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Abbreviations and acronyms

Nicaragua

APN Ayuda Popular Noruega, Norwegian NGO

CEDEHCA Centro de Derechos Humanos, Ciudadanosy
Autonomicos

Comité Costefio Group of NGO's established for action after
hurricane Mitch
= Consgjo Autdnomo parael Desarrollo dela
Sociedad Civil Costefia

GPC Grupo Propositivo de Cabildeo, lobbying group
of NGO's

MMPMV Movimiento de M ujeres PaulaMendoza Vega,
Suna

MMSEDV Movimiento de Mujeres Siunefias en Defensa
delaVida

ONG Organisacion No-gubernamental = NGO

OXFAM Major BritishNGO

RAAN Region AuténomaAtlanticaNorte

RAAS Region AuténomaAtl antica Sur

SIMSKULT SikiltaCommunity Development Organisation

URACCAN Universidad delas RegionesAuténomasdela
Costa Caribe de Nicaragua

NIC Nicaraguan currency unit Cordoba.

1USD = 11,75 NIC (June 1999)
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Zambia

Afronet

CCJip
DWDA
ECAZ

ICRAF
JCTR
MS
NGOCC

NGOTSU

SAP
SNV
VAC
ZMK

Inter-African Network for Human Rights and
Development

Catholic Commission for Justice and Peace
District Women’'s Devel opment Association

Environmental Conservation Association of
Zambia

International Centre for Research on Agro-Forestry
Jesuit Centrefor Theological Reflection
Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke, Danish NGO

Non-governmental Organisations Coordinating
Committee

Non-governmental Organisations Technical
Services Unit

Structural Adjustment Programme
Stichtung Nederlandse Vrijwilligers, Dutch NGO
Visual Arts Council

Zambian currency unit Kwacha.
1USD =2.400,- ZMK (July 1999)
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Mozambique

FAC
FAMOD

FDC
GAS
LINK
MBEU
MICAS
MS
SAFOD
SPPF

UEM
UFICS

UNAC

UNESCO

MZM

Field Advisory Committee

Forum das A ssociactes M ocambicanos dos
Deficientes

Fundacéo para o Desenvolvimento da Comunidade
Grupos Africa da Suecia (ex ARO)

Forum of Mozambican and international NGO's

A community theatre group

Ministério de Coordinacéo de Accéo Social
Méllemfolkeligt Samvirke, DanishNGO

Southern African Forum of the Disabled

Physical Planning Office of Gabo Delgado
Province

Universidade Eduardo Mondlane

Unidade de Formacéo e Investigacdo em Ciéncias
Sociais

Unido Naciona de Camponeses (Peasants’
Nationa Union)

United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization

M ozambican currency unit Metical, Meticais.
1USD = 12.750,- MZM (July 1999)
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Others

Afrodad African Forum and Network on Debt and Devel
opment

ABILIS Foundation of Finnish NGO'’s working on disabilities

CBO Community based organisation

DIDC Department of International Development Cooperation
(of MFAF)

DW Development worker

Eurodad European Forum and Network on Debt and Development

Eurostep Lobby organisation of European NGO's
FAD Finnish Association of the Deaf (Kuurojen liitto)
FAMR Finnish Association on Mental Retardation

(Kehitysvammaliitto)

FIDIDA Finnish Disabled People’s International Development
Association

FO Kepa Field Office

INGO International non-governmental organisation

Kepa Kehitysyhteistyon Palvelukeskus r.y. (Service Centre for
Development Cooperation)

KIOS Foundation of Finnish NGO's working on human rights

KyO Kehitysyhteisty6osasto (MFAF-DIDC in Finnish)

MFAF Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland

NGO Non-governmental organisation

VSO Volunteer Service Overseas (UK)

WID Women in development

usD USDollar =5,85FIM (July 1999)
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0. Executive Summary

Kepa, the Service Centre for Development Cooperation, is the central
organisation of some 200 Finnish non-governmental organisationsworkingin
international development cooperation.

Earlier it was avolunteer sending organisation, but is now work-
ing on the basi s of cooperation and partnership agreementswith citizen
organisations of the South. It has permanent field offices in Mozam-
bique, Nicaragua and Zambia cooperating with, respectively, 7 partner
organisationsin Mozambique, 6in Nicaraguaand 10in Zambia A number
of other countries are covered through services of mostly one person, a
liaison officer, assuring contacts between Kepa and the field.

As an integral part of its ongoing strategic planning, Kepa had
decided to carry out an evaluation in 1999 to assess the administrative
structures, resources and costs of the field administration.

Besides that, the evaluation was expected to consider various
aternative scenariosfor the further devel opment of Kepa' spartnership
programme.

The evaluation was carried out through documentary studies, key
informant interviews and visits to the three field offices and meetings
with partner organisations in the respective countries. The evaluator,
Mr Veikko Vasko, travelled to Nicaragua (Managuaand Siuna) in June
and to Zambia (Lusaka and Chipata) and M ozambique (Maputo and
Matola) during thefirst half of July 1999. A draft report was circul ated
for comments in August, and finalised for a Kepa Board meeting in
early September 1999.

The main findings of the evaluation are

(a) The field offices are in a good shape and in very good hands; the new
partnership approach has been well adopted by the field offices which now,
after a difficult period of reorientation, are getting their teams and working
methods functioning as intended. Kepaiswell known and appreciated in the
field and has good relationswith the local NGO-communities, governmentsas
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well as the Finnish embassies. Member organisations are satisfied with the
services provided.

(b) Thenew organisation of KepaHe sinki isstill aconcern; therearedifficulties
in communication and decision making as well as in financial planning and
management. Even if much improved during recent years, the organisational
setup and division of responsibilities still needs polishing.

The main recommendations are

(1) Kepashould continue working in the three programme countries through
the existing field offices, which can and should be further developed on the
operational level. Decentralisation of their functions partially to the provinces
of main focus, closer to the partners, should be considered.

(2) Moreindependencein operational and financial decision making should be
given back to thefield offices. Thereislittle reason to control their normal work
withtoo heavy reporting. The Development Cooperation Unit in Helsinki should
rather increasingly serve the new individual liaison officers posted in new
countrieswhere they havefairly limited resources.

(3) Establishment of formal regional officesisnot recommended in the present
programme setting. Administrative or economic reasons hardly justify it, it
could be considered only if genuinely regional activitiesmakeit necessary and
regionally operating partnersareidentified. Central Americaisthemost likely
areafor that because of its small size, language and cultural unity.

