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Summary

Background:  

The Kosovar Civil Society Organisation 

(KCSF) has been managing re-granting 

schemes to support democratization, 

support to the European Union (EU) acces-

sion process, human rights, social integra-

tion, independent media, gender equality 

and inclusion of minorities for various 

donors in parallel during the last years. Four 

donors – Luxembourg (LUX), Norway 

(NOR), Sweden (Sida) and Switzerland 

(SDC) – are currently implementing sepa-

rate grant schemes with KCSF for the civil 

society in Kosovo. Following KCSF’s initia-

tive, these group of donors have agreed to 

explore possibilities for joining hands and 

harmonising rules and procedures of their 

respective grant support schemes.  

KCSF proposed a Pooled Funding Mecha-

nism (PFM) to the donors for some time but 

the conceptualization was hampered by 

differing donor requirements and proce-

dures. In fall 2018 the four donors have 

agreed to conduct a feasibility study which 

shall assess the feasibility to create a com-

mon PFM. Thus, the main objective of this 

study is to assess the feasibility for setting 

up a PFM and to give recommendations for 

its operationalisation. The experts analysed 

strategies and contractual documents of the 

donors, conducted interviews with all four 

donors and consulted best practice from 

other PFM schemes worldwide. 

Findings and conclusions:  

Lessons learned from other schemes: PFM 

schemes to support the civil society have 

been set-up – especially in the context of the 

debate about improved aid effectiveness – 

and implemented in the past by various 

donors. The perceived benefits are: (1) 

Reduced transactions costs; (2) Avoiding 

duplication of donor funding; and (3) Ena-

bling greater outreach and impact. Some 

practical challenges mentioned in the litera-

ture include: (1) Lack of capacity for donors 

to engage with such PFM schemes; (2) 

Continuation of different reporting mecha-

nisms and financial requirements despite 

the PFM; and (3) Different funding cycles of 

donors. The lack of sustainability also raised 

in those studies is mitigated in the context of 

this PFM because the scheme is owned by 

KCSF (rather than a donor). 

Need for harmonisation: On the positive side 

it can be noted that several issues are 

already harmonised such as the visibility 

requirements, (interim) evaluation practises 

and General Conditions of Business which 

are handled in the same manner by all 

donors. Some minor differences are to be 

streamlined in terms of transversal themes 

of which gender equality and the inclusion of 

minorities and vulnerable groups is common 

to all four donors.  

On the other side, the diversity of contracts 

and the conditions set out therein is 

substantial. In view of establishing a PFM 

the following issues would have to be 

harmonized among the four donors: 1) 

Differing types of agreements: grant/ 

service/core support/ mandate with different 

content structures on specific and general 

conditions; 2) Differing applicable laws and 

dispute settlement mechanism; 3) Differing 

reporting formats (specific templates 

requested by SDC and partly Norway) and 

need of semi-annual reports; 4) Differing 

timing and deadlines of the reporting 

requirements; 5) Sida and LUX do not have 

a results framework and only SDC has 

outcome/impact indicators; 6) Differing 

budget structures; 7) Minor differences 

regarding management fee structures and 

eligibility of costs; 8) Differences in project 

governance bodies (NOR and Sida do not 

have any); 9) Minor differences in grant 

evaluation bodies and roles of donors (Sida 

and NOR do not have any role); and 10) 

Differing standards and differing scope – 

project versus organisational audit – to be 

applied for independent audit. 

While it is not certain whether it is a specific 

legal requirement, SDC has a general policy 

of being involved in the final selection of 

sub-grantees, or at least having a ’non-ob-

jection’ clearance in order to mitigate fidu-

ciary and reputational risks. NOR has a 

similar clearance policy of CSOs that are 
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eligible to participate in re-granting 

schemes.  

Models: The study proposes four different 

contractual models to consider for setting-up 

a PFM: Option 1 – one single contract with 

all involved donors; Option 2 – having one 

lead donor; Option 3 – maintaining existing 

bilateral agreements/contracts and comple-

menting them with a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MoU), or a Joint Financing 

Agreement (JFA); and, Option 4 – Topping-

up calls of other donors. The “status quo” 

was not further explored but remains a fall-

back option.  

Challenges and risks: A strong PMF might 

result in KCSF being perceived by other 

local stakeholders as foreign donors’ con-

duit, rather than an independent organisa-

tion rooted in local society. In addition, 

satisfying differing interests of PFM 

members might prove challenging. Further-

more, disagreement among donors during 

eventual review of thematic priorities funded 

under the PFM might impact adversely on 

the timetable of specific calls – and by an 

extension on the reputation of KCSF among 

CSOs. Moreover, KCSF might be perceived 

by other stakeholders (local and foreign) as 

grant-making organisation only, and thus 

the first two pillars of its strategy (advocacy 

& research, resource center) would have 

less visibility and prominence. Likewise, a 

PFM is not necessarily conducive to core 

funding support, especially if it comes from 

different sources as it is earmarking funds 

for a certain purpose. Finally, there is a risk 

that transactional costs of operating PFM 

will not be necessarily lower if setting up the 

PFM takes longer than anticipated and 

differences among pertinent issues between 

the involved donors emerge.  

As for sub-grantees, the major perceived 

risk for them is that disagreement with donor 

members of the PFM over specific re-

granting call priorities could delay the 

projected timeline for a call thus hampering 

their planning. The risk that a PFM operated 

by KCSF would result in a monopoly is 

currently not very prominent as other 

funding opportunities for Kosovar CSOs are 

available, both for calls in Kosovo and calls 

available at regional/EU level. 

Overall Feasibility: The main recommen-

dation is that KCSF and the four donors 

should continue to work on establishing a 

joint PFM for the Kosovar civil society.  

It is feasible that current contractual 

differences can be harmonised among the 

four donors, especially as KCSF is willing to 

apply the highest standard requested by any 

of the four donors. Some limits to 

harmonisation exist as for example Sida will 

require a more comprehensive reporting for 

its core contribution compared to donors 

supporting only the PFM. 

Based on the findings, there are two options 

which might deserve preference in further 

exploring. As for the Option 1 – having one 

joint contract among all involved parties – 

there are clear benefits of having one PFM 

contract in place over four. However, there 

are a number of outstanding issues that 

would need to be settled first. Resolving 

those issues is likely to be a time-consuming 

process, and some of them may require 

decisions at headquarter level. As for the 

Option 3 – having four (existing) bilateral 

contracts for the PFM possibly supported by 

an umbrella document (being it a MoU or a 

JFA) would allow for some flexibility in 

conditions as well as timing of entrance / exit 

of donors to/from a PFM. However, while on 

face value this option gives rise to less legal 

issues than the Option 1, in order for KCSF 

to benefit from PFM, a number of 

differences would need to be harmonised as 

outlined in the study.  

Next steps: In order to make a PFM feasible 

the development of a programmatic PFM 

Framework Document, outlining the exact 

purpose and design of the PFM including 

the instruments, thresholds and target 

groups, sequencing of calls, governance 

structure and evaluation bodies, must be a 

priority for KCSF for the coming months. A 

start of the PFM by September 1st seems 

feasible but needs a strict timeline and a 

suitable strategy for the involvement and 

consultation of donors and CSOs. While 

negotiations continue with all four donors 

they might result in an agreement by only 

some donors, which is still conducive to 

establishing a PFM. 



KEK – CDC Consultants 3 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Civil society in Kosovo is largely donor funded, in particular those CSOs working in the 

broad area of democratization. This includes advocacy and watchdog function for human 

rights, anti-corruption, gender equality and women empowerment, and inclusion of minor-

ities.1 Each foreign donor distributes its funds dedicated to Kosovar civil society through 

specific grant schemes, either managed by a third party or its own staff.  

Kosovar Civil Society Foundation (KCSF) currently is managing grant schemes of five 

donors in Kosovo: (1) Switzerland through the Swiss Cooperation Office (referred to as 

SDC) and co-financed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark through DANIDA, (2) 

Government of Luxembourg through the Embassy of Luxembourg in Kosovo (LUX), (3) 

Sweden through Sida’s core grant to KCSF (Sida), (4) Royal Norwegian Embassy in 

Kosovo (NOR), and (5) Canadian Government through Embassy of Canada to Croatia 

and Kosovo. The thematic priority within the large area of democratization with specific 

sub-areas or target groups are addressed by respective schemes. An overview of current 

thematic priorities of the largest donors is given in Annex 3.  

With the number of active CSOs in Kosovo being rather limited2, the potential applicants 

are relatively similar throughout these schemes and many applicants are funded by 

several schemes, often in parallel. Although each of the schemes benefits from KCSF 

organizational experience and knowledge, the specific requirements of each donor entail 

specific sets of procedures (e.g. differing decision-making bodies, contracting procedures, 

language of operation, visibility requirements, monitoring systems and reporting formats.) 

This limits the ability to maximize the potential of available funds through better coordina-

tion throughout the funding cycle, achieving maximum impact, deployment of best 

practices of individual procedures and common utilization of monitoring results for joint 

steering. Furthermore, the applicant CSOs are required to spend considerable efforts in 

understanding the specific requirements of each scheme, including thematic directions 

and application procedures, so that their proposals match the respective scheme. For 

larger CSOs this requires spending valuable time in administering the grant rather than 

their content, while for less developed CSOs with limited capacities in fund-raising and 

project management this may be confusing and discourage them from applying or focus 

on implementation.  

Managing the different civil society support schemes KCSF has explored the idea of 

increased coordination and synergy through pooled funding with LUX, SDC, Sida3 and 

NOR. DANIDA has already co-financed SDC’s Democratic Society Promotion project 

(DSP II) between 2016 - 2018. While this experience has proven to be very successful, it 

raised ambition to expand this into a Pooled Funding Mechanism (PFM) nourished by 

several donors. 

                                                
1
  See: https://www.kcsfoundation.org/en/activity/index2018/ 

2
  Around 1’000 CSOs are considered to be active and around 250 are able to fulfill standard donor requirements on 

reporting. 

3
 Sida’s core contribution also earmarks funds for CSO grants. About 25% of the core funding is implemented through 

KCSF partners i.e. other NGOs either by grants or service contracts. 

http://www.kcsfoundation.org/
https://www.kcsfoundation.org/en/activity/index2018/
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It is expected to be a more complex undertaking because establishing such a mechanism 

requires many pre-conditions to be met. Some of them are of strategic orientation, while 

others are of administrative or operational nature. Thus, KCSF has decided to conduct a 

detailed study in order to explore the PFM feasibility to support civil society in Kosovo in 

the coming years. 

Four of the above donors have shared their readiness and willingness to explore the 

modalities of building a PFM for an efficient and improved support to civil society in 

Kosovo. The DSP II End-of-Phase Review commissioned by SDC and DANIDA (Septem-

ber 2018) has recommended that for the next phase a closer cooperation of SDC with 

other like-minded donors in the form of co-financing/pooled financing of calls for CSOs 

should be considered. Finally, this group of four donors agreed to conduct a feasibility 

study in a joint meeting (October 2018) and to provide relevant information and documen-

tation. 

1.2 Purpose of the PFM feasibility study 

The main objective of this study is to assess the feasibility for setting up a pooled funding 

mechanism in supporting civil society in Kosovo and give recommendations for the oper-

ationalization of the pooled funding mechanism.  

In this regard the report has to address the eight questions outlined in the ToR (see Annex 

1) on the basis of consultations with the four donors. The main purpose of this study is to 

provide evidence for informed decision-making of KCSF in establishing a PFM which 

would be fully set up and running by September 2019. 

It is important to note that this feasibility study is a complementary effort by KCSF to further 

develop its institutional capacities, position itself as key partner to donors in re-granting, 

and improve its outreach and impact by increasing the effectiveness of donor resources 

invested in Kosovo. In this regard, it is currently undergoing a certification process to 

become ISO certified and it is conducting eight thematic studies4 to identify the needs of 

CSOs in these areas and the actor landscapes, as well as upgrading its Procurement 

Manual, Conflict of Interest Policy and Gender Mainstreaming Policy. The findings of these 

thematic studies will guide the programming and thematic prioritization for a possible PFM. 

 

2 Methodology  

2.1 Methods applied 

The feasibility study includes a mix of instruments and has chosen key interviews with 

donor representatives, the comparative analysis of current contracts and supplementary 

documents as core elements to check legal commonalities and differences to be harmo-

nised. 

Interviews with resource persons: Based on an interview guideline (see Annex 4) the 

experts interviewed key resource persons of KCSF and the four donors. A list of people 
                                                
4  The issues are: Fair and transparent elections; 2. Fight against corruption; 3. Independent media; 4. Environment 

protection; 5. Youth inclusion and empowerment; 6. Women’s rights and empowerment; 7. Human rights; (this must be 
broken down further); and 8. Ethnic minorities.  
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met is attached in Annex 2. Additional interviews were conducted with resource persons 

of other PFM examples. 

Document Review: The review team consulted the country strategy contexts and con-

ducted a review of current contractual requirements. The document review also included 

the analysis of lessons learnt from other PFM examples (see Bibliography in Annex 6). 

Comparative contract analysis: Based on the issues outlined in the ToR a comparative 

analysis of the conditions stipulated in the contractual arrangements including the supple-

mentary Annexes and documents of the four donors were conducted. The results of these 

comparisons are presented in Annex 5. 

Review of other multi-donor funding schemes: There are no multi-donor schemes 

implemented in Kosovo or the region for the support of the civil society or with a local or 

international CSO as implementer. The only two examples that could be identified were:  

1. ‘Donor Committee on Dual Vocational Education Training (dcdvet)’. The project 

pools the experiences of the dual VET systems and inspires projects in develop-

ment cooperation. It is funded by Austria, Germany, Liechtenstein and Switzerland. 

The secretariat5 is hosted by Swisscontact, a Swiss CSO. 

2. ‘Support to Territorial Administrative Reform, STAR2’ supports the Albanian 

government and municipalities in the territorial reform. It has a pooled funding 

mechanism and is financed by various donors, e.g. EU, Italy, Switzerland, etc. and 

is implemented by UNDP.6 

2.2 Limitations 

The study focused on currently applied modalities by the four donors and possible alter-

natives. However, the consideration of these alternatives relies on interviews with 

resource persons. Other possible contracting arrangements were mentioned by several 

donors (SDC and NOR), however, documents relating to those arrangements were not 

made available to the experts. 

The information for the SDC contribution contract – an alternative to the current mandate 

contract – was not available, but the used information was retrieved from the “General 

Conditions of the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs for Contracts Concerning Federal 

Contributions for Projects (FDFA 2016).  

 

  

                                                
5
  https://www.dcdualvet.org/en/  

6
 http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-

and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html  

https://www.dcdualvet.org/en/
http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html
http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html
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3 Findings of the feasibility study 

3.1 Broader context 

The last decade has seen an increase in multi-donor funds to support the civil society in 

various countries Especially DANIDA and DFID promoted and evaluated these. The main 

purpose of some these PFM efforts was to fulfil commitments made to harmonization of 

donor approaches under the aid effectiveness agenda. The Busan partnership agreement 

stipulated four principles for effective co-operation in 2011: (1) Ownership of development 

priorities by development countries, (2) Focus on results, (3) Inclusive development part-

nerships, and (4) Transparency and accountability to each other. The Global Partnership 

for Effective Development Cooperation7 has established a monitoring scheme consisting 

of 10 indicators. In this context relevant are the following: 

• Development partners use country-led results frameworks (SDG 17.15); 

• Civil society organisations (CSOs) operate within an environment that maximises 
their engagement in and contribution to development; 

• Mutual accountability among development actors is strengthened through inclu-
sive reviews. 

Several studies were conducted to assess the relevance and achievements of such PFM 

schemes. The four major studies validated here are the INTRAC study analysing 35 multi-

donor funds supporting the civil society (INTRAC 2014), the DFID portfolio review (Tembo 

and Wells 2007), a help-desk research report by GSDRC8 (Hinds 2013) and the Sida eval-

uation of the support to Palestinian and Israeli human rights NGOs (Karlstedt 2015).  

The major lessons learned can be summarized as follows. The perceived advantages of 

PFM schemes for the civil society are: 

• Reducing transaction costs for donors, PFM implementers and CSOs; 

• Avoiding duplication of donor funding; 

• Increasing outreach and impact. 

Practical challenges mentioned with such schemes are: 

• Lack of capacities in some embassies to engage with such PFM schemes; 

• Continuation of different reporting mechanisms and financial requirements of 
donors; 

• Different programme funding cycles challenging harmonization (different enter-
ing/exit dates). 

There are a number of choices and lessons learned that are relevant for consideration at 

the design stage of a PFM schemes namely to avoid: 

• Lack of clarity of purpose, objectives and target groups; 

• Lack of realism regarding timing; 

                                                
7
  http://effectivecooperation.org/  

8
  http://gsdrc.org/aboutus/  

http://effectivecooperation.org/
http://gsdrc.org/aboutus/
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• Confusion about roles in governance, management and evaluation of applica-
tions; 

• Ambiguity about the choice of funding windows; and 

• Lack of exit strategy or transition strategies for the PFM. 

