of the budgetline
devoted to this type of activities.
• Most ENGOs depend heavily (for 69 % of their budget) on public donor
funding (the EC included) for their projects in both the South and the North; 77
% of the ENGOs derive more than half of their funds from public sources. The
role of the B7-6000 budgetline is for most ENGOs not particularly significant.
As an average, it secured only 13.6% of their total turnover, for almost half of
the ENGOs surveyed even less than 10%. However, nearly 30 % of the
ENGOs applying for funds in Brussels secure more than 20 % of their
turnover. This figure suggests that a relatively important minority of ENGOs
have gained experience with the budgetline and secured ongoing access to it.
Many of these “minority” ENGOs are from Italy; data from the Italian platform
to the CLONG reveal that in the period 1995-98 its members got around 40 %

55

The data presented in this paragraph are based on the survey among ENGOs and the document
based assessment. See Desk Phase Report, annex 4, chapters 1 and 2, and annex 5 part I.
56
As bigger and medium size ENGOs are over-represented in the sample, the real average figures
will be lower.
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of their external funds from the EC; the figure for 1998 was even higher: 44.3
%.
• Although many ENGOs had only limited access to the budgetline, they
introduced different types of projects and more than 80 % got funds for more
than one of the five types of projects we distinguished 57. A majority of the
ENGOs also seem to have secured EC funding via other budgetlines of the
Commission; more than half of the ENGOs in the sample used for our
document-based assessment were involved in EC funded food and/or
emergency aid projects.
• As might be expected, there is a correlation between the average number of
ordinary projects funded and the average number of block grants. However,
there is no obvious explanation for the fact that ENGOs from Belgium,
Portugal and Greece succeeded in securing a relatively high access to these
block grants.
• 174 of the projects funded were initiated by 135 consortia. These figures
indicate that most consortia are set up for one particular project only; just 8
consortia have been involved in 3 or more projects. However, the temporary
and limited character of most consortia has not prevented the growth of their
importance over time. In 1999, 20.3 % of the funds went to consortia-projects
compared to 9.2 % in 1994-95.
• Other striking characteristics of the projects and the organisations involved
include the following: in less than half of the cases can the Southern partner
be identified as an intermediary NGO; community based organisations
constitute nearly 20 % of the Southern partners; the EC funded project is part
of a larger programme in more than 70 % of cases. This is another illustration
of the variety of initiatives that have been funded via B7-6000 and of its
openness to a broad range of partnerships.
 ',675,%87,21 2) 7+( 352-(&76 $021* (8 0(0%(5 67$7(6
(1*2¶6$1'6287+(516&28175,(658
• An analysis of the distribution of the projects among the EU member countries
reveals the following:
½ ENGOs from all Member States have participated in the budgetline.
½ Four countries (Germany, Italy, the United Kingdom and France) cater for
72 % of the total number of ENGOs that have had access to the

57

These five types are: “ordinary” development projects, block grants, chapter XII projects,
consortium projects, and projects in the field of awareness raising. Consortium projects can concern each of
the other type of projects, block grants excluded.
58
Most of the data presented in this paragraph are derived from the tables 4 till 7 included.
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budgetline; ENGOs in the following five countries - Denmark, Finland,
Greece, Portugal, Sweden - represent only 6.1 % of the total.
½ The same pattern emerges in terms of number of projects financed and
relative share of the grants received. ENGOs of the four countries
mentioned above got 71.4 % of the total funds for 70 % of the projects,
and the ENGOs from the five “smallest” countries received only 3 % of the
funds for 3.2 % of the projects.
These apparently big differences should be regarded cautiously. If we take into
account the size of the countries (with their population size as indicator), the
EC-contribution is quite evenly spread over the Member States (see table 4).
Major exceptions are, on the one hand, the Benelux countries, Ireland, and to
a lesser extent Italy, all of which have a relatively high level of access, and, on
the other hand, the Scandinavian countries, Greece and Portugal. Various
factors might explain these biases: proximity to EC-Headquarters (for the
Benelux countries), difficulties of the national co-financing system (Italy), the
existence of a generous (co-)financing system in the country (Scandinavian
countries), remoteness from the EC-headquarters and a relatively weak
ENGO-sector (Portugal and Greece).
• A higher degree of disparity can be found when we focus on the individual
ENGOs. At one end of the spectrum we find that 51 % of the ENGOs had only
one or two projects financed in the entire period under study. In the same
period, 13 % of the ENGOs received grants for less than 100,000 _. At the
other end, we notice a small number of ENGOs that succeeded in obtaining
significant funds from the budgetline: 15.4 % of the ENGOs received more
than 3 million ¼ DQDYHUDJHRIPRUHWKDQPLOOLRQ¼SHU\HDU LQWKHSHULRG
1994-99. The ten biggest recipients catered for 12.7 % of the projects and 13.8
% of the funds 59. The grants received by ENGOs of eight member states were
lower than those of the biggest single ENGO. And the five biggest ENGOs got
more funds than all the ENGOs from 8 countries (Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal and Sweden) put together.
There may be many reasons for these disparities. The most important seem to
be the big differences in size among the ENGOs and the varying degrees of
access to the budgetline.
• The distribution of beneficiary countries is unequal as well, though to a lesser
extent 60. In 1994-99 projects were funded in 103 countries in total. A few
projects were of a regional nature. Brazil is by far the largest beneficiary
country (10.3 % of all EC contributions). Ten major beneficiary countries
received nearly 41 % of the grants and the 15 biggest countries got on
aggregate more than 50 % of the total. The relative importance of the top two

59

These figures do not include their share in consortium projects.
Block grants are not included in the data provided in this paragraph as they cover mini-projects in
various countries and no specific statistical data exist in this regard. There are however no reasons to think
that, in terms of distribution among southern countries, the use of block grants will differ significantly from
that of ordinary projects.
60
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countries (Brazil and India) can be explained by their size and population. The
top-15 list of countries also includes (relatively) small countries with a rather
small population, such as Peru, Bolivia, Nicaragua, Uganda, Chile,
Cisjordania/Gaza Strip, Ecuador and Cambodia. Their high ranking as
beneficiary country cannot be explained by poverty criteria either: of these
eight countries, only Uganda belongs to those countries with a low Human
Development Index 61. Except for Uganda, only two other top-10 countries
belong to that category: Ethiopia and Bangladesh.