(4) The operational and financial planning of thefield offices, if not al Kepa,
should be organised on the basis of afour year cycle so that every four years
acountry review by acarefully combined 4-person team should be made. On
the basis of that, anew country policy for that field office for the coming four
yearswould then be made. Thiswould give the much needed security, continuity
and solidity toal field work. The reviews should not be made the sameyear for
all, but separately for each country office. The fourth year could be reserved
for thereview of the other field activities.

(5) Partnership agreements should be made only after an initial pilot period,
first for two yearswith apossibility of extension for another two years. A local
review should be carried out in the beginning of the fourth year so asto allow
for aniteration of programmework and adjustmentsin expendituresto be made
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before the end of the programme period. Partner relations should be thought
long standing, in the range of ten years; e.g. first a pilot period for testing and
adjusting, then two times four years for programme work plus one year of
planned phasing out.

(6) An outside consultant should be hired by Kepato work out a system for
financial administration including one bookkeeping programmein English for
all offices, abudget follow-up and planning system - which istotally lacking
now - and the necessary training. Thetwo-plus-two-year cycle outlined above
should be taken as basis for budget planning and follow-up.

(7) Kepashould give high priority to policy devel opment in the organisation as
a whole, producing clear and well thought out guidelines for several major
issues, such as staff development, information, working languages, reporting,
etc. and to make those known to all concerned. Thiswork should contributeto
improvementsin the organi sation of Kepaofficein Helsinki.

Veikko Vasko
Evaluator
August 1999
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Kepa, the Service Centre for Development Cooperation, is the central
organisation of some 200 Finnish non-governmental organisationsworkingin
international development cooperation. Earlier it was a volunteer sending
organisation, but is now working on the basis of cooperation and partnership
agreements with citizen organisations of the South. It has permanent field
officesin Mozambique, Nicaraguaand Zambia cooperating with, respectively,
7 partner organisationsin Mozambique, 6 in Nicaraguaand 10in Zambia. Ina
number of other countries contacts between Kepa and the field are assured
through services of mostly one person, aliaison officer.

An Evaluation of Finnish Personnel as Volunteers in Develop-
ment Dooperation was carried out by an international team of consult-
antsfor the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland and published by the
latter in 1995. As a consequence of that and after aperiod of extensive
discussions a profound reform of Kepa, its organisation and working
methods was carried out during 1996-97.

In Kepa's Declaration of Principles of 28.11.1997 the basic tasks
of the organisation were formulated as follows:

Kepa'sbasic task isto encourage, support and organise the Finn-
ish civil society to participatein actionsthat promote global responsihbil-
ity. Themaininstrument for thefulfillment of thisgoal isthe Partnership
Programme throught which Kepa

1. increases the awareness of global issues in Finnish civil society and
improves its ability to act by organising information, training, campaigns
and service activitiesfor and in cooperation with Finnish non-governmental
organisations and

2. strengthens the civil societies in the developing countries through their
own field activities as well as through building co-operation networks
between Finnish and southern non-governmental organisations.

As an integral part of its ongoing strategic planning, Kepa had decided to
carry out an evaluation in 1999 to assess the administrative structures,
resources and costs of the field office administration. Besides that, the
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evaluation was expected to consider various alternative scenariosfor the further
development of Kepa's partnership programme.

The evaluation was carried out through documentary studies, key
informant interviews and visits to the three field offices as well as
meetings with partner organisations and similar NGO's in the respec-
tive countries by the evaluator Mr Veikko Vasko of Vasko Architects
and Consultants Ltd, Helsinki, Finland during June and July 1999. A
draft report was due in early August, after which it was circulated for
comments and finalised for a Kepa Board meeting to be held in early
September 1999.

1.2 The Task

The subject of the evaluation was limited to the administration of Kepa
partnership programmes in Mozambique, Nicaragua and Zambia - the
administrative structures, resources and costs of the field administration. For
specific details, please see chapter 2. Objectives of the Evaluation inthe TOR
giveninAnnex 1.

The main objective of the evaluation was to serve the ongoing
strategy work by providing facts, views and suggestions to be used as
instruments in taking decisions on the future development and direc-
tions of the three field programmes. 1n addition, the evaluation was to
consider the following four scenarios, as possible directions that the
programmes could take in the future, and make recommendations re-
garding the administrative organization for each one of them. The
hypothetical alternativesgiven were:

1. The Partnership programme maintainsits present (financial) volume, but
the number of cooperating organizationswill reduceto afew. The number of
development workerswill be small (or more or lessthe present amount).

2. Thefinancia volume of the Partnership programmewill go down and the
number of partner organizations will be reduced to two or three, at the
maximum, per country.

3. The Partnership programme will be developed towards a regional
programme (Southern Africa, Central America, etc.), with partner organizations
inseveral countries. The Kepasupport will consist of institutional and project
funding aswell as a certain number of devel opment workers.
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4. Theactiverole of thefield officesin the devel opment policy work will be
strengthened considerably from the present. The work, which is not only
through the partnerships with Kepa's local partner organizations, is very
labour intensive.

In these considerations the eval uation was suggested to take into account the
various auto financing opportunities that the field offices could use in the
future.

1.3 The Missions

Thefield mission to Nicaraguawas carried out from 14 to 22 June 1999 and the
missionsto Zambiafrom 30 Juneto 9 July and further to Mozambique from that
day to 16 July (returnto Finland on 17 July). The detail ed mission programmes
aregiveninAnnex 3.

The TOR assumed an evaluation team of two persons, the other
one being from the South, fluent in English, Portuguese and Spanish, but
not being citizen of any of the three countriesto be visited. Dueto the
short preparatory period no such person could be found. As a substitut-
ing measure it was suggested that programme officersfrom other field
officeswouldjointheevauator during hisvisits. Thisarrangement proved
impossible, time being too short for properly preparing such trips and
the personsin question having other commitments.

The order of visits was influenced by practicalities; Nicaragua
first because of the holidays starting, Zambia next in an effort to make
the above exchangeround possible. Thevisit to Zambiathusfell unfor-
tunately on two public holidays. In Mozambiquetheinformation officer
was unfortunately on sick leave right at the time of the mission.

In spite of such minor issues, all missions were very successful,
thanksto the good preparatory work done by al field officesand to the
time given and effort made by their staff members. Many devoted their
holidays, week-ends or evenings for assisting the evaluator. Without
that the short time reserved for the missionswoul d not have been enough.