Two steps that might mitigate these challenges are: (1) A good understanding of the con-

text and how the PFM will fit into the state /civil society relations is needed. A sound context 

analysis allows to set realistic objectives and appropriate organisational arrangements. (2) 

The Kosovo context is different in so far from the above cited examples as the PFM effort 

is initiated and owned by KCSF with strong local ownership and not through a donor driven 

agenda.  

Hinds (2013) also indicates that the choice of intermediary (PFM manager) and the issue 

of “crowding out” local CSOs if the PFM is becoming the main platform for CSO financing 

are important to consider. The choice of intermediary is not at stake here and the 

monopoly risk is marginal in the Kosovar context (see also section 3.5), given the other 

funding schemes available for the CSOs in Kosovo. The research also stated that the 

reduced transaction costs associated with a PFM might be difficult to achieve, because 

complicated and costly transition from various grants schemes to a PFM has trade-offs as 

significant time, costs and human resources are needed to harmonise and maintain 

established procedures. 

A study about the effectiveness of multi-donor trust funds (Barakat et al. 2011) had a 

broader thematic and organizational scope than this feasibility study and mainly focused 

to governments as recipients of development cooperation. It concluded that the effects on 

harmonisation were limited and were mainly achieved among the involved donors, rather 

than between donors and fund managers or recipient countries. It also concluded that a 

context-specific design is crucial and that the transfer of lessons learned to different con-

texts is therefore difficult to achieve. 

3.2 General situation of the four donors in Kosovo 

Luxembourg:  

The current support covers their Civil Society Strategy for Kosovo 2017- 2020. There are 

no plans of providing support beyond 2020. The service agreement Luxemburg has with 

KCSF is their first such agreement with a local provider and is reflective of the positive 

experience and trust built with KCSF.  

Luxemburg fully supports the idea of PFM for reasons of streamlining, better donor coor-

dination, and better utilisation of available resources, in particular given that the Embassy 

has only two staff (Chargé d’ affaires and her assistant) and they are already doing this in 

other domains such as health or EU integration. They already have some positive experi-

ences with PFM elsewhere, including support to the Western Balkan Fund. 

LUX has currently defined the themes but is flexible if KCSF proposes relevant topics. 

They acknowledge that KCSF has the necessary context knowledge.  

Under the current scheme implemented with KCSF already € 1.2m (80% of grant funds) 

have been committed and there will be a review in March 2019. Depending on results of 

this review the unspent funds could be reallocated to a PFM. It is not conceivable that the 

Choice of Law would be anything else than Luxembourg. 
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Norway:  

Norway’s grant agreement with KCSF runs through 2021. Currently, there are no talks of 

providing support to KCSF beyond 2021 because Norway has no mid-term Country 

Strategy but operates on an annual programming cycle (but making multi-year commit-

ments). However, assuming a 5-year cycle to support civil society in Kosovo is reasonable. 

The thematic priorities have been set for the grant schemes and these should also be 

reflected in a PFM (see Annex 4).  

The perceived advantages of a PFM from their side would be economy of scale, 

streamlining of procedures, reduced risks of overlaps and better programme 

quality/consistency. The drawback is perceived to be a loosening of control and that many 

compromises are needed. Additionally, the tracing of money flows is seen as important 

where no compromise can be made. This will require high standards of accountability as 

well as the ability to trace funds also in a joint basket, although this will have limits in a 

PFM. 

Norway is quite content with the current arrangement they have with KCSF however they 

would be willing to consider joining a PFM if there is a convincing case presented to them 

about the ensuing benefits of such a mechanism. In particular, they want to make sure 

that the PFM would further decrease, or at least not increase, the Embassy’s overall 

resources designated to  the oversight and management of the grant agreement. This is 

critical, given that the Embassy is understaffed, and that two staff members only are 

responsible for the oversight of 20 grant agreements in Kosovo and Albania, altogether.   

The contract is considered the crucial and legally binding document and they do not see 

a need for steering committees therefore. Annual formal meetings are seen as sufficient 

for steering and coordination purposes. Yet, again if there is a convincing case they are 

“open in mind” and the decision is to be taken at the Embassy level in Prishtina. 

Sweden:  

Sida’s current core agreement with KCSF runs through the end of 2018, but has been 

extended till the end of 2019. A new two-year Programme Strategy for Kosovo is currently 

developed and expected to be released soon, and a discussion on new funding priorities 

will begin in 2019. The new Programme Strategy will bring about some programmatic 

priority changes, against the background of the overreaching goal, which is furthering 

Kosovo towards the EU integration. Thematically, poverty alleviation will receive a higher 

priority in the new Programme Strategy. Sida is quite flexible regarding the thematic 

priority for regranting. 

The pending changes are not envisaged to have an impact on Sida’s support to KCSF. Its 

support for PFM is a matter of principle i.e. trust in the judgment of the local stakeholder. 

In addition, while the current arrangement with KCSF is working well, Sida recognizes the 

downsides and risks of separate funding mechanism – and that the PFM idea is in line 

with sound principles of aid effectiveness.  

Sida does not have specific requirements with respect to PFM – in particular if it would be 

programmatically aligned with its priorities. As for the legal requirements, PFM would 

require the same level of checks and audits. According to the field office preliminary 

discussion with their controller, the PFM seems doable, despite the fact that they are not 

aware of SIDA’s prior PFM experience. While SIDA has four types of funding support, the 

type of funding is not important to SIDA, as it is goal driven.  

Sida does not want to participate in the selection of grantees under a PFM – as this was 

recommended by their Legal Office. Sida is advised not to take part in steering committee 
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and grant evaluation body either, given legal issues which might arise from decisions of 

those bodies. From Sida’s perspective, it would also be problematic if other donors in the 

PFM would have a veto power in the grant making body. In addition, Sida’s Legal Office 

has reservations about establishing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) as a 

mechanism to set out rules and procedure governing PFM, given legal issues associated 

with this type of document. Sida also sees as a potential legal problem if other donors 

would participate in re-granting decisions, such was the case with SDC mandate 

agreement with KCSF under DSP II. However, they think they can at least engage in 

discussion as to how to resolve this issue, if that proves to be the last hurdle to overcome 

for a PFM. 

Switzerland:  

The current Swiss Cooperation Strategy (2017 - 2020) defines four thematic domains of 

which “Democratic Governance and Decentralisation” receives one third of the overall 

financial Swiss portfolio allocation. SDC is in a transition period because the DSP II (with 

its DANIDA co-financing) is closing by the end of December 2018. The strengthening of 

democratic institution and the role of the civil society will remain important areas for SDC 

even beyond 2021. This will be reflected in the new civil society programme that SDC is 

taking up in Serbia and it also features prominently in the new Federal Council Dispatch 

to the parliament covering the period 2021 - 2024 (currently under elaboration). 

The SDC sees several advantages of PFM: it would improve donor coordination as well 

as ex-ante planning coordination and harmonisation of desired benchmarks, it would 

improve transparency on the side of both donors and CSOs – donors having a better 

oversight of the KCSF and what it does, and better flow of information; it would reduce 

overhead expenses and in long term would probably facilitate diversification of resources 

(including government and business), and thus decrease donor dependency not only 

financially, but also programmatically. At the same time, it would not prevent donors from 

pursuing separate funding arrangements for priorities which do not fit into the PFM.  

SDC is open regarding the thematic directions and the use of granting instruments but the 

consideration of project and institutional grants would be desired. Specific issues and con-

cern for SDC are: (1) The complementarity and synergies with other SDC projects 

supporting CSOs (e.g. in the water and health domain) would have to be ensured through 

clear Theory of Changes that focus on governance and monitoring (watchdog) functions 

of CSOs, (2) The strengthening of CSO constituencies and internal governance remain 

important. 

Multi-donor financing modality has become the standard approach for SDC in recent 

years. Currently, most SDC projects and all in the Governance domain will have a co-

financing modality, since a new joint financing scheme for the local government project 

(DEMOS) is currently established with Sida. For this reason, the attribution of results is an 

issue for the results reporting, but these cases show that it can be solved among donors. 

Beside ‘mandate contracts’ SDC also has the instrument of ‘contribution contract’. The 

latter is often practiced with multi-national implementer, but currently SDC has also a ‘con-

tribution contract’ with the Association of Kosovar Municipalities (AKM), a local CSO. So, 

funding a PFM via KCSF through a contribution contract would not be a precedence. 

SDC considers a shift in the contracting modality for a next PFM which would allow for 

more flexibility and ownership on behalf of KCSF. A good and convincing strategic 

design/Theory of Change is vital for SDC to make this shift towards a PFM for the civil 

society. This would also be logical in the sense that such a modality was already men-

tioned in the entry proposal for DSP I in 2011 as a mechanism for exit strategy. 
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The following graph summarises the current situation of the four donor schemes imple-

mented by KCSF:  

Figure 1: Outline and discussion of the four options 

 

Source: KCSF and donor information 

3.3 Lessons learned from other PFM examples 

Support of Palestinian and Israeli human rights NGOs9: Several donors – including 

SDC, Sida and DANIDA financed a multi-donor scheme for Palestinian and Israeli CSOs 

through a project secretariat and pooled funding between 2004 and 2017. The fund was 

operated by a joint venture between an Israeli university institute and a Danish consul-

tancy. The donors expected to improve the stability of the secretariat and to reduce the 

burden of extensive administration and provided core funding to 24 CSO. An evaluation 

revealed that the multitude of core and project agreements was a major problem for 

improved aid effectiveness from the CSO perspective (Karlstedt et al. 2015) and that the 

set-up landed in a “hybrid approach”. Over time, the core funding approach was comple-

mented more detailed project management approaches in terms of reporting and financial 

management. Specific requirements by the donors / secretariat complicated the admin-

istration for the CSOs thus undermining the aid effectiveness principles. Some specific 

findings were:  

• The financial manual of the secretariat has been revised several times during 

the core support cycle and some initial requirements have been abolished. The 

core funding cycle started with more detailed requirements that were gradually 

removed, while maintaining high standards for transparency and fairness. 

• The limitation to 20% core funding resulted in the fact that most CSOs had to 

continue with writing project proposals for other donors to cover the unfunded 

part of the budgets. Overall, financial reporting for all grants continued to be 

demanding. 

• Whereas many regulations were relaxed some new ones emerged over time. 

For example, despite the core funding approach the donors wanted to avoid 

only paying salaries. Therefore, the secretariat set percentages for the use of 

                                                
9
 https://www.sida.se/contentassets/45bc6fdacc9b464bae3b89cd041c4cbe/15934.pdf  

https://www.sida.se/contentassets/45bc6fdacc9b464bae3b89cd041c4cbe/15934.pdf
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“core” funds: programme (50%), capacity building (10%), and general – costs 

(40%). 

• All the CSOs recommended that the secretariat reduce the number of tem-

plates and forms, be more flexible in the timing of submission of the annual 

report and many questioned the need for semi-annual reports. 

• Differences occurred between the requirements of the secretariat and the 

aligned donors over time, e.g. requesting separate bank accounts, some 

requesting semi-annual reports (which was dropped later) or requesting the 

annual report earlier than the others. There were also misunderstandings 

regarding the reporting requirements. The financial manual provided examples 

of templates whereas the CSOs felt obliged to follow all of them. This commu-

nication gap resulted in uncertainties about special formats to be used. There 

was a tendency to invent too many formats. 

• The definition of eligibility “what is an HR organisation” continued to be a 

disputed issue. 

• Due to the deadlines for the secretariat’s annual reporting to the donor consor-

tium the narrative and financial reports from the CSOs were due at the end of 

January which proved to be earlier than for other donors.  

• Harmonising results frameworks and results reporting has been a challenge. 

The development of overall goals/objectives and indicators was appreciated.  

But reporting on human rights remained a challenge owing to the fact that 

trends were stable – a lot of work but no outcomes to be reported. The donors, 

under accountability pressure, demanded reporting on measurable details and 

therefore pushed for immediate quantitative results for their constituencies.  

• Difficulties persisted to extract grantee data and to relate it to the overall results 

framework. There is a fine balance between aggregating and analysing data in 

an overall results framework and perceiving the support to partners as a pro-

gramme with common objectives.  

The evaluation concluded that the donors – who were the owners of the mechanism – did 

not sufficiently reflect about how the principles of aid effectiveness are to be implemented 

in the day-to-day operations. As a result of all the specific conditions, most CSOs felt that 

other core donors were more aligned to CSOs than the secretariat. 

Dcdvet10: The secretariat of this multi-donor committee tusked with promoting dual voca-
tional education was set up in 2017 in Zürich and consists of a consortium of Swisscontact 
and consultants. The experience gained with the set-up so far can be summarized as 
follows: 

• After considering different contractual set-ups it was decided to create a 

“special arrangement on delegated cooperation” in order to avoid a state 

contract that for some donors would have had to be signed at ministerial level. 

• Therefore, SDC and the implementing consortium under the lead of Swisscon-

tact established a ‘mandate contract’. The other three donors – Austria, 

German and Liechtenstein – are transferring their contributions to SDC. The 

whole procedure to sort out the legal aspects took one year. 

                                                
10

  https://www.dcdualvet.org/en/  

https://www.dcdualvet.org/en/
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• The operations are ruled in a business manual and all donors have the same 

voice in the committee. There are two formal meetings per year and monthly 

skype sessions between the key representatives. 

• The secretariat of the committee prepares a joint progress report that serves 

all donors. There is no breakdown of activities to donor budgets and some 

attribution is attempted but at the level of donors and not the committee. 

• The different policy cycles of the donors resulted in a contract duration of the 

shortest cycle (= 3 years). 

• The Choice of Law is Switzerland and SDC tender and procurement proce-

dures are applied.  

• The perceived strength of this set-up is that the donors have a strong joint 

visibility (with an appearance in alphabetical order) and that contents of the 

advocacy work is promoted by the committee are jointly developed. In this 

regard it is an advantage that there are no field activities in the countries. 

STAR211: The Support to Territorial Administrative Reform is the second Phase of a 

programme financed by various donors (EU, Italy, Sweden, Switzerland, the US and 

Albania) and which is implemented by UNDP since 2014. UNDP also contributes some 

own funds. 

The main lessons learned of this set-up is: 

• The PFM works well despite the fact that donors co-finance different portions (e.g. 

whereas Switzerland contributes CHF 500’000, the USAID as smallest donor con-

tribute US $ 100’000 and the EU as biggest donor € 4m.   

• The EU requested for monthly reports (3-5 pages) which proved to be good for 

coordination purposes in this case. Otherwise, the UNDP forms and templates 

were used for reporting. The EU also applies the instrument of Result Oriented 

Monitoring (ROM), a sort of mid-term review, which is not requested by the other 

donors. 

• There are two Steering Committee meetings per year. This was felt to be not 

sufficient. Therefore, technical meetings were introduced of which 2-3 take place 

per year. Some of the donors do not participate in these meetings but are support-

ive. 

• The issue of management fees has been an issue and better transparency would 

be desired by some donors since the management fees are substantially higher 

than the contribution by UNDP. 

• The consultation about the strategy and content of the project was more demand-

ing than the legal aspects. All donors have separate agreements with UNDP (and 

UNDP has an agreement with the Government of Albania). 

• There must be an ownership of the mechanism by the host organisation and a pro-

active management and information of donors is needed. 

                                                
11

 http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-

and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html  

http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html
http://www.al.undp.org/content/albania/en/home/operations/projects/democratic_governance/consolidation-of-territorial-and-administrative-reform---star-2-.html


KEK – CDC Consultants 13 

3.4 Findings regarding the possible model for a PFM 

Annex 5 offers a detailed comparison of the various issues addressed in the various 

contracts and agreements. The following table makes a rough comparison of their struc-

ture:  

Table 1: Overview about present contract structures with the four donors 

Structure of the current contracts 

Luxembourg Norway Sweden Switzerland 

Agreement (7p) Grant Agreement (with 

Annexes 36p), incl. Part 

I Specific conditions, 

Part 2 General condi-

tions, and Part III 

Procurement Provisions 

budget and logframe 

Core Support Agree-

ment (9p) 

Mandate Agreement 

(5p) 

13 Annexes with sub-

Annexes, e.g.  
- ProDoc (35p) 
- Advisory Board ToR  
  (5p) 
- Management Board  
- Grant Board ToR (3p) 
- Application Package 
- Guidelines for  
  evaluation (4p) 
- Guidelines for visibility  
  (7p), and other docs 

Annex A: Budget (1p) 

Annex B: Results 

Framework (7p) 

 

(No reference to Pro-

Doc) 

4 Annexes:  

- Application (16p),  

- Results Framework  

  (Excel sheet, 16p),  

- Budget,  

- Procurement Rules 

6 Annexes: 
- ProDoc (67p, excl. the  
  budget 
- Payment schedule  
  (1p) 
- Report to submit (1p) 
- General Conditions of  
  Business (10p) 
- Code of conduct (3p) 
- Budget / accounts  
  (separate file) 
- ToR Financial Review  
  (6p) 

Source: Contracts and supplementary documents 

SDC is insofar a special case as the current DSP project comes to an end and that there 

might also be the possibility to apply a so-called “contribution contract”. Based on the 

general conditions for this contract type the main features deviating from the mandate 

contract would be: 

• The overall responsibility of the project is with the recipient organisation. 