61

UNDP, Human Development Report 1999; no data could be found on Cisjordania and the Gaza

Strip.
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Table A: Basic data on use of the budgetline B7-6000 (period 1994-1999)
Number
of
ordinary
projects

Number of
Total
Number of EC-contribution EC-contribution Population
block
number
projects (%)
(Mill. Euro)
(in %)
(in million)
grants
of projects

Population as
share of EU
(in %)

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom

70
189
18
15
387
534
11
50
452
70
163
15
141
15
448

8
122
6
6
160
118
12
18
211
35
35
11
51
8
189

78
311
24
21
547
652
23
68
663
105
198
26
192
23
637

2.2
8.7
0.7
0.6
15.3
18.3
0.6
1.9
18.6
2.9
5.5
0.7
5.4
0.6
17.9

16.7
67.2
6.6
4.8
125.7
171.8
4.4
16.0
168.3
9.9
61.3
7.1
55.4
5.9
167.0

1.9
7.6
0.7
0.5
14.2
19.4
0.5
1.8
19.0
1.1
6.9
0.8
6.1
0.7
18.8

7.6
9.8
5.1
4.7
52.7
78.7
9
3.2
55.4
0.4
13.7
9.1
35.6
8.2
56.2

2.2
2.8
1.5
1.3
15.1
22.5
2.6
0.9
15.9
0.1
3.9
2.6
10.2
2.3
16.1

SUBTOTAL

2,582

990

3,568

100

887.1

100.0

349

100.0

174

6.7

120.0

13.5

Consortia
174
(included in overview above)

Sources: own calculations on the basis of EC statistics (Griot); UNDP World Development Report 1999
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Table B: Basic data on use of the budgetline B7-6000 (period 1994-1999) (continued)
Nr. of ENGOs
with access
to budgetline

Nr. of
ENGOs
with 1 or 2
projects

% of
ENGOs
with 1 or
2
projects

% of ENGOs
Nr. of
% of
Nr. of
Nr. of ENGOs % of ENGOs
ENGOs ENGOs with with more
ENGOs
with less
with less than
more than 3 than 3 mio.
with >
with >
than 0.1 mio
0.1 mio
¼(&JUDQW
mio.
¼(&JUDQW 12 projects 12 projects
¼(&JUDQW
¼(&JUDQW

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom

12
42
8
7
112
81
5
9
98
13
13
6
26
6
87

7
16
6
5
66
46
2
5
44
7
5
3
14
3
41

58.3
38.1
75.0
71.4
58.9
56.8
40.0
55.6
44.9
53.8
38.5
50.0
53.8
50.0
47.1

2
1
1
2
21
20
0
1
10
1
1
2
3
0
4

16.7
2.4
12.5
28.6
18.8
24.7
0.0
11.1
10.2
7.7
7.7
33.3
11.5
0.0
4.6

1
12
0
0
12
13
0
2
18
2
5
0
5
0
21

8.3
28.6
0.0
0.0
10.7
16.0
0.0
22.2
18.4
15.4
38.5
0.0
19.2
0.0
24.1

1
8
0
0
11
12
0
2
19
0
5
0
5
0
18

8.3
19.0
0.0
0.0
9.8
14.8
0.0
22.2
19.4
0.0
38.5
0.0
19.2
0.0
20.7

TOTAL

525

270

51.4

69

13.1

91

17.3

81

15.4

Source: GRIOT statistics of EC
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Table C: Basic data on use of the budgetline B7-6000 (period 1994-1999) (continued)
Average Average EC- Number of
ECNr. of ENGOs Total nr.
block
contribution
with access of projects contribution. number
grants
(Mill. Euro) of projects per ENGO
to budgetline
per ENGO

Average
number of
blockgrants
per ENGO

Relative
share of
number of
blockgrants
(%)

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxemburg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom

12
42
8
7
112
81
5
9
98
13
13
6
26
6
87

78
311
24
21
548
652
23
68
664
105
199
26
193
23
637

16.7
67.2
6.6
4.8
125.7
171.8
4.4
16.0
168.3
9.9
61.3
7.1
55.4
5.9
167.0

6.50
7.40
3.00
3.00
4.89
8.05
4.60
7.56
6.78
8.08
15.31
4.33
7.42
3.83
7.32

1,391,160
1,599,704
826,465
692,631
1,122,374
2,121,305
875,842
1,782,618
1,717,341
761,664
4,712,857
1,189,490
2,091,225
978,048
1,919,548

8
122
6
6
160
118
12
18
211
35
35
11
51
8
189

0.67
2.90
0.75
0.86
1.43
1.46
2.40
2.00
2.15
2.69
2.69
1.83
1.96
1.33
2.17

10.26
39.23
25.00
28.57
29.20
18.10
52.17
26.47
31.78
33.33
17.59
42.31
26.42
34.78
29.67

SUBTOTAL

525

3,572

887.1

6.80

1,689,792

990

1.89

27.72

174

119.2

Consortia

Source: EC data (Griot) and own calculations
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Table D: Overview of biggest ENGOs in terms of access to the budgetline B7-6000
(period 1994-1999)
Number Number Number of
projects
of
of
(in %,
projects projects
cum.)
(in %)
(°)
DWHH (FRG)
Misereor/KZE (FRG)
Kindermission (FRG)
Interaide (F)
ICCO (NL)
Intermon (SP)
KFS (AU)
Oxfam UK (UK)
Bilance (NL)
Manos Unidos (SP)

82
44
70
29
35
33
48
36
43
32

2.30
1.23
1.96
0.81
0.98
0.92
1.34
1.01
1.20
0.90

2.30
3.53
5.49
6.30
7.28
8.20
9.55
10.55
11.76
12.65

ECcontribution
(¼

Share of
Share of
budgetline budgetline
(in %)
(in %, cum.)
(°°)

21,823,101
15,228,459
15,052,741
11,280,349
11,056,318
10,554,545
10,235,348
9,735,074
9,158,812
8,706,706

2.46
1.71
1.69
1.27
1.24
1.19
1.15
1.10
1.03
0.98

2.46
4.17
5.87
7.14
8.38
9.57
10.72
11.82
12.85
13.83

Source:EC statistics (Griot)
(°) In % of the total number of projects funded via the budgetline in the period 1994-99
(°°) In % of the total amount granted by the EC via the budgetline in the period 1994-99

Table E: Overview of beneficiary countries in terms of access to the budgetline B7-6000
(period 1994-1999)
Rank


3

5

7
8
9
10

Country (°)
%UD]LO
,QGLD
Peru
%ROLYLD
Nicaragua
.HQ\D
Chile
Uganda
Ethiopia
Bangladesh




6HQHJDO
&XED

Amount (¼


34,548,806

26,112,600

18,724,558
18,583,929
18,483,522
16,979,478



Share (in %)


4.7

3.5

2.5
2.5
2.5
2.3



Share (cum; %)


20.7

27.8

33.5
36.0
38.5
40.7

HDI ranking


80

121

34
158
172
150



Source: Own calculations on the basis of EC data; UNDP Development Report 1999; the
HDI ranking includes 174 countries in total.
(°) The countries printed in bold have been included in the field visits.
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$QQH[H7+(0$1$*(0(172)7+(%8'*(7/,1(62
In this annexe we present our findings with regard to the management of the
budgetline. We will discuss the management of the budgetline first at the level of
the EC and then of the NGOs. Finally, brief details will be given of the EC-NGO
dialogue with regard to the budgetline.
0$1$*(0(17$7(&/(9(/
Prior to the internal reorganisation (see below), the main responsibility for
relations with ENGOs and, more specifically, for the management of the
budgetline laid with Unit B2 of DG VIII, the Directorate General for Development
Co-operation. From September 1998 onwards, the so-called Joint Common
Service (SCR) became progressively operational, leading to a split of the former
DG VIII/B2 unit into two new distinct bodies: DG DEV A/4 and SCR C/5.
Both units have a number of responsibilities that are much broader than the
management of the budgetline. Unit DEV A/4 focuses on issues related to civil
society, good governance, ENGOs and decentralised co-operation. As far as the
budgetline is concerned, it deals with overall policy and the appraisal of projects.
It has more than 20 staff members whose responsibilities are divided into
geographical and specialist subject areas and are broader than the management
of the budgetline only. Unit SCR C/5 has responsibilities related to ENGOs, food
aid, demography and AIDS. Presently (September 2000), four of its staff
members deal with ENGO co-operation. As far as budgetline B7-6000 is
concerned, they are responsible for the management of the line from the moment
of the approval of the proposals till the closing of projects.
In the following paragraphs, we will first take a closer look at the management of
the budgetline, following the different phases of the project cycle. Secondly we
describe the effects of the recent institutional changes. Then follows a summary
of the changes that will be introduced in the new General ConditionsFinally we
formulate some preliminary conclusions.
0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFWF\FOH
The description hereafter refers to “ordinary” development projects. Block grants
will be discussed briefly at the end of this section.
In general terms, the internal organisation of the Unit can be described as
follows. Staff handling projects were under the authority of a senior staff member,
a co-ordinating official of long experience and the Head of Unit. The General

