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Executive Summary 
1. The purpose of this study is to contribute to learning on the value of ‘unrestricted’ or 

‘strategic’ donor funding of CSOs by comparing their approaches, and identifying the  

opportunities and challenges of their different systems. Six official donors with long-standing, 

framework or strategic partnership schemes are included in the study - Danida, DFID, 

IrishAid, Netherlands, Norad and Sida. The experience of Comic Relief was also included to 

supplement that of the official donors.  

Rationale for strategic funding 

2. The concept at the heart of donor support for civil society is that a strong, independent, 

active civil society contributes to democracy and human rights and pro-poor development 

outcomes. The principal rationale for supporting domestic1 CSOs through flexible or strategic 

funding is to develop the capacity of Southern civil society to help the poor and marginalised 

to claim their rights. Interestingly, only a minority of donor policies make reference to CSOs 

providing services to the poor and marginalised e.g. in fragile contexts, as a core rationale 

for strategic partnerships.  

Current trends in strategic funding in practice 

3. Management. Strategic funding schemes, which tend to be costly and high profile, are 

sensitive to changes in government and ministers. The increase in the number of strategic 

partners and the adoption of a results-based approach has contributed to an increased work-

load for the relevant departments. This has been alleviated in some cases by outsourcing 

appraisal, monitoring and evaluation functions.  

4. Funding cycles. Most funding cycles are for three to five years. Donors who select partners 

through open competition have a defined funding cycle; those who select ‘by invitation’ tend 

to maintain a ‘rolling’ cycle with individual CSOs. Funding cycles have not been significantly 

extended, although this has been recommended by some reviews. 

5. Eligibility.  Those schemes that conduct an open call have a more diverse portfolio of CSO 

partners than those who select by invitation. The newly announced Dutch scheme, for 

example, invites applications from domestic, international and Southern CSOs in consortium. 

Those schemes that select their partners by invitation are restricted to CSOs registered in 

the donor countries. It is surprising that there has not been more movement towards open 

processes of selection as core funding has evolved into more performance-oriented 

schemes.  

6. Funding. Budget allocations for strategic funding have increased steadily with two 

exceptions. Ireland and the Netherlands have significantly cut their funding for the schemes 

as part of broader cuts to the development cooperation budget. In the former case, as with 

Danida, the strategic funding budget line has been increased by incorporating CSOs 

previously funded under Programme grants.  Long-standing CSO partners in both countries 

have suffered major funding cuts in recent years. 

7. The number and diversity of partners supported by strategic funding has also increased in 

most schemes, as has the range of grant size. In some schemes a ratio of 70:1 can be 

found. Strategic partners are increasingly less a homogenous group and include CSOs of 

varying organisational capacity, maturity and popular support. This may undermine their 

ability to make collective representations to the donor.  

8. Strategic funding has represented a high percentage of the total income of many CSOs, 

particularly in the Nordic countries.  In such cases, donors increasingly require a level of co-

                                                      
1 Core or strategic funding schemes have traditionally been, and the majority still are, restricted to 

CSOs registered in the donor country. 
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financing from CSO partners e.g. 10-25% of their total funding, to discourage financial 

dependency. 

9. M&E. In varying degrees, most donors have introduced new disciplines associated with a 

results-based approach as a condition of strategic funding e.g. the use of baseline data, 

intervention logics, results frameworks and more detailed templates for monitoring and 

reporting. Strategic funding for most donors has moved from multiple project funding to a 

more ‘programmatic’ approach and the reporting demands have tended to become more 

complex and time consuming  There are signs that donors such as DFID and the MFA 

Netherlands are trying to reduce the burden of reporting while other donors such as Norad 

have always had a lighter touch approach. 

10. Resource allocation. Several donors e.g. Irish Aid, Danida and MFA Netherlands have 

introduced resource allocation mechanisms to determine the level of CSO funding at the 

beginning of a funding cycle. While these mechanisms vary, they are normally composed of 

a base allocation i.e. a guaranteed minimum level of funding, and a performance allocation 

i.e. discretionary funding based a number of performance indicators. The application of a 

resource allocation mechanism, often by an independent third party, has enabled some 

donors to significantly reallocate resources between CSOs. 

11. Partnership. Donors most frequently quote shared goals, trust and dialogue as the key 

elements of a strategic partnership. Requiring partners to demonstrate how their work fits 

with donor strategies, priorities or theories of change ensures shared goals. The concept of 

trust, based on the familiarity and track record of the CSO with the donor, still plays an 

important part in ‘by invitation only’ schemes. Opportunities for dialogue tend to be focused 

on the schemes themselves rather than of a substantive policy nature. Donors are also alert 

to the risk of complacency arising out of long-standing partnerships.  

Advantages and disadvantages of strategic funding 

12. Donors report that working with established partners with a track record of delivery over a 

longer period should be a cost effective way of having a lasting impact on poverty. Secure, 

flexible funding should enable CSOs to tackle ambitious programmes and to innovate. 

Working through strategic partners also enables the donor to reach populations it cannot 

reach itself and to benefit from CSO knowledge and expertise.  

13. On the other hand, strategic funding is more sensitive to political changes than programme 

funding and has to be constantly justified and explained. It can be more challenging to 

demonstrate the results attributable to strategic funding than for programme funding. Long-

standing strategic partnerships with a small group of domestic CSOs e.g. in some Nordic 

countries, can risk encouraging complacency on the part of the CSOs.  

Possible future scenarios 

14. Although most strategic funding schemes are likely to continue in their current form for the 

foreseeable future, they could evolve in a number of different ways e.g. 

- More focused schemes such as the Dutch “Dialogue and Dissent” where strategic 

funding is targeted to where CSOs have a comparative advantage and best 

complement official aid efforts e.g. lobbying and advocacy; 

- Clearer targeting of CSOs that can make best use of strategic funding to invest in 

their own capacity and performance, as per Comic Relief; 

- Opening up of framework arrangements to new entrants such as international CSOs, 

academic institutions, private sector and Southern CSOs; 

- Encouragement of CSOs to form alliances as strategic partners in order to achieve 

greater collaboration and synergy within the sector.  
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15. Strategic funding schemes are potentially susceptible to changes in the aid and political 

landscape and are unlikely to remain unchanged in the next five to ten years. Although 

Northern CSOs remain the preferred channel in OECD countries for ODA support to 

Southern civil society a changing aid landscape potentially threatens their pre-eminent 

position with donors. Strategic funding schemes are susceptible also to changes in 

government and government policy. The MFA in the Netherlands and DFID in the UK have 

recently launched development cooperation frameworks emphasising economic growth and 

the role of private enterprise in development policy. In both cases, development cooperation 

funds have been, or are to be, reallocated to economic growth initiatives. In the case of the 

Netherlands, support to civil society is taking the biggest cut in a reduced ODA budget.   

16. Donors and CSO partners should be alert to the need to defend the role of civil society in 

development cooperation. They can best defend their strategic partnerships by 

demonstrating convincingly that they are a cost-effective means of making a demonstrable 

difference, not only to a more capable, confident civil society claiming its rights in developing 

countries, but to measurable improvements in the livelihoods and quality of life of the poor 

and marginalised 

17. A changing aid landscape will require both the rationale for civil society support and for 

strategic funding of northern CSOs to be reviewed and reasserted. A review of current 

practice suggests a number of options that donors might consider to ensure the relevance 

and effectiveness of strategic funding schemes. These include: 

- ensuring that a clear rationale for civil society support is embedded in national 

development cooperation strategies; 

- expanding criteria to allow for new entrants to the schemes, perhaps by funding 

consortia including CSOs from low or middle income countries; 

- supporting and participating in peer learning through learning network/s associated 

with scheme; 

- taking measures to manage the impact on CSOs of possible cuts in funding; and  

- better targeting of CSOs that make best use of strategic funds to achieve a step 

change in their performance. 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Background to the study 

This study was commissioned by a Steering Group derived from a group of ten CSOs in 

receipt of a Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA) with DFID. The CSOs are 

members of the Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG), which forms part of the 

Learning Partnership, a peer-learning network for PPA holders in which DFID also 

participates. The IELG seeks to develop new thinking, share best practice and contribute to 

learning on institutional effectiveness.  

The purpose of this study was to contribute to the leaning on the value of ‘unrestricted’2 

funding by comparing the approach of different donors towards unrestricted or strategic 

funding to civil society. The study was expected to identify similarities and differences in why 

and how different donors provide strategic funding, and to outline the opportunities and 

challenges of the different approaches.  

The Terms of Reference (see Annex 1) were developed in consultation with DFID and the 

intention is to share lessons among the donor community, civil society, and other interested 

stakeholders on why and how donors support civil society with strategic funding. The aim is 

to share learning and good practice so that both donors and civil society better understand 

each other’s perspectives on the opportunities and challenges of strategic funding.  

1.2 Methodology and approach 

A draft research framework identifying the main lines of enquiry for the study was drawn up 

and agreed with the Steering Committee. Six donors were included in the sample - Danida, 

DFID, IrishAid, Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the Netherlands, Norad and Sida. These were 

selected since all have long-standing strategic funding schemes some of which have been or 

are under review. The experience of Comic Relief in strategic funding was also included as a 

non-governmental funder.  

The study included a documentary review (see Annex C) of relevant donor policies and other 

publicly available information on donor approaches and criteria regarding strategic funding. 

This was then supplemented by telephone interviews (see Annex B) with representatives of 

the donor agencies with responsibility for their strategic partnership schemes. In addition, a 

number of key respondents were interviewed who have been associated with independent 

reviews and evaluations of different donor schemes. Interviews were conducted based on a 

series of research questions for both groups of respondents based on the research 

framework discussed and agreed with the Steering Committee.  