• The contribution is only made if financing of the whole project is assured by the 

organization. 

• SDC can allocate a contribution to administrative costs. If the organisation’s 

contribution to the project is 20% lower than budgeted the organisation has to 

inform SDC (if this results in significantly lower administrative costs), SDC can 

demand a reimbursement. 

• The organisation must adhere to Swiss specific accounting standards (Swiss 

GAAP FER 21) which would require that KCSF’s accounting procedures are in line 

with these provisions. 

However, it remains currently open which type of contract SDC would eventually apply.  

Based on the results of desk research as well as the feedbacks received during the field 

visit, the experts explored the feasibility of the following four options for PFM: (1) Having 

one contract (or agreement) between KCSF and donors spelling out rules governing the 

PFM; (2) Having a contract between a lead donor and KCSF, with other donors matching 

their funds with a lead donor; (3) Keeping four contracts between donors and KCSF in 



KEK – CDC Consultants 14 

place with Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or a Joint Financing Agreement (JFA) 

spelling out rules and structures governing PFM; and (4) Donors “topping up” the current 

donors’ support to KCSF.  

One general aspect relevant for the harmonisation for all proposed options is that by 

applying the highest level of required standards by the four current donors e.g. in terms of 

reporting or auditing could satisfy the requirements of all donors, while exceeding the 

requirements of some of them. The use of specific reporting formats / templates is 

currently requested by SDC and partly Norway (Matrix 5). The four donors apply differing 

reporting procedures and submission deadlines (45 days to 180 days depending on the 

report type) which might pose a challenge to reconcile if the shortest deadlines are to be 

considered as the highest standard. But in general this principle appears to be an 

acceptable mechanism for most of the donors to harmonise contractual differences. 

Here follows the description of the four options with their Pros and Cons for the four 

options:  

Option 1 (‘one contract’): The perceived advantage of a one contract 

option is that it would streamline the respective four donors’ 

programmatic, reporting and operational requirements into one legally 

binding document governing PFM. This would not be possible under a 

single Memorandum of Understanding or a similar non-binding 

document replacing the four contracts, given the legally non-binding 

nature of the former. The streamlining of necessary requirements 

would reduce the overall administrative costs associated with the 

implementation of the four contracts. Under this option, KCSF would 

be obliged to produce one consolidated financial and activity report, 

while funds would be managed in a single account. In addition, having 

one contract in place spelling out rules governing PFM would ensure 

greater foreseeability in the functioning of the mechanism, and would 

strengthen local ownership. Furthermore, it would further improve donor coordination. This 

would particularly be the case if some sort of a flexible joint coordination body, composed 

of KCSF and donors, would be responsible for resolving any outstanding issues that might 

arise in the implementation of PFM, as well as for setting out priorities for specific re-

granting calls. 

There are several perceived challenges associated with this option, however. It gives rise 

to a number of legal issues: 

a) It would be a challenge to reconcile the current quite diverse contracts between KCSF 

and the four donors with a one consolidated contract. As Table 1 indicates, donors have 

different contracts in place governing their current support to KCSF. Thus, the nature of 

that contract would need to be determined, as it would control the content thereof, 

including rights and duties of the respective parties under the PFM. 

b) As the comparison of contracts (see Matrix 1 in Annex 5) indicates, the current contracts 

of the four donors with KCSF stipulate their respective national laws and courts/arbitration 

as controlling instruments for any dispute arising therefrom. It is unclear at this point 

whether it would be feasible for the four donors to agree on applicable law and dispute 

resolution other than their own. For example, we learned from the Chargé d’ affairs of the 

Luxemburg Embassy that it would be a high order for such a precedent to take place – 

and in any event would need to be approved by the Minister for Development Cooperation 

and Humanitarian Affairs.  
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c) If there is one contract in place, in order for it to be agreed and subsequently amended, 

if need be, it would require the consent of all parties involved. This might devoid both 

KCSF and donors of the necessary flexibility they might prefer to have in handling their 

respective contractual relationships.  

d) Finally, it is not certain at this stage if donors would agree on having a joint coordination 

body, if they would prefer to have separate management and grant evaluation bodies, or 

if they would prefer not to be part of any PFM structure at all. As presented in Matrix 3 and 

4 respectively, currently, only Luxemburg and SDC have steering/advisory project bodies.  

 

Option 1 

Pros Cons 

• The requirements of the currently 4 grant schemes 
are streamlined into one. 

• Administrative costs reduced. 

• Greater foreseeability of PFM. 

• Coordination among donors further improved.  

• Local ownership strengthened.  

• The issues of applicable law and dispute 
resolution for a PFM contract need to be settled.  

• A PFM contract can only be agreed and 
amended by the consent of all parties.  

• A new donor does not have much bargaining 
power to renegotiate the term which might make 
it less attractive to join.  

• Applicable independent auditing and 
procurement and other conditions need to be 
settled in one contract.  

• Donors have different legal requirements for 
PFM (instruments, bodies) and different 
perspective as to their respective role therein. 

• Likely to require extensive and time-consuming 
consultations among and within donors (with 
respective headquarters’ legal department).  

 

Option 2 (‘lead donor’): Having a contract between KCSF and a lead 

donor would allow interested donors to join to pursue programmatic 

priorities as they see fit. In addition, it would do away with legal 

challenges as presented under the Option 1. Furthermore, it would 

reduce administrative burden on the side of KCSF, as it would be 

obliged to produce only one financial and activity report.  

There are several perceived challenges associated with this option: 

a) It underscores the trust in a lead donor, rather than in a local 

partner. This runs counter the underlying rationale of the PFM under 

consideration that is, to ensure the local ownership as well as 

sustainability of the mechanism. This option places the trust in a lead 

donor, rather than KCSF. This would be particularly problematic if the 

government and local donors would like to join PFM at some stage.  

b) It gives rise to the sustainability issue: if a lead donor ceased its funding to KCSF the 

PFM would collapse, unless other donor takes on the lead role. This would require a new 

agreement between a donor interested in taking on a role of lead donor in the PFM and 

KCSF. In the absence of proper planning and lack of donors’ interests in lead position, this 

is likely to be time consuming process with uncertain outcome.  
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c) This option might put additional administrative burden on a lead donor, if some sort of 

separate arrangement is required between the lead and contributing donors (MoU or 

bilateral contribution agreement). At present, there is no indication that any of the current 

donors would be willing to take on a role as a lead donor, given their overall stretched 

capacity and given that they are not likely to see any perceived benefits of having such a 

structure in place. For example, given the current funding landscape, it would be natural 

that – if the Option 2 were indeed to be a preferred one – Sida takes on the role as a lead 

donor. However, its core support agreement is designed in a way to precisely devoid Sida 

of any administrative costs deemed not necessary to accomplish the goals set out in the 

core contribution agreement. 

 

Option 2 

Pros Cons 

• Attractive for contributing donors that wish to join 
PFM with minimal oversight functions. 

• Does not raise legal issues emerging under Option 
1. 

• Reduces KCSF administrative costs.  

• Not conducive to local ownership of the PFM. 

• Could give rise to the sustainability of PFM.  

• Burdensome for a lead donor to coordinate and 
inform the partners. 

• Not conducive for KCSF building strategic 
relationship with various bilateral donors. 

 

Option 3 (‘multi-contract with JFA’): This Option maintains 

existing bilateral contracts with the donors and stipulates the 

harmonisation efforts of involved donors in a MoU or a Joint 

Financing Agreement (JFA). There are several perceived 

advantages: First, it does not raise legal issues discussed under the 

Option 1. In addition, it would be in line with the underlying goal of 

the pooled mechanism – that is, to strengthen the local ownership, 

given the lead role of KCSF this option envisages in setting out 

specific priority re-granting call. Furthermore, it is conducive to 

ensuring sustainability of the PFM, as it provides the necessary 

flexibility of the PFM. Likewise, it would allow for government and 

private local donors to eventually join in the PFM as they see fit. The 

overall relationship between donors and KCSF in the PFM can be 

addressed in a MoU or JFA. Likewise, the Option 1, it would 

envisage a flexible joint coordination body being responsible for 

resolving any outstanding issues and deciding on priorities for specific re-granting calls, 

following KCSF’s proposal. Last, but not least, based on the interviews with the four donors 

a decision on PFM under this option would largely rest on the donors’ field offices, without 

the need to engage in lengthy communication with their respective legal departments 

(although some kind of communication and exchange is likely to take place).12  

There are several perceived challenges associated with this option:  

a) Having four contracts in place would still place significant administrative burden on 

KCSF, unless the pooled funds are put into one joint account, rather than four as is 

currently the case. 

                                                
12

 As noted above (3.2.), with respect to Luxemburg, a decision on the change of applicable law in the agreement would 

likely require the consent of competent Minister.  
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b) There would need to be a single consolidated reporting as well as single overhead rate 

and expense policy. As for the latter, the four donors apply different overhead rates and 

have different understanding as to what expenses fall under the overhead expenses (see 

also Matrix 7 in Annex 5). As for the former, it needs to be clarified whether preparing one 

consolidated financial report according to the currently highest standards is feasible (which 

would be that of SDC), given country specific requirements.  

c) Donors might have different perspectives as to what might be needed to turn the current 

separate contracts into an operational PFM. For example, from SDC’s point, a MoU is not 

necessarily needed if KCSF’s PFM Framework Document (a kind of a ProDoc) is properly 

prepared. On the other hand, Sida’s Legal Office has specifically advised field offices to 

refrain from entering into non-binding agreements, given legal uncertainty such an 

instrument might give rise to. Thus, a joint Contract Amendment could outline the specific 

conditions for all four donors (and represent a waiver for certain issues stipulated in the 

main contract).  

d) In addition, the donors would have to agree on having a joint coordination body or if 

they would prefer not to be part of any PFM governance structure at all, given their differing 

respective legal requirements and operating practices in this respect.  

 

Option 3 

Pros Cons 

• Administrative cost reduced.  

• Local ownership strengthened.  

• Conducive to PFM sustainability as it provides 
necessary flexibility and allows PFM to be 
expanded with other donors.   

• It would keep in place distinct contractual 
relationship between KCSF and donor-members of 
PFM. 

• Decision-making rests mainly with the donors’ field 
offices (although some sort of consultations with 
legal departments is likely to take place).  

• Not sure whether a non-binding document (MoU 
or a JFA) adds value. This, among others, 
depends on the content/structure of the PFM 
Framework Document. Not certain at this stage if 
applying the highest possible standards for all 
aspects that need harmonisation will eventually 
reduce the management burden for KCSF. 

• Donors have different legal requirements for PFM 
(instruments, bodies) and different perspective as 
to their respective role therein, which might be 
difficult to reconcile.   

 

Option 4 (‘top up’): The last option under consideration is for an 

individual donor to top up a particular call which is funded by 

another donor as it sees fit. This option might seem attractive on 

face value as it does not give rise to any particular legal issues, nor 

does it incur additional administrative costs for KCSF. Under this 

arrangement, KCSF’s reporting obligations would still rest with a 

lead donor only, while financial and activity reports would be shared 

with a donor contributing to a particular call. However, this option 

does not decrease the current administrative costs either: it does 

not resolve the current underlying need to streamline the four 

donors funding into one scheme with the ensuing perceived 

benefits associated therefrom. Nor is this option a PFM – it is more 

in line of keeping the current “status quo”. It is also not conducive 

to setting-out strategic partnership with donors under the PFM. 
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Option 4 

Pros Cons 

• Does not give rise to any particular legal issue.  

• Does not increase the current administrative costs 
of operating re-granting scheme. 

• Flexible.  

• It is not perceived as PFM per se – more of a 
“status quo” option. 

• Does not decrease the current administrative 
costs of operating re-granting scheme either.  

• Lacks structure which would ensure 
foreseeability of funding.  

• Not conducive for KCSF having a long term 
strategic relationship with donors.  

 

Status Quo or sequenced implementation of a PFM. Finally, the “fall back” option which 

is not explored, as it falls out of the task of TOR, would be to further harmonise the 

sequencing and thematic directions of the various calls of the different donors, as they 

stand now. As minimal result for a PFM, only the donors (e.g. SDC and Sida) which 

anyway are re-programming their support to KCSF during 2019 could join. 

3.5 Risks and mitigation measures for a PFM 

The following table presents the perceived risks and possible mitigation measures for a 

PFM for KCSF and the grantees. 

Table 2: Analysis of major risks and possible mitigation measures. 

 Risks Mitigation  

KCSF • KCSF perceived by other local stakeholders 
as foreign donors’ conduit, rather than an 
independent organisation rooted in 
community.  
 

• KCSF perceived by other stakeholders (local 
and foreign) as regranting organisation only 
(the first two pillars – advocacy & research 
and resource centre – of its strategy get 
neglected).  

 

• PFM not conducive to core funding support, 
especially if it comes from different sources.  

 

• KCSF perceived by donors that are not 
members of PFM as an organisation which 
does not require additional funding (e.g. into 
the PFM). 

 

• Resolving ongoing issues under PFM proves 
time consuming and distracting for KCSF.  
 
 
 

• Satisfying interests of PFM donors proves 
challenging; rather than strengthening PFM it 
might undermine KCSF relationship with 
some donors.  
 

Develop outreach strategy that would clarify to other 
stakeholders the purpose of PFM and KCSF role 
therein.  
 

 
Promote KCSF’s three pillar strategy with its 
interfaces. Further strengthen collaboration with local 
stakeholders in setting out re-granting priorities.  
 
 
 
Proper negotiations with donors as to their funding 
priorities and who funds what.    
 
Strengthen the visibility of KCSF with respect to the 
PFM and the first two pillars (advocacy & research 
and resource centre). 
 
 
Everybody on the staff involved in PFM understands 
how it operates and what reputational, organisational 
and operational challenges for KCSF it might bring 
about.  
 

Keep separate channel of communication with donors 
besides joint platforms.  
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• Disagreement with donors over specific call 
priorities might delay the time table of specific 
calls and undermine reputation of KCSF.  

Agree early on PFM Framework Document out of 
which calls derive. As well as agree on clear process 
of revision (periodic or ad-hoc/based on specific 
developments), that would make the entire process 
predictable.  

CSOs • Disagreement with donors or among donors 
over priorities might delay specific re-
granting call thus hampering CSOs planning.  
 

• If PFM absorbs a majority of CSOs funds 
there is a risk of a monopolistic role (and 
dependency from KCSF). 

KCSF providing timely information about pending 
calls and their priorities.  
 
 
This is currently minimal as several other 
organisations operate regranting schemes in Kosovo 
with other local implementers. 

Do-

nors 

• Limited traceability of fund flows. 
 
 

• For some donors it will be the last phase 
(SDC) and some others have already 
allocated most of the committed funds 
raising the issue of long-term sustainability. 
 

• Erosion of KCSF’s integrity and of proper 
management and admin. procedure (e.g. 
due to staff changes).  

Transparent and timely financial reporting and annual 
auditing. 
 
KCSF must advertise the PFM to other 
donors/funders and raise funds beyond 2022. 
 
 
 
Assurance of transparent governance and high 
quality of re-granting procedures showing impact 
in/by the civil society.  

3.6 Outstanding issues 

General issues: The four donors apply different contracts to their support with KCSF and 

the structure differs considerably although content-wise the differences are less prominent 

(see Table 1). Whereas the contract names differ, LUX, NOR and SDC apply contracts 

that specify a clearly defined service, grant or mandate, Sida has a core support 

agreement. This agreement includes, besides the core support to KCSF, a part that is 

earmarked for grants to CSOs. With this, Sida has currently the most flexible terms of 

conditions. 

All donors have expressed interest and flexibility to adjust the projects/contracts to a PFM 

set-up. They appear to be able to harmonise their general and specific conditions to a 

PFM context or to use a different contract format (e.g. in the case of SDC using a 

“contribution contract” might facilitate the application of standards that are proposed by 

KCSF). Though this is apparently easier for multi-national organisations it is also applied 

by SDC in the context of CSOs). 

For realising Option 3 the elaboration of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or Joint 

Financing Agreement (JFA)13 would lay down the principles for the PFM. The purpose of 

such an intermediary document is to define the principles and concrete procedures/ 

standards for the implementation of the PFM which might deviate from the generic or 

specific conditions of the existing contracts. This can be illustrated with the audit 

requirements: Though some donors need to retain in their own bilateral arrangement the 

right to audit, monitor and evaluate under their respective domestic statutory framework, 

there is an understanding that existing and new donors will strive not to undertake 

unilateral action. 