62

We refer here only to the period under study, unless stated otherwise.
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Conditions were considered the main guideline throughout the entire project
cycle. Important decisions related to the interpretation of the Conditions were not
taken by the executing staff but by the Head of Unit on advice of the officers
concerned.
,QWDNHDQGSUHOLPLQDU\DSSUDLVDO.
The process was as follows:
• On receipt of an ENGO co-financing proposal at the ENGO co-financing unit
(then DG VIII/B2), the secretary registered the application and gave it a
number, which the project kept throughout its lifetime.
• The ENGO was informed of the date of receipt of the proposal and project
number. In case of a serious backlog in handling the proposals, patience was
requested in the same letter.
• The proposal was then sent to the archivist who registered the data on the
ENGO, Southern partner, title and number of the project on the database.
• The Deputy Head of Unit then made a first rapid screening on the basis of the
summary and produced a first two-sentence appreciation.
• The proposal was then sent back to the secretariat for dispatching to the
officer concerned. Each officer was responsible for proposals submitted by
ENGOs from one or more (XURSHDQ countries.
• On receiving a proposal, the officer carried out a first financial and
administrative screening, using an internal administrative checklist drawn from
the General Conditions. Both the two page summary (an obligatory document)
and the full proposal submitted by the ENGO were used as the basis for this
screening.
• If necessary, the ENGO was then contacted for additional information. It
appears that at this stage the only common appraisal « guide » related to
administrative and financial matters.
This initial screening took only a few hours to complete. In some cases, however,
the backlog of applications, personal working methods 63 or the general shortage
of resources could delay the process for a few months. At this stage (i. e. before
proper appraisal), a project could already be rejected for reasons such as noneligibility of the ENGO, excessive budget compared to the turnover of the ENGO
and poor quality of the proposal.
$SSUDLVDO.
When the file was considered complete and acceptable, the actual appraisal
started. This was largely based on the General Conditions which provided quite
detailed guidelines. Various checklists existed to assist staff in interpreting these
Conditions. The NGO Unit staff were responsible for appraising the eligibility of
the ENGO and the project, the quality of presentation of the proposal and the
assessment of the budgetary aspects. Their appraisal was complemented by the
appraisal by EC Delegations, desks and technical services who have the

63
For example, one officer would work in « phases » and devote three months to appraisal, then
three months to payments, then three months to reading reports, etc
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technical expertise and country knowledge and were requested to provide their
comments within six weeks.
It appears that technical desks were often consulted on the basis of availability of
experts in the Commission. In the fields of education and health, it seems that the
quality of consultation and co-operation was high. The unit also benefited from
temporary technical assistance in the fields of micro-finance and capacity
building. The assistance in micro-finance is deemed to have been helpful.
Assessment fiches were established for the use of the officers and the microfinance expert provided advice on each proposal.
EC-delegations commented on the project proposal in most cases. The technical
and geographic desks were less intensively involved. When an EC-Delegation or
headquarters unit raised questions, these were transmitted to the ENGO. The
ENGO’s answer was then sent to the Delegation or Unit that could provide
additional comments. In practice, comments of Delegations were taken seriously
into account, as a negative assessment by them, possibly combined with a
similar assessment from another party consulted, could lead to rejection of the
proposal. Once a project was rejected, it could not be reintroduced, even with
changes, in the same year.
Apart from criteria related to eligibility, the quality of the proposal was obviously
the main criterion. Unexpected situations also played a role. For instance, when a
crisis in Italy brought national co-financing to a standstill, the EC accepted more
Italian projects than before.
As the appraisal process often stretches over more than one year, it is difficult to
get precise figures on the number of applications finally accepted. According to
estimates of EC officials, around 25-30 % of the applications are refused. This
figure corresponds grossly with the opinion of the ENGOs: around 60 % claimed
that more than 90 % of their proposals are accepted; for 28 % the acceptance
rate varies between 66 and 90 % and for less than 10 % this figure is lower 64.
)XQGLQJGHFLVLRQ
When a proposal was positively appraised, it was sent with the complete file to
the finance units, and, with their approval, to the Head of Unit, who signed it. In
the new institutional set up, SCR must also approve, and sometimes refuses to
do so. DG DEV then sends two original copies of the EC-signed contract to the
ENGO. They send one of the signed copies back to SCR, along with their
request for the payment of the first instalment. At the end of this phase, the file is
sent to SCR C/5.
At this stage, the ENGO was also obliged to indicate the actual starting date of
the project; it could name as early a starting date as reasonable (even before the
submission date of the project). Retroactive funding was allowed, but at the
ENGO’s own risks; it was nevertheless practised quite frequently (see point
3.4.2. below).