Visits to partner organisations were organised not for evaluating
the programmes but to illustrate the field work done under Kepa part-
nership agreements. In Nicaragua, Siuna in the autonomous area of
RAAN was visited and in Zambia Chipata in the Eastern Province. In
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Mozambiquethevisit initialy planned for Pembain Gabo Delgado was
cancelled because it would have taken four days and because major
partner representatives could be met in Maputo. A visit to meet agroup
of parents of disabled children was arranged instead in Matola near
Maputo. It was very impressive.

1.4 Comments on the Terms of Reference

The Termsof Referencefor theevaluation aregiveninfull inAnnex 1. The TOR
had been distributed in advance to most interviewees by the field offices, in
M ozambique even translated into Portuguese. For others asmall introduction
leaflet was handed in the beginning of the meetings.

One of the most common remarks made by severa interviewees
was, that it was not logical to evaluate field office administration before
the Kepa strategy had been drawn up. For many a better order would
have been to first formulate a strategy and then to see what kind of
field organi sation would best servethe needs. Thisis, of course, logical
but experience from the recent reform work in Kepa seem to suggest
that both will haveto be done; the eval uation mapping aternatives, then
strategy work —whichisnot afast exercise—and then again an analysis
of the consequences for the field administration.

The scope of the evaluation was limited to the field offices only.
Someinformants pointed out that Kepafield operations should be seen
asan integrated wholein which the new countrieswith only one person
posted inthe Dominican Republic, in Indonesia, in Thailand, in Uganda
and two in Tanzaniashould also have been considered. Thisisobviously
very true and the issue came up very often during the field missions.
Therearetwo organisational modelsnow in use, three solidly established
field officeswith relatively good resources on one hand, and very light
unitswith mostly one person with hardly any supporting servicesonthe
other. The question arises, whether there could be something i n-between,
perhaps devel oped from some of the new liaison officer posts. However,
it can be said that it is too early to evaluate the new field posts, those
are experimental and experience must be gained first.

The Terms of Reference were quite demanding and prooved par-
tially unrealistic. The time reserved for interviews alone clearly ex-
ceeded thetime planned for al preliminary work, study of documenta-
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tion and administrative files included. Obviously the TOR had been
designed for atwo-member team. Proper participatory methods could
not really be used during the short missions. Yet talkswith all field office
staffswere open and interactive, particularly in Zambia, where regular
meetingsof different groups could befollowed and real productive group
discussionsdevel oped.

The assessment of the costs of the field administration is a
difficult issue, as was stated clearly also by the 1995 evaluation team,
which, in spite of much bigger resources, could not properly tacklethose
matters and therefore suggested a separate study to be made. On the
other hand, some comparative work has been donein the meantime by
different INGO’s in the three countries and some general conclusions
could be made on Kepa's position.

The field missions showed that more time should have been de-
voted for meetings with other INGOs working in the programme
countries. There is much to learn from the experience of others. They
proved extremely positive and heplful, certainly because of their good
relationswith thelocal Kepaoffice, but al so because even an evaluation
can become mutually beneficial if comparisonsare madein aninterac-
tive manner. It may be that al such contacts should not necessarily be
with fully "likeminded’ organisations, but also with others originating
from different cultural backgrounds.

Thetiming of the evaluation was somewhat unfortunate because
it partially fell on the holiday season in Finland and Nicaragua and on
some public holidays in Zambia, as well as on the process of moving
Kepa Helsinki to new offices. As a result, some intended interviews
could not be made.
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2. Nicaragua

2.1 The Programme
KepaNicaraguahas 6 partnership agreementswith local NGO'sasfollows:

Organization Field of Activity USD/1999 Duration
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In addition there are DW’s among the field office staff as shown below.

2.2 The Field Office
KepaNicaraguafield office hasthefollowing staff:

Function Nationality
Contract Ending .
I i || ) F il Iﬂ, I\
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L=

Thefield officeisregularly using services of alocal consultant for the develop-
ment of group work methods and internal evaluation.

The office works in a rented house downtown Managua. Field
office has recently moved from the large compound it earlier occupied
in amore expensive area, thus introducing major savings.

2.3 Budget outline

Total budget 1999 574.571USD 100 %
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2.4 Observations

All six partners of KepaNicaraguaoperate in theAtlantic regions of the country.
This brings automatically up the question about the field office’s presence in
those areas. It is quite clear that the whole FO cannot be moved there, at |east
not immediately, presencein the capital isnecessary for many reasons, such as
communication with the government and the embassy, servicing of Kepamember
organisations, networking with other NGO'’s and accessto information. There
has been one DW in Siuna assisting both WID projects there and helping in
liaison, information and other communicationwork. Her contract endsin October
1999. A morefunctional location for aFO member appearsto be Bluefields. It
would bereasonableto placeinitially one person there. An opportunity for this
comes at the moment when the contract of the actual liaison officer endsin
February 2000. Whether the person would primarily be liaison officer or
programme officer, remainsto be studied in detail and with theview on potentia
candidates. In any case both functions will have to be assumed. The field
office coordinator has suggested a Nicaraguan person, originating from the
Atlantic region and speaking both English and Spanish.

It appears that the general interest of Finnish NGO's in Nicaragua has gone
down from the best years of solidarity, there are about ten of them operatingin
Nicaragua. Some experienced NGO'sdo not need Kepa'sservices. Thisraises
the question about the necessity for having a full time liaison officer for
Nicaragua. One possible solution was outlined above, another suggested is
giving regional duties to the new liaison officer, with an emphasis on
development policy work.

An extreme alternative would be to move the whole FO to the
Atlantic region and only leave one liai son officer or deputy coordinator
to Managua. That may not in the long run please all those who want
cooperation with Spanish speaking world and L atino-American cultures.

Deve opment policy work and networking aretaking amajor share
of Kepa Nicaragua's work. It has recently invested much time in the
preparation of its own strategy for the period of 1999-2002. So far that
work hasremained on arather general level, but it goeson and isheading
towards more practical applications. Focus is also on information
servicesand active participation in discussions concerning global issues
in cooperation with other likeminded INGO's and NGO's. Nicaragua
isthe only Kepafield office having opened its own Internet homepage.
Itisalso producing its own newsl etter Pikanic which is now published
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asapart of Kepa's newdletter Uutiskirje in Finnish.

Attention should be paid to the fact that the contracts of all three
expatriatesinthe FO endintheyear 2000, aswell asthat al 6 partnership
agreements end the same year. Continuity is at risk and Kepa should
look into the matter soonest.

Networking with other INGO's has become useful for all inin-
creased transparency among local partners and NGO's placing appli-
cationsfor support.