Rudimentary statistics on donor budgets and partner portfolios were gathered through web 

research, supplemented by information requests to donors. Unfortunately it was not possible 

for donor respondents to review and confirm the data presented as accurate. The data 

gathered has a number of limitations: 

- Tables in Section 3 do not offer a strict comparison as the time periods are variable. 

Average annual budgets for strategic funding have been calculated for different 

cycles where possible. Otherwise, annual budget figures have been included where 

they have been found. Compound annual growth rates, as well percentage growth, 

are included in tables 3 and 4 since the period of comparison varies; 

                                                      
2 ‘Unrestricted’ funding is more commonly referred to as the strategic funding of CSOs registered in the 

donor country through strategic partnership or framework arrangements. ‘Strategic partnership’ and 

‘framework agreements’ are used interchangeably for the purposes of this study. 
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- Figures for ‘domestic’ strategic funding schemes only have been included although 

some donors offer strategic funding under other budget lines e.g. Norad to 

International Organisations and Networks; 

- Some donors have humanitarian strategic partnerships e.g. DFID and Sida. It has 

not always been possible to include figures both humanitarian and development 

schemes; 

- Figures have been converted to euros at current rates in order to facilitate a 

comparative analysis although this will involve some inaccuracy given changes in 

exchange rates over time. 
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2 Strategic funding: theory and practice 

2.1 The rationale for support to civil society 

The broad rationale for supporting civil society is normally found in the donor development 

cooperation strategy. A number of donors have recently introduced new strategies – for 

example, The Right to a Better Life (Denmark 2013); A World to Gain (Netherlands 2013); 

Aid Policy Framework (Sweden 2014); and Economic Development for Shared Prosperity 

and Poverty Reduction (DFID 2014).  

2.1.1 The demise of Civil Society Policies? 

Those countries that have traditionally placed the concept of a strong, independent civil 

society at the heart of their aid policy set out the rationale for this support in more detail in a 

Civil Society Policy. Sweden (2009), Denmark (2009) and Ireland (2008) all developed Civil 

Society Policies around the time of the 3rd High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Accra 

in 2008. Norway developed a set of principles governing civil society support in 2009. The 

rationale for supporting civil society is often supported by a theory of change, as in the cases 

of DFID, Danida and Sida 

However, Danida is the only donor reviewed to have recently developed (in 2014) a new 

Civil Society Policy and no other new civil society policies are anticipated. The Swedish Civil 

Society policy is no longer valid and has been superseded by the new Aid Policy Framework. 

One donor commented that a Civil Society Policy can clarify and justify the pivotal role of civil 

society in pro-poor development, and that the absence of a Policy might make it easier for 

civil society to be eclipsed in broader development cooperation frameworks. If civil society 

policies are not renewed, national development cooperation strategies will increasingly 

provide the pointers with regard to the role of civil society in national development policy.  

There is considerable convergence (although there are also some differences) among these 

policies with regard to why civil society has an important role to play in development 

cooperation. The following diagram tries to synthesise the shared elements of this rationale 

as derived from donor supporting documents. 

Rationale for civil society support Donor 

To promote a strong, independent, representative, accountable civil society  Danida, DFID, 
Sida, Norad 

To promote an enabling environment to allow civil society participate in a vibrant, 
inclusive, open debate. 

Danida 

To hold governments and others to account in the interests of the poor and 
marginalised; strengthen the rule of law and the inclusiveness of social and 
economic development. 

DFID, IrishAid, 
Sida,  
Netherlands 

To innovate in their programmes to influence national policy and scale up impact IrishAid 

To provide goods and services to the poor, particularly the hard to reach and/or in 
fragile situations. 

DFID, IrishAid 

To help develop the capacity of civil society and CSOs to be independent 
development actors. 

DFID 

To promote donor policy priorities e.g. gender equality, environmental sustainability IrishAid 

To support work against corruption Norad 

To support Southern civil society gain access to international networks  Norad 

To build public support, including diaspora populations, for development in the 
donor country 

DFID, IrishAid. 
Norad 

Strengthen social cohesion and open and strong democracies Netherlands 
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2.1.2 A strong, independent civil society – a means or an end? 

The core concept at the heart of donor support for civil society is that is that a strong, 

independent, vocal, civil society contributes to democracy and human rights by holding duty 

bearers to account and proposing new ideas. Nordic donors are sometimes more inclined to 

emphasise an independent, diverse, civil society as a public good in its own right as well as 

a means of promoting good governance and pro-poor development. This seems to be 

changing, and civil society support is increasingly seen as a means to achieving broader 

development outcomes.  

In most policy documents the broader development outcomes to which civil society support 

contributes tend to socio-political e.g. gender equality and anti-corruption, rather than 

economic. The overarching rationale for civil society support rarely includes, for example, 

socio-economic development or improved, sustainable livelihoods for the poor, although 

these kinds of outcomes are more frequently found in the strategic partnership agreements 

themselves. It is noticeable that only DFID and Irish Aid make specific reference in their 

rationale for civil society support to service provision for the poor and marginalised, 

particularly in fragile contexts. 

The question of what constitutes development success and how it is best measured has 

been the focus for discussion and, sometimes, controversy between donors and domestic 

CSOs. The rationale for civil society support, therefore, needs to be clearly articulated since 

it has important implications for how the success of strategic funding will be measured e.g. 

by evidence of a stronger civil society or of the development outcomes that a strong civil 

society can deliver.  

2.2 The rationale for strategic funding of domestic CSOs 

Donors offer a specific rationale for strategic partnerships with national CSOs in the relevant 

guidance documents. The table below is a synthesis of some of the key reasons for strategic 

funding as found in operational documents. This followed by a further explanation of this 

rationale as derived from interviews. 

Rationale for strategic funding Donor 

To develop the capacity of civil society and CSOs in developing countries to help 

people living in poverty to claim their rights  

Sida, Norad, 

Danida 

To strengthen CSO capacity in lobbying and advocacy to hold policymakers and 

companies to account; to contribute to inclusive growth and development and help 

reduce inequality 

Netherlands 

To strengthen the capacity of domestic CSOs to better support partners or in key 

areas of importance to the donor e.g. to better demonstrate results. 

DFID, Norad,  

Irish Aid 

To mainstream best practice through innovation and knowledge sharing.  DFID 

Greater predictability and flexibility for trusted partners to implement ambitious 

programmes. 

Irish Aid 

To support democratisation and human rights in all sectors by scrutinising duty 

bearers and proposing new ideas. 

Sida 

To create stable conditions for effective capacity development and flexibility to 

adapt activities to lessons learned and changing circumstances. 

Danida 

2.2.1 Providing the stability and flexibility to deliver and innovate 

A pragmatic rationale for a strategic partnership approach, frequently quoted in interviews, is 

that comparatively stable funding and a higher level of trust enables CSOs to take on 

ambitious programmes; flexibly respond to new situations; and to invest in their own leaning, 

innovation and knowledge sharing (see 2.2.4). 
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2.2.2 Developing the capacity of Southern CSOs as drivers for change 

Perhaps the central rationale for strategic partnerships with domestic CSOs is their role in 

strengthening the capacity of Southern partners. This is particularly prominent with Nordic 

donors. This capacity development role is increasingly linked to a rights-based approach and 

to the role of Southern CSOs in empowering poor and marginalised people to claim their 

rights and influence policy and practice. Indeed the new framework funding scheme in the 

Netherlands is exclusively focused on the concept of the capacity development of Southern 

CSOs in lobbying and advocacy. 

Although capacity development is prominent in several donors’ rationale for strategic 

funding, the evidence from numerous reviews3 is that there is considerable room for 

improvement in the way northern CSOs approach, implement and evaluate their capacity 

development efforts with Southern partners. The role of northern CSOs in capacity 

development has been questioned also by some donors. Norad has questioned whether a 

more demand-led approach to capacity development might be more appropriate, given the 

changes in Southern civil society4. Danida has recently invited tenders to manage a demand-

led capacity-development initiative for local CSOs in East Africa5.  

2.2.3 Incentivising new, improved ways of working in domestic CSOs 

An other important rationale for strategic funding is that it allows domestic CSOs to invest in 

their own capacity to improve their effectiveness. For example, a rationale for PPA funding in 

the revised DFID theory of change is to provide it with “the opportunity to build the capacity 

of PPA holders to improve the quality of their evidence, accountability and learning”. This is 

an example of using strategic funds to incentivise partners to develop improved ways of 

working. This can be further encouraged by requiring partners to report on key performance 

areas such learning, added value or value for money, as do DFID and Danida, for example.   

The ability to internally invest in their own capacity to meet future challenges should be a key 

advantage of flexible funding over restricted funding from both the donor and partner 

perspectives. However, two donors were critical of CSO capacity to use framework funding 

strategically to invest in their own capacity in key areas associated with a results-based 

approach e.g. monitoring and reporting.  A contrasting view, more commonly found among 

Nordic donors, is that CSOs have been assessed as strategic partners precisely because 

they have demonstrated the organisational and technical competencies to deliver results. 

The two views offer an insight into different interpretations of partnership.  

2.2.4 Sharing good practice as leaders in the field 

Donors tend to define their strategic partners as leaders in the field and, as such, expect 

them to use strategic funds to scale up their own programmes, mainstream best practice – 

for example, within their own global con/federation or by sharing good practice and learning 

within the sector. DFID, for example, has encouraged a ‘Learning Partnership’ among its 

PPA-holders through which several learning groups have been initiated by the CSOs 

themselves to explore and share learning. This initiative is seen positively by DFID and was 

positively reviewed by UK government ‘aid watchdog’ body ICAI6. However, this seems to be 

the only initiative of its kind among the donors reviewed although CSO coordination fora in 

some donor countries facilitate knowledge-sharing among CSOs. It would seem to make 

sense for donors to invest in and facilitate the sharing of good practice among their strategic 

partners  as ‘thought leaders’, and more broadly in the sector.  