64

For more details, see chapter 2 of annex 4 of the desk phase report.
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0RQLWRULQJ.
From the EC point of view, the next stage consists of the transmission, by the
ENGO, of the first interim report. This consists of a descriptive and a financial
section, and the format is specified in the General Conditions. ENGOs are
supposed to produce interim reports prior to the payment of the following
instalment. The number of interim reports depends on the phases foreseen in the
project. In principle, interim reports have to be presented in a period not
exceeding twelve months; the Commission has to be notified as soon as possible
of any delay or difficulty which might significantly affect the execution of the
project. In practice, reporting requirements varied among the staff. Some desk
officers used to request many details, others did not. EC officers would then
check the narrative part of the report, but would above all pay particular attention
to the proposed budget for the next phase.
On site monitoring or evaluation of the projects by EC officials has been quite
rare. In around 28 % of the cases, ENGOs report that their projects have been
verified at least once during the lifetime of the project. In practice this means that
EC staff could not really monitor the implementation of projects. They were
basically dependent on the information provided through the reports of the
ENGO.
&ORVXUHRIWKHSURMHFWILOH.
As soon as the project was completed, ENGOs were asked to submit a final
report whose format was included in the general conditions. This report had to
give a full account of all aspects of the project, both in content and financial
terms. The report had to include a recapitulative table comparing expenses with
the initial budget. At the time of the internal reform (see below), there was an
enormous backlog of finished but not formally closed projects, which is now being
handled by SCR. This increased the workload of the already highly overloaded
staff of this unit.
(YDOXDWLRQ.
Different evaluation modalities existed. The EC could decide to carry out an
evaluation after consulting the ENGO and its partner. In that case, it funded the
evaluation in full and selected the evaluators. The evaluation could also be
planned in the project proposal; in that case, the ENGO drew up the terms of
reference, and selected the evaluator. In general, it was left to the ENGO (and its
partner) to decide on the inclusion of one or more evaluations in the project cycle.
In the past, evaluations were carried out quite frequently, be it that the EC was
usually not involved. Due to the increasing workload in recent years there has
been a tendency to invest less in evaluations.
The overview presented above would not be complete without discussing in more
detail WKHEDFNORJLQDSSUDLVDORISURMHFWSURSRVDOV that gradually built up. The
document based assessments (annex 5 of the desk phase report) indicate that
for the 80 projects studied, an average of 13.5 months elapsed between the
submission of the proposal by the ENGO and the letter of acceptance and
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contract by the EC. In 49.5 % of the cases more than one year elapsed 65.
These figures are confirmed by the EC’s own statistical data, which indicate that
the percentage of projects that took more than 9 months to be appraised
increased from 58.4 % in 1994 to 68.3% in 1998 and 74.1% in 1999.
The major reason for this backlog is the increase in the size of the budgetline,
which was not matched by a corresponding growth in human resources. It was
further exacerbated by events such as the crisis in the Italian co-financing
system, which provoked a dramatic increase of applications from Italian ENGOs.
The internal reform and related logistical problems obviously led, at least
temporarily, to an additional burden. To this should be added that the quality of
proposals often did not meet standards. In many cases for instance, EC staff
discovered errors in the budgets and were forced to spend their precious time on
rather simple but necessary control activities. Finally, the 1999 backlog was
further exacerbated by the announcement of a closure of the pipeline in view of
the introduction of new General Conditions.
It is further clear that the length of the appraisal process is in itself contributing to
the backlog: the longer the appraisal period, the higher the chance that local
conditions will have changed and that personnel changes will have occurred at
the level of EC, ENGO or SNGO. This caused a snowball effect, the more so
because no effective measures were taken for a long time to address this
problem 66.
Meanwhile it should also be noted that up to 1998 and notwithstanding the
problems created by the backlog, the Commission was always able to commit the
full amount of funds available. In this regard, many staff from the units concerned
stated that there was an enormous pressure each year to commit the budget that
had been agreed by the Parliament. Coupled with the often apparent lack of key
information, this might imply that many proposals were approved without proper
assessment of their quality.
0DQDJHPHQWRIEORFNJUDQWV
The 1988 General Conditions define block grants as a “particularly flexible and
rapid co-financing instrument” designed to allow ENGOs and their southern
partners to carry out mini-projects with a limited lifetime (12 months maximum).
On the whole and in line with the aims of the instrument, the management of
block grants has been less complicated than that of grants for ordinary projects.
Apparently, both the EC and the ENGOs have applied low standards in
requesting and providing information on the implementation of block grants 67.

65
As our sample contained an important number of projects being accepted in the period 1994-1996,
the figure for the last three years – when the problem became even more preoccupying – will be probably
much higher.
66
The strategies devised by both units to tackle this problem will be discussed under point 2.
67
This will be discussed more in detail in the next chapter.
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This is quite understandable given the present focus, in the management of the
budgetline, on ex-ante screening.
7KHLQWHUQDOUHRUJDQLVDWLRQDQGLWVLPPHGLDWHHIIHFWV
The split of unit DG VIII/B/2 and the creation of SCR obviously constituted an
additional challenge for the ENGO-unit in general and for the management of the
budgetline in particular. It came at the time the B/2 unit was already facing a
serious backlog. The reform included a division of the staff into two units, which
were housed at different locations and were moved frequently. This led to an
additional logistical burden and the temporary loss of files. The split also caused
a dispersion of valuable expertise accumulated over many years. This was an
additional handicap for both units even though the rationale for the creation of
SCR can be understood (improving implementation, monitoring and evaluation by
creating a common service for all development co-operation activities). The
serious understaffing of the new SCR-unit causes another serious bottleneck: at
the time of this evaluation, three to four staff members were supposed to follow
up more than 4,000 projects. In such a situation, it is understandable that staff
members cannot do more than try to keep their heads above water.
Initial co-operation between the two units was further complicated by the lack of a
clear division of responsibilities, leading to uncertainties and sometimes tensions.
Moreover, by the end of 1998 DG DEV A/4 altered its internal task division by
shifting from geographical repartition based on the nationality of the contractor to
a repartition based on the beneficiary countries. This move might be defendable
on the ground of increased coherence of EC aid at beneficiary country level and
the avoidance of inappropriately close links between EC officers and some
ENGOs 68. However, it caused additional problems as the existing knowledge on
ENGOs was now much more difficult to tap. Furthermore, officers had to deal
with ENGOs from 15 member states and in various languages which they
obviously do not all master 69. Finally, over the period under study, the DG DEV
A4 unit had three different Heads of Unit using different working methodologies,
which obviously added to the problems of the already overloaded staff.
On January 1st, 1999, a standard grant contract entered into force, which
concerned all grants awarded by the Commission. This move is within the
framework of the Commission’s efforts, under the recently established SCR, to
harmonise procedures and rules with regard to all aspects of the Community’s
aid to non-member countries. This contract changed the way that the
Commission and the ENGOs relate to each other and introduced new rules such
as the requirement to provide a financial guarantee for grants above a certain