APN of Norway in Nicaragua has aprogramme of 18 partnership
agreements and a budget of close to USD 700.000,- Their staff is 1
country representative (South American), 2 coordinators (Nicaraguan
professionals) and 3 technical staff (Nicaraguans). There administra-
tive costs are about 23 %. Visits to or from Norway are seldom made
and thefield office hasardatively independent role and decision making
powers. They wish to diminish the amount of partners, some of them
being too small and causing disproportionate administrative work.

OXFAM Nicaraguahas 24 partnerslocated in the regions of Ledn
and Las Minas. They have an officein al countries of the region and
also aregional office in Managua. Yet, whenever they have regiona
programmes, they are handled countrywise, by the country offices.
OXFAM representatives prai sed the good synergy they havewith Kepa
Nicaragua, good coordination and communication as well as Kepa's
initiatives.
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3. Zambia

3.1 The Programme

KepaZambiahas 10 partnership agreementswith local NGO'sasfollows:

Organisation Fieldof Activity = USD/1999 Duration
d I I mMEm 7 B h % 4 )
n 2 oo g
TNt th B iy

AR S PGS
= . NIronr t L0 i)
i
5 Thhp ? g SR “sﬁf?@)“
FCHE AT Fﬁﬁﬂlﬁ | tHit Nl f i % )
O R ngﬁ: 5 HC e eamnm ey
[]IIIT Ji I re [l B> -1!6 ( 1 % )"
v SIImSnTEuRS i e go0-PO0d
Il

In the above programmes there are devel opment workers as follows:

Organisation Function Contract

Ending
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3.2 The Field Office
KepaZambiafield office hasthefollowing staff:

Function Nationality Contract Ending
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In addition there are three Zambian general workers on a temporary contract.
Guards are hired through alocal company.

Thefield office occupies premises which were offered to Kepafree of charge
by the Finnish Government in 1998. The complex comprises of two office
buildings (former houses), houses for DW's, a guest house, meeting rooms
with apool and sauna, and servicefacilitiesin afenced and guarded areawith
pleasant gardens. The guest houseis used for housing visitors, DW’sfrom the
provinceand partner representatives. Scaled feesare collected from outsiders
and other facilities can be rented for meetingsand other Keparelated activities.
The coordinator and the liaison officer are housed outside the complex.
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3.3 Budget outline

Total budget 1999 686.700 USD 100 %
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3.4 Observations

Kepa Zambia has recently invested a lot of work to develop its services to
Kepa member organisations and to get its working methods and routines
organised in an efficient manner. Much of that is based on the new intranet
systemintroduced with the hel p of an expert from KepaHelsinki. The Calendar
system, allowing all inthe net to follow thetravel and meeting calendars of the
others was being tried and studied with enthusiasm, its advantages for
information and coordination already being so obvious to everybody.

The contracts of the three expatriates will expirein the middle of
theyear 2000 with onemonthinterval swhichisgoing to create amoment
of risk in continuity of Kepa Zambia’'s work. Main partnership
agreementswill also end during 2000.

"Tikambilane' a gathering of local NGO's hosted by Kepa for
discussion of timely issues is a much appreciated speciality of Kepa
Zambia. Another form of service and instrument for networking isthe
new Info Centre with library and Internet services open to partnersand
other cooperating bodies that will open still this year. Kepa Zambiais
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preparing amuch needed brochure for its information purposes.

The excellent premises of Kepa Zambia are a major asset, justi-
fying for their part the continuous presence of a Kepa field office in
Zambia, so long they continue to be free at Kepa's disposal. Thereis
somerisk there, however, since the Zambian Government has recently
claimed some project housing back from other embassies and organisa-
tions. Modest income is generated making the use of premises payable
to outsiders.

There has been also in Zambia local comparison of salaries and
benefits between INGO’s. The Dutch volunteer sending organisation
SNV uses ambulant regional advisers of its own to help their country
officesin East Africato solve administrative and training problems. MS
Zambia presented their system of regular country reviews made every
5 years with related country policy. Instead of going for a regiona
approach, which they reject, they consider establishing provicia offices
inZambia.

4. Mozambique

4.1 The Programme
KepaMozambique has 7 partnership agreementswith local NGO'sasfollows:
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In the above programmes there are devel opment workers as follows:
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In addition there are DW’s among the field office staff asindicated bel ow.

4.2 The Field Office
KepaMozambiquefield office hasthefollowing staff:
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Field officeworksin arented housein agood area (Sommershield) in Maputo.
It recently moved there because of lacking security in the former area; yet the
rent went down.

4.3 Budget outline

Total budget 1999 715.800 USD 100 %
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Figures are indicative only, since the original budget information from Kepa
Mozambiqueiscomposed differently from Nicaraguaand Zambia.
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4.4 Observations

Characteristic for the M ozambican situation isthat national NGO's are young
and the whole sector is not very developed. There is a clear need for
institutional support in partnership relations. Finnish NGO’s show great interest
in Mozambique there being more than 30 of them operating. This makes the
liai son officer and the whol e K epa M ozambi que amuch needed service centre.
The Portuguese language adds to the need for help.

Kepa Mozambique has continued work with its Field Advisory
Committee, it is useful, gives good feed back, they read papers and
know Kepa. Relations with other INGO's are good, there is a special
forumfor bothinternational and national NGO’sin Mozambique, LINK.
Kepa has also had its own discussion forum ’Pate Papo’ for invited
NGO's. In M ozambiquethe coordination and networking between Kepa
and other NGO’ sdoes not happen so much on national level assectorally,
e.g. between organisations working on the disabled etc.

KepaMozambique has already placed one programme officer to
the region of main partners in the province, Cabo Delgado. This is
necessary because of the great distances and poor communication fa-
cilitiesaswell asfor the need to know local language.

Major Dutch NGO's like HIVOS, Bilance, ICCO and NOVIB
have no more permanent offices in Mozambique, HIV OS established
regional officein Harare, which, according to Mozambican informants,
has not worked for the part of Mozambique. They have had to notice
that presence in the country concerned is a must. A good illustration
was given by oneinterviewed Kepa devel opment worker: How would
it feel and work if Kepalceland would be in charge of what happensin
Finland?
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5. Kepa office in Helsinki

5.1 The structure

At the time of writing Helsinki staff is 33 persons (not including 4 temporary
conscientiousobjectors) ascompared with 28inthefield offices (8in Nicaragua, 10
inZambiaand 10in Mozambique- notincluding their temporary staff nor security
Services).

They aredivided into four units, the Devel opment Cooperation Unit
(Kenttayksikkd KY), the Policy and NGO Services Unit (Jérjestdyksikko
JY), the Information Unit (Tiedotusyksikké TY) and the Unit for
Administration and Finance (Taloushalintoyksikké THY) each having a
Director who works directly under the Executive Director.