                                                      
3 See, for example, “Evaluation of Danish Support to Civil Society“ p59 (2013) 
4 “A Need to reform Norad’s support scheme for Civil Society? Notes for Discussion” (2013) 

5 See http://um.dk/en/danida-en/activities/business/contracts/long/contract-

opportunities/newsdisplaypage/?newsID=8A29084F-2F75-44A7-9BEF-37F01950AF4E 

6 ICAI “DFID’s Support for CSOs through Programme Partnership Arrangements” p24 (2013) 
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2.2.5 Strategic or operational dialogue? 

Donors frequently refer to the opportunity to have a more ‘strategic’ dialogue with trusted 

partners as being one of the objectives of framework arrangements. The donors in this 

review all conducted consultations with domestic CSOs on their strategic funding 

arrangements. However, in most cases no special arrangements are made for a more 

strategic policy dialogue - for example, on aid policy - with strategic partners. The need for 

greater dialogue, collaboration and mutual learning on policy issues was also a 

recommendation of a recent review7 of DFID PPA arrangements. 

2.2.6 The myth of reduced transaction costs 

Donors frequently report informally that a rationale for strategic funding is that it reduces the 

transaction costs of the partnership for both parties. There is a prima facie case that the 

management of a funding arrangement with well-established northern CSOs (in many cases 

who have undergone an organisational assessment) should have low transaction costs for 

both parties. While this is possibly the case with one or two donors e.g., Norad, the evidence 

is from both donors and CSOs is that strategic funding arrangements are not low 

maintenance. This is mostly due to donors having higher expectations of strategic partners in 

order to minimise fiduciary risk and demonstrate results; and to greater transparency and 

accountability in the selection and assessment of partners and the allocation of resources. In 

order to meet these increased demands of the partnership, costs are more frequently 

displaced to CSOs themselves or outsourced to third parties (see 3.1.1.).  

                                                      
7 Ibid p23 
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3 Strategic funding: a comparative analysis 

The strategic funding arrangements of major donors have been evolving in recent years. 

While some donors have maintained long-established schemes with comparably few 

changes, others have introduced wide-ranging reforms with a significant impact on the 

sector. The following offers a summary comparative analysis of some key elements of 

strategic funding arrangements.  

3.1 Management 

3.1.1 Strategic funding can be politically sensitive. 

Several donors acknowledged that strategic funding could be sensitive to changes of 

government or a Minister. This is hardly surprising since strategic partnership schemes can 

represent a significant proportion8 of donor budgets and involve high-profile, sometimes 

vocal, CSOs. One donor commented on the ‘hands on’ oversight of the strategic partnership 

scheme by the relevant Minister. Another commented on political resistance to some 

proposed reforms to a scheme. Two commented on political decisions by a Minister 

regarding the funding of a strategic partner. Several commented on the potential impact of 

changes of government on development cooperation policy and funding, and the knock-on 

effect on civil society funding.  

3.1.2 A heavier workload for the Ministries involved 

Strategic funding arrangements are managed by Civil Society Departments or Units within 

the national Ministry for Foreign Affairs or, in the case of the UK, the Department for 

International Development. A number of donors commented that, in contrast to the 

expectation of reduced transaction costs, strategic funding schemes involved a heavy work-

load given the pace of change in national frameworks; the increase in the number of 

strategic partners; and the adoption of a more complex, results-based approach. As a result, 

some functions associated with strategic funding schemes have been outsourced - for 

example, DFID has outsourced an evaluation function (Coffey) and Sida, an assessment 

function (SIPU). 

3.1.3 A tendency for a more prescriptive approach   

The management of the strategic funding schemes in recent years has become increasingly 

prescriptive as donors feel under political and public pressure to demonstrate the results of 

their strategic partnerships. (Norad seems to be an exception to this trend.) Strategic funding 

arrangements have become accompanied by generic templates, detailed monitoring and 

reporting formats, and new monitoring and reporting methodologies. This may also be 

related to the introduction of resource allocation mechanisms and the outsourcing of 

monitoring and evaluation functions.  

It may be that the ‘reporting burden’ of some strategic funding schemes has reached a peak. 

DFID and the Netherlands have recently taken a more streamlined approach to monitoring 

and reporting guidance (see 3.5.3). Increased compliance with global standards such as IATI 

might contribute to lessening the direct requirements of donors with regard to due diligence. 

The Netherlands, for example, addresses the issue of accountability by requiring grantees to 

provide open data in accordance with the IATI standard. 

3.2 Timescales 

Some key donors e.g. Netherlands, Danida, have just moved, or are about to move, into a 

new cycle of strategic partnerships with CSOs. The following diagram illustrates the current 

donor funding cycles  

                                                      
8 The total budget for MFSII in the Netherlands, for example, was €1.9 billion, 9% of the Dutch 

development cooperation budget for the period. 
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Table 1: Donor strategic funding cycles 

Donor 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Danida            

DFID            

Irish Aid            

Netherlands MFA            

Norad            

Sida            

3.2.1 A typical cycle of three to five years 

Most strategic funding agreements are for three to five years. Some donors have discrete 

funding cycles e.g. Irish Aid, DFID and the Netherlands. Others, principally the Nordic 

donors, have a rolling cycle in which the agreements with individual partners are reassessed 

on an ongoing basis. A competitive call for strategic partnerships is associated with a 

discrete cycle, whereas ‘invitation only’ schemes might include a variety of funding cycles for 

individual CSOs. 

A number of reviews have concluded that donors should extend strategic or framework 

funding cycles. ICAI9 recommended that DFID consider “extending the PPAs to more than 

three years to allow for the strategic and innovative aspects this unrestricted funding to 

develop”. SIPU10 made a similar recommendation in its review of Swedish framework 

arrangements in the same year – to extend the funding cycle five-to seven years. However, 

there seems to be some reluctance to extend the formal funding cycle beyond four or five 

years.  

Table 2: length of funding cycles (years) 

 Previous cycle Current cycle 

Danida 3 4 

DFID 3 3+2 

IrishAid 5 4 

Netherlands 3-5 5 

Norad 3-5 - 

Sida 3+1 3+1 

3.2.2 Donors sensitive to the risk of complacency in long-standing partners 

There is a history in most countries of grant funding to strategic partners being renewed over 

several cycles. Some of the best-known and well-established European CSOs have been in 

receipt of core or strategic funding from their national donor for decades. Donors are very 

aware of this and sensitive to indications of complacency on the part of grantees e.g. in 

terms of the quality of their applications and reporting.  Indeed, one of the motivations of 

donors expanding the eligibility criteria of strategic funding schemes has been to ‘shake up’ 

any tendency to complacency of their long-standing partners through the introduction of new 

entrants. 

Many national CSOs in a number of countries e.g. Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden and 

Norway have become quite dependent on framework funding which can represent a high 

percentage of their total income. This has been a disincentive, in some cases, for CSOs to 

                                                      
9 ICAI (2013) p.1 

10 Statskontoret Press Release (2013), p.2 
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raise funds from other sources. As a result, relevant donors are formalising and/or increasing 

a requirement for CSO partners to demonstrate a minimum level of co-financing from other 

sources. 

3.3 Eligibility  

3.3.1 Strategic funding remains mostly ‘by invitation’ 

Most donor strategic funding schemes derive from long-standing ‘core funding’ schemes 

through which trusted, reputable CSOs were selected by invitation for multi-year funding. It 

remains the case that half of the donors in this review select their strategic partners by 

invitation. The concept of being a reputable CSO with a previous track record with the donor 

remains is an important pre-condition of several strategic funding schemes. As core funding 

schemes have evolved into better defined, more performance-oriented agreements, it might 

have been expected to have seen more movement towards open, transparent processes of 

selection in line with the Aid Effectiveness agenda.  

3.3.2 ……but there are signs of opening up to broader competition 

Those framework funding schemes that operate ‘by invitation’ are restricted to domestic 

CSOs. Norad, for example, retains a separate budget line for strategic partnerships with 

international NGOs (mostly of a ‘think tank’ nature). The two donors that have issued open 

calls have a more diverse portfolio of strategic partners. DFID, for example, has opened its 

framework or PPA scheme to foreign entrants such as Norwegian Refugee Council and 

Avocats San Frontières. The new Dutch scheme “Dialogue and Dissent” allows applications 

from three different types of CSO – domestic, international and CSOs based in a low or 

middle-income country. As in the previous framework scheme MFS II, CSOs are encouraged 

to make their applications as members of a consortium.  56 of the 65 applications received 

recently for Dialogue and Dissent were from CSOs in alliances. CSOs from low and middle-

income countries were involved with Dutch CSOs in 28 of these. 15% of all interested 

organisations were CSOs from low or middle-income countries. Interestingly six of these 

were the lead agency in the consortium application11 - a major departure.  

 

Most donors have alternative sources of programme or thematic funding for domestic CSOs. 

In most cases, becoming a strategic funding partner does not preclude funding from other 

donor budget lies, though these might be limited. On the contrary, being a strategic partner 

with the donor is an important reputational interface and need not be disadvantageous to 

further funding if the CSO’s performance enhances its reputation as a strategic partner. 

                                                      
11 Letter to CSOs from Minister of Trade and Development, dated 9th September 2014  

Dialogue and Dissent: a new approach to strategic funding?  