                                                
13

 Several donors, the so-called Nordic Plus (Denmark, Finland, Island, Ireland, The Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the 

UK), have created a template for a Joint Financing Agreement (JFA). See: https://norad.no/globalassets/import-
2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/nordic-plus---practical-guide-to-joint-financing-
arrangements.pdf. 

https://norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/nordic-plus---practical-guide-to-joint-financing-arrangements.pdf
https://norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/nordic-plus---practical-guide-to-joint-financing-arrangements.pdf
https://norad.no/globalassets/import-2162015-80434-am/www.norad.no-ny/filarkiv/vedlegg-til-publikasjoner/nordic-plus---practical-guide-to-joint-financing-arrangements.pdf
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Specific issues: The review of the current contracts and supplementary documents has 

revealed a series of issues that would have to be harmonized or agreed by the donors 

when joining a PFM. The issues presented here are the result of the comparative analysis 

of current contracts (see Matrices in Annex 5): 

• Grant instruments: The various regranting schemes have applied different grant-

ing instruments (institutional grants, project grants, operating grants, networking 

grants and DSP II distributed a ‘Democracy Award’14.) The donors are flexible 

regarding the instruments and open to KCSF’s concrete proposal. This is to be 

outlined in the PFM Framework Document. 

• KCSF has to propose a relevant mix of instruments with suitable grant thresh-

olds and durations that address the core purpose of the PFM as well as the 

needs of the Kosovar civil society as a result of the context analysis. 

• Governance bodies: The governance bodies of the grant schemes differ, NOR 

and Sida have half yearly formal meetings to discuss the progress and strategic 

issues. LUX has a management board with members from the Embassy and KCSF 

and has institutionalised an Advisory Board (AB). This involves LUX, KCSF and 5 

independent members of civil society/academia. SDC operates and heads a 

Steering Committee (SC) which is composed of 7-9 members and included three 

donors (EU, Sida, FES) and UNDP. The purpose of the AB and SC is to provide 

strategic guidance. . 

The Nordic countries are not supposed to establish additional governance 

mechanism as this could create uncertainties with the legal contract arrangements 

(for example if the Steering Committee is making decisions).  

➔ The PFM should establish a governance body in the form of an Advisory Com-

mittee that shall consist of KCSF, the participating donors and 3-5 independent 

members of the media, academia and, if possible, civil society and 

representatives of the Kosovar government. The main purpose of such a body 

should be to provide strategic guidance and to share context and programme 

information. The meeting should take place once per year and should have a 

government representative in order to facilitate exchange regarding framework 

conditions. 

➔ KCSF has to define the exact outline of the PFM management structure. The 

following graph presents a possible set-up. It outlines the mandate, member-

ship and frequency of meetings of the various bodies for which detailed ToRs 

will have to be elaborated: 

                                                
14

  The diaspora grants under DSP II are not to be continued. 
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Figure 2: Overview about the proposed governance bodies for the PFM 

      
 

• Grant evaluation and approval: The set-ups for the evaluation of applications 

differ quite strongly. In the case of LUX it is a Grant Board consisting of 3 members 

(KCSF having the chair). For SDC it was a 5-member Grant Awarding Board with 

SDC having the chair. The recent call of NOR was evaluated by 3 independent 

external evaluators. Not all donors have applied evaluation grids for the rating of 

applications (e.g. SDC used a traffic light system). LUX and NOR use evaluation 

grids with score, whereas, SIDA calls differ from type of grants, which include also 

scores. For the project grants SDC maintained not a call system but a rolling 

approach (applications were evaluated when 20+ proposals have been submitted 

and passed the administrative check). 

➔ Donors should not be part of the grant evaluation bodies. 

➔ The evaluation of applications received during calls should be conducted by an 

independent grant evaluation team consisting of (at least) 3 independent 

experts with relevant sector knowledge.15 Each proposal must be rated by 3 

evaluators. As the PFM might have several granting instruments there could 

be several evaluation teams for the various instruments (e.g. institutional 

grants, project grants, awards, etc.). 

➔ A call-specific evaluation grid should be applied for the evaluation of applica-

tions based on a general framework of evaluation guidelines.  

• ‘Non-objection’ clearance: Whereas this is not clearly stipulated in any of the 

contracts it is expected by some donors (SDC and LUX) to be informed about the 

list prior to contracting the grantees. NOR has a similar clearance policy of CSOs 

that are eligible to participate in re-granting scheme, whereas it is not needed in 

the case of Sida (no interference from donor side once the implementer and its 

procedures are assessed as fit for purpose).16 The purpose of this ‘non-objection’ 

is to avoid providing support to CSOs which, for various reasons, are not eligible 

for funding by a certain donor (e.g. due to bad experience in the past, involvement 

                                                
15

 If many applications have to be evaluated in short time the work can be split among a group of independent evaluators. 

If smaller grants or rapid response grants have to be evaluated the number can possibly be reduced or external 
evaluators be replaced by KCSF/donor representatives. 

16
  However, Sida has under article 15 of the general conditions several paragraphs about measures to avoid financing of 

terrorism. 
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of politically exposed persons, etc.). Practically the ‘non-objection’ is applied only 

rarely (in cases when an organisation is in a black list of the donor and same one 

scores high in the assessment process) and can be executed by circulating lists of 

qualified applicants or lists of grantees recommended to be financed.  

➔ The ‘non-objection’ right could be executed – if need be – by those donors who 

are mandated to conduct this final step of clearance.  

➔ The list of evaluated grant applications and proposed for funding (incl. a 

reserve list) can be screened prior to the PFM Partners Meeting where any 

veto right of donors for selected and blacklisted organizations could be 

exercised. 

• Results framework: SDC requires to formulate a Theory of Change and NOR 

generally uses this also for bilateral projects. NOR and SDC attached a logframe 

with indicators to the contract respectively the PFM Framework Document. The 

SDC indicators also includes indicators (incl. baselines and targets) at the outcome 

and impact level. Sida has a programme strategy, however, without indicators but 

activity comments. LUX has no logframe in use. At the level of grantees KCSF is 

using a fairly uniformed logframes for all grantees. 

➔ The PFM shall establish a 3-year rolling results framework that can be adapted 

annually. The logframe shall include indicators at outcome and possibly impact 

level as well by using most significant change approaches and secondary data 

(e.g. comparative civil society indicators established by EU, USAID Balkan Civil 

Society Development Network, Bertelsmann Transformation Index, KCSI, 

etc.). 

• Reporting: All donors request annual narrative and financial reports, and SDC 

also a semi-annual report (with unaudited financial costs). A difference exists in 

terms of reporting deadlines. Whereas LUX expects reports (incl. audit) within 6 

weeks and the final phase report within 90 days, SDC provides a deadline of 180 

days for annual reports and for the final phase report and 90 days for half-yearly 

reports. NOR has a deadline of 2 months and Sida of 3 months. All other donors 

request a final phase report (for which SDC and NOR has a special template) and 

the deadlines vary between 90 days and 180 days.  

➔ The PFM should produce brief semi-annual and detailed annual reports 

(narrative including the updated logframe as well as financial). The deadline 

for submission should be 3 months. The template for the final report has to be 

decided (could be SDC’s End-of-Phase report reflecting on results). 

• Evaluation: Two donors have planned or conducted mid-term evaluations and two 

donors have planned or conducted end-of-phase evaluations.  

➔ The PFM should foresee an independent evaluation every 3 years that is jointly 

planned with the participating donors. The budget should be part of the 

management fee for the PFM. Mid-term reviews could be conducted internally 

by KCSF. 

• Procurement: There are two levels: (1) KCSF has been selected as implementer 

on the basis of international tenders by SDC (DSP I in 2011) and NOR (in 2018). 

(2) KCSF uses one agreement template for sub-grant distribution which is said to 
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comply with the procurement rules of each of the respective donors. The procure-

ment rules at this level does not need harmonisation because joining a PFM means 

that the donors approve the business model. 

➔ KCSF should finalise a Procurement Manual (not related to the regranting) for 

its purchase of goods and services. 

• Eligibility of interventions and costs: All donors have regulated aspects of 

eligibility of interventions and ineligibility of costs in the application guidelines. 

Although some differences exist this can be easily standardized for a PFM. 

• The eligibility criteria for PFM interventions and costs should be aligned by using 

the KCSF guidelines for applications based on developed intervention logic and 

instruments applied. Financial management: The current account practices 

maintained by KCSF are accepted by all donors. However, the structure and the 

level of budget transparency differs. The different donors have specific budget 

structures applied. Whereas in the case of NOR, where the budget is integrated in 

the contract (as Annex), it is in other cases a separate Annex or a separate Annex 

to the PFM Framework Document (and thus not easily available as it is a separate 

document or file). There are a few specific conditions that are unique (e.g. LUX 

stipulates that operational costs shall not exceed 25% of budget). Most donors 

have also regulated the handling of interest rates and the use of unspent funds. 

➔ KCSF should establish a budget structure that reflects the needs of all donors 

for their financial reporting. This includes a regulation how KCSF management 

fees and overheads are calculated (see also below).  

➔ The PFM should be maintained in one (sub-)account. For traceability reasons, 

the donor funds can be first channelled to project accounts which replenish the 

PFM account based on a payment schedule. 

➔ Other aspects like handling of payment schedules, exchange rates, interest 

rates seem to be similar and the NOR contract is the most comprehensive and 

precise in this regard. 

• Visibility: although these requirements differ, a common denominator can be 

found:  

➔ All sources of funding would have to be announced in a PFM set-up.  

• Transversal Themes: Gender equality/empowerment and social inclusion/ 

minorities are common transversal themes of all four donors. NOR and Sida have 

additional themes. The transversal themes do not explicitly appear in the logframes 

(nor in related indicators), except for SDC.  

➔ The cross-cutting issues, gender equality and inclusion of minorities and 

vulnerable groups, could be transversal themes and the other issues could be 

defined as working principles of the PFM.  

• Audit: All donors request for annual audits and refer to international standards. 

Yet, the requested standards differ as NOR refers to ISA 800 and ISA 805, Sida to 

IFAC or INOSADI, and SDC to IFRS standards where the ToR for financial reviews 

are actually a mix of ISA 805 and ISRS 4400 standards. This seems to be a main 

issue that requires consensus among the donors for a joint standard. 
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• The most relevant and suitable audit standard (for a regranting scheme) should 

be selected (possibly ISA 805) for the PFM. It would have to be clarified 

whether the general group audit of KCSF (of which the PFM is part) would be 

sufficient. An overall organisational audit would have the advantage in that it 

provides an overall picture on income/expenses and assets/ liabilities. 

• Contract types and handling of management fees: The figure below illustrates 

the contract types and handling of KCSF management fees for various types of 

cooperation arrangements: (1) Core funding of which some parts could be 

earmarked for specific funding pillars, (2) Specific grants, contributions or services 

(e.g. research studies and trainings), (3) Contributions to the PFM, and (4) Opera-

tion of separate (non-harmonised) grant scheme. The current Sida support refers 

to type (1), the other donors to type (4). KCSF is interested to operate all grants 

schemes or as many as possible under the PFM (3) in future. In order to apply the 

same management fee for the PFM, KCSF will have to define the services and 

overheads that are covered by the grant management fee.  

The following graph illustrates the various funding channels to support KCSF and 

the Kosovar civil society. It is important to note that KCSF would like to preserve 

some level of independence esp. for its advocacy & research as well as its 

resource centre activities. 

Figure 3: Overview about funding channels of KCSF (numbers refer to explanations in the text) 

 

Source: own compilation 

 

• Transparency: all donors would have to agree to adhere to laws on public 

transparency and access to public information for all programme documents. 
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3.7 Conclusions about the feasibility of PFM  

The following table presents the conclusion to the question raised in the ToR related to 

the setting up of a PFM scheme for KCSF. 

Table 3: Conclusions 

1. What are the group of donor’s commitments (LUX, NOR, SDC and Sida) for next 
3-4 years when supporting civil society through a re-granting method?  

The donors’ commitment and programming cycles for the next 3 - 4 years vary. Luxemburg 

does not have any particular plans beyond the current service re-granting agreement which 

runs through 12/2020. Norway’s current grant agreement runs through 8/2021 and discussion 

on potential support beyond 2021 has not yet begun. SDC stand ready to commit to entering 

into a new re-granting agreement as of 2019 as a continuation of DSP II covering period until 

2023. SIDA has extended the current core support agreement until the end of 2019 and 

discussion on new funding perspective is expected to begin next year for the extension of core 

support for the period beyond 2020.  

2. A detailed comparative analysis of the group of donors rules and procedures 
(deriving from General and Specific Conditions or similar documents) when 
supporting civil society through a re-granting method. 

As the thematic matrices in Annex 5 suggest, there are certain commonalities as well 

differences with respect to the applicable rules and procedures of the current contracts. As 

regards to commonalities, the visibility requirements are aligned to a great extent and do not 

seem to raise any particular issue. The same pertains to evaluation practice and On the positive 

side, the visibility requirements, evaluation requirements and the General Conditions of 

Business which are handled in the same manner by all donors. In addition, the PFM would not 

impact on the currency exchange rules which are already in place. There are differences 

however on a number of issues: 1) Differing agreements types or names with the four donors 

(grant/service/core support/mandate); 2) Differing applicable laws and dispute settlement 

mechanism; 3) Differing reporting formats / templates (specific templates requested by SDC 

and partly Norway)  and need of semi-annual reports; 4) Differing timing and deadlines of the 

reporting requirements; 5) Sida and LUX do not have a results framework and only SDC has 

outcome/impact indicators; 6) Differing budget structures and budget items; 7) Minor 

differences regarding management fee structures and eligibility of costs; 8) Minor differences 

in project governance bodies (NOR and Sida do not have any) and their composition; 9) 

Differing grant evaluation bodies and different roles of donors (Sida does not have any role); 

and 10) Differing standards and differing scope – project versus organisational audit – to be 

applied for independent audit. 

Despite these differences there is good scope that the requirements can be harmonised given 

the willingness of the four donors towards joining a PFM. See also matrices, Annex 5, for more 

details. 

3. What are the main contradictory requirements of pooled funding and waiver possi-
bility if any? Should specific requirements need to be waived for pooled funding, 
who is the decision-making authority (donor local offices vs. headquarters)? 

The main differences are outlined above under Point 2. A major contradictory requirement is 

that some donors have Advisory Boards (LUX) or Steering Committee (SDC) whereas this is 

not required or even possible for NOR and Sida where such interventions are discouraged by 

legal provisions.  

Depending on the option discussed, the study has identified a number of requirements that 

would need to be harmonised for PFM, including applicable law and dispute settling 

mechanism, independent auditing rules, and the forms of KCSF reporting requirements to 
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donors (noting that KCSF already applies by and large single reporting requirements forms and 

rules for the re-granting calls). In order for those requirements to be harmonised, clearance is 

needed from the donors’ respective local representations. In addition, some of the issues would 

need to be cleared at senior level if a new contract is required and a MoU or a Contract 

Amendment for on-going projects/grants is not sufficient.  

4.  In current support modalities, which are the eligible and ineligible interventions, 
including ineligible NGOs if any? 

Only NOR has defined eligible interventions in its contract. NOR and Sida have clearly defined 

eligible costs. LUX and SDC have not regulated this in contractual documents. 

While it is not certain whether it is a specific legal requirement SDC has a general policy of 

being involved in the final selection. of sub-grantees, or at least at the level of ’non-objection’ 

clearance. The eligibility regulation of NOR could serve as a best practice for the other donors.  

5.  Which are the risks associated with KCSF and sub-grantees that need to be taken 
into consideration for the pooled funding mechanism? 

There are a number of perceived risks for KCSF associated with a PFM. As for the reputational 

risk, a PFM might result in KCSF being perceived by other local stakeholders as foreign donors’ 

conduit, rather than an independent organisation rooted in local community. In addition, satis-

fying differing interests of members of PFM might prove challenging and thus, rather than 

strengthening, a PFM might undermine KCSF relationship with some donors. Furthermore, 

disagreement with donors over specific call priorities under the PFM might delay the timetable 

of specific calls and thereby undermine the reputation of KCSF with sub-grantees.  

There are also some organisational risks for KCSF. First, KCSF might be perceived by other 

stakeholders (local and foreign) as grant-making organisation only, and thus the first two pillars 

of its strategy (advocacy and research) would have less visibility and prominence. In addition, 

a PFM is not necessarily conducive to core funding support, especially if it comes from different 

sources as it is earmarking funds for a certain purpose. Furthermore, a PFM might give a false 

perception by other donors which are not members thereof that KCSF is well funded organisa-

tion which does not need additional funding. 

Finally, there is an operational risk involved, if resolving ongoing issues arising from the PFM 

proves more time consuming and distracting than originally anticipated, and if it proves to be 

difficult to agree on how to approach to those issues by the involved donors the expected 

reduction of transaction costs will not materialise. 

As for sub-grantees, the major perceived risk for them is that disagreement with donors of the 

PFM over specific re-granting call priorities would delay the projected time line for a call thus 

hampering their planning. The risk that a PFM operated by KCSF would result in a monopoly 

is currently not very prominent as other funding opportunities for Kosovar CSOs are available. 