68
Another reason for this move was that the old system isolated the NGO unit from the rest of the DG
DEV and Relex services, which were organised on a geographical division of beneficiary countries
.
69
ENGOs are allowed to introduce proposals in each of the official EC languages.
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amount. Some of these changes were strongly opposed by the ENGOs and
caused a deterioration in relations, despite the Unit’s efforts to find a solution to
the problem 70.
All the difficulties mentioned above affected the staff of both units. DG DEV A/4,
disposing of a relatively big team 71, was able to cope and to implement
measures to tackle the significant backlog, considered as the biggest problem.
Furthermore, it invested heavily in the development of appropriate mechanisms
and instruments such as an operational guide for handling projects. The situation
of SCR C/5 was worse, given its work overload and understaffing. This unit of too
few people, albeit highly committed and hard working, could hardly do anything
more than expediting payments. One of the very objectives of its creation improving the quality of project implementation via the setting up of proper
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms – could obviously not be reached in such
conditions.
At present (September 2000) another management reform of EC aid is being
finalised. It is understood that the present SCR unit will be responsible for the
management of the entire project cycle. Policy making and the definition of the
annual guidelines would remain under the authority of the DEV A/4 unit. Both
units would jointly define the guidelines.
0DQDJHPHQWXQGHUWKH1HZ*HQHUDO&RQGLWLRQV
As a result of the backlog, a lot of proposals still have to be appraised on the
basis of the “old” General Conditions. On 1st January 2000, about 980 proposals
still had to be assessed for a total sum of 350 million ¼ ,W KDV EHHQ D PDMRU
preoccupation of the DEV A/4 Unit to handle this backlog. Specific strategies
have been designed for this purpose. DEV A/4 had hoped to conclude the
appraisal process for all “old” projects by July 2000, but was unable to do so. At
the same time the unit tried to upgrade and streamline the management of the
budgetline. This will certainly be beneficial to the appraisal of projects and
programmes under the New General Conditions. A Call for Proposals under the
New General Conditions has been launched. A budget of 60 million ¼KDVEHHQ
allocated for funding in 2000 of operations under the new General Conditions.
Notwithstanding all the efforts undertaken, by mid September 2000 no contract
had yet been signed under the 2000 budget.
6RPHSUHOLPLQDU\FRQFOXVLRQV
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A new standard contract entered in force on January 1, 2000. At the moment of the evaluation, it
was not yet entirely clear how it would apply on B7-6000 contracts.
71
Eleven of its staff currently work on projects, of which seven are full time EC officials, on is a
national expert and three are auxiliary staff. Additional staff is expected to join the Unit.
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Well detailed General Conditions have set a clear framework for the staff to
manage the budgetline. They were supplemented by checklists and some coordination, direction and control exercised by supervisory staff. These
nevertheless left a considerable margin for manoeuvre for EC officers. They all
seem to have developed their own methods to a certain extent. No common
overall « system » existed and officers sometimes did not know what their
colleagues were doing and how. As a result the same kind of project could be
accepted by one project officer and refused by another. Similarly, when an officer
was replaced, his (or her) successor could change the criteria. This has certainly
contributed to the creation of uncertainties and inequalities in handling requests.
But some ENGOs have also learned to take advantage of this situation, for
instance by entering into a very intense and personal relationship with their EC
counterparts. This way of working could not be sustained, especially when the
backlog was increasing.
Institutional changes came at a moment when the unit was already facing serious
constraints. These changes also resulted in a temporary but considerable
increase of work. By the end of 1999, both units were trying to cope with the
difficulties as well as possible. The relatively better staffed DEV A/4 unit
undertook consistent efforts to redress the situation and to organize its work
under the new General Conditions. The heavily understaffed part of the SCR C/5
unit responsible for the B7-6000 budgetline did everything possible to ensure the
minimum level of service necessary to keep the budgetline functioning.
 0$1$*(0(17 %< (8523($1 1*2V $1' 7+(,5 6287+(51
3$571(56
As the focus of the evaluation is on mechanisms, practices and procedures of
Commission-NGO co-financing, it has not been possible to make an in depth
assessment of the management practices applied by ENGOs and their partners,
whose projects have been financed via the budgetline. It is important however to
get an overview of their ways of managing the projects though there may exist
considerable differences among them.
The findings relate to information provided by ENGOs, other northern
representatives and the partner organisations in the South. Many of them result
from a survey conducted among ENGOs. The first part of this chapter deals with
the management of individual projects and follows the different phases of the
project cycle; the second part focuses on a few selected issues of a broader
nature.
0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHSURMHFWF\FOH
3URMHFWLGHQWLILFDWLRQDQGIRUPXODWLRQ
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The figures presented in this part are derived from the results of the survey among ENGOs (see
annex 4, chapter 5), except when indicated otherwise.
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In most cases the project identification and formulation process involves an
interplay between three major players: the local partner, personnel of the ENGO
(based in Europe and/or in the South) and the project beneficiaries. As could be
expected, the local partner is the most important participant in the project
planning stages. Its involvement is rated as high or very high in 87 % of cases.
The figures for a similar level of involvement for Europe based staff of the ENGO
are 67 %, and for the project’s beneficiaries 51 %. The similar figure for locally
based personnel of the ENGO (46 %) is significant, knowing that many ENGOs
do not have local representatives. The role of related government structures and
others is much less important. The importance of the CSP programme was
assessed; globally speaking, it intervened in around 30 % of cases, but its
involvement was rarely (4 %) considered as high or very high, which is
understandable bearing in mind that the CSP tasks have been clearly delineated.
As mentioned earlier, most proposals are accepted by the EC, even though in
most cases additional information has been requested (once in 48 % and more
than once in 30 % of the cases).
It is important to mention that in 79 % of cases there has been previous cooperation between the ENGO and its Southern partner; this may partially explain
why in so many cases (71 %) the project is part of a broader programme 73
(projects in Cuba are an exception in this regard). These data are also
compatible with the finding of the field phase that many ENGOs tend to introduce
projects with a low degree of risk, and that they apply to the EC for relatively big
undertakings which cannot be funded by a single donor agency.
The fact that EC funded projects are often part of a broader and pre-existing
programme also implies that both SNGOs and ENGOs are very well able to
formulate their projects properly. Indeed, they can rely on a considerable body of
experience obtained through their previous interaction with target groups.
Considering the findings described above, it is very significant that SNGOs are
only exceptionally involved in the “formatting” of the EC proposal. They know that
their project has been submitted for funding to the EC, but most of the time their
knowledge stops there. They do not usually even have a copy of the proposal.
Only a minority of ENGOs discuss the potential implications of EC funding
(relatively high requirements in terms of reporting, possibility of external
evaluation) with their partners. SNGOs’ knowledge of the major aims and
characteristics of the budgetline is extremely limited; they consider it merely (as
their European partners do) as an additional source of funds.
The type of working relationship (partnership) is obviously a major explanation for
this finding. However, generalised conclusions cannot be drawn in this regard. As
may be expected, it is indeed true that the best informed SNGOs are found
among those having a long standing working relationship with their ENGO
partner. However, it appears that many ENGOs want to “protect” their southern
partner from an additional administrative burden and therefore prefer not to
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See Desk Phase Report, annex 5, tables 5 and 12 respectively.
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involve their partner in EC matters. The fact that activities have never been
undertaken (at least not in the six countries visited) to bring the beneficiary
SNGOs together and promote exchange on the budgetline further explains this
lack of knowledge. SNGOs react differently to this situation: some are basically
satisfied while others clearly want to get more insight into the characteristics of
the budgetline and the way it is functioning.
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQPRQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQ
Many SNGOs have referred to the considerable delay in the project approval
process as a major impediment for project implementation. But, again, the
situation differs considerably from project to project. Where the EC project is part
of a broader co-operation and partnership, the ENGO is usually in a position to
pre-finance the project. In other cases - mostly co-operation between smaller
ENGOs and smaller SNGOs - the project only starts when the EC has accepted
the proposal and paid the first installment.
Implementation is in most cases entirely ensured by the SNGO. European
expatriates are rarely involved. Only a minority of the ENGOs have in country
representatives allowing them to be associated more closely with project
implementation.In 44 % of cases, ENGO personnel (based either in Europe or in
the South) conduct on site verification more frequently than yearly; in 39 % of the
cases this is done yearly. In addition, many ENGOs or their local partners use the
services of external consultants, albeit on a less regular basis: in only 19 % of
cases is this type of service used more frequently than once a year. Visits from
the European partner aim to ensure proper reporting to the EC. In the case of
long standing relationships, they might have a dimension that goes beyond this
aim and focuses on institution building.
The quality of project monitoring varies considerably. Some SNGOs (in India for
instance) have made remarkable efforts during recent years and are now able to
monitor project developments effectively, whereas many other SNGOs are still
very weak in monitoring. In nearly every case however, monitoring efforts are
exclusively focused on the project outputs and objectives; monitoring more global
change is hardly ever done. As such, monitoring seems to a major extent to be
geared to the SNGOs’ and donor’s needs and requirements.
ENGOs further claim that their projects are regularly internally evaluated: yearly
or even more frequently in 68 % of cases. Many of these internal evaluations are
however of poor quality. External evaluations are less frequently conducted, but
nevertheless at least once in the project’s lifetime in 48 % of cases. These good
scores are only partially confirmed by our document based assessment where
interim evaluation reports were encountered in only 35 % of cases 74. But of the
22 end-of-project reports, 18 contain (parts of) an end-of-project evaluation 75.