The new Dutch framework scheme Dialogue and Dissent departs from a ‘traditional’ approach 

in a number of ways: 

- It explicitly seeks to focus its strategic funding in an area where it considers there is 

relatively little funding available i.e. lobbying and advocacy; 

- It invites applications from Southern and International CSOs, in addition to domestic 

CSOs, as members of a consortium to encourage greater collaboration in the sector.  

- It allows a CSO from a low or middle-income country to be the lead agency in a 

consortium that involves a Dutch CSO.  

- It accepts ‘dissent’ as part of the partnership i.e. that the focus of advocacy supported 

through strategic funding might be Dutch business interests or the Dutch Government. 
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3.4 Funding 

Strategic funding arrangements have long been a preferred channel for donor support to civil 

society though it has not been possible to ascertain what proportion of domestic civil society 

funding strategic funding represents in each country.  

3.4.1 Growth in strategic funds with two exceptions  

Budget allocations for strategic partnership schemes have mostly grown in recent years in 

association with a growth in number of partners (see 3.7.1). The two exceptions are Ireland 

and the Netherlands. Budget reductions in both cases are related to the economic downturn, 

although political factors also played a part in the latter case. The reduction in funding 

available for strategic partnerships in the Netherlands has been particularly dramatic. 

Current funding available to CSOs under the MFS II scheme will be more than halved under 

“Dialogue and Dissent”. The impact on the sector of these and previous cuts has been 

dramatic since the Netherlands historically had the biggest strategic funding scheme among 

the donors under review and many CSO partners were heavily dependent on this funding 

source. The total amounts allocated by individual donors for strategic funding is illustrated n 

the following table12. 

Table 3: Average annual budget of framework schemes (euro millions) 

 Previous cycle Current cycle Percentage 

change 

Compound annual 

growth rate 

percentage13 

Danida €73.1 (2012) €105 (2014) +43.6% +12.88% (3 years) 

DFID14 €113 (2007/8) €14515 (2011-14) +28.3% +3.17% (8 years) 

IrishAid €74 (2007-11) €62.7 (2014) -15.3% -2.05% (8 years) 

Netherlands €425 (2011-15) €185 (2016-20) -66.5% -7.98% (10 years) 

Norad €144 (2012) €159.2 (2014) +11% +3.38% (3 years) 

Sida16 €181 (2012) €205 (2014) +13.2% +4.24% (3 years) 

 

3.4.2 Incorporation of ‘programme’ CSOs as strategic partners.  

The growth in Danida funding is due to strategic partnership budgets being extended to 

include partners previously funded under Programme funding budget lines. A similar reason 

is responsible for the earlier cuts in Irish strategic funding not being fully reflected in Table 3. 

3.4.3 Increase in number of partnerships reduces the average size of grant. 

All strategic funding schemes have increased the number of partners in recent years (see 

3.7.1.). This has affected the average size of grant even where funds have remained 

reasonably stable. Where funds have been reduced e.g. Ireland and the Netherlands, the 

impact has been correspondingly greater. The Irish GOAL, which received an average 

annual grant of €18.8 million under the MAPSII scheme, received an allocation of €12.2 

                                                      
12 This data (and that in subsequent tables) is supplied by official and secondary sources. It is subject 
to the limitations outlined in Section 1 and serves only as an illustration rather than as a strict 
comparison.  
13 The equation for annual growth rate percentage over multiple years is P = [(f/s)^(1/y)] - 1, where: 
 f = Final value, s = Starting value, y = Number of years. The first year of the first cycle is used as the 
starting value and the last year of the most recent cycle is used as the final value. The number of years 
used in the calculation is shown in brackets. 
14 Figures for DFID in this and subsequent tables includes humanitarian PPAs only in latest cycle 
15 This includes both the General and Humanitarian PPAs 

16 Figures for Sida in this and subsequent tables do not include humanitarian framework agreements. 
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million in 2014 - a 35% reduction in funding. Some Dutch CSOs experienced even larger 

reductions in funding between the MFSI and MFSII schemes. 

Table 4: Average size of partnership grant (euro millions) 

 Previous cycle Current cycle 
Percentage 

change 

Compound annual 

growth rate 

percentage  

Danida €12.2 (2012) €7 (2014) - 42.6% -16.9% (3 years) 

DFID €4.4. (2007/8) €3.5 (2011-14) - 20.5% -2.82% (8 years) 

IrishAid €11.5 (2007-11) €3.9 (2014) - 66.1% -12.64% (8 years) 

Netherlands €21.3 (2011-15) €7.4 (2016-20) - 66.3% -10.03% (10 years) 

Norad - €5.3 (2013) - - 

Sida €12.1 (2012) €12.8 (2014) +5.7% +1.89% (3 years) 

3.4.4 …and more significantly increases the range of grant size. 

Of course, average grant size can be misleading. The range of grant size has increased 

significantly in several schemes in recent years. In previous core funding schemes, grant 

sizes tended to me more clustered around a small number of ‘peer’ strategic partners. Grant 

size in many schemes now varies enormously. Irish Aid programme grants currently vary 

from €19.6 million to €285.142 (a ratio of 69:1). Current DFID PPA grants range from £11 

million to £151,000 (a ratio of 73:1). Strategic partners are less of a homogenous group 

under these circumstances and perhaps, as a result, less influential. From another 

perspective, one donor commented that the newer, smaller strategic partners tend to be 

more skilful at managing their relationship with the donor while some longer-established 

partners are still catching up with changes in thinking about strategic funding. 

3.4.5 Some budget parameters to strategic funding 

Some donors identify certain budget parameters with regard to strategic funds. Irish Aid and 

Norad, for example, put a percentage limit on Head Office and/or administrative costs - 6% 

and 8% respectively of the total grant.  This form of ‘earmarking’ can also be a way of donors 

highlighting an area of expenditure important to them. IrishAid, for example, specifies that up 

to 6% of programme funding can be used in support of programme quality.  

3.4.6 Co-financing required by some donors to discourage dependency 

Some Nordic funding schemes have de facto encouraged a level of financial dependency in 

their strategic partners by traditionally funding a high percentage of their total budget. These 

schemes increasingly require that partners raise a minimum percentage of their total budget 

from other sources e.g. 10-25% (see Annex E) as a way of ‘nudging’ partners to diversify 

their funding sources. 

3.5 Monitoring and reporting 

3.5.1 The application of a results-based approach has introduced new demands 

Perhaps the most important element of strategic funding schemes to change in recent years 

has been the progressive introduction of a results-based approach. All donors now subscribe 

to a results-based approach to their strategic funding arrangements, although some are 

more prescriptive than others with regard to how this should be interpreted by the CSO 

partner.  

Strategic funding is usually described in the literature as funding that can be used flexibly in 

support of an organisation’s own strategic plan or objectives. This is in contrast to project or 

programme funding which funds a clearly defined set of programme outcomes and outputs 

with a detailed budget linked to these. However, the demands of some strategic funding 
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schemes e.g. DFID, Irish Aid, for a results framework with specific objectives, outputs an 

indicators are making these partnership schemes more programmatic in their approach.  

A decade or so ago, most framework funding schemes were content to fund and receive 

annual reports on multiple projects.  Most of the donors in this review, under pressure to 

demonstrate results and value for money to Ministers, national auditors and the general 

public alike, have become more prescriptive in their approach to strategic funding in recent 

years. Many (Norad and Danida being exceptions) require partners to submit and negotiate 

an intervention logic and results framework as a condition of funding. In several cases this 

involves objectives, indicators, targets, assumptions etc. although DFID appears to be the 

only donor that currently requires a log frame. 

There is an increasing emphasis on the adoption on certain disciplines associated with a 

results-based approach e.g. the use of baseline data and standard indicators (see Annex E) 

The CSO partners of more ‘programmatic’ strategic funding schemes feel increasing 

pressure to comply with detailed guidance on the use and reporting of strategic funds; 

numerous generic templates; and suggested methodologies.  

The outsourcing of some monitoring and evaluation functions regarding strategic funding 

may have contributed to a more prescriptive, detailed approach. DFID provides an example 

of an “unwieldy”17 approach. The consulting firm Coffey, following its appointment as 

Evaluation Manager for the DFID PPA and GPAF schemes, produced a 39-page evaluation 

manual for the funds with 301 pages of annexes.  

3.5.2 … an changing expectations with regard to monitoring and reporting 

Donor accountability is heavily dependent on the quality of monitoring and reporting of 

strategic partners. Two donors expressed disappointment with the low quality of CSO 

reporting, particularly since strategic partners are reputed to be “leaders in the sector”. One 

donor, seeking “intelligent debate and not just good news stories”, referred to too much 

emphasis on a description of activities and too little analysis of results to stimulate learning 

and improvement. On the other hand, a number of key respondents commented that 

increasingly prescribed reporting formats, in an environment where there is a perceive 

competition for resources, are likely to encourage a results rather than learning-oriented 

style of reporting.  

3.5.3 ……..although there is some evidence of a lighter touch approach 

Two recent reviews of strategic funding arrangements have criticised their onerous, complex 

monitoring and reporting requirements. A major review18 of DFID support to CSOs through 

PPAs in 2013 concluded its approach to monitoring and evaluation had been “overly 

complex and poorly adapted to the nature of the PPAs” and recommended that it re-design 

its approach to be less cumbersome and better suited to the long-term nature of the funding. 