6. A list of practices and lessons learned from similar pooled funding mechanisms, 
models applied elsewhere, preferably in civil society. 

PFM for civil society has been practiced by various donors in order to contribute to the aid 

effectiveness agenda. Such schemes are feasible and were evaluated. The advantages of a 

PFM scheme (e.g. lower transaction costs, streamlined procedures, better outreach and better 

coordination) can be exploited provided the donors are flexible and the implementer develops 

a clear and convincing design of the PFM in cooperation with the donors and the civil society.  

The critical sustainability issue would not be applicable in this case as the owner of the PFM is 

a local institution (and not the donors like in the many other cases).  
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7. What are the main strategic and operational recommendations on the feasibility? 
What are the options for operationalization of pooled funding mechanism, including 
the preferred option. 

The main recommendation is that KCSF and the four donors should continue to work on 

establishing a joint PFM for the Kosovar civil society.  

Based on the findings, there are two options which might deserve preference in further explor-

ing. As for the Option 1 – having one joint contract among all involved parties – there are clear 

benefits of having one PFM contract in place over four. However, there are a number of 

outstanding issues that would need to be settled first. Resolving those issues is likely to be a 

time-consuming process, and some of them may require decisions at senior level. As for the 

Option 3 – having four bilateral contracts for the PFM possibly supported by an umbrella 

document (being it a MoU or a JFA) would allow some flexibility in conditions as well as timing 

of entrance / exit of a PFM. However, while on face value this option gives rise to less legal 

issues than the Option 1, in order for KCSF to benefit from PFM, a number of differences would 

need to be harmonised as outlined above.  

Depending on how further discussions will progress, it might prove difficult to find a PFM 

arrangement which would satisfy the four donors. If such is the case, a PFM would still be 

feasible with donors whose differences can be reconciled and who still see the benefits of 

pursuing PFM. Option 3 would also allow for a sequenced establishment: SDC and Sida could 

start in the initial set-up and NOR, LUX (or others) could join later. 

8.  A roadmap listing main elements necessary to establish the pooled funding 
mechanism including an outline of implementing documents and systems (i.e. 
agreements, MoUs, procedures, guidelines, etc.). 

In order to make a PFM feasible, the development of a programmatic PFM Framework Docu-

ment outlining the purpose and design of the PFM, including the governance structure and 

evaluation bodies must be a priority for the coming months. A start of the PFM by September 

1st seems feasible but needs a strict timeline and a suitable strategy for the involvement and 

consultation of donors and CSOs. 

Once the donors agree on principles and the preferred model the current four schemes and 

international practice in supporting the civil society offer good examples in terms of various 

templates to be applied. 
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4 Next steps 

4.1 Issues to be addressed 

One of the main conclusions from the interviews and the document review is that setting-

up a PFM by KCSF is doable. Such multi-donor schemes to support the civil society have 

been established (and evaluated) in the past. The big advantage perceived is in terms of 

streamlining procedures, reducing transaction costs and having a broader outreach (and 

impact). However, the implementation of a PFM and the transfer of existing grant schemes 

into a PFM is a challenging task for several reasons. Besides the contractual issues 

(addressed in the previous chapters), the development of a concise strategic document 

which outlines the purpose of the PFM and convinces potential donors to invest in it 

remains a big task ahead. However, KCSF is willing to make this investment in view of a 

PFM which is highly commendable. A big advantage of such a PFM would be that it is 

owned and operated by a local, well-established and soon certified institution addressing 

policy advocacy, research and grant making. This would allow for maximum flexibility of 

donors to join or exit a PFM based on their programming cycles. 

The current strategic framework of KCSF entails a comprehensive context analysis and 

theory of change but the three pillars (Advocacy and Research, Resource Centre and 

Regranting (incl. PFM) are not outlined. Some of the conceptual work related to the 

development of the PFM might also influence KCSF’s organisational processes to be 

reflected in a strategic framework. Thus, it is proposed to also update the strategic frame-

work so that it is complementary to a PFM Framework Document, which would also serve 

as a ProDoc for donors. 

Table 4: Main documents required to establish a PFM under Option 3. 

Document Purpose 

PFM feasibility study Check the feasibility and issues to be harmo-

nised 

Synthesis of the 8 thematic studies  Assessment of needs and actor landscapes in 

those 8 thematic areas 

Updated Communication Paper of the 

KCSF strategic framework 2018 - 2022 

and Action Plan of the KCSF strategic 

framework 2019 - 2022 

Describes the implementation of the mid-term 

strategic framework of KCSF and priorities for 

the coming year 2019 

PFM Framework Document Provides a strategic outline of the PFM 

(purpose, objectives), grants instruments, 

criteria, governance, evaluation procedures, 

transversal topics and a 3-year logframe. The 

ProDoc structure of SDC (DSP II) could serve 

as a model. 

An updated grant manual Describing steering and evaluation mecha-

nisms (incl. ToRs for members), and providing 

templates for applications (incl. budgets), 

contracting and reporting 
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MoU or JFA Expressing the joint interest of PFM donors 

and agreeing on basic principles (budgeting 

structure, reporting, audit, visibility etc). This 

can be elaborated based on the SDC/Danida 

MoU for the DSP or the template for a JFA 

Bilateral contracts These will regulate the bilateral relations with 

the donor and KCSF (e.g. payment schedules, 

choice of law, etc.) 

4.2 Revised Roadmap 

The following table presents the main steps to establish a PFM scheme operated by 

KCSF. The schedule is sportive especially because in summertime consultations within 

and among donors is usually constrained by absences and holidays. Therefore, the 

adherence to this schedule requires strict management by KCSF and flexibility on behalf 

of the donors. 

While negotiations continue with all four donors, they might result in an agreement by only 

some donors which is still conducive to establish a PFM (e.g. Sida with its core contribution 

agreement and SDC with a new phase appear to be in a good position to kick-off the 

PFM). However, the following roadmap is outlined in order to bring all four interested 

donors on board of the PFM. 

Table 5: Possible roadmap to establish Option 3: existing or new contracts (e.g. in the case of SDC) supported 
by an MoU/JFA for anchoring joint PFM principles/standards 

Step What Who When How 

1 Presentation of PFM feasibility study 
findings and discussion & validation on 
potential modalities on PFM, including the 
identified outstanding issues that need to be 
resolved for the PFM. 

KCSF/donors 11 Feb. 2019 1 day workshop in 
Prishtina 

2 PFM Framework Document outline  
including key content parameters  

KCSF Early March KCSF internal 
workshops based on 
lessons learned / 
Concept note (3-5p) 

3 Consent of donors about the identified 
outstanding issues. 

Donors Mid of March Consultation and 
where necessary 
approval 

4 Workshop with donors on PFM Framework 
Document (approach & proposals) 

KCSF and 
Donors 

End of March 1 day workshop in 
Prishtina, consent on 
proposals 

5 Letter of intent to pool funds through PFM 
mechanism.  

Donors Early April Written 
Confirmation/Email 

6 Draft PFM Framework Document KCSF Mid of April KCSF desk work 

7 Donors feedback on draft PFM Framework 
Document 

Donors End of April Written feedback 

8 Finalisation of the PFM Framework 
Document and submission to donors 

KCSF Early May KCSF desk work 
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9 Approval of the PFM Framework Document  Donors May-June Final consultations 
and approval 

10 Signing/amending bilateral contracts and 
Joint Financing Arrangement (JFA) between 
all partners 

KCSF and 
donors 

End of 
June/Early July  

Signing of contracts 
and JFA 

11 Elaboration of operational documents for the 
PFM (grant manual for the PFM, reporting 
templates to donors etc.)  

KCSF July – Aug,  Desk work, approvals 
when applicable 

12 Draft 1st call (guidelines for application, 
contract with grantees, annexes, reporting 
templates, visibility guidelines etc.) 

KCSF Aug KCSF Desk work, full 
package for 1st call 

13 1st PFM Partners meeting  KCSF, donors Aug/Early Sept Decision on first call 
thematic priorities 

14 PFM Public presentation and launching of 1st 
call 

KCSF and 
donors 

Mid Sept Press 
conference/event, 
launch of call 
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Annex 1 Terms of Reference 

 

FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR POOLED FUNDING MECHANISM IN KOSOVO 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

BACKGROUND 

Civil society in Kosovo is largely donor funded, in particular those CSOs working in the large area 

of democratization, including advocacy, human rights, watchdogs and anti-corruption, think-

tanks, gender equality and women empowerment, minority integration, etc.17 Each foreign donor 

distributes its funds dedicated to Kosovar civil society through specific grant schemes, either 

managed by a third party or own staff.  

Currently, Kosovar Civil Society Foundation (KCSF) is managing grant schemes of a number of 

important donors in Kosovo, such as Swiss Cooperation Office in Kosovo (SCO-K), Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs of Denmark - DANIDA, Government of Luxembourg, Swedish Sida (through core 

grant to KCSF), Norway Embassy in Kosovo and Canadian Government, while it has just closed a 

European Union funded scheme for grassroots organizations in Kosovo. The majority of them fall 

within the large area of democratization, with specific sub-areas or target groups addressed by 

respective schemes. With the number of active CSOs in Kosovo being rather limited, the applicants 

and potential applicants are relatively similar throughout these schemes. Although each of the 

schemes benefits from KCSF organizational experience and knowledge, as well as integrated 

approach within the functioning of the Fund Forwarding Unit within KCSF, the specific 

requirements of each donor entail specific sets of procedures for each particular scheme, 

including application forms, decision making bodies, contracting procedures, language of 

operation, visibility requirements, monitoring systems and reporting formats.  

This ensures that specific objectives of each scheme are met in a more direct fashion. However, it 

limits the ability to maximize the potential of available funds through better coordination 

throughout the funding cycle, extended scope of interventions, deployment of best practices of 

individual procedures and common utilization of monitoring results for joint steering. 

Furthermore, the applicant CSOs are required to spend considerable energy and time in 

understanding the requirements of each specific scheme, including thematic areas and 

application procedures so their proposals would match the respective scheme and have better 

impact. Similar situation results for awarded CSOs, who face different implementation modalities. 

For larger CSOs this requires spending valuable time in administering the grant rather than their 

content, while for less developed CSOs that have limited capacities in fund-raising and project 

management, this may be confusing and discourage them from applying or focus on 

implementation.  

Managing the civil society support schemes of the SDC, Luxembourg Embassy, SIDA (through core 

grant to KCSF) and Norwegian Embassy, KCSF has explored the idea of increased coordination and 

synergy through pooled funding. DANIDA has already pooled funds with SDC in the largest re-
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 Kosovar Civil Society Index 2016, KCSF 2016 
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granting scheme supporting democratization in Kosovo – the Democratic Society Promotion DSP 

II between year 2016-2018. 

While the previous experience of DSP II with SDC and DANIDA pooling funds has proved to be very 

successful, it is expected to be much more complex undertaking with more donors in the scheme. 

In establishing such a mechanism there are many pre-conditions that have to be met. Some of 

them are of strategic orientation and the others are of administrative and operational nature. 

Thus, prior to engaging into modalities of establishing the mechanism there is a need for a detailed 

study to explore the feasibility of the pooled funding and explore preferred modality as a tool for 

an efficient and improved support to civil society in Kosovo. 

All of the above donors18 have shared their readiness and willingness to explore the modalities of 

building pooled funding as a mechanism for an efficient and improved support to civil society in 

Kosovo. The DSP II End-of-phase review (Sept, 2018) has outlined as the recommended option for 

the next phase a closer cooperation of SDC with other like-minded donors in the form of co-

financing/pooled financing of calls for CSOs. The Norwegian Embassy has expressed interest to 

discuss pooled-funding mechanism in its regular semi-annual review of the Civil Society Support 

Program managed by KCSF, planned for the first part of 2019. Similarly, Luxembourg Embassy is 

interested to consider pooled-funding for the remaining funds of its Civil Society Support Program 

managed by KCSF. Last but not least, Sida’s role is crucial at two levels: 1) by supporting KCSF’s 

development through its Core Grant; 2) by a flexible fund forwarding component within its Core 

Grant for KCSF.  

Finally, these group of donors in a joint meeting agreed to conduct the feasibility study and 

committed for investing their time for interviews, focus groups and validation workshops, 

including sharing of relevant information and documentation. 

The feasibility study is to be contracted by KCSF to a team of international and regional/local 

experts, with proven experience in relevant areas such as civil society support, development aid 

and re-granting schemes. 

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

The main objective of this study is to assess the feasibility for setting up a pooled funding 

mechanism in supporting civil society in Kosovo and give recommendations for the 

operationalization of the pooled funding mechanism.  

SCOPE OF WORK 

Key questions and tasks to be addressed in the study (the below list of specific questions is not 

exhaustive): 

2. What are the group of donor’s commitments (SDC, LUX, NOR and SIDA) for next 3-4 

years when supporting civil society through a re-granting method?  

a. Financial commitments 

b. Thematic priorities 
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 In the remaining text, to be referred as “the group of donors”, consisting of SDC, LUX, NOR and SIDA. 
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c.  Timeframe  

2. A detailed comparative analysis of the group of donors rules and procedures (deriving 

from General and Specific Conditions or similar documents) when supporting civil 

society through a re-granting method by:  

a. listing all requirements for each donor;  

i. Contractual modalities between the donor and KCSF (Grants vs. Service) 

ii. Grant instruments and financial thresholds for sub-grantees (i.e. 

Institutional grants, project grants, awards etc.) 

iii. Governance bodies and the donor’s role (i.e. Steering, Advisory Boards, 

Management bodies etc.) 

iv. Grant evaluation bodies and the donor’s role (i.e. Internal, external, donors 

involved, independent etc.) 

v. Monitoring and reporting (indicators, formats, frequency etc.) 

vi. Procurement rules 

vii. Handling of Exchange rate 

viii. Choice of law / legal provisions 

ix. Cross cutting issues (human rights, women rights and gender equality, 

environment, minorities inclusion, anticorruption, good governance etc.) 

and requirements for reporting 

x. Visibility requirements 

xi. Audit requirements / standards (for KCSF and sub-grantees) 

Please indicate if any of the above listed items also applies for third  parties 

(sub-grantees).  

b. clearly identifying the set of commonly accepted requirements for each of the 

above listed elements; and 

c. listing PRO’s and CON’s for the list of commonly accepted requirements and 

their applicability at the level of donors, KCSF and sub-grantees; 

3. What are the main contradictory requirements of pooled funding and waiver possibility 

if any? Should specific requirements need to be waived for pooled funding, who is the 

decision making authority (donor local offices vs. headquarters)? 

4. In current support modalities, which are the eligible and ineligible interventions, 

including ineligible NGOs if any?  

5. Which are the risks associated with KCSF and sub-grantees that need to be taken into 

consideration for the pooled funding mechanism? 

a. Organizational 

b. Operational 

c. Reputational 

6. A list of practices and lessons learned from similar pooled funding mechanisms, models 

applied elsewhere, preferably in civil society. 

7. What are the main strategic and operational recommendations on the feasibility? What 

are the options for operationalization of pooled funding mechanism, including the 

preferred option? 
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8. A roadmap listing main elements necessary to establish the pooled funding mechanism 

including an outline of implementing documents and systems (i.e. agreements, MOUs, 

procedures, guidelines, etc.)  

METHOD OF WORK AND TIMELINE 

• Desk research (November, 2018);  

a. The group of donor’s Strategies 

b. DSP II end term review report 

c. Contracts of KCSF with the donors 

d. General and Specific conditions of donors 

e. Monitoring and reporting requirements 

f. Audit requirements  

g. Other relevant documents (i.e. Project documents, visibility etc.)  

• Interviews with KCSF management and relevant staff (November, 2018), 

• Interviews with representatives of the group of donors (November, 2018) 

• Briefing with KCSF and the group of donor’s representatives in Kosovo; (November, 

2018) 

• First draft of the report (9th December, 2018) 

• A consolidated report addressing the KCSF and the group of donor’s comments (21st 

December, 2018) 

• A validation workshop with KCSF and group of donors (January, 2018) 

• Preparation of the final report (January, 2018) 

The above list of steps is not exhaustive and the team of consultants may engage in other activities 

deemed important for accomplishing this assignment. A consultant shall prepare the detailed 

work plan including a methodology to be approved by KCSF.  

QUALIFICATION AND PROFESSIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

The consultant (or team of consultants) should demonstrate a strong expertise in the following 

areas:  

• Good knowledge (preferably international comparative) in the area of development aid, 

civil society support and grant-making; 

• Good knowledge of aid effectiveness principles 

• Good knowledge of context in Kosovo, in particular donor landscape supporting civil 

society; 

• Excellent knowledge of civil society support modalities, in particular re-granting method; 

• Good analytical skills in analysing donor rules and procedures, in specific contractual 

requirements 

• Proven experience in similar assignments.  