74
This does however not imply that no evaluation has been conducted. ENGOs might very well
decide not to send the reports of these evaluations to the EC as the latter does not insist on it.
75
The explanation for this high figure might very well lay in the fact that end-of-project evaluations
often aim (at least partially) to pave the way for a new project proposal.
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1DUUDWLYHDQGILQDQFLDOUHSRUWLQJ
As might be expected, staff from the partner organisation and from the ENGO
play an important role in reporting, which they conduct on the basis of information
sent by their partner. As they have formulated the proposal and introduced it for
funding, it is logical that they also take responsibility for the reports. ENGOs play
an equally key role in the financial reporting. This in its turn can be explained by
the fact that the financial aspects of the reports are more closely analysed by the
Commission and require a high degree of acquaintance with the Commission’s
rules and interpretations. As is the case with the proposals submitted to the EC,
most SNGOs are not involved in the reporting to the EC and do not have a copy
of these reports.
$IHZVHOHFWHGLVVXHV
7KH(1*2V¶JOREDOIXQGLQJVWUDWHJLHV
The issue of the ENGOs’ perception of the specificity of the budgetline, its
particular relevance for the ENGO-sector and the related ENGOs’ strategies will
be dealt with in detail in the next chapter. One general and striking finding can be
summarised as follows: ENGOs see very few differences between the cofinancing system in their country and budgetline B7-6000. The ENGO community
as a whole is aware of differences between the two systems but does not
consider these as important enough to warrant applying a different submission
strategy 76. Some LQGLYLGXDO (mostly bigger) ENGOs however do apply different
strategies, such as:
• introducing projects to the budgetline where the national system has lower
financial ceilings;
• introducing projects in particular sectors to the national system where these
sectors are not supported by the EC (curative health care, formal education,
research);
• applying to the EC only for projects with well known partner organisations
which are able to guarantee quality and meet EC standards;
• introducing to the budgetline projects in countries that are not eligible under
the national system;
• applying to the national system, which usually handles requests more quickly,
in cases where urgent funding is needed.