The headquarters moved in June 1999 to new offices in Helsinki
where dl units are again together in the same place.

5.2 Observations

Much criticismis presented in the field offices and even among loca informants
about the performance of KepaHelsinki office. Main pointsof criticismarerelated
to communication, amountsof information and paper, lack of delegation and priority
thinking, heavy decision making proceduresand dow reactionsto queries, lack of
genera feed back and the practical difficultiesin financial administration proce-
dures. Use of Finnish in communication and documents aswell as computer pro-
grammesisan obvious difficulty for local staffs. It isgenerdly agreed that staff is
highly quaified, hard working and enthusiastic — the only explanations to prob-
lems relate to organisation. It is also generally agreed that the organisation has
much improved during the last years, but that work must still go on.

This evaluation being about the field office administration, it is not
possible to go into further detail in trying to analyse the problems on the
bas sof someinterviewsonly. Modern methodsof analysing working envi-
ronment and the organisation’s working culture, such as psychodrama or
new methods of business administration, could be used to find out where
changes should be made.
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6. Conclusions

6.1 General conclusions

- All three field offices are in a good shape and in very
good hands.

The new partnership approach has been well adopted by the field
offices which now, after adifficult period of reorientation, are get-
ting their teams and working methods functioning as intended.
Their staffs are qualified and dedicated to their work, loyal to and
proud of Kepa, some having worked for it for nearly a decennium.
Compared to all that, problems occuring are of minor order and can
be worked out. Kepa's member organisations are generally satis-
fied with the services provided.

- The field offices with their local knowledge and im-
age represent a value as such.

Kepaiswell known and appreciated in the field and has good rela-
tions with the local NGO-communities, governments as well as the
Finnish embassies. Their major strength is local knowledge and
cultural understanding as well as sound judgement of social situa-
tions and networks, largely based on their local staff. Their pres-
ence is important, since face to face contact is still the only one
that finally works in most cooperation countries.Working with and
through Kepa gives to member organisations extra value beyond
mere services provided.

It would be a shame and a waste to now close or dra-
matically change any of the field offices because they have
just recently been reorganised and developed to finally be-
come efficient in their new role. They should now be used
to what they are best for - as resource centres.

- The transfer to partnership programmes has been
successful but field projects with development work-
ers on the grassroot level should not be given up.

Practically speaking all persons interviewed agree that the new partnership
approach is the right one, including emphasis on development policy work,
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but many continue that it should not lead to a situation where Kepa would not
bedirectly involved with projectson grassroot level. Itisfelt that thisis needed
for Kepa's credibility and organisational learning and that sending Finnish
development workersisstill avalid function. It isfeared that without concrete
participation, Kepa would loose touch with the redlities of the South and at
worst become an academi ¢ organisation only working verbally in seminarsand
conferences. The balance between global activitiesand operational field work
appears by most to be correct as it is now, both sides supporting the other.

- Administration can not be analysed or developed separately
from programme activities.

Some persons interviewed had earlier expected that the workload of thefield
offices would decrease when the amount of volunteers was being cut down.
The experience of Kepaand other similar organi sations has been the opposite,
partnership requiresmuch morework, presenceand continuity and quite another
set of skillsfrom the staff, such astheliaison officers. Thefield offices haveto
be up to date with national and local developmentsin order to identify needs
and to assess the adequacy of requests coming in. Moreover, they are ex-
pected to deal with many disciplines, manage an international officein local
circumstances and influence Helsinki on behalf of the country. The nature and
substance of the programmesinfluences administration and makes mechanical
comparisons, based on e.g. project quantities or budget sizes, quite useless.

- We don't need a new policy every Monday morning.

This refers to the saying of world famous architect Mies van der Rohe, who
said that we don’t need a new architecture every Monday morning. Thisis
quite not the case with Kepa, but isisafact that Kepa has changed much and
fast. Thetimeis now becoming ripe for Kepato start stabilising its policiesin
order to get better continuity to its work.There are examples of how solid
policy work can be developed and how it can become abackbonefor thewhole
organisation. For example M Smakesareview of each country office every five
yearswith a4-person team consisting of one outsider, onelocal expert,oneMS
field worker (e.g. the country director of aneighbouring field office) and one
FO staff (normally the country director). On the basis of the review a country
policy for the coming fiveyearsisprepared for that country. Theroleof HQis
only to follow the process and to approve the policy.

Itisobviousthat asimilar system would create and atmosphere of
solidity and continuity also to Kepa swork. The 5-year cyclewould be
too slow for Kepa, but something shorter should be considered. The
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system is interesting because, done by each country office, it gives
them independence and allows for locally sensitive approaches to be
adopted. It should al so give planning more perspective and better feel-
ing of job security to all concerned.

- There is a need to calm down the excessively active reform
period and to create an atmosphere of continuity, stability and
work security.

Kepa has been fast in devel oping. That has brought about some negative side
effects, such as frequent changes in policies and practices, rumours about
closing of the field offices, etc. all of which have created an atmosphere of
uncertainty among the staffs. There have been cases of stress and tension
among the staff members, competition and jeal ousy, some having overcharged
themselves, etc. Too much work is sometimes done because of mere enthusiasm
or because of a certain social isolation in new circumstances, but the
organisation should be better aware of the risks, and coordinators or their
superiors should pay more attention to work psychology, with the help of
outside advisers, if necessary. Staff is the resource number one.

- Saff is the resource number one and the cost number one.

Salaries are about half of the administrative costs and the expatriate staff is
clearly more expensive than local. It istherefore tempting to look critically at
staff composition when demandsfor savingsare coming up. Listening to people
and analysing work plans and job descriptions makes believe that everyoneis
necessary and most have too much work, no one is useless.

Staffing must be under constant scrutiny, if savings have to be
made some functionswill aso haveto begiven up. Inall organisations,
particularly in the small ones, the organisation model and division of
responsibilitiesdependson the qualitiesof individual sand job descriptions
must be made to match people’s properties. In happy cases some jobs
can be combined.

In all three countries Kepa has participated in comparisons made
by or together with other INGO'’sabout salary levelsand staff benefits.
Kepais well in range with the others and there is no reason why the
coordinators could not be given full responsibity to decide about ben-
efits. No universal rules apply, local systems and standards are impor-
tant to follow in salaries and benefits.
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Staff devel opment and responsibility on peopleareissuesinwhich
K epa should work out clear policies.

- Everybody has not to be a Finn.