A recent review of Sweden’s framework agreement system similarly recommended that “the 

control should be able to be more limited and become more strategic”19  

The evidence from the reviews seems to have had some effect. DFID has introduced a 

revised, simpler PPA/GPAF Evaluation Strategy. A recent letter from the Netherlands 

Minister of Foreign Trade and Development on the new Dutch funding arrangements quotes 

a key learning that “excessive control and monitoring impede innovation”20. Recent guidance 

on its new strategic funding arrangement “Dialogue and Dissent’” refers minimally to “routine 

progress monitoring on the basis of an agreed theory of change and the programme 

                                                      
17 ICAI p 20, (2013) 
18 ICAI p 1. (2013) 

19 Statskontoret Press Release, p.2 (2013) 
20 “Letter from the Ministry of Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation to the House of 

Representatives on cooperation with civil society in a new context”, October 2013. 
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developed”. Norad has consistently taken a less prescriptive approach to the monitoring and 

reporting of its strategic partners.  

3.6 Resource allocation 

3.6.1 Introduction of resource allocation systems  

Until comparatively recently, most strategic funding schemes have allocated resources on a 

historical basis in the absence of a more formalised resource allocation mechanism. In 

recent years some donors, in the interests of greater transparency, have introduced resource 

allocation systems to determine the level of strategic funding for CSOs – for example, Irish 

Aid, Sida, MFA Netherlands. While they vary, there are some basic elements to these 

resource allocation mechanisms: 

- A base allocation i.e. a guaranteed minimum amount of previous funding (40% Irish 

Aid, 60% Danida). 

- A performance allocation i.e. discretionary funding based on performance-based 

criteria. Irish Aid, for example, was one of the first donors to adopt this approach with 

five performance criteria each with their own indicators against which CSO 

performance was appraised, often externally, scored and put into the resource 

allocation model.  

- Schemes can also provide a ‘safety net’ function so that adjustments to funding are 

manageable for the CSO (particularly important in those contexts where CSOs have 

become historically dependent on strategic funds). For example, Danida puts a 10% 

ceiling on the reduction of annual funding for a CSO and a 20% ceiling on how much 

it can increase.  

- Sida, for example, used a 3+1 system for its previous framework arrangement. 

CSOs had one year to resolve any performance issues identified after three years 

before a final allocation of resources was decided.  

Resource allocation mechanisms are normally used to allocate resources at the beginning 

and end of a funding cycle but not during the funding period. It is likely that donors that have 

a transparent resource allocation mechanism, sometimes supported by an independent third 

party, are more able to significantly reallocate resources between CSOs based on  

performance than those that do not have such a system.  

3.7 Partnerships 

3.7.1 A trend to grow the number of strategic partnerships 

The number of donor strategic partnerships has increased in recent years. This increase in 

numbers has sometimes been achieved by incorporating CSO partners previously funded 

under other funding lines (Irish Aid and Danida)  In these cases, strategic funding was a 

‘step up’ for the CSOs involved. A ‘graduated’ system of grant funding has been 

recommended by a number of reviews. It also has the pragmatic advantage for the donor in 

streamlining grant administration while increasing the number of strategic partners with a 

known track record.  

Nordic donors have tended to have a more diverse portfolio of strategic partners. Danida and 

Sida, for example, support trade union confederations under their framework agreements. 

Sida also includes umbrella organisations that sub-grant to smaller CSOs in their own 

country. In the case of the Netherlands, a strategic partnership is most often in the form of a 

consortium or alliance. MFS II, for example, involved 20 partnership agreements involving 67 

CSOs.  
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Table 5: Numbers of strategic partnership agreements per donor 

 Previous cycle Current cycle % age change 

Danida 6 (2012) 15 (2014) +250 

DFID 26 (2007/8) 41 (2011-14) +158 

IrishAid 4 (2007-11) 16 (2012-15) +400 

Netherlands 20 25 +25 

Norad  29 (2013)  

Sida 15 (2012) 16 (2014) +7 

3.7.2 …has increased the diversity of the portfolio 

A growth in the number of partners has led to a larger, more diverse portfolio of CSOs 

supported by framework agreements in terms of their size, mission, popular support, 

organisational identity, ‘maturity’ and capacity. This contrasts with the smaller, more 

homogenous group of CSOs supported by previous core funding schemes.  

 

The number of ‘global’ CSOs as strategic partners has increased in most schemes.  These 

global ‘brands’ are attractive potential strategic partners to many donors since they are likely 

to meet the requirements of proven fiduciary responsibility and organisational capacity. 

Three donors interviewed tended to welcome the increase of ‘global’ CSOs as strategic 

partners as a stimulus to long-standing domestic partners to ‘step up to the plate’.  

 

Table 6: Global CSO21s in receipt of framework funding (as percentage of portfolio) 

 Previous cycle Current cycle 

Danida 4 (66%) 6 (40%) 

DFID 11 (42%) 15 (33%) 

IrishAid 0 (%) 6 (37.5%) 

Netherlands - - 

Norad - - 

Sida 3 (20%) 3 (19%) 

3.7.3 ….raising a number of issues 

The increase diversity of CSOs in strategic partnership schemes raises a number of issues. 

First, several donors commented that the extended results chain of ‘global’ CSOs presents a 

challenge to donors to report on the distinctive contribution or added value of the national 

affiliate in this chain. Some global CSOs, for example, are in effect fundraising affiliates with 

no direct managerial responsibility for programmes they fund. Second, two respondents 

observed that the concept of partnership between the donor and CSO risk becoming diluted 

as the number and diversity of partners increases. Third, one size may not fit all. Despite the 

growing diversity of CSOs, all strategic funding schemes have uniform systems, procedures, 

and appraisal criteria for their partners. A recent paper22 on the Swedish framework 

arrangements commented that a “one size fits all’ approach to, for example, organisational 

assessment needs to be re-examined in light of such diversity.   

 

                                                      
21 National CSOs affiliated to an international con/federation 
22  “Experiences and lessons learned from the organisational assessment programme 2012-14” SIPU 

(2014) 
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3.8 A summary comparison  

The following is a brief comparative analysis of donor approaches to strategic funding based 

on some of the key questions included in the Terms of Reference i.e. the requirements of 

donors; donor perceptions on the advantages and disadvantages of strategic funding; and 

the different approaches adopted by donors to partnership.  

3.8.1 Conditions of funding 

The donors under review tend to share (but do not always coincide) with a number of key 

requirements of strategic partners.23 These are usually included in their eligibility criteria 

and/or assessment criteria. These are:  

- Registration as a CSO in donor country i.e. registration under the appropriate 

legislation in the donor country.  

- Due diligence check i.e. compliance with fiduciary standards sometimes conducted 

by a third party e.g. KPMG. 

- Co-financing i.e. a minimum percentage of total income derived from other sources 

to discourage financial dependency.  

- Strategic fit i.e. a requirement to demonstrate how the programme of work 

contributes to the donor strategy, priority countries or theory of change. 

- Intervention logic i.e. an explicit conceptual model or theory of change of how the 

proposed programme will contribute to the desired results.  

- Results framework i.e. details of the anticipated results of funding; how they will be 

achieved and how their achievement will be measured. 

In summary, the main conditionalities associated with strategic funding focus on the need to 

manage fiduciary risk; to have a clear intervention logic for the work to be funded; and a 

results framework that can effectively monitor and report on what has been achieved by the 

funding. Some donors e.g. DFID, go a step further and seek to address the question of 

‘attribution’ i.e. how CSOs can demonstrate how the results can be directly linked to the use 

of strategic funds. In a similar vein, there is growing interest among donors in domestic 

CSOs demonstrating the value they add to the efforts of the partners they are supporting. 

This interest is reinforced by the growth of ‘global’ CSOs as national strategic partners which 

has, in some cases, stimulated donors to ask why they should not fund the implementing 

CSOs more directly.  

A general increase in the requirements donors make of partners - for example, regarding 

their application for, use and reporting of strategic funds - makes the term ‘unrestricted’ less 

appropriate when describing strategic funds. Strategic funding is better described as ‘flexible’ 

since funds often go directly into the CSOs general funds and, while expenditures are often 

not directly linked to strategic funds, some parameters are frequently placed on their use. 

3.8.2 Advantages and disadvantages of strategic funding  

Donors reported a number of advantages of strategic funding. These include: 

- A known track record and level of trust based on an established relationship should 

help to enable the delivery of results; 

- Interestingly, one donor also said that the nature of strategic funding enabled the 

donor to ‘steer’ the portfolio more than, for example, programme funding;  

- It enables the donor to reach more marginalised populations than it could itself, 

given the ‘reach’ of CSOs; 

- As a partnership, it enables to donor to access to the knowledge and expertise of its 

CSO partners; 

- It provides an opportunity for CSOs to innovate and take risks given the longer-term 

nature of the partnership; 

                                                      
23 See Annex E for a more detailed comparison of donor requirements. 
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- Indirectly, it builds a constituency of support for development cooperation through 

the supporter base of CSOs. 

In contrast, some of the disadvantages reported were that: 

- The donor carries a reputational risk since it is reliant on CSO monitoring, 

evaluation and quality assurance systems rather than its own; 

- Strategic funding is not always as clearly aligned to donor strategy and priorities as 

programme or project funding; 

- It is more difficult to demonstrate i.e. attribute, results to strategic funding than to 

programme or project funding; 

- Trying to induce culture change in CSOs in results-based management can be very 

time consuming; 

- Strategic funding can breed complacency if limited to a comparatively small group 

of domestic CSOs; 

- Strategic funding is more politically sensitive than programme funding and needs to 

be constantly explained and justified.  

3.8.3 CSOs as strategic partners 

All donors conceptualise their strategic, flexible funding to CSOs in terms of partnership. The 

elements of partnerships most frequently referred to are: 

- Shared goals. This is often formalised in donors requiring the strategic partner to 

demonstrate the fit of the work proposed with their own strategy or theory of 

change. 