%ORFNJUDQWV
ENGOs claim to have been able to use block grants in line with the aims of the
instrument. They greatly appreciate their flexibility, the possibility of responding
quickly to demands from the South, the simple procedure and straightforward
management and administration, even though they are usually limited to a short
time frame (short project execution and reporting period). Despite this positive
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See Desk Phase Report, annex 4, table 6.2. for more details.
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assessment many ENGOs face difficulties with the management of the block
grants.
The field missions have indicated that block grants are used for various reasons
and in various settings. At one end of the spectrum one finds a big SNGO that
unexpectedly gets some funds from a European partner with a surplus from its
block grant allocation. At the other, one finds examples of block grants being
used to fund a temporary increase in the programme costs of a small SNGO,
which has already co-operated with its European partner for many years. These
examples indicate that the high level of flexibility of the instrument most probably
leads to its use for the worst and the best.
&RQVRUWLD.
Consortia composed of ENGOs from different Member States can submit project
applications: this constitutes one of the major particularities of the budgetline
compared to national co-financing schemes. As mentioned earlier, the relative
importance of consortia has increased considerably over recent years. The
Commission clearly wants to further promote this type of co-operation as it gets
particular attention in the new General Conditions; moreover, networks are
presented as a new type of ENGO-co-operation that is eligible for project or
programme funding.
The scope of this study did not allow us to conduct an in-depth-study of
consortia, nor to compare them with projects introduced by a single ENGO. The
ENGOs concerned however indicate important advantages besides the more
obvious reasons for engaging in a consortium. In other words, for ENGOs the
access to larger funds does play an important role, but there are also a series of
other considerations. These include: the complementarity of expertise, the
possibility of allocating tasks to the best placed ENGOs, the opportunity to
develop new skills and increase the degree of co-operation among European
organisations. ENGOs also mention important advantages in the South: the local
partner gets access to bigger funds, whereas its administrative burden decreases
in relation to the size of the funds, and a co-ordinated approach among various
local players can be promoted. The major disadvantages relate to the additional
administrative and co-ordinating work in Europe (without adequate compensation
77), the potential for conflict among the partners and the fact that some consortia
are established with the sole aim of obtaining more funding, which often leads to
problems later on in the process.
The information the field missions provided on consortia was too fragmented to
allow general conclusions to be drawn. It seems that the overall picture is
confirmed in the sense that varied types of consortia exist. An example was
found of a well functioning consortium with a clear task division and exchange
among the northern partners, a co-ordinated approach towards the SNGO and
opportunities for joint reflection (annual partnership meetings); in this case the
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In the new General Conditions, consortia will get a higher compensation for administrative costs.
It was the European consultants who took on the responsibility to fill in the evaluation forms. Only in the case
of India did the local consultant fill in separate copies of the evaluation sheet. As his assessment did not
differ much from that of the European consultant, we decided for consistency reasons to use only the latter.
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consortium set up was clearly appreciated by the SNGO. In another case, the
consortium was mainly set up to get access to higher funds, one ENGO taking
care of the entire management.
7KH&RILQDQFLQJ6XSSRUW3URJUDPPH &633$&2 
The CSP was designed as a result of a joint initiative of the EC and the CLONG
with the aim of improving the quality of the applications and reports of the
ENGOs. As such, it was supposed to reduce the workload of both EC officials
and ENGO staff. To achieve this aim, specialist advisers were recruited to assist
ENGOs in screening their applications and reports in line with the formal
requirements stated in the General Conditions. The programme was funded by
the EC; its expenditure for the first 1.5 years was 1,265,480 ¼ ,W UDQ IURP -XO\
1997 till June 1999 when its funding was terminated by the EC because it found
that the Commission should have followed a tender procedure for contracting out
this type of service.
The tasks and duties of the CSP staff were defined in such a way as not to
interfere with the responsibilities of the ENGOs and the EC staff. The CSP was
also considered as a temporary structure set up to enable the ENGOs to cope
more effectively with the requirements of the EC. The CSP operated in a
decentralised way - their staff were based in more than 10 locations - to ensure a
higher degree of proximity to the ENGOs scattered across Europe. An evaluation
of the programme conducted at the end of 1999 stated, among other things, that
in its two years of existence the CSP had processed 1121 applications and 1313
reports. In practice, most of the advisory work concentrated on the financial
aspects of both the applications and the reports. In addition to screening
applications and reports, the CSP provided training to 2320 ENGO staff. The
training was in general highly appreciated. The evaluation concluded that the
programme had been clearly successful in improving the quality of the
documentation, its major objective. Many ENGOs contacted were however less
enthusiastic about the programme and not so positive about its results.
It is further interesting to note that, after the termination of the CSP, two national
platforms (Germany and Italy) decided to continue it without EC support. This is a
clear indication of the relevance of its service, at least in these two countries,
where these services were already well organised under the CSP regime. In Italy
ENGOs pay for the services, whereas in Germany this is done by the national cooperation agency. The Italian experience in particular is interesting in the sense
that the CSP programme led, unintentionally, to the creation of a decentralised,
self-supporting and flexible structure that provides highly valued services to its
clients who at the same time are the owners of the structure.
Last but not least is it important to mention that a new programme called
TAN/RECIF is now being implemented by the CLONG. It is an EC co-financed
programme whose major aim is to provide information on the new General
Conditions and to train ENGO staff in the application of these conditions.
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(&(1*2',$/2*8(217+(%8'*(7/,1(
The dialogue between the EC and the ENGO community is as old as the
budgetline itself. From its very start, an interface was set up to facilitate cooperation among ENGOs and between the ENGO community and the EC.
Indeed, the latter clearly wanted to involve the ENGOs, not only in the launching
and development of the co-financing programme, but in the process of improving
the overall quality of the European development policy and programmes.
The CLONG started on an informal basis but rapidly evolved into a
representative body with a clear institutional framework, a strong secretariat and
an increasing budget that was funded predominantly by the Commission. Its
mandate became gradually broader and included, among other things, lobbying
activities representing the interests of the South in Europe. Over its more than 20
years of existence, the CLONG has made regular efforts to re-think its role and
mandate in view of changing circumstances, within Europe and the ENGO
community. An evaluation, conducted in 1996, stated that the CLONG had
difficulties adapting itself to these new challenges and many observers found that
it had lost part of its dynamism and relevance. The evaluation suggested a
renewed strategy and mode of functioning that was later translated into a
strategic plan.
Notwithstanding the steady expansion of its mandate, the CLONG has continued
to assume the role of major interface between ENGOs and the EC with regard to
financial matters. Over the years, it has built up a reputation as a solid and
effective defender of the ENGOs interests, even though there were often different
expectations among them. During recent years, the role of the CLONG and one
of its working groups, the Development Finance Group, has mainly focused on
operational matters (such as the increasing backlog) and on discussions related
to the new General Conditions. Generally speaking, the focus of the CLONG has
been more on urgent practical issues, than on a broader reflection on how to
improve the quality of the programme and safeguard its specificity.
Last but not least it is important to mention that at the time of the drafting of this
report (September 2000), the CLONG is facing difficulties with the financial Units
of the EC, who are questioning the acceptability of an important part of its
budget. The allocation to the national platforms is the major item under
discussion. The EC was only ready to sign a partial contract with the CLONG,
implying a 20 % reduction of its budget. It is still not clear if and when this dispute
will be settled.
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$QQH[H    &203$5,621 2) 7+( '(6. $1' ),(/' 678',(6
2)352-(&76
During the desk phase study, a sample of 100 projects funded by the budget-line
B7-6000 was studied at the EC in Brussels. This allowed commenting both on
the quantity and quality of the project documents submitted by the ENGOs
throughout the project cycle and on the selection and monitoring procedures of
the EC. From this sample, 40 projects were selected for the field study. These 40
projects were the subject of an additional assessment during the desk phase. For
a detailed analysis of what came out of this part of the desk study, see: Phase I,
Output C, 'RFXPHQW%DVHG$VVHVVPHQWRI3URMHFWVRIWKH%XGJHW/LQH, Part IV.
The field studies of the same 40 projects are presented in the Phase II report.
The overlap between the desk and field studies was intentional. We wanted to
assess the insights into projects that desk studies in Brussels can provide, using
the field studies as a control. We requested both the desk evaluator and the field
evaluators to fill in an identical short questionnaire for every project reviewed.
They did so independently of each other78. In what follows we report on what
came out of this comparison. In general, disagreements among evaluators may
stem from three sources: (1) asymmetric information, (2) conflicting factual
interpretations, and (3) different value judgements. It is the first we were
interested in, and our methodology was designed to capture it. There is however
no way to rule out the last two sources of disagreement, especially with relatively
brief field visits and no attempt at impact measurement. Nevertheless the
following analysis assumes that observed differences are in the first place the
result of asymmetric information between the two moments of study. We in other
words suppose that the experts would, under identical circumstances and
equipped with the same information, assign the same scores.
The reason why we set up this comparison as part of the study is that we wanted
to assess the reliability and completeness of the information available in Brussels
(ex ante file plus any reports on implementation and evaluations sent to the EC).
This information is a major input in the management of the budget-line by the EC.
How close can one understand a project and assess its success on the basis of
such information in Brussels? More in particular: how close will a desk study in
Brussels come to the more complete and thus presumably better assessment
made after a field visit?
Use was made of a simple list of questions, which were first answered during the
desk study and subsequently also by the field evaluators at the end of their visit
to the project. The questions cover some of the most important elements that are
necessary to assess projects. The set of 40 projects to which they were applied
was composed of 30 ordinary projects plus 10 so-called block grants. In the end
it did not prove possible to make any serious field study of the very
(YDOXDWLRQRIWKH(&%XGJHWOLQH%
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heterogeneous block grants. Only for the 30 ordinary projects did the field
evaluators return the questionnaires. In what follows the differences between the
two are presented and commented on.
The field evaluators had more and better information than the expert who
performed the desk study. They went through the same files in Brussels as the
expert of the desk study79. They obtained additional material from ENGOs and
from the field offices of the projects. Most importantly, they visited the projects
and spoke at length to staff and interacted with participants. As explained above,
our hypothesis is that it is this asymmetric information which mainly explains the
differences in scores.
The questionnaire contained 19 questions (see table 2 at the end of this
document). The two first are treated separately because the format of the
answers was different from the others. In both there is a large degree of
consensus between desk and field studies. To the first question, “who took the
initiative for the project”, the desk evaluator and the field evaluators gave the
same answer for 23 out of 30 projects. For 4 out of the 7 remaining projects, the
desk evaluator was of the opinion that the initiative had been taken by the local
beneficiaries, whereas the field experts felt that the SNGO had done so. In one
other project it was the opposite: the desk evaluator thought the SNGO had taken
the initiative, whereas the field evaluator thought it were the local beneficiaries. In
only 2 projects was there a more serious disagreement, the desk evaluator
estimating in each case that the SNGO had taken the initiative, the field evaluator
estimating that the ENGO had done so. The picture that emerges is that of
ENGOs slightly exaggerating in their written submissions to the EC the degree of
local participation.
Regarding the second question, “do the intended beneficiaries belong to
deprived groups within society”, desk evaluator and field evaluators gave the
same answer in 22 cases out of 30. For 2 projects only did they disagree, the
field evaluators being more convinced that the intended beneficiaries belonged to
deprived groups within society than the desk evaluator. For the remaining 6
projects one of the experts (in all but one case the desk evaluator) but not the
other felt that it was impossible to give an answer (”impossible to determine”). All
in all, the answers to these two first questions suggest a close fit between the two
assessments, suggesting that desk screening, monitoring and evaluation of
projects can be performed with a reasonable degree of accuracy.
However, the answers to the remaining 17 questions show a much wider
divergence between the two assessments, which leads to quite different
conclusions. Table 1 contains the basic information for the 17 questions and 30
projects, or17*30=510 observations. For every question, the evaluators could
choose between four categories or indicate that no answer could be given. The
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They were however not shown the scores of the desk evaluation before going in the field, so as not to
influence their judgement.
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difference in score between the desk evaluator and the field evaluator is given in
the table. Numbers indicate rank differences. The answers to the questionnaire
were first translated into numerical values as follows: weak=1, satisfactory=2,
good=3, excellent=4. The numbers in the table are obtained by subtracting the
numerical score by the desk evaluator from the numerical score by the field
evaluator. A positive value thus indicates that the field evaluator gave a higher
score than the desk evaluator, a zero that they gave the same score, and a
negative value that the field evaluator gave a lower score than the desk
evaluator. The possible range of the score differences is –3 to +3. When one
evaluator marked the “impossible to determine” or the “not relevant” boxes,
whereas the other assigned a score, this is marked with “ID” in the table80. An
“ID” cell in table 1 which is shaded grey signals that the field evaluator did not
give a score. The non-shaded “ID” cells, 95% of the cases, signify that it was the
desk evaluator who felt unable to provide a clear answer. When both ticked
“impossible to determine” or “not relevant”, we inserted a zero in the table,
indicating the agreement among them.
Desk and field studies produced identical answers, indicated by a zero in table 1,
in 118 cases, or 23% of the observations. This number includes the cases where
both considered that it was impossible to give a score. In 133 cases, or 26% of
the observations, scores differ, indicated by nonzero numbers in table 1. In the
other 259 cases, or 51% of the cases, one - but not the other - evaluator ticked
the “impossible to determine” or “not relevant” box, indicated by “ID” in table 1.
When evaluators disagreed, the field evaluators tended to give lower scores than
the desk evaluator. The sum of positive rank differences, over all the cases
where the field evaluator gave a better score than the desk evaluator, is 55. The
sum of negative rank differences is likewise -114, almost twice as high in
absolute value. This again suggests that the documents available in Brussels
paint a picture of the projects that is too rosy, a result that does not come as a
surprise81.
Some of the more detailed information contained in table 1 is brought out in the
following graphs. Figure 1 plots the number of ‘complete evaluation outcomes’,
out of a total of 30 per question. A complete evaluation outcome occurs when
both evaluators assign a score from weak =1 to excellent=4, or when both
indicate that no answer is possible or relevant. Huge differences are observed.
The low scores are mainly due to the desk evaluator not feeling able to assign a
score on the basis of the information available to her, whereas the field evaluator
felt confident enough to provide such a score.
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For simplicity we lumped the few cases where the answer was “not relevant’ together with the “impossible
to determine” category.
81
The alternative explanation is that the desk evaluator was more lenient in her judgements than the field
evaluators. We do not believe this was the case.
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Figure 2 focuses exclusively on the complete evaluation outcomes. The
percentage of non-identical outcomes ranges from 0% tot 71%, with an average
of 54%. Note in particular the hefty 67% disagreement regarding the summary
assessment in question 27 (“how do you rate the project’s overall success”). The
absence of disagreement on question 5 (“did beneficiaries participate in project
evaluation”) and question 22 (“how do you assess project impact”) is mainly due
to the fact that both desk and field evaluators found it impossible to answer the
question, or judged the question not relevant, rather than that they agreed on a
score82.
Figure 3 sets out for every question the positive and negative rank differences.
Whereas the negative gap is more than twice as large in absolute size as the
positive gap for to the summary assessment in question 27 (“how do you rate the
project’s overall success”), as it is for all questions combined, there are some
exceptions where the field evaluators attributed higher scores than the desk
evaluator had done. This is the case for question 6 (“how do you rate the criteria
used for selecting project participants among potential beneficiaries”) and
question 24 (“how do you assess the effect of the project on gender equity”)83.
Figure 4 sets out the absolute gap between the scores of desk and field
evaluators, without distinguishing between the negative and positive score
differences. This basically gives an alternative presentation of the information
already contained in figure 3.
Figure 5 provides information on the average difference in score between desk
and field evaluator, irrespective of who gave the higher score. The differences
range from 0 to 0.9. The units are (absolute) rank differences between scores.
For all the questions combined, the difference is two-thirds of one point. Figure 5
may be contrasted with figure 2. Whereas figure 2 measures the IUHTXHQF\ of
disagreements, figure 5 indicates their LQWHQVLW\. The two figures differ especially
for questions 3 (“did beneficiaries participate in project identification”) and 23
(“how do you assess project sustainability”). In both cases figure 2 reveals that
there were not so many instances of disagreement compared to other questions.
Figure 5 indicates however that where evaluators disagreed, they did so more
strongly than on other questions.
Our overall conclusion is that in the case of budget-line B-76000, a Brusselsbased assessment of projects is hazardous, whether before, during, or after
implementation. If we abstract from subjective differences in the assessment by
evaluators, the data in table 1, derived from a sample of 30 projects, can be
summarised in three points. First, a large number (246 out of 510, or 48%) of
important questions relating to on-going and completed projects funded by the
budget-line B 7-6000 could not be answered on the basis of the information