• Experience in reviewing programs in civil society support schemes is an advantage; 

• Excellent analytical skills, ability to propose recommendations; 

• Excellent communication and reporting skills;  

• Excellent in both spoken and written English.  
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FINAL REPORT 

The report shall not be longer than 30 pages (size 12, single spaces) and shall comprise the 

following chapters: 

- Executive summary  

- Methodology for the assessment  

- Findings (based on the ToR) 

- Main conclusions and strategic and operational recommendations, including options 

-  Roadmap listing main elements to establish the pooled funding mechanism 

- Annexes (not counted within the 30 pages) 

 

The report shall be written in English. A first draft report shall be submitted to KCSF by December 

9th, 2018. The consolidated report revised based on comments and remarks of KCSF and group 

of donors shall be submitted by December 21, 2018. The final report shall be submitted after the 

validation workshop in January, 2019. 

ASSIGNMENT BREAKDOWN 

Task Dieter Zürcher Dragan 
Golubovic 

Desk research 4 4 

Mission in Kosovo (November, e.g. 
20-23.11) 

4.5 (incl. travelling) 4 (incl. travelling) 

Preparation of the first and 
consolidated report 

3 2 

Validation workshop (January 2019) 3 1 (via skype) 

Preparation of the final report 1.5 1 

Total  16 12 
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Annex 2 Mission Itinerary and people met 

 

Itinerary of the mandate 

Time Activity / People met 

Monday, 19.11 

10:00 Telephone interview with Sibylle Schmutz (Director of the donor committee, dcdvet) 

Tuesday, 20.11 

10:00 Arrival Dieter Zürcher (DZ) in Prishtina 

11:00 Arrival Dragan Golubovic (DG) in Prishtina 

12:00 Briefing meeting DZ  

14:00-16:30 Briefing meeting at KCSF: Taulant Hoxha (Executive Director KCSF), Fatmir Curri 
(Programme Director for Fund Forwarding), Dren Puka (Director for Research & Advocacy), 
Fidan Hallaqi (Development Director), Edona Haliti (Admin & Finance Director), Edona 
Krasniqi (Senior Monitoring & Evaluation expert), Rron Zajmi (Grants manager, DSP Deputy 
Team Leader) 

Wednesday, 21.11 

08:30 Review of documents 

10:30 Meeting with SDC; Saranda Cani (NPO Governance Domain) and Dhurata Bytyci (Head of 
Finance, SCO-K) 

12:00 Lunch with SDC 

14:00 Meeting with Maja Edfast (Frist Secretary, Embassy of Sweden) 

17:00 Meeting with Anne Dostert (Chargée d’ Affaires, Embassy of Luxembourg) 

Thursday, 22.11 

09:00 Work on comparative matrices and possible PFM models 

12:00 Lunch 

14:00 Meeting with H.E. Per Strand Sjaastad (Ambassador, Embassy of Norway) 

15:30 Preparation of debriefing 

19:30 Dinner with KCSF 

Friday, 23.11 

10:00 Presentation of findings at KCSF: Taulant Hoxha (Executive Director KCSF), Fatmir Curri 
(Programme Director for Fund Forwarding), Dren Puka (Director for Research & Advocacy), 
Fidan Hallaqi (Development Director), Edona Haliti (Admin & Finance Director), Edona 
Krasniqi (Senior Monitoring & Evaluation expert), Rron Zajmi (Grants manager, DSP Deputy 
Team Leader) 

13:45 Wrap-uo DZ/DG 

14:15 Departure of DG 

15:00 Follow-up meeting DZ with Saranda Cana (NPO Governance Domain, SDC) 

16:00-18:00 Report Writing 

Saturday, 24.11 

09:45 Departure DZ 

Wedensday, 6.12 

09:00 Telephone Interview with Elda Bagaviki regarding STAR2 (NPO Governance Domain, SDC 
Albania) 
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Annex 3 Thematic orientation of donor support to civil society 

Table 6: Overview on current grant schemes in Kosovo 

Priority themes / target groups for CS support 

Luxembourg (Scheme 
managed by KCSF) 

• Social integration as a measure to prevent 
radicalization; 

• Support for righteous journalist reporting; 

• Enhancing knowledge on Stabilization and Association 
Agreement and European Integration processes. 

The role of women, gender equality, as well as the 
integration of minorities will be systematically upheld and 
promoted in all activities of the scheme. 

Norway (call by KCSF late 
2018) 

• Non-discrimination and gender equality  

• Independent media  

• Minorities and marginalized groups  

• Environmental protection and  

• Anti-corruption 

Sweden (calls by KCSF) • Individual grants for networking and international 
representation 

• Partners grant as contribution on the Implementation 
of Stabilization and Association Agreement (SAA) and 
Kosovo’s European Reform Agenda (ERA) 

• Service contracts with NGOs on monitoring the 
application of regulation 05/2016 on minimal standards 
of public consultation 

DSP Phase II (managed by 
KCSF, annual calls for IGs) 

• Increased civic activity in influencing the priorities, 
planning and decision making of local and central 
government; 

• Increased civic activity in monitoring with the aim of 
requesting accountability for the shortcomings 
identified at the local and central government; 

• Higher participation in budgeting, with special 
emphasis on women and minority community 
inclusion; 

• Fair and transparent elections; 

• Better social, economic, cultural integration between 
the majority and minority communities; 

• Improvement of gender equality in education, job 
positions and public life; 

• Contribution of Kosovo media and civil society in 
decision-making and policy-drafting processes that will 
reflect and implement social and political rights of 
Diaspora. 

EU (annual calls by Qendra 
multimedia, latest Call April 
2018) 

• The project aims at strengthening cultural 
organisations and public libraries across Kosovo, by 
directly supporting financially cultural and educational 
activities.  

• One of the strategic approaches of the project is, 
organizing activities in other remote areas in the 
country, rather than capital and main big cities. At the 
same time, it will aim at improving involvement of local 
communities of all ethnic backgrounds in the cultural 
activities 
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USAID (annual calls by ATRC, 
2015-2020) 

• Women in Governance and Economy 

• Empowering Women through Enhanced Awareness of 
Women’s Property Rights 

• Increased protection and awareness of vulnerable 
populations’ rights 

• Expand Participation of Persons with Disabilities 

• Expand Youth Participation 

Canada (annual calls by 
KCSF, latest Call July 2018) 

• Gender equality and the empowerment of women and 
girls. 

• Inclusive governance, including diversity, democracy, 
human rights and the rule of law. 

• Peace and security, with a focus on conflict prevention 
and building peace. 

• Human dignity, covering health, education and 
nutrition. 

• Growth that works for everyone, including women’s 
economic rights, decent jobs and entrepreneurship, 
investing in the poorest and most vulnerable, and 
safeguarding economic gains. 

• Environment and climate action focusing on 
adaptation and mitigation, as well as on water 
management. 
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Annex 4 Interview guidelines 

Z-65: Pooled Funding KCSF 

Interview of donors: context and 
requirements for a PFM for the support of the 
civil society in Kosovo 

 

Background 

 

The Kosovar Civil Society Foundation (KCSF) is implementing various grant schemes for 

Kosovar CSOs and has worked on a pooled funding mechanism (PFM) for some time. 

Luxembourg, Norway, SDC and Sida have implemented CSO support mechanisms in 

Kosovo for some time or are about to launch new programmes or phases thereof. These 

donors have shared their readiness and willingness to explore further the modalities of 

building pooled funding through KCSF, as a mechanism for an efficient and improved 

support to civil society in Kosovo. KCSF has updated the concept paper on feasibility for 

pooled funding mechanism in Kosovo (KCSF 2018) which provides the conceptual basis. 

In agreement with the group of four donors, KCSF has initiated a feasibility study, while 

donors are committed to investing their time for interviews, focus groups and validation 

workshops, including sharing of relevant information and documentation. 

In this context, KCSF is also conducting a thematic analysis about the general context, 

trends and development in the various themes and sub-topics, main stakeholders and the 

main target groups, their need as well as absorption capacity of CSOs. 

Building on the recently completed DSP II End-phase Review conducted by KEK-CDC, 

which also recommends exploring pooling funds, KCSF has approached KEK-CDC end 

of October to prepare an offer for a feasibility study that focuses on the realization of the 

pooled funding mechanism and to include legal expertise that can also bring in a regional 

perspective and experience. 

 

 

 

No. Question 

1 
What are your mid-term perspectives (2019-2022) and beyond for the support of the 

civil society in Kosovo (thematic priorities, funding levels, etc.)? Is there a strategic 

document already in place setting out those priorities and projected budget level? 

2 What is your main interest in joining a possible PFM set-up for the civil society in 

Kosovo and what do you perceive as major from your end? 

3 Do you have specific requirements/priorities for the thematic orientation and the 

applied instruments (types of grants) for the coming years? 
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4 

What are your contractual and legal minimal requirements for a PFM set-up? 

Aspects to consider: 

- governing bodies (programme steering) and your role 

- grant selection (evaluation boards) and your role 

- planning, monitoring and reporting (narrative and financial): e.g. results  

   framework, indicators (at KCSF and grantee level) 

- cross-cutting issues 

- visibility -> attribution of results 

- financial management and audit  

- tender requirements 

- other legal aspects (procurement, legal remedies and mechanism to address  

   irregularities, choice of law, etc.). 

- others (please specify, e.g. handling of new HQ requirement). 

5 How flexible are you as a donor in adjusting to other donor practices (in this case)? 

Please state specific constraints. 

6 What would be your preferred way of contracting KCSF and are there any requirement 

regarding MoUs/contracts with other involved donors? 

7 Where do you see the operational bottlenecks for realising a PFM set-up? 

8 What would be the most suitable and pragmatic way (necessary steps, legal aspects, 

harmonisation of procedures, etc.) to materialise a PFM set-up in your opinion? 

9  Other important observations: 
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Z-65: Pooled Funding KCSF 

Interview with representatives of Pooled 
Funding Mechanisms 

 

Background 

 

The Kosovar Civil Society Foundation (KCSF) is implementing various grant schemes for 

Kosovar CSOs and has worked on a pooled funding mechanism (PFM) for some time. 

Luxembourg, Norway, SDC and Sida have implemented CSO support mechanisms in 

Kosovo for some time or are about to launch new programmes or phases thereof. These 

donors have shared their readiness and willingness to explore further the modalities of building 

pooled funding through KCSF, as a mechanism for an efficient and improved support to civil 

society in Kosovo. KCSF has updated the concept paper on feasibility for pooled funding 

mechanism in Kosovo (KCSF 2018) which provides the conceptual basis. 

In agreement with the group of four donors, KCSF has initiated a feasibility study, while 

donors are committed to investing their time for interviews, focus groups and validation 

workshops, including sharing of relevant information and documentation. 

In this context, KCSF is also conducting a thematic analysis about the general context, 

trends and development in the various themes and sub-topics, main stakeholders and the 

main target groups, their need as well as absorption capacity of CSOs. 

Building on the recently completed DSP II End-phase Review conducted by KEK-CDC, 

which also recommends exploring pooling funds, KCSF has mandated KEK-CDC to 

prepare feasibility study that focuses on the realization of the pooled funding mechanism 

and to include legal expertise that can also bring in a regional perspective and experience. 

Part of that mandate is also the review of other best practice examples. 

In this regard we analyse three different PFM examples and would like to elaborate on the 

following issues: 

 

 

No. Question: Case ……. 

1 What are the current stakeholders (donors and implementer) and the donors share in 

financing your set-up?  

2 How are the contractual links organised between the donors and the implementers 

and what are the contractual links between the donors? 

3 How do you assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the PFM set-up? 
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4 What are the perceived strengths of the PFM set-up? 

5 What are the perceived weaknesses of the PFM set-up? (institutional, legal, and 

otherwise) 

6 Was the PFM evaluated in the past? If yes, what were the major findings and 

recommendations? 

7 What did you learn from the PFM set-up? 

8 What must be avoided in setting-up a PFM? 

9 Any other important observation? 
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Annex 5 Comparative analysis of current contractual arrangements 

Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

1. Contractual modalities between the donor and KCSF  

1: Type of contract 
 

• Sub-granting scheme agreement (Service 
Agreement) 

• Grant Agreement 
 

• Core Support Agreement. 
 

• Mandate agreement 
 
Note:  for a future contract a so-called 
contribution contract might be used 

2: General Business Conditions 
 

• Not specified • General Conditions Applicable to Grants 
Distribution as set out by the Norwegian 
Ministry of Foreign (Part II of the Grant 
Agreement) 

• General Conditions.  • General Conditions of Business for 
Project Implementation Mandates 

3: Specific conditions 
 
 

• Not specified 
 

• Specific conditions attached with respect 
to procurement rules, as set out in Part III 
of the Grant Agreement (see matrix 6). 

 

• Providing an annual register of CSOs 
receiving funds from KCSF through the 
core support mechanism. Ensuring that 
relevant provisions of the Core Support 
Agreement apply to CSOs receiving funds 
from KSCF. 

• Not specified 
 

4. Ineligible interventions for sub-
grantees 
 
 

• Not specified in the contract. Yet, 
developed by KCSF and stipulated in the 
calls for applications and guidelines.  

Developed by KCSF and stipulated in the call 
for project proposal and guidelines for 
applications. 
 

• As stipulated in General Conditions. • Not specified in the contract. Yet, 
developed by KCSF and stipulated in the 
calls for applications and guidelines. 

5. Choice of Law 
 

• Luxembourg • Norwegian Law • Swedish Law 
 

• Swiss Law as well as the Law of Kosovo.  

6. Dispute settlement 
mechanism (Remedies) 
 

• Not specified; implied jurisdiction of a 
competent court in Luxembourg.  

• District Court in Oslo. • Arbitration in Stockholm. 
 

• Competent court in Prishtina.  

Conclusions on commonalities and contradictions 

- 1: There are currently various type of contracts in place: service contract in case of LUX, grant agreement in case of NOR, core support contract in case of Sida, and mandate 
contract in case of SDC. While all of these contracts set out conditions for sub-granting, the Sida contract is broader in scope. This contribution agreement would be similar in type if 
SDC also applied a contribution contract for the coming phase. 

- 2: Safe for LUX, all contracts make specific references to general business conditions of the respective donors.  
- 3: NOR and Sida contracts also entail specific conditions.   
- 4: The issue of ineligible costs for sub-grantees is not addressed in the contracts with LUX, NOR and SDC. They are stipulated in operational documents (calls or guidelines for 

applications) and are mainly similar, with slight differences based on scheme specific approach and reflected lessons learnt within KCSF.  
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- 5: All contracts provide donors respective national laws as applicable law (choice of law), safe for SDC which provides the application of both Swiss and Kosovo Law.   
- 6: All contracts provide for donor’s respective national court/arbitration as a dispute settlement mechanism, safe for SDC which provides jurisdiction of a competent court in 

Prishtina. 

 
Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: This issue might be softened if the SDC opts for a contribution agreement, which also puts more emphasis on local ownership and management.  
- 2: General business conditions per se do not need further harmonisation, but some of the issues governed by those conditions need harmonisation. This pertains to the audit issue 

which is governed by general business conditions (see also matrix 10) 
- 3: Specific conditions, which pertain to NOR and Sida, do not seem to need harmonisation. As for NOR, the KCSF has successfully dealt with the issue of incorporating various 

procurement requirements into one operational document applicable for all calls (see matrix 6). As for Sida, the clearance issue (annual register of CSOs receiving funds) can be 
dealt with as a matter of operational practice, rather than being part of the general harmonisation requirements for the PFM instrument.  

- 4: The issue of ineligible costs for sub-grantees needs harmonisation in the PFM instrument or the subsequent application guidelines. There seem to be minor differences for 
ineligible costs. Being subject to operational documents, KCSF will address this in details during PFM calls for proposals, whereas a list of main ineligible costs shall be presented in 
the PFM Framework Document.  

- 5: Harmonisation of applicable laws merits consideration only in the context of specific options presented in the study, specifically Option 1 (which would require donors-members of 
PFM to agree on one applicable law).  

- 6: Likewise, harmonisation of dispute settlement mechanism merits consideration only in the context of specific options presented in the study, specifically Option 1 (which would 
require all donors-members of PFM to agree on one dispute settlement mechanism).  
 

- Note: In addition, given that some donors (e.g. SDC with the mandate contract) are required by their respective law to retain intellectual property on any materials published in the 
course of a funded project, the issue of joint intellectual property needs to be harmonised. 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

2. Grant instruments applied  

1: Type of instruments  • Project grants 

• Operational grant for KCSF to organize 
executive trainings on EU matters with 
College of Europe. 

• Project grants • Funding of KCSF core activities (incl. 
strategic dev. Activities, capacity 
development, PR & comm. strategy, 
infrastructure, networking activities) 

• Granting programmes: 
- Project Grants 
- Representative grants for CSO repr.  
   (conferences, congresses, seminars  
    network meetings etc. 
- Networking grants (membership fees in  
   regional/international networks) 

• Institutional grants (IG) 

• Project grants (PG) 

• Diaspora grants (DG) 

• Democracy Awards 

• Funding for the bi-annual KCSI 2016 and 
2018 

2: Thresholds / Co-financing • Call on Social integration of youth max € 
150’000  

• Call on Media Reporting max € 40’000 

•  No co-financing required 

• 25-40’000 € (720’000 € for 18 grants) 
available for Kosovo. The rest is for 
Albania. 