Analysing which staff members in the field offices should be Finns (or
comparable expatriates) brought about the conclusion that, at the extreme,
only one of theinformation officersin each FO should be aFinn, because he or
she should be able to write in Finnish and to understand what is news in
Finland and how things should be interpreted culturally. According to some,
theliaison officer also must beaFinn for similar reasons, in order to know and
understand Finnish NGO-field and its requirements and to be able to assist
those member organisationswho have limited language knowledge.

The nationality of the coordinator is a sensitive matter of image.
There are cases where some NGO'’s have local directors, but most
seem to agree that it is better for the organisation’s presence, if the
representative is from the home country of the organisation. The title
'coordinator’ iscommon in both Nicaraguaand Mozambique and sounds
"NGO-like', whereas country director and resident representative sound
business-like or even bureaucratic. Titles carry a message.

It is interesting to note that in some foreign NGO's there are no
expatriates (APN in Nicaragua, having 18 partnership agreements), in
someonly the Country Director and the Administrator/Accountant (M S
Zambia) are from the country of the organisation. It isnice to note that
all Kepaaccountants are national s of thefield office countries, amatter
of trust.

There are local staff members with long Kepa experience who
are ready to take major responsibilities in running the regular work of
thefield office, thereby liberating the coordinator and othersto concen-
trate more on development policy and other topical themes. The role
and status of deputy coordinator is good in many situations, including
vacations and travel.

- Kepa isto a large extent an administration organisation.

Itisunderstood that MFAF-DIDC (KyO) would want to seethe administrative
costs of Kepa field work to be reduced to about 10% while they are at the
moment in the average about 30 % of the FO budgets. Thisappearsunrealistic.
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The definition of what isadministration is of course aproblem as such, but an
old thumb rule already says that more than one third of every professional’s
working timein most organisations goesfor administration. Kepafield offices
arelargely there for administration only, arranging, assi sting, monitoring and
reporting on alarge amount of operational activities of their own and of others.
In the developing countries such work is far more cumbersome and time
consuming thaninthe North. Kepastaff often haveto take care of administrative
tasks of partner organi sations also because of their lacking resources or skills.

- Communication is work.

One of the most common complaints within Kepa, both in Helsinki and in the
South, isthat it is producing too much information, even internally, so much
that no onecanread it all. Somefiltering mechanisms should be devel oped and
information should be classified according to itsimportance or priority. There
have been efforts to make reporting systems more rational, but those do not
appear to befully introduced in practice. It isnot very rational for one person
to report in writing to another without that the same can be used for more
extensivedistribution. Infact Kepa, asadynamic modern organisation should
be aforerunner questioning old reporting systemsinherited from the times of
diplomatic pouchesand work out what modern mediareally can makein practice.
Sometimesreportsare not read becauseall concerned know the contents already
through e-mail or other communication media. Use for record and files and
formal administrative or legal purposesisanother matter, but also that could be
studied, preferably in cooperation with those for whom such reporting is
intended.

- Use of Linux

According to someinternational sources quoted in Finnish press recently, the
Linux operating system for personal computers has done more good to the
developing world than all bilateral aid together by allowing for the use of the
system free of charge and by making the use of simple old fashioned computer
hardware possible. This is perhaps somewhat outside the core of this
evaluation, but would it not be in line of Kepa's principles to fight against
multinational companies having dominant positions on the market and,
consequently, to promote the use of Linux and to make itself use of it?

- Information work needs policies.

Information is growing in importance and there are already much resources
reserved for that, two full time personsin Zambia, one and ahalf in Nicaragua
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and onein Mozambique. In addition to that others, like the coordinators, liaison
officers and desk officersin Helsinki participate in information work. Ideally
information should not be separated from action, any operation isready when
it has been told about to others and that should best be done by those who
actually operated. The need for journalist skills, knowledge about the press
and mediafor the distribution of information makesit ajob of specialists. The
work isdividedininterna Kepainformationto and from the South, and external
towards Finland and towards the societies in the South. Development policy
discussion happens between still other actors. Written and spoken word,
pictures, videos, CD, tv and others make the picture even more complex. Inall
this, Kepa needs an information strategy and policy, priority thinking and
clearer structures for decision making and reporting. Liaison officer is the
closest companion at work. Local colleagues areimportant in cultural inter-
pretation of the societies. Administratively information officersare DW's
and working rather independently and in a self-regulating manner.

- The language policy of Kepaisatricky issue - more clarity
is needed.

Kepa operates in 5 languages. There is much complaint about the exces-
sive use of Finnish not only in letters and e-mail, but also in bookkeeping
programmes etc. Use of Finnish in the field is unpolite and appears as
lacking transparency.

On the other hand, the use of Finnish —or Swedish - isaright
and duty in the member organisations. What is the credibility of an
organisation defending e.g. minorities' rights to their languagesin
the South but not itsown? It would be artificial and ridiculousto use
English in meetings and minutes when all participants are Finns.
Should English dominate the whole world? The knowledge of Eng-
lishisnot so common in Mozambique, nor in Nicaragua. Translation
costsare highin e.g. KepaMozambique and still many staff members
must use their time for translations every now and then.

Instead of geographic organisation, it has been sometimes sug-
gested that Kepa should be organised on the basis of themes. The
idea is often received enthusiastically but it soon appears that the
choice of the themes is not so easy, everything is integrated and
overlapping, nobody has come up with agood division. The organi-
sation could not be by themes but perhaps by language lines, Kepa
not working on a country basis but by cultures. This would mean
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that there would be in the field an English speaking Kepa, a
Portuguese Kepa and a Spanish one. The conditions of the South
would dominate, the field offices would operate in their language
and it would be for Kepa Helsinki to solve any language problems
and tranglation needs, if there were any. The accountancy only should
bein onelanguage, English. Another problem are thelocal languages
now quitetotally ignored.

- Use of hired services is flexibility and pays.

All threefield offices have positive experience of the use of locally hired short
term services from outside. Typical tasks are regular consulting in internal
working methods and evaluation in Nicaragua, computer experts, lawyers,
librarian (a graduate student on scholarship basisin Zambia), transators and
the security companies. For using short term assistance, budgetary flexibility
iS necessary.

- There are some auto-financing possibilities, but nothing very
promising could be identified.

Much attention could not be devoted to this issue. There are some modest
efforts made e.g. the charging of liaison officer services from member
organi sations, making the use of guest house and some office facilities payable
to outsidersin Zambia, and the organisation of aseminar for KATU.

Conference services, minor consultation and training, publications
and multimediaproducts, etc. are others. Thelegal basisfor such gainful
activities and possible taxation has not been worked out, and therefore
some care should be exercised until the position isclear.