82

For question 5 desk and field evaluators only twice picked the same score - weak, satisfactory, good or
excellent - for question 22 they never did.
83
In this last case individual preferences may well provide the explanation. The desk evaluator happened to
be a woman, whereas all the field evaluators were men!
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available in Brussels (“impossible to determine”) whereas a field visit enabled the
evaluator to make a judgement in all these cases. Secondly, when the desk study
did pick one of the four categories - weak, satisfactory, good or excellent - this
judgement is confirmed in less than half of the cases by the field visit (86 out of
216, or 40%). Thirdly, documents in Brussels overstate more than they
understate the quality and achievements of projects by a factor of two to one
(score-difference ratio of 114:55). These discrepancies between the desk and
field studies are striking, and testify to the limited reliability of the former.
This may be partly due to the fact that the reporting requirements imposed on the
ENGOs were not adequate, or that ENGOs were allowed to comply very
incompletely with these requirements in the period under study. We came across
examples of both in the desk study, and there is no doubt that the system can be
improved in this regard. In our judgement, this is however not the major problem.
It will always be extremely difficult, even under ideal reporting procedures, to
keep track of what is going on in so many different countries, sectors, and local
settings, without direct observation of the situation in the field, and with written
information coming almost exclusively from an involved party.
The suggestion is however not necessarily that the present project cycle
management should be reinforced by frequent field visits. If applied consistently
to the huge number of projects funded under the B-76000 budget-line, this would
be extremely costly, and further slow down the system. An alternative
interpretation, favoured in this study, is that a project-based budget-line, operated
from Brussels, with unrestricted access by hundreds of ENGOs, a large budget
and small projects, can just not be managed in a satisfactory way.
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Table 2: Questions asked in the questionnaire
1. who took the initiative for the project
2. do the intended beneficiaries belong to deprived groups within society
3. did beneficiaries participate in project identification
4. did beneficiaries participate in project monitoring
5. did beneficiaries participate in project evaluation
6. how do you rate the criteria used for selecting project participants among
potential beneficiaries
7. were gender issues adequately addressed during project formulation and
implementation
8. is the intervention strategy relevant (e.g. set against the major constraints
facing the region)
9. are the activities chosen to attain the objectives relevant
10. does the action fit in well with those undertaken by other development actors
11. how do you rate the measures taken to ensure overall sustainability
20. how do you assess project effectiveness
21. how do you assess project efficiency
22. how do you assess project impact
23. how do you assess project sustainability
24. how do you assess the effect of the project on gender equity
25. how do you rate the organisational capacity of the northern NGO
26. how do you rate the organisational capacity of the southern partner
27. how do you rate the project’s overall success (summary assessment)

note: the missing questions 12 to 19 in table 2 relate to block grants, and are not relevant to the present
analysis.
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Figure 1: Number of complete evaluation outcomes
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Figure 2: Non-identical complete evaluation outcomes
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Figure 3: Positive and negative gap between the desk and the field studies
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Figure 4: Total gap between the desk and the field studies
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Figure 5: Average score differences
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