• No co-financing required 

• Not regulated in the agreement. As per 
call for applications on SAA the max. € 
20’000  

• No co-financing required 

• IG: 100’000 € for 2-3 years (max. 75’000 
in DSP I for 2 years) 

• PGs: 12-50’000 €,  

• Award: 5-’000 €  

• No co-financing required 

3: Financial allocations and 

number of grants (or average 

per year) 

• 2 m € in total, €1.5m for grants (7 grants 
provided in 1 call and 5 grants in 2nd call, 
in total 12 grants in the amount of 1.2 mill 
EUR) 
 

• Average per year € 0.6m 

• 1.5 million EUR for grants 

• 10 grants committed with € 390’000 

• Average per year € 0.4million 

• 20m SEK (2m €) 

• 7 grants for SAA theme with total € 
150’000 EUR 

• 13 service grants for MSPC with a total of 
about € 112’000  
 

• Average per year € 0.15 million 

• 3.8m € (SDC only) 

• IG: 24 PG: 63), Awards: 3 

• In total, 89 grants with € 3.7m 

• Average per year € 1 million 

 

The next Swiss project will be smaller 

4. Call procedures 

(duration/online/languages etc.) 

• Open calls for media reporting 

• Restricted call year 1 on social 
integration) 

• 12-24 months 

• Albanian, Serbian and English 

• One open call per year 

• 12-24 months 

• Only English applications 

• Not regulated in the agreement 

• 12-24 months 

• KCSF used open calls (for grants and 
service contracts) and 1 case direct grant 
with Sida’s consent 

• Albanian, Serbian and English 

• Open calls 

• PG: rolling evaluation after 20 proposals 
IG: open call for proposals (once a year) 

• PGs 12-24 month 

• IGs 12-36 months (depending on call) 

• Albanian, Serbian and English 
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5. Ineligible intervention and 

ineligible costs. 

Ineligible interventions as regulated from 
guidelines for applicants are:  

• Activities directly affiliated with or 
supportive of political parties; 

• Emergency assistance or charities; 

• Capital Investments;  

• Scholarships for education outside of 
Kosovo.  

• Unless they are imperative for the 
achievement of the intended project 
results, in principle, the activities 
outlined below will not be supported: 

• Conferences or round table 
discussions; 

• Research and feasibility studies, 
especially before the start of the 
foreseen activities; 

• Study trips outside Kosovo. 

Ineligible interventions as regulated from 

guidelines for applicants are: 
• Interventions that are directly affiliated 

with or supportive of political parties; 

• Emergency assistance or charities; 

• Capital Investments; 

• Same or very similar interventions to 

those supported by KCSF and PA 

through other implemented grant 

schemes; 

• Projects composed entirely or mostly 

of preparatory work and/or studies;  

• Cross border projects between 

Albania and Kosovo and proposals for 

activities to be implemented outside 

Kosovo and Albania; 

• Activities which are of service nature 

and rather belong to the Technical 

Assistance; 

• One shot events/ activities; 

• Awareness raising campaigns without 

proper follow up; 

• Interventions which are subject to 

multilevel dependency and approval, 

thus posing high risk for achieving 

results; 

• Sub granting to third parties. Small 

scale financial support to 

beneficiaries is allowed only in cases 

when all expenditures are executed 

by the implementing organization; 

• Scholarships. 
 
Ineligible costs are: 

• Costs associated to organizational 
capacity building that exceed 15% of 

Ineligible interventions as regulated from 

guidelines for applicants are: 
 

• Debt or payments for losses;  

• Purchase of land or immovable 
property; 

• Payment of expenses covered by 
other donors; 

• Credit to third parties. 

• Currency exchange losses in the case 
of projects 

• Travel costs for business or first class 

• Extra allowances such as sitting 
allowances 

• Build up of reserves. 
 

Ineligible expenses from DSP II: 

• VAT (for purchases above € 200); 

• Customs and import duties; 

• Debts or payments for interest rates; 

• Exchange rate fees; 

• Equipment depreciation expend-
itures; 

• Purchase of land or immovable 
property; 

• Purchase of vehicle or generator; 

• Payment of expenses covered by 
other donors. 
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the total budget to be supported by 
the programme; 

• Customs and import duties;  

• Debt or payments for losses;  

• Value Added Tax - VAT (applicable 
only for Kosovo NGOs, for invoices 
above € 200); 

• Loan interest; 

• Money exchange fees;  

• Equipment depreciation 
expenditures; 

• Purchase of land or immovable 
property; 

• Purchase of vehicle or generator; 

• Payment of expenses covered by 
other donors; 

• Credit to third parties. 

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions 

- 1: All donors have project grants. Only SDC had institutional grants and awards. Only LUX had operational grant for KCSF.  
- 2: The max. grant size for project grant and institutional grants differs. None of the donors requests for co-financing from the applicants. 

- 3: The financial allocations by the donors (incl. DANIDA) was quite similar (ca. 0.5 -1.0m per year) except Sida having about € 150’000 per year dedicated for re-granting. 
- 4: As a general principle, all donors apply the instrument of open calls for regranting. The procedures and guidelines for applicants are quite similar. The contracts applied at the 

level of grantees is not regulated (and done on KCSF’s standard practice). NOR has only made calls in English 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: Agreement on type of instruments supported under the PFM required -> KCSF to propose a relevant mix of grant instruments in the PFM Framework Document. 

- 2: KCSF to propose suitable funding envelopes (min. and max. amounts) for the various granting instruments proposed in the PFM Framework Document. 
- 3: Decision on financial allocation for the coming years to be made by each donor. 
- 4: KCSF has to propose call procedures (incl. languages), complementarity of calls (themes) and their sequencing. Calls should be made in 3 languages (NOR has to agree) 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

3. Governance bodies and donor role  

1: Governance bodies and 

responsibilities 

 

 

Contract stipulates: 

• Advisory Board (AB) to provide informed 
strategic guidance. A ToR exists as 
Annex of the contract 

• Management Board (MB)– operational 
decisions 

Not regulated in the contract/ProDoc.  

 

• Contract stipulates an annual review 
(art.10)  

• Based on KCSF internal decisions, calls 
evaluated through internal evaluation 
committees of 3 members. 

Swedish organisations are advised not to 
establish Steering Committees in order not 
to create legal uncertainties emerging from 
SC decisions. 

Not regulated in the contract but ProDoc. 

• Steering Committee (SC) (5-9 members): 
Strategic guidance, approval of reports, 
monitoring of calls.  

• A ToR exists as Annex of the ProDoc. 

• Management meetings – operational 
coordination and ad-hoc grant decisions-
making. 

 

2: Composition of the bodies 

 

From ProDoc:  

• AB members. Lux Embassy, KCSF and 5 
members from academia, media and 
NGOs 

• Management Board (MB) (with KCSF and 
Lux Embassy representation). 

Not regulated in the contract/ProDoc 

As a practice, regular 6 monthly meetings 
between NOR embassy and KCSF for main 
operational decisions. 

 

Not regulated in the contract/ ProDoc 

As a practice, regular bilateral meetings for 
main operational decisions. 

From ProDoc and minutes: 

• SC membership: SDC is head, EU, 
Danida, Sida, UNDP, FES, DEMOS, as 
SDC project, 2 NGOs, 1 ministry (MEI). 

• Management meetings – SDC, DANIDA 
and KCSF (ad hoc basis, as necessary) 

• The secretariat is with KCSF. 

3: Frequency • AB on yearly basis 

• MB on yearly basis, and if needed more 
frequently. 

• 2 formal meetings between the Parties 
per year (tentatively March and 
September) . 

• One consultation meeting • Not regulated in the contract, but ProDoc: 
twice a year for SC. 

• Management meetings following the SC 
meetings – twice per year. 
 

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions 

- 1: Governance structures of current schemes differs: only LUX and SDC have a steering/advisory board, incl. a ToR. LUX has an additional management board (possibly similar to 
the formal meetings of NOR). 

- 2: SDC Steering Committee and LUX Advisory Board integrate a wide spectrum of representatives from academia, media, NGOs, etc. In the case of SDC also other donors and 
other Swiss projects are invited. 

- 3: Generally, donor - KCSF formal meetings for operational coordination take place 1 or maximum 2 times per year. 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 
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- 1: All donors should agree to have a two-level governance structure: (1) Establishment of a multi-donor PFM Advisory Board, (2) Establishing a PFM Partners Meeting for 
operational coordination. 

- 2: The PFM Advisory Board should consist of KCSF, donors and of 3-4 key external stakeholders from academia, media etc. (Sida to confirm). The annual meeting could be chaired 
on a rotating basis by one of the donors. The PFM Partners Meeting consists of KCSF and donor representatives  

- 3: The Advisory Board Meeting takes place once a year, the Partners Meeting takes place at least 2 times per year. 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

4. Grant Evaluation 

1: Grant evaluation body and 
responsibilities 

 

 

Regulated in the Annex 4 of the contract: 

• A Grants Board (GB) was created for 
each thematic call (Social Inclusion and 
Media) 

• Applications are evaluated using a grid 
with a scoring system as specified in the 
Guidelines for Evaluation.  

Not regulated in the contract / ProDoc 

• External evaluator teams per each call 

• Applications are evaluated using a grid 
with a scoring system as specified in 
Guidelines for Application and Evaluation.   

Not regulated in the contract nor the Full 
Proposal 

• Internal Grants Boards are established by 
KCSF for two calls (CSO Networking 
which is ongoing and SAA call) 

• The call for SAA was evaluated based on 
an evaluation grid using a scoring system 
as specified in the Evaluation Guidelines. 

Regulated in the ProDoc 

• External Grants and Awards Board (GAB) 
decides on proposals on a rolling basis 

• A traffic lights system was used to assess 
proposals specified in the Guidelines for 
Evaluation, no evaluation grid. 

2. Composition and 
compensation 

• GB consists of 3 members, incl. one from 
KCSF having the Chair + 2 independent 
evaluators outside KCSF 

• External GB members are compensated 
(€ 150 per day). KCSF staff not 
compensated. 

• Not regulated in the contract / ProDoc. 
Yet, regulated in grant giving cycle with 
NOR embassy. GB composed of 3 
independent evaluators outside KCSF 

• External evaluators compensated € 150 
per day (10-12 applications per day). 

• Not regulated in the contract / ProDoc 

• GB composed of 3 members from KCSF 
employees based on experience and 
thematic expertise 

• KCSF staff not compensated.  

• The GAB had SDC as a member/chair 
and 4 independent members (1 from a 
Swiss project - DEMOS for coordination) 

• The SC was not compensated, the GAB 
members received 150 € per day (av. 10 
applications). 

3. Appeal regulation at grantee 
level 

• Not regulated in the ProDoc. Regulated 
in the Guidelines for applications. 

• Not regulated in the contract / ProDoc. 
Regulated in the Guidelines for 
applications. 

• Not regulated in the contract / ProDoc. 
Regulated in the Guidelines for 
applications. 

• Not regulated in the ProDoc. Regulated in 
the Guidelines for applications. 

Conclusions on commonalities and contradictions 

- 1: Generally, evaluation boards are composed of external and independent evaluators, except in case of LUX and Sida. LUX and SDC have clear structures defined in the 
contract/ProDoc for the evaluation process. NOR and Sida have regulated this in the Guidelines for Evaluation.  

- 2: Membership varies from 3 (LUX, NOR, Sida) to 5 (SDC DSP). In the case of SDC it even had the chair of the GAB (the DSP II evaluation recommended SDC withdraws from the 
GAB). In case of LUX one representative of KCSF is in the evaluation board, and in case of SIDA all evaluations are done by KCSF internal committees. Compensation for 
evaluators is identical for all donors as well as average number of projects calculated per working day, with KCSF staff participating in these bodies without compensation. 

- 3: The appeal procedure is regulated in the Guidelines for applications for all donors. 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: Possibly different grant evaluation teams (at least 3 experts) have to be set-up for different grant instruments proposed in the PFM Framework Document. 
- 2: All donors agree that the evaluators should be external experts and compensated for their work 

- 3: None  
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

5. Reporting to donor by KCSF (as per contracts) 

1: Narrative and financial 

reporting 

Art. 9 of the agreement: 

• Narrative and financial annual report 45 
days after the reporting date 

• Final report of the Phase (no later than 
90 days after the Phase) 

• The narrative and audit reports have to 
be submitted within 6 weeks (except for 
the last 90 days). 

Art 6 of the grant agreement, specific 

conditions: 

• Annual progress report (covering the 
period September to August). Content 
described in Art. 2 of the general 
conditions 

• Financial report (content acc. To Art. 3 of 
the general conditions) 

• Updated implementation plan and budget 
for the upcoming 6 months (Art 1 of 
General conditions) 

• Final report (no later than 2 months after 
the support period). 

Art. 11 of the core support agreement: 

• Annual work plan and budget  

• Annual report 

• Financial statement (display of all funding 
sources and as well as interest rates and 
exchange rate gains/losses) 

• Exact dates for the submission of all 
reports provided. 

Art 4 of the mandate agreement: 

• Annual budget and annual plan (no later 
than 30 days before the start of a new 
project year) 

• Annual Report incl. Financial accounts 
(audited costs), max 180 days after the 
end of the respective year 

• Brief Semi-Annual Report (non-audited 
costs) to be submitted max 90 days after 
the respective end date 

• End of Phase Report to be submitted 
max 180 days after the end date of the 
project 

• The reporting schedule is given in an 
Annex to the contract. 

2. Evaluations  • Midterm review required by LUX embassy 
and KCSF management 

• Final external evaluation to be conducted  

• A mid-term evaluation has to be carried 
out by 15. May 2020 (project budget and 
calls). 

• A mid-term evaluation of the Core 
activities is foreseen (to be paid by 
Sida). 

• An independent midterm and final 
evaluation is foreseen in the ProDoc 
(project budget). 

3: Results framework • No logframe Logframe is part of the grant agreement • No logframe, but list of activities and 
expected results 

• Logframe is part of the ProDoc (which is a 
integral part of the agreement) with 
indicators and baselines.  

4: Number and use of (standard) 

indicators 

• N/A Annex to the contract: 

• 2 outcomes with 12 outputs and 16 
indicators, including baselines and annual 
target values 

• Indicators refer to grant management 
aspects but not outcomes at NGO/sector 
level 

• Management indicators. 

• N/A ProDoc: 

• Logframe as per SDC template: 2 
outcomes with 5 outputs and 39 
indicators, including baselines and 
targets 

• Output, outcome but also impact level 
indicators 

• Most indicators try to capture change at 
NGO/sector level. 
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Logframe for grantees • KCSF standard log-frame – annex c • KCSF standard log-frame – annex c • KCSF standard log-frame – annex c • KCSF standard log-frame – annex c 

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions 

- 1. Currently differing reporting templates are applied by the four donors. Furthermore, the submission deadlines differ substantially (between 6 weeks – or 45 days (LUX) – and 180 
days (SDC)). The use of specific reporting formats / templates are requested by SDC and partly NOR. LUX and SIDA have adopted the reporting templates proposed by KCSF. 
Only SDC requests for semi-annual reports. 

- 2: All donors conduct mid-term or final evaluations at the end of the project. 
- 3: Not all donors use results frameworks or log-frames. Only SDC strives for tracking and measuring outcome/impact level results. NOR only reflects management results in the 

logframe. 
- 4: Only NOR and SDC have formulated (standard) indicators for reporting. 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: Donors must agree on common reporting template for annual and semi-annual reports (possibly taking the NOR/SDC template as a reference of highest standard). The 
submission deadlines have to be unified (e.g. 90 days for annual narrative and financial report and 180 days for final reports in case of exiting donors). LUX / NOR would have to 
agree to longer deadlines. 

- 2: Consensus on joint results framework to be achieved (e.g. using a mix of NOR standard complemented with selected SDC outcome indicators). That only makes sense if the 
PFM establishes a multi-annual results framework (e.g. 2019-2022). 

- 4: Qualitative and quantitative indicators should be part or the results framework (LUX and Sida to agree to add indicators, SDC to agree to only selected indicators). 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

6. Procurement rules for grants distribution to local implementers  

1: Source of procurement rules 

 

 

Pertinent Kosovo Law 

 

Procurement Rules for Grants Distribution of 
the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
(Par. III Grant Agreement).  

Art. 14 of the Core Support Agreement and 
KCSF rules.  

General conditions of business for project 
implementation mandates, and the Law on 
Kosovo as appropriate.  

2. Types of procurement 

 

Open calls  Open, restrictive, and competitive calls with 
negotiations as set out in the Procurement 
Rules for Grants Distribution. 