Member organisations who need Kepa's servicesin thefield are
apparently quite prepared to pay for it. The establishment of separate
companies for income generating activitiesis a possibility tried for by
some national NGO'’sin Mozambique.

- Much can belearned from other INGO’sworkingin thefield.
Inall three countriesthe INGO field offices have found each othersto compare
salaries and other expenditure levels in the host countries, also comparing
their partners’ programmesand billing in order to avoid overlapping. Kepahas
been activeinthis, particularly in Nicaragua, and the results appear useful. The
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5-year review /policy process of the Danish M S was touched upon earlier.

In thisevaluation moretime should have been devoted for visitsto
other INGO's. Increased direct cooperation and sharing of services
with alikeminded organi sation may |ead to mutual savings.

- Kepa should be careful for not extending its geographic cov-
erage too much.

The problem of Kepaisto be medium-size. Really big INGO’ssuchasM S or
OXFAM do not havethe problem whereto be, sincethey arenearly everywhere
and their policy discussion is therefore not so country-oriented. Kepa is
struggling with the dilemma of vast needs and interests and limited resources.
It has three solid long-standing partner countries on one hand, and a number
of otherswhereits presenceisminimal, on the other. The’old countries’ have
experienced upsand downs of interest from the Finnish NGO field, but thereis
constantly a number of member associations who find it useful and satisfac-
tory to operate in those. In fact it is quite the same where certain universal
problems are being worked on, since Finnish resources and particularly the
resources of Kepa or its member organisations are just adrop in the ocean of
real needs.

The problem of Kepastemsfrom the principles of member equal-
ity; some smaller members, having interest in other parts of the world,
would also wish to have their share of Kepa's services. Kepa cannot
pull, or push, al of them to thethree programme countriesjust by offering
better services there. The risks with any new countries would be the
samethat K epaexperienced inthe beginning inthe old ones; asaresult
of limited knowledge of local culture and networks, mistakeswere made
in arbitrary selection of projects and partners. It would be important to
analyse carefully thereal reasonsfor thewill to expand to new aress; is
it fashion, attractive new contacts or tiredness with the old places’ that
we already know so well”. Jumping from one country to another is not
cheap. Superficiality lurks round the corner.

- The system of new field posts needs further study.
Kepa has recently placed new independent liaison officers to five 'new
countries’; the Dominican Republic, Indonesia, Tanzania, Thailand and Uganda.
Thisexpansionisbeing criticised sometimes on such arguments as presented
inthe previous chapter. It is said that one person cannot cover large countries,
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nor all professiona questions rising or the practical needs that come up, and
that isolation and superficiality become main threats for them. The essentia
differencewith thefield officesis, however, that the new posts are not intended
to operate by country, but by subject matter and in cooperation with local non-
governmental organisations or INGO’s working on that subject matter.
Consequently, the approach must be different from the field offices. Which
level of support services, and which type of organisation will be necessary in
the future, are matters to be studied. After some experience gained, the field
posts could be reviewed, because they arelikely to become an integral part of
Kepa's field work and a serious alternative in the future development of the
field organisation.

- Coordination and learning from the other Kepa Field Offices
is an untapped resource.

A southern round of programme officers visiting each others was planned in
connection with this evaluation, but had to be postponed to a later occasion
when it can be better prepared. Other possibilities exist also, since more of
Kepa coordination meetings could be held in the South e.g. for information
officers or accountants. There is no need to make the field offices similar or
forcethem into any uniform mold, but reportedly visitsfrom KepaHelsinki by
some key staff have proven so useful that mutual learning and improved
communicationisavery likely result of such exchanges.

- The organisation of Kepa Helsinki does not yet function in a
fully satisfactory manner.

Thenew organisation of KepaHelsinki isstill aconcern; therearedifficultiesin
communication and decision making as well as in financial planning and
management. There was much operational criticism in the field offices about
relationswith KepaHelsinki. Evenif muchimproved during recent years, the
organisational setup and division of responsibilities still needs polishing.

It is not evident that the division into two main unitsis correct,
since e.g. the Development Cooperation Unit and the Policy and NGO
Services Unit in reality share staff and communication with field of-
fices happensfreely from all unitsthrough all available channels.

There are severa clearly distinct functions: 1) NGO servicesin
Finland, 2) Programme implementation in the South, 3) Development
policy work, 4) Information, 5) Training and awareness raising, 6)
Financial administration and 7) Personnel administration. All combina-
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tions of the above should be studied with acritical mind. Itisnot evident
that the combination of devel opment policy work with NGO servicesis
the most functional one. Nor isit obvious that financial administration
and personnel questions should be combined, aready now much of
recruiting happens elsewhere and staff policy is strongly linked with
e.g. training.

An extreme test question could be why the Development Coop-
eration Unit hasto be located in Finland, could al its functions not be
delegated to the South?

- Division of labour between Helsinki and the field offices in
financial administration needs more clarity.

Thisisoneof themain areas of dissatisfactionin all quarters. Even members of
the Board suffer from lacking budget foll ow-up which haslead to unnecessary
cuts and losses of funds in the recent past. The complicated situation with
many countries, languages, non-convertible currencies and communication
problems make things more difficult than usual, but much could be done to
make e.g. bookkeeping systems and reporting more clear. New systems have
been introduced for accounting but they are not satisfactory, programmes
being partialy in Finnish, instructions for filing insufficient etc and changes
too frequent. Staff working in financial administration is under heavy and
constant pressure and cannot therefore be expected to manage amajor reform.
Outside expertise has to be hired to put systemsin order, including necessary
training.
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6.2 The Four Alternative Scenarios

According to the TOR, the evaluation was to consider the following four
scenarios, as possible directionsthat Kepafield programmes could take in the
future, and make recommendations regarding the administrative organisation
for each one of them.

1. The Partnership programme maintains its present (finan-
cial) volume, but the number of cooperating organizations will
reduce to a few. The number of development workers will be
small (or more or less the present amount).

This alternative would mean continuing more or less with the same field
organisation as Kepa has now.

Theamount of partnership agreementsthat afield office can handle
isdifficult to define. It depends very much on the substance matter of
cooperation, of the geographic location of area of operation, and the
character of the partner organi sation, including itssize and own capability.
Many have suggested 4-5 as an optimal amount per country, but with
the above reservations. The type and degree of Kepa's intervention
needed varies from one country to another. If training isinvolved, the
need for manpower and time increases dramatically compared to e.g.
technical assistance or just financial support.