- Trust. Many strategic partnership relationships are long-standing and donors 

frequently refer to the concept of trust that is the product of familiarity and track 

record. This is important to those donors who have retained a policy of inviting 

CSOs already in receipt of funding from them to become strategic partners. 

Observers comment that this element of trust is rather illusory, as most donors have 

introduced additional requirements of partners in order to minimise risk and 

demonstrate results.   

- Dialogue. Donors also refer frequently to the opportunity for strategic dialogue as 

intrinsic to partnership i.e. that CSOs as engage in open, informed dialogue with the 

donor on issues of substance. In fact, the opportunity for dialogue - other than 

discussions about the framework scheme in general or CSO performance more 

specifically - is reported as rather limited. One donor expressed disappointment at 

the lack of ‘challenge’ from CSOs. CSOs, on the other hand, have commented on 

the lack of formalised opportunities to engage in policy dialogue with the donor. Two 

donors commented that one of the reasons for broadening the eligibility criteria to 

allow for new entrants is to stimulate more dialogue. It will be interesting to observe 

how the Dutch scheme Dialogue and Dissent progresses since it not only 

encourages CSO dialogue with the government on policy issues but anticipates and 

accepts that this may involve public criticism 

Some respondents commented on the difference between rhetoric and reality regarding 

strategic partnerships and that there has been a tendency to “prioritise accountability over 

partnership”24. While donor policy documents generally refer to the importance of 

partnership, several strategic funding schemes are becoming more programmatic in their 

focus and contractual in their nature. 

                                                      
24 ICAI (2013) p.15 
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4 Strategic funding: possible trends 

4.1 Contextual factors and trends 

The future of strategic funding in the countries under review offers a mixed picture. Most 

donors, particularly the Nordic group, do not anticipate major changes in their framework 

funding arrangements in the next few years. Danida has recently introduced a new set of 

framework arrangements that are due to run through to 2017. Norad, while having 

contemplated some potential radical changes in its approach, has no immediate plans to 

review its strategic funding arrangements. Sida, while also raising internally some issues 

about the future of strategic funding, does not anticipate changes in their current 

arrangements in the near future. IrishAid, whose cycle of programme grants finishes in 

December 2015, has no plans for wide-ranging reform of the scheme. 

However, the Netherlands strategic funding scheme is undergoing a major transformation 

which breaks with traditional patterns in a number of respects. The future of DFID’s PPA 

system remains uncertain but is likely to be resolved next year in the context of a general 

election and recent major changes in DFID policy.  

In the meantime, some discernible trends have emerged in recent years with regard to 

strategic funds. These include: 

- The increasingly prescriptive approach of some donors in managing the 

partnerships;  

- The use of strategic funds by some donors to incentivise new ways of working e.g. 

DFID and Netherlands; 

- The increasing pressure on donors and partners to demonstrate results attributable 

to strategic funding; 

- The shift from historical funding allocations to resource allocation models based on 

performance e.g. Irish Aid, Danida;  

- The opening up of eligibility criteria in competitive processes to allow for new 

entrants e.g. DFID, Netherlands. 

However, a number of contextual factors may affect the future evolution of strategic funding, 

if not the funding itself.  

4.1.1 Changes in the Aid landscape  

Framework agreements with long established CSO partners no longer occupy the central 

role in ODA that they did a decade or two ago. The proportion of ODA channelled through 

northern CSOs in OECD countries is in decline25. There is a discernible trend to decentralise 

the delivery of ODA26. More broadly, there is a growing body of literature on the decline in 

the importance of traditional ODA and how the availability of multiple new sources of funding 

affects the choices available in development countries27. Much also has been written about 

the changing face of civil society in the South - the emergence of new civic actors as drivers 

for change and the blurring of the traditional boundaries between civil society, social 

enterprise, and the private sector28. Amidst these trends, donors are due to finalise their 

thinking about the post-2015 framework for tackling global poverty in September 2015. 

                                                      
25 OECD/DAC Evaluation Insight (2013) 
26 ibid 

27 See, for example, Grenhill, R et al “The Age of Choice: How are developing countries managing the 

new Aid landscape? “ ODI (2013) 

28 See, for example, “The Future of Civil Society” World Economic Forum  (2013) 
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These evolving trends have potential implications for the pivotal role that framework funding 

schemes has played in national development cooperation strategies. These schemes have 

endured for decades although most have evolved in response to changing political and 

public expectations of their accountability for the use of public funds. Although most 

framework schemes seem secure in their current form for the next few years it would be ill-

advised not to anticipate future scenarios that challenge their ‘preferential’ place in official 

support to civil society.   

4.1.2 Changes in the political landscape 

Changes in the ‘aid landscape’ may have less effect in the short term than changes in the 

‘political landscape’. Costly, high profile strategic funding schemes are susceptible to 

changes in government and government policy. A new strategy for aid, trade and 

investment29 was launched in the Netherlands in April 2013. The new strategy affirms that 

the market is indispensable in the fight against poverty and has ‘sustainable, inclusive 

growth’ as a guiding principle. The strategy commits to cut the ODA budget by €1 billion from 

2014-17 while increasing support to entrepreneurs through a new Dutch Good Growth 

Fund30. Support to civil society will bear the biggest burden of these cuts in ODA over the 

four years – €230 million.  

The Netherlands is not alone in emphasising economic growth as a priority of development 

policy and in reallocating development funds for this purpose. In the UK, the advent of a new 

Minister for International Development in 2013 has led to a marked change of approach in 

UK development cooperation. A new DFID strategy31 places economic growth as DFID’s 

priority and emphasises the role of the private sector in driving the growth. The amount of 

bilateral aid for ‘economic development’ is to more than doubled to £1.8 billion between 

2012/13 and 2015/16. This is a radical shift in DFID thinking which to date has received little 

response from British CSOs, or indeed from the political opposition.  

                                                      
29 “A World to Gain: A New Agenda for Aid, Trade and Investment” (2013) 
30 Ibid p.25 

31 “Economic development for shared prosperity and poverty reduction: A strategic framework” (2014) 

DFID’s ‘transformational journey’  

The new Minister of Development in the UK, speaking in the London Stock Exchange in January 

20141, referred to DFID being on a ‘transformational journey’ involving ‘a radical shift in the way that 

DFID works’. She said that “economic development must be DFID’s top priority in the future” and that 

“NGOs can and need to do more to embed this positive approach towards private sector investment 

and private sector engagement……. NGOs working with business needs to become the norm and not 

the exception. And I think we all need to be on the economic development path that DFID has set 

out.” In the same speech, she said that “DFID is on a dramatic journey. We are changing our people, 

our training, our programmes, our resourcing, our partners. We’re making DFID pro-entrepreneur, 

pro-business because that’s how we’ll ultimately defeat poverty”  

 

Norad: a challenge to the Northern-centric model? 

In February 2013 Norad published a Discussion Paper on the need to reform Norad’s support scheme 

for civil society which includes in strategic funding. The paper stated as a Norad goal “to make civil 

society support more demand-driven with northern-based CSOs remaining in the background…”  It 

asserted that the point of departure should be the situation in developing countries not the Norwegian 

CSOs. It questioned whether the number of northern based intermediary organisations should be 

reduced and said that there should be increased emphasis on actors in the South. The paper has not 

been operationalised but much of its content retains the support of Norad.  
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The implications of DFID’s ‘transformational journey’ on its PPA arrangements are yet to be 

seen. The PPA ‘fund-level evaluation’ is due to report early in 2015 and a general election is 

due before May 2015. What is likely, however, is that DFID’s future strategic funding 

arrangements are likely to depart from the current model. 

4.2 Implications for CSOs 

These well-documented trends - the decentralisation of ODA; the evolving maturity of 

Southern civil society; the emergence of new entrants in the aid sector such as private 

enterprise; the exploration of new funding modalities; and a renewed interest in ‘inclusive 

economic growth’ as a priority in development cooperation - are likely to be reflected into 

new development cooperation strategies and in an ongoing reappraisal of strategic funding 

schemes. Future scenarios for these might include: 

- More framework schemes such as the Dutch “Dialogue and Dissent” which focus on 

a specific area where domestic CSOs have a comparative advantage and best 

complement official aid efforts; 

- Clearer targeting of CSOs that can make best use of strategic funding to invest in 

their own capacity and performance, as per Comic Relief (see below); 

- Opening up of framework arrangements to new entrants such as international 

CSOs, academic institutions and private enterprises who can contribute to national 

development cooperation strategy; 

- Encouragement of funding alliances in order to achieve greater collaboration and 

synergy within the sector.  

 

It is possible that the central role of civil society in some countries’ development cooperation 

frameworks may come under review. As strategic partners of the donors, CSOs should be 

alert to the need to defend the role of civil society in fighting poverty and injustice and in 

delivering pro-poor development outcomes.  

Despite current reassurances, it is unlikely that current funding arrangements will remain 

unchanged over the next two cycles of funding i.e. five or ten years’ time. CSOs would be 

advised to pro-actively manage their relationship with the donor to discuss constructively 

how such schemes might evolve in the light of emerging trends. More specifically, the best 

way for donors and CSO partners to defend their strategic partnerships is to demonstrate 

convincingly that they are a cost effective means of making a demonstrable difference to the 

capacity of the poor and marginalised in developing countries to claim their rights, and to 

measurable improvements in the their livelihoods and quality of life.  

4.3 Implications for Donors 

The changing aid landscape previously described will require both the rationale for support 

to civil society and for the strategic funding of northern CSOs to be reviewed and reasserted. 