Tender procedure 

 

Open tender, on the best quality/price ratio, 
unless exceptions are justified.   

3: Specific conditions set out for 
various types of procurement 

 

 

 

As stipulated by the Law of Kosovo and 
KCSF rules and procedures governing sub-
granting.  

For grants bellow 500’000 NOK (ca. € 50’000 
EUR), the procurement rules of KCSF are 
applicable, provided they are reflective of the 
rules set out in the Procurement Rules for 
Grants Distribution governing various kinds 
of procurements for grants exceeding 
500’000 NOK.  

Specific conditions are attached to various 
types of procurement, for grants exceeding 
500’000 NOK.  

The KCSF decides on whether the tender will 
be based on the value for money or the 
lowest price, provided there is no conflict of 
interest and basic principles set out in the 
Procurement Rules. 

Procurements must observe principles of 
non-discrimination, equal treatment, 
transparency, proportionality and mutual 
recognition.  

None.  

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions 

- 1: There are different sources of procurement rules in place: LUX applies Kosovo law; NOR applies national law, while Sida and SDC apply both their respective national laws as 
well as Kosovo law.  

- 2: There are different type of procurements: LUX applies open calls, NOR applies open and restrictive calls as well as competitive calls with negotiations, Sida applies tender 
procedure, whereas SDC applies open tender, based on the best quality/price ration, unless exceptions are justified.  

- 3: There are different specific conditions set out for various types of procurement: LUX adheres to the procurement rules of Kosovo and KCSF rules and procedures governing sub-
granting. NOR applies KCSF rule and procedures for grants below the 500,000 NOR (50,000 EUR) threshold, whereas additional conditions are attached to grants above the 
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500’000 NOR threshold. Sida specifically requires that principles of non-discrimination, equal treatment, transparency, proportionality and mutual recognition be observed, while 
SDC does not seem to set any specific conditions in this respect.  
 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: None.   
- 2. None.  
- 3. None.  

 
Note: While the overall procurement rules differ to some extent, we understand that KCSF uses a single template i.e. Reporting and implementation guidelines for sub-grant 
distribution, which is said to comply with the procurement rules of each of the respective donor.  
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

7. Financial management and handling of exchange rates 

1: Accounting system • None (shall be administered in 
accordance with the financial and 
administrative rules and practices of 
KCSF and Kosovo Law) 

Art. 7 (General conditions) 

• Double entry book keeping system 

• To be kept updated on a monthly basis 

• Disclosure of interest accrued 

• Not regulated in the agreement • Local accounting principles are outlined 
in the General Conditions of Business 
Art. 7.3 (4 eye principle)  

2: Budget issues • Not regulated in the agreement 

• Neither contract nor ProDoc has a 
detailed budget. Yet, Budget is agreed 
between LUX and KCSF  

• 25% of budget for administrative costs of 
KCSF  

• Not regulated in the agreement  

• Contract has a detailed budget attached 
to the contract 

• 7% of budget as indirect operating costs 

• Not regulated in the agreement  

• Contract has a detailed budget attached 
to the contract Budget reviewed and 
approved on annual basis. 

Art. 2: (Mandate for project implementation)  

• Specific template (4 Parts to be used) 

• Regulations on budget changes (written 
approvals) 

ProDoc: 

• Annex 8 contains budget (but as a 
separate file) ->  

• In specific HR budget lines overhead 
included 

• General Conditions of Business Art. 7.1 

With a contribution contract SDC would 
adhere to the organisations’ structure. 

3: Payments • Schedule of payments given in Art.6 

• KCSF bank account  

• Art. 8: Operational costs shall not exceed 
25% (all but grants i.e. HR, management, 
evaluation, promotion, direct costs etc) 

Art 5 (Contract): (Disbursements) 

• Specific project account to be opened 

• The grant shall be disbursed in advance 
instalments based on the financial need 
of the project – planned on 6 monthly 
basis 

Art 6 (Agreement - Conditions for 

disbursements) 

• An annual register has to be submitted by 
KCSF stating third parties receiving funds 
from KCSF 

• Payment schedule is outlined 

• A prerequisite for disbursements are 
payment requests (Art. 6 provides the 
needed information) 

Art. 3: (Mandate of project implementation) 

• Specific project account to be opened 

• Payment schedule (as Annex) – planned 
on 6 monthly basis 

• Payment based on disbursements and as 
necessary guaranteeing liquidity 

• Regulation of interest rates 
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3: Exchange rate fluctuation Not regulated in the contract Art. 8 (General conditions) 

• Exchanges to be made by national or 
commercial bank 

• Recipient has to inform MFA if value 
decreases 

• If value increases this is treated as a 
disbursed. Net-surpluses have to be 
subtracted 

• Not regulated in the agreement • Art 7.4.2 of the General Conditions of 
Business stipulates the exchange rate to 
be used  

4: Handling of financial 

irregularities 

Not regulated in the contract Art 15 (General conditions) 

• Outlines principles of zero tolerance 
against corruption and financial 
irregularities (6 paragraphs) 

Art. 16 – (Agreement – Anti Corruption) 

• KCSF shall work actively to prevent 
corruption, illegal or improper handling or 
other form of misuse of funds.  

Art. 18 (Agreement) 

• Entitlement to reclaim funds if the 
agreement is breached if content or 
implementation differs substantially from 
the terms of the agreement 

 

Art. 6 (Mandate for project implementation)  

• Integrity clause stipulates measures to 
avoid corruption (2 paragraphs) 

Conclusions on commonalities and contradictions 

- 1: The current accounting system of KCSF is accepted by all four donors. 
- 2: NOR, SDC, Sida have a detailed budget as an annex to the contract. The budget structures and headings differ, however. All agreements have similar payment regulations. 

Some donors request the opening of a separate project bank account (NOR, SDC). Different terminology used for indirect costs, administrative costs and overhead. 
- 3: Not all donors have regulated exchange rate handling.  
- 4: The handling of financial irregularities is embedded in all contracts/agreements (except for LUX). 

 
Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: Basically none. If SDC uses the contribution contract the issue with the required adherence to Swiss accounting standard has to be clarified or if this can be waived. This contract 
appears to be specific for Swiss organisations as Swiss accounting standards are stipulated as a standard (GAAP FER 21). 

- 2&3: A jointly accepted budgeting structure (incl. exchange rate handling), which ideally is identical with KCSF’s budget structure has to be reached. Common understanding and 
usage of management costs and/or overhead has to be reached among the donors. 

- 4: LUX has to agree that this is to be regulated in the MoU/Contract Amendment. 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

8. Handling of transversal themes 

1: Transversal or cross-cutting 

themes  

• Country strategy mentions women 
empowerment as cross-cutting theme for 
KCSF programme 

• Contract: role of women, gender equality 
and integration of minorities 

• ProDoc: Women empowerment and 
inclusion 

• Contract: not mentioned 

• Norwegian development policy has four 
transversal themes:  
- human rights, with a particular focus 

on participation, accountability and 
non-discrimination 

- women’s rights and gender equality 
- climate change and environment, 

and  
- anti-corruption 

 

• Country strategy:  
- Gender equality and non-

discrimination 
- Better environment, climate 

impact 
- Free elections. 
- Independent media  

• Poverty alleviation 

• Contract: not mentioned 

• Country strategy: Gender and good 
governance 

• Contract: not mentioned 

• ProDoc: Implicitly addressed: gender 
equality and inclusion of minorities (this 
was based on the previous country 
strategy) 

2: Approaches Guided the selection of grants (equal access) Not specified. Yet, anti-corruption, non-
discrimination, environment and gender 
equality used among thematic areas for 
grants 

Not specified. Enshrined in working policy 
and practices of KCSF for equal 
opportunities 

Guided the selection of grants (equal access) 

 

3: M&E and Reporting No indicators Not reflected in the indicators No indicators Two output indicators address transversal 
themes (participation of women and 
minorities in public life) 

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions 

- 1: Transversal themes are addressed in different documents and the themes and their numbers differ among the four donors. The common transversal theme are gender equality 
and non-discrimination/integration of minorities. 

- 2: The approaches to be followed are quite flexible for all donors. 

- 3: Only SDC has formulated related indicators in the results framework. 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: KCSF should propose 3-4 transversal themes that are addressed in all calls or possibly specifically in certain calls (e.g. free elections, anti-corruption). Gender equality and social 
inclusion must be two of them. 

- 2: None 
3: The role of the transversal themes and how these have to be reflected in the results framework (through results indicators) must be addressed by KCSF in the PFM Framework 
Document. 
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

9. Visibility requirements for KCSF and grantees  

1: Source of visibility 
requirements (general rules, 
contract) 

• Not referenced in the contract. Low 
requirement for visibility. 

• For Grantees regulated through a 
Communication Plan and guidelines for 
visibility.  

Grant Agreement: 

• For Grantees regulated through a 
Communication Plan and guidelines for 
visibility 

• Core Support Agreement, Art. 17 – 
Visibility and Information 

• For Grantees regulated through a 
Communication Plan and Guidelines for 
Visibility 

 

• General conditions of business for project 
implementation mandates, Art. 2.6 – 
Communication, visual identity 

2: Specific conditions set out with 
respect to visibility 

 

• Not referenced or set out in the sub-grant 
mechanism agreement.  

 

• To acknowledge support of the donor on 
all publishing materials funded by the 
grant.  

• Disclaimer of liability for the content of 
materials published. The Grant Recipient 
may also use the logo of the donor subject 
to his prior approval.  

• Acknowledgement of the source of 
funding on all materials produced, 

•  The use of the donor logo.  

•  Disclaimer of liability.   

 

• Acknowledgement of the source of 
funding on all materials produced, 
pursuant to the Swiss Federal 
Administration Corporate Guideline. 

• Disclaimer of liability 

• Adherence to the Swiss federal 
administration Corporate Design 
guidelines. 

Conclusions on commonalities and contradictions 

- 1: Sources of visibility requirements vary: LUX does not seem to have a controlling instrument in this respect (bilateral contract or general rules). NOR and Sida draw on their 
respective bilateral agreements with KCSF whereas SDC draws on their General conditions of business and specific visibility requirements/guidelines.   

- 2: LUX does not set out specific conditions related to visibility, while the core conditions overlap to large extent in case of NOR, Sida and SDC: acknowledgement of support and 
disclaimer of liability. In case of LUX, NOR and SDC the use of a donor logo seems optional, whereas in case of Sida it seems mandatory. 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: Basically none, since the requirements are largely harmonised, irrespective of different sources which govern the visibility requirements, KCSF standard visibility guidelines and 
practices should be adopted for PFM.   

- 2: Basically none. The fact that LUX, NOR and SDC provide for optional use of their respective logos on the publishing materials funded, whereas in case of Sida the use of their 
logo is mandatory suggests that pertinent rules in place are flexible enough and do not require further harmonisation.   
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Issue Luxembourg 

3/2017-12/2020 

Norway 

9/2018-8/2021 

Sweden (Sida): 

7/2015-12/2018 

Switzerland (SDC-DSP): 

7/2015-7/2018 extended 12/2018 

10. Audit requirements for KCSF and grantees  

1: Source of audit requirements 
(general rules, contract) 

 

Service Agreement  

Sub-granting agreement for grantees 

Grant Agreement 

Sub-granting agreement for grantees 

Core Support Agreement 

Sub-granting agreement for grantees 

General conditions of business for project 
implementation mandates.  

Sub-granting agreements for grantees.  

2: Audit mechanism 

 

Independent auditing by internationally 
recognized company to be carried out at 
least 45 days following the end of the 
financial year.  

Independent auditing according to ISA 800 or 
ISA 805 standards by certified auditor. 

Independent auditing carried by a qualified 
auditor according to IFAC or INTOSADI 
standards. 

Independent auditing by a certified company 
chosen by SDC, pursuant to IFRS standards 

3: Scope of auditing 

 

 

 

 

 

International auditing standards ISA 
800/805. Project audit 

 

Verification as to whether financial 
statements of Grants Recipient reflect fairly 
the financial position of the project and are 
prepared in accordance to the foregoing 
international standards as well as domestic 
law. 

International auditing standards ISA 
800/805. Project audit 

 

Verification as to whether financial 
statements of Grants Recipient reflect fairly 
the financial position of the project and are 
prepared in accordance to the foregoing 
international standards as well as domestic 
law.  

Organization audit and financial statement 
for KCSF 

Verification as to whether financial 
statements of Grants Recipient reflect fairly 
the financial position of the organization and 
are prepared in accordance to the foregoing 
international standards as well as domestic 
law. 

Project audit based on “agreed upon 
procedure” 

Verification as to whether financial 
statements of Grants Recipient reflect fairly 
the financial position of the project and are 
prepared in accordance to the foregoing 
international standards as well as domestic 
law. 

4: Frequency of auditing 

 

Annual auditing. Six Monthly planning and approvals by 
embassy of budget. 

Audit at the end of the project after 3 years 
(but the specific conditions of the contract 
foresee annual audits (Art 7.1) unless 
otherwise stipulated in the general 
conditions. 

Annual auditing. 

 

Annual auditing. 

 

5: Remedy Not specifically addressed in the agreement. Remedies for the established audit 
irregularities are specifically addressed in the 
agreement, general conditions, para 5.6. and 
5.7. 

Remedies for the established audit 
irregularities are specifically addressed 
agreement, Article 8. 

General Conditions of Business for Project 
Implementation Mandates, para 7.2.7. 

Conclusions on communalities and contradictions: 

- 1: In case of LUX sources of audit requirements for KCSF is service agreement, in case of NOR it is Grant Agreement, in case of Sida it is Core Support Agreement, and in case of 
SDC it is Mandate Agreement. Sources of audit requirements for grantees are KCSF sub-grant agreements.   
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- 2: Lux and NOR refers to ISA 800 and ISA 805, Sida to IFAC or INOSADI, and SDC to IFRS standards where the ToR for financial reviews are actually a mix of ISA 805 and ISRS 
4400 standards. Note that in case of contribution agreement SDC requires Swiss SAAP FER 21 accounting standards to apply (possible waiver for this condition appear possible. 

- 3: Despite different standards applied by donors, the scope of auditing seems the same (project auditing), with exception of Sida (organizational auditing).  
- 4: All donors require annual independent certified auditing in general (NOR only requests an end of phase audit in the current contract after 3 years). 
- 5: Depending on the gravity of irregularities found, or failure to rectify irregularities which were established in the previous auditing, it may be a cause for holding the next tranche of 

payment and ultimately termination of the sub-agreement/agreement. 
 

Main requirements towards harmonisation 

- 1: The PFM instrument needs to address the auditing issue i.e. the auditing standard which will apply to all donor-members of PFM. 
- 2: There are references to different international audit standards. KCSF and donors must agree on the joint auditing standards, which would need to be highest standard applied by 

any of the respective donors. KCSF would have to clarify which of the stipulated standards fulfils the highest standards. 
- 3: The required scope of auditing seems similar but the precise standards might have deviations in the scope.  
- 4: Basically none, as all donors require annual independent certified auditing (NOR will benefit from annual auditing). 
- 5: Basically none, as the remedy mechanism is already largely harmonised. 
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 Additionally, the “General Conditions of the Federal Department of Foreign Affairs 

for Contracts Concerning Federal Contributions for Projects (FDFA, September 

2016) were consulted:  

Download from: 

https://www.google.ch/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&ved=2ahUKEwjf_oqzsP_fAhU

SaFAKHRjRDiAQFjACegQIBxAC&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.shareweb.ch%2Fsite%2FWater%2Fn

ews-networking-

tools%2FDocuments%2FAnnex%25203%2520General%2520conditions%2520for%2520contribution

s.pdf&usg=AOvVaw2j5n1HXibGu7w2m1WI0S4B 

http://www.kcsfoundation.org/dsp
http://effectivecooperation.org/

	List of Abbreviations
	Summary
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Background
	1.2 Purpose of the PFM feasibility study

	2 Methodology
	2.1 Methods applied
	2.2 Limitations

	3 Findings of the feasibility study
	3.1 Broader context
	3.2 General situation of the four donors in Kosovo
	3.3 Lessons learned from other PFM examples
	3.4 Findings regarding the possible model for a PFM
	3.5 Risks and mitigation measures for a PFM
	3.6 Outstanding issues
	3.7 Conclusions about the feasibility of PFM

	4 Next steps
	4.1 Issues to be addressed
	4.2 Revised Roadmap
	Annex 1 Terms of Reference


	FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR POOLED FUNDING MECHANISM IN KOSOVO _________________________________________________________________________
	BACKGROUND
	PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY
	METHOD OF WORK AND TIMELINE
	QUALIFICATION AND PROFESSIONAL REQUIREMENTS
	FINAL REPORT
	ASSIGNMENT BREAKDOWN
	Annex 2 Mission Itinerary and people met
	Annex 3 Thematic orientation of donor support to civil society
	Annex 4 Interview guidelines
	Annex 5 Comparative analysis of current contractual arrangements
	Annex 6 Bibliography