Comic Relief: targeting strategic funding where it makes most difference 

Comic Relief intends to introduce a new approach to strategic funding in 2015 which builds on the 

lessons of its past experiences. This will target strategic funding at those partners who can make 

most effective use of flexible funds. Key to this is to identify CSOs from those partners who apply for 

repeat funding that have the right level of organisational maturity to benefit from unrestricted funding. 

These would include, for example, CSOs that are emerging from an early stage of their organisational 

cycle with a bold strategic vision but who require investment in their organisational strengthening to 

deliver that vision effectively.  Comic Relief has found that strategic funding of CSOs in too early a 

stage of its development risks the funds not being used to their full effect. Similarly, strategic funding 

may not help deliver maximum impact with larger, well-established CSOs with an entrenched culture.  
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On the basis of what is currently happening among the donors reviewed, there are a number 

options that donors might consider to ensure the relevance and effectiveness of strategic 

funding schemes: 

- Ensure that a rationale for civil society support is clearly articulated e.g. in the form 

of a Civil Society Policy in the case of Danida, and embedded in national 

development cooperation strategies.   

- Consider expanding the eligibility criteria to allow for new entrants to the schemes 

e.g. international CSOs and, in particular, CSOs from low or middle-income 

countries. One option is to allow consortia to apply to achieve greater collaboration 

and synergy within the sector, as in the Netherlands  

- Support, encourage and participate in a learning network/s associated with the 

strategic partnership scheme, as in the DFID’s Learning Partnership. The 

opportunity for peer learning among sector leaders is immense and helps to 

counteract a tendency for CSOs to compete rather than collaborate when resources 

are at stake. Donors should also learn from their own good practice to ensure 

strategic funding continues to evolve and remain relevant. 

- Identify mechanisms to allow CSO partners to manage the impact of possible cuts 

in funding, as has happened in Ireland and the Netherlands - for example, allowing 

a year to improve performance (Sida) and/or percentage parameters on maximum 

increases/decreases in funding (Danida). 

- Target more explicitly CSOs that can make best use of strategic funding in their 

stage of organisational development to make a step change in their effectiveness by 

investing in their own capacity, as per Comic Relief. 
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Annex A:  Terms of Reference (edited) 

On behalf of CAFOD, Oxfam GB, Conciliation Resources, Sightsavers, ActionAid UK, British 

Overseas NGOs for Development (Bond), British Red Cross, World Vision UK and HelpAge 

International, the Transparency International Secretariat is seeking (a) qualified consultant(s) 

to undertake an assignment comparing donor approaches to unrestricted funding for civil 

society. 

Background 

DFID provides significant funding to civil society organisations (CSOs) annually in line with 

its overall strategy to alleviate poverty and promote peace, stability and good governance. 

The Programme Partnership Arrangements (PPA) are one of DFID’s principal funding 

mechanisms for CSOs. A Learning Partnership was established at the outset of the current 

PPA funding arrangement, including both DFID and CSOs receiving ‘strategic’ funding, with 

the purpose of supporting improved demonstration of the results of the distinctive 

contribution that CSOs make to poverty reduction. Under the Learning Partnership, the 

Institutional Effectiveness Learning Group (IELG) proactively develops new thinking, shares 

best practice and policy and contributes learning to the evidence base on areas of 

institutional effectiveness. One concrete piece of work the IELG is looking at is to build 

learning around the value of unrestricted funding.[1] Other donors also provide unrestricted 

funding to civil society, including to some of the PPA agencies represented in the IELG. 

As a member of the Learning Partnership, DFID has been consulted in the development of 

these ToR, and also offered opportunities for discussion and support as current chair of the 

‘informal working group’ of institutional donors, to facilitate wider engagement and learning 

as a result of this assignment. 

Purpose 

The primary purpose of this assignment is to compare the approach different donors take 

towards providing unrestricted funding to civil society. The assignment will seek to establish 

the similarities and differences in why and how different donors provide unrestricted funding, 

and outline the opportunities and challenges of the different approaches from donor 

perspectives. Ultimately, this assignment will share valuable lessons for the donor 

community (also donors beyond those targeted directly by this assignment), civil society, and 

other interested stakeholders, on why and how different donors support civil society with 

unrestricted funding. This learning will in turn allow good practices to be shared and will 

allow both donors and civil society to better understand each other’s perspectives on the 

opportunities and challenges of unrestricted funding to civil society.  

The donors to be assessed for this assignment are DFID along with minimum four additional 

donors. Other donors will include government donors which, like DFID, also provide, or 

provided, unrestricted support (at least Sida, Norway and the Netherlands MFA) and a 

foundation, for example the Oak foundation. The final list will be discussed and agreed 

between the commissioning agencies and the selected consultant 

 

Questions to be answered 

http://www.transparency.org/whoweare/work/call_for_applications_consultant_comparing_donor_approaches_to_unrestricted#_ftn1
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- What are the underlying reasons in the different donor agencies for supporting civil 

society with unrestricted funding? What added value do they consider unrestricted 

funding brings to the civil society organisations? And what added value does it bring 

to the donors themselves? And from the donor perspectives, to what extent is this 

added value realised in practice? 

- What approaches do the different donors take towards unrestricted funding? How do 

they see the nature of the relationship with the civil society organisations they fund in 

this way (contractual/financial, partnership, otherwise)? How is their 

conceptualisation and understanding of partnerships and how do they go about 

selecting partners? And what expectations do they have from their partners? 

- What is the average length of time unrestricted funding is granted for, how does this 

affect implementation, ‘impact’, effectiveness of the funding and sustainability. 

- Which requirements do the different donors impose on their partner agencies? This 

could include, but is not necessary limited to, any conditions on the use of funding or 

exclusions, monitoring, reporting, meetings between the donor and their partners, 

evaluations, innovation and learning. 

- When a donor agrees to strategic funding of an organisation, does it limit that 

organisation’s access to other funding streams by the same donor? 

- What do the different donors see to be the advantages, and disadvantages, of 

providing unrestricted funding to civil society as compared to providing restricted 

funding? Areas to be looked at here include sustainability, capacity development, 

building wider institutional effectiveness, innovation, partnership, learning etc. How 

do they consider agencies to be able to deliver on these with unrestricted funding 

which they may not have been able to do otherwise? Any unexpected benefits? 

- What are the key differences in how the different donors answer the above 

questions? And where are the similarities? 

- How do different donors perceive likely future trends in relation to this type of 

funding? 

DELIVERABLES 

- Final paper describing the findings, including executive summary and 

recommendations to donors and civil society. In the annex, a list of documents used 

and people spoken to should be provided. The total report (excluding Annexes) 

should not exceed 20 pages. 

- Presentation of the key findings and learning at a date and venue to be confirmed 

(likely October/November, with the venue potentially London). Applicants should 

include their estimated costs for participation in and presentation at this event in the 

proposed budget. 
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Annex B:  List of people interviewed 

 

 

Donor  Post Email 

DFID   

Caroline Hoy  M&E Advisor, Civil Society 

Department 

c-hoy@dfid.gov.uk 

Sida   

Joacim Carlson  Deputy Head, Civil Society 

Unit 

Joacim.carlson@sida.se 

Danida   

Jens Kare 

Rasmussen 

Head of Civil Society Unit jenras@um.dk 

Norad   

Ivar Evensmo Senior Advisor, Civil Society 

Department 

Ivar.Evensmo@norad.no 

MFA Netherlands   

Cornelius Hacking Senior Policy Officer, Civil 

Society Division  

Cornelius.hacking@minbuza.nl 

IrishAid   

Columba O’Dowd Civil Society Department columba.odowd@dfa.ie 

Comic Relief   

Richard Graham Head of International Grants, 

Comic Relief 

r.graham@comicrelief.com 

Key informants on framework schemes  

Neil Macdonald DFID PPA evaluation Neil.macd@btopenworld.com 

Catherine Cameron ICAI PPA evaluation  catherine@agulhas.co.uk 

Sadie Watson  Irish MAPS II evaluation sadie@iodparc.com 

Anne Garbutt Dutch MFS II evaluation agarbutt@intrac.org 

Annika Nilsson  Sida civil society funding 

evaluation  

annika@nids.se 

Lisbet Fich Danida Framework funding lisbet@fich.biz 

Izabella Toth Dutch framework funding Izabella.toth@cordaid.nl 

Brian Pratt Dutch MFSII evaluation bpintrac@hotmail.com 
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DFID 

“DFID’s Support for Civil Society Organisations through Programme Partnership 

Arrangements”, Independent Commission for Aid Impact, ICAI, (2013) 

“Revised PPA Evaluation Strategy” Coffey (January 2014) 

“Economic development for shared prosperity and poverty reduction: a strategic 

framework”, DFID, (August 2014) 

IrishAid 

“Civil Society Policy”, IrishAid (2008) 

“Irish Aid Programme Grant 2012-15: Programme Cycle Management Guidelines”, Irish 

Aid (Dec. 2013) 

“MAPS II Evaluation: Synthesis Report” IOD/PARC (September 2011)  

Netherlands 

“Policy Framework: Dutch co-financing system II 2011-2015” Ministry for Development 

Cooperation (2010) 

“A World to Gain: A New Agenda for Aid Trade and Investment”, Ministry of Foreign 

Trade and Development Cooperation, (April 2013) 

 “Letter from the Ministry of Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation to the House of 

Representatives on cooperation with Civil society in a new context” (October 2013) 

“Dialogue and Dissent : Strategic Partnerships for Lobbying and Advocacy” Ministry of 

Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, (2014 ) 

“Questions regarding the ‘Dialogue and Dissent’ policy framework”, Ministry of Foreign 

Trade and Development Cooperation, (2014) 

“Revised Application Form ”Dialogue and Dissent” for strategic partnerships in the area of 

Lobbying and advocacy”, Ministry of Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, 

(2014) 

Norad 

“Results management in Norwegian Development cooperation: a practical guide”, Norad, 

(Dec 2008) 

 “Principles for Norad’s Support to civil society in the South”, Norad (May 2009) 

“Rules for support to civil society actors- Chapter 160-70”, Norad, (Dec. 2009) 

 “A need to reform Norad’s support scheme for civil society? Notes for discussion”, Norad 

(Feb. 2013) 

“Guidelines for completing the application form for cooperation agreements” Norad, (June 

2014) 

Sida 

“Sida’s Support to civil society in development cooperation” (May 2007) 
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“Pluralism: Policy for support to civil society in developing countries within Swedish 

development cooperation” Sida 2009 

‘Strategy for support via Swedish civil society organisations 2010-14’ (September 2009) 

“Support to civil society within Swedish development cooperation” Annika Billing (June 

2011)  

“Review of Civil Society Support Modalities at Sida HQ and Swedish Embassies” 

Indevelop, May 2013. 

“Aid through Swedish organisations: A review of the framework agreement system, 

Statskontoret (Swedish Agency for Public Management), 2013 

‘Aid Policy Framework – the Direction of Swedish Aid’, (March 2014) 

 “Experiences and lessons learned from the organisational assessment programme 2012-
14” SIPU (May 2014) 
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Annex D:  Summary of current donor strategic funding schemes.  

Danida 

Danida has had a series of framework agreements with a small number of Danish CSOs 

for a number of decades. In 2013 it decided to integrate it framework and programme 

agreements into a new generation of framework agreements over 2013 and 2015. 

Current applications being made will be for the period 2015-17. 

DFID 

DFID introduced its strategic funding framework for CSOs in 2000 - Partnership 

Programme Agreements (PPAs) - which replaced a previous of system of core funding to 

CSOs. DFID offers both a General PPA and a Humanitarian PPA. The most recent 

funding cycle 2011-14 has been extended through to 2016. A ‘fund-level evaluation’ of 

the PPAs is currently taking place and is due to report in 2016, after which the future of 

DFID’s strategic funding of CSOs is uncertain 

IrishAid 

IrishAid introduced a strategic, programmatic funding scheme for CSOs in 2003 – the 

Multi-Annual Programme Scheme (MAPS). The second cycle of MAPS funding (MAPS II) 

ran from 2006-11. Following a review of MAPS II in 2011, the MAPS framework was 

replaced by a new multi-annual funding scheme for CSOs in 2012 - Programme Funding 

Grants. 

Netherlands Ministry of Trade and foreign Affairs 

The Netherlands has traditionally had the biggest strategic funding scheme. MFS I (2007-

10) was replaced by MFSII (2011-15) during which period €2.125 billion was allocated for 

strategic partnerships with Dutch CSO. MFS II will be replaced by a new scheme for 

2016-20 which refocuses its strategic partnership funding exclusively on lobbying and 

advocacy.   

Norad 

Norad has a system of multi-year framework agreements with Norwegian CSOs through 

a cooperation scheme for “large and medium sized organisations with extensive projects 

in several countries”. It also provides ‘core’ funding for international CSOs and think tanks 

through its Climate and Forest Initiative has core funding scheme for International 

Organisations and Networks  which was set up to differentiate between support to 

national and international CSOs. Norad does not operate a funding cycle as such and 

cooperation grants renewed depending on the CSO funding cycle.  

Sida 

Sida did not have a strategy for its framework funding of domestic CSOs prior to 2010. 

The 2010-2014 framework arrangements opened up the eligibility criteria for the scheme. 

A new five year framework arrangement is beginning and CSOs have recently been 

organisationally appraised to quality for the next cycle of funding. CSOs are eligible for 

both developmental and humanitarian framework agreements.  

Comic Relief 

Comic Relief began to experiment with strategic funding in the early 2000s to invest in a 

small number of small to medium-sized CSOs that it considered able to make a ‘step 

change’ in their performance with the flexibility of strategic funding. From 2009-13 Comic 

Relief provided strategic funding in the form of investment grants to around 10-15 UK 

CSOs to build stronger Sub-Saharan CSOs by enabling them to scale up their activities 
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or invest in institutional strengthening. Comic Relief intends to introduce a new approach 

to strategic funding early in 2015 to build on the lessons of its past experiences to target 

strategic funding at those partners that have the right level of organisational maturity to 

benefit from unrestricted funding from those partners who apply for repeat funding from 

its existing portfolio.  
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Annex E:  Conditions of funding 

 Danida Norad Dutch MFA Irish Aid Sida DfID 

Open to other non-

national NGOs 

No Yes, priority to 

international and regional 

organisations and 

networks originating in the 

South 

Yes with restriction32. No No Yes 

By invitation only Yes Yes No Yes Not specified No 

Due diligence 

checks 

Yes Not specified Yes Not specified Yes33 Yes34 

Intervention logic 

required 

No, but considered when 

scoring for performance 

related funding 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes35 

Performance 

related funding 

Yes Not specified Not specified Yes  Yes Yes 

Co-financing 

required 

Yes, 20% 10% Yes, 25% income from 

non-MFA contributions 

Not specified Yes, 10%36 No 

Funds raised in 

donor country 

At least a quarter of the 

self-financing must be the 

contribution of cash raised 

in 

Denmark  

Yes Not specified Not specified Yes Not specified 

Restricted from 

accessing other 

funding from 

donor 

Not specified Yes37 Not specified Partially38 No No 

                                                      
32 Non-national CSOs can be considered in two consortium contexts: Consortium led by CSOs established in low or lower-middle income countries containing at least one 

Dutch CSO OR consortium partners where led by Dutch CSO 

33 Those that meet minimum requirements then need to meet criteria with regards to “representativeness, independence and well anchored operations”, “systems for the 

internal management and control”; “capacity &skills to achieve and report relevant results against strategies” and “capacity & skills in policy and methodological work” 

34 Conducted by KPMG on PPA holder, i.e. will not necessarily check all consortia partners/local partners 
35 Must submit log frame 

36 Self-financed part of total costs is to comprise of at 10% and consist of cash funds raised in Sweden. 
37 NORAD shall not be provided to organisations that are already receiving substantial support from other donors. 

38 NGOs are not permitted to access other Irish aid funding streams, other than for sudden onset humanitarian emergencies, HPP predictable funding, bidding in open tenders 

and apply for pooled funds where Irish Aid is a donor.  
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 Danida Norad Dutch MFA Irish Aid Sida DfID 

Funding track 

record with donor 

No Yes No, but 3 references must 

be provided either from 

MFA, another donor or 

partner organisations in 

low- or lower-middle 

income country  

Yes No  No 

Track record 

requirements 

Not specified Presentation of results of 

the organisation’s work 

during the last three years 

3-5 cases illustrating 

experience of lobby and 

advocacy in past 3 years 

Not specified Minimum of 5 years in 

developing countries 

Not specified 

Required 

engagement with 

Southern CSOs 

 Yes Yes Yes Yes39 No, but scored in proposal 

assessment 

Required strategic 

fit with donor 

objectives 

Yes, with Right to a better 

life and development 

policy priorities.  

Yes Yes Yes Yes, with CSO Strategy No, but scored in proposal 

assessment 

Required strategic 

fit with MDGs 

Not specified Not specified Not specified Yes Not specified No, but scored in proposal 

assessment 

Minimum 

organisational size 

Not specified Norad seeks to avoid 

support to small-scale 

activities 

Not specified Yes Yes40 Not specified 

Geographical 

restrictions 

 Must have organisations, 

operations or board 

members in or from more 

than two countries 

 

specifically earmarked for 

ODA countries whenever 

the organisations or 

networks in question also 

run activities in non-ODA 

countries 

Must work with CSOs in 

more than three low- and 

lower middle income 

countries. 

 

specifically earmarked for 

ODA countries whenever 

the organisations or 

networks in question also 

run activities in non-ODA 

countries 

No, but preference 

indicated towards sub-

Saharan Africa 

 

specifically earmarked for 

ODA countries whenever 

the organisations or 

networks in question also 

run activities in non-ODA 

countries 

No No, but scored in proposal 

assessment. Preference 

indicated towards fragile 

states 41  

                                                      
39 Must have locally anchored operations in partner countries via agreements with local partners 
40 Must have raised at least 5million kronor during the previous year and/or for orgs with sub granting assignments, funds raised by partner orgs can count towards this sum. 

41 Stage 5 of PPA Assessment: A meeting of all assessors and quality assurors was held to discuss all offers to ensure balance in terms of niche, strategic fit, geographical 

representation and inclusion.  
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 Danida Norad Dutch MFA Irish Aid Sida DfID 

Thematic focus None None Yes, lobbying and 

advocacy.  

No but notes focus on the 

cross-cutting issues of 

gender equality, good 

governance, HIV and 

AIDS, and environmental 

sustainability. 

None None except PPA CHS 

Use of standard 

indicators 

Yes, report expenditure by 

country and DAC sector 

No Yes No  Yes  No, but commitment to 

IATI standard is used as 

marker for transparency 

when scoring in proposal 

Sub granting 

permitted 

Yes Not specified Not specified Not specified Yes Not specified 

Budget limitations Up to 7% of the total grant 

can be used to cover 

administrative costs 

Up to 7 per cent of the 

grant may be used to 

cover the grant recipient’s 

administrative costs 

(overhead/indirect costs). 

Not specified Up to 6% may contribute 

to HQ admin costs 

  

Staff salary 

limitations 

 Not specified Cannot exceed EUR 

129,000 based on 36hr 

week 

   

 