If the ’cooperating organisations’ above mean Kepa members,
and their amount operating in a country would drastically decrease, it
would soon suggest the elimination of theliai son officer from the expa-
triate staff. But since one of the functions of liaison officers appearsto
be to promote their country of operation among Kepa member organi-
sations, thiswould meaninaway giving up and would lead to afurther
weakening of thefield office system.

A structural change to be recommended is the placement of
programme officers closer to the partnersin the provinces.Thisis a-
ready the case in M ozambigue where the other programme officer has
just been placed in Cabo Delgado province. Thisis justified with the
long distance, high travel costs and poor connectionsaswell aswiththe
local knowledge of the person in question (in e.g. the local national
language). The need is obvious also in Nicaragua where there are two
possible placesto choose on, Bluefields or Siuna. The person or persons
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and their functions and exact job descriptions are still an open issue
there. The situation with the Eastern Province of Zambia (Chipataarea)
issimilar but the staffing question less clear.

2. The financial volume of the Partnership programme will go
down and the number of partner organizations will be reduced
to two or three, at the maximum, per country.

2-3 partnershipswould hardly alonejustify the presence of large field offices.
Much depends on the activities of Kepa member organisations requiring
servicesin the field. In principle the main solution would be to minimize the
expatriate staff or to stop having it altogether. In the latter case local staff
should havelong experience with Kepaand should be kept well in contact with
KepaFinland.

Freely thinking, aminimum staff of afield office could consist of
one expatriate representative combining about half and half the tasks of
liaison officer and information officer, onelocal programme officer with
some administrative tasks (accountancy and bookkeeping would bedone
through locally hired services), and two local technical staff, one for
office work and another for logistics and transports. Thiswould mean
cutting representation and services to Kepamember organisationsto a
strict minimum and defining internal Kepainformation clearly asatask
of itsownwith agiven volumein thejob descriptions. Information work
in the journalistic sense would have to be sacrificed to alarge extent.

A key measurein trying to diminish costs is the cutting down of
the amount of expatriate staff. The division of work between theliaison
officersin the field and the programme officersin Helsinki is unclear.
Both have their function and are useful and appreciated by those Kepa
member organisations who use their services, but the risk of overlap-
ping or duplication is there. In case of strong cuts one or the other
should be sacrificed. According to most, it cannot be the liaison officer
inthefield.

MS Zambiaisnot employing loca DW's, all are employed through
partners. Thisisaclear principle, meaning that also the contract condi-
tionsare completely local and thelength of work relationistied with the

Kehitysyhteistyon palvelukeskusKepary | 43



length of the partnership agreements.

Information work is said to be the most rapidly growing function
in those INGO's that engage themselves in international development
policy discourse. Taking Kepa's Declaration of Principlesasthe starting
point, with its strong emphasis on influencing the Finnish NGO-field,
information officers are necessary. Yet internal information and much
of thewriting in the press should be possible to be done by participating
personsthemselvesif their job description so clearly stipulate. Journalist
servicescould behired or freelancejournalists used for other information
work.

3. The Partnership programme will be developed towards a
regional programme (Southern Africa, Central America, etc.),
with partner organizationsin several countries. The Kepa sup-
port will consist of ingtitutional and project funding aswell asa
certain number of development workers.

No regional offices of any other INGO could be visited during the evaluation
but the matter was discussed with practically speaking all interviewed persons.
Strong arguments were presented - by persons from inside Kepa as well as
fromother INGO's - against the system of regional officesas such, asan effort
to rationalise or economisethe organisation. It wasfeared e.g. that theregional
systemwould only lead to neglecting even larger areasthan now. It was pointed
out that communication isoften moredifficult and costly, particularly in Africa,
between neighbouring countriesthan with Finland and that the regional office
could thus rather be Helsinki. Also, communication in Africa, and largely
everywhere, hasto befaceto face; telephone, fax or e-mail are not a solution.
Andfinally 'thereisno place called region, all dynamicsbegininthe countries .

Organisational models or interests should not be the starting point,
but partners' needs. The precondition for any effort is the existence of
regional activitiesor issuesand partnersoperating regionally. Intoday’s
situation the establishment of formal regional offices is not
recommended.

| al fairnessit hasto be noted that there are anumber of key staff
in Kepawho arein favour of aregiona system. They include, among
other, the director of the Development Cooperation Unit and the
coordinators of KepaNicaraguaand KepaZambia. For thetime being,
however, all that has been said about the regional office system ap-
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pears asavision and no convincing plans have been presented, nor cost
analyses made. Yet, evenif other INGO's aretold to have had negative
experiences, it is nhot by definition impossible for Kepato develop its
own approach for regional work. It only hasto be prepared carefully. In
that preparatory work the experiences of other INGO'’s should betaken
as astarting point.

It should be decided first what is meant with region; isit arecog-
nised geopoalitical arealike e.g. the SADC, or isit a’Kepa-region' —a
group of countries where Kepaiis present, like e.g. Zambia, Tanzania,
Uganda and M ozambiqgue together. Or isit aregion defined culturally,
e.g. thelusophone countries of Africa. The most likely areafor experi-
menting is Central America where regional interests exist and where
the language and geographic conditions are favourable. Regiona work
could betried there without too formal and costly institutional arrange-
ments.

a One alternative model could be that one staff member in an
existing field office would assume the responsihilities of a

regional officer, travelling and working fromtimetotimein the

other countries of the region (' ambassador model’). The most
natural person for thiswould be the liaison officer or anew

special officer with tasksand skillsfor e.g. development policy
work.

b) Another model would be based on thefield office, or field

offices of theregion, being run by primarily local staff and the

expatriate coordinator taking care of regional issuesin

cooperation with them asadirector of themall (' director model’).

A version of that could be a system in which thereisonefield post in each
country of theregion with aminimum staffing (' thin net’).

C) A third basic alternative is that the whole professional staff of a
field office operate within aregion according to programme

needs, with or without having persons posted in the other

countries of the region (model 'without frontiers'). Inthis

alternativethelocal staff memberswould logically befrom

several countries of the region.

d) A fourth alternative could be that those countries of aregion in
which there is no Kepa presence, would be covered from one
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regional office and the othersfrom their field office. Thisshould
not prevent field officesto work on regional projects or
seminars or at least engage in programmes across boarders of a
neighbouring country, if properly planned.

Anunusua arrangement was reported about aBritish NGO (Savethe Children)
working for about ten years in Southern Africamainly for disability training
with a regional office moving from one country to another every two years
(having al the time the same person as director).

4. The active role of the field offices in the development policy
work will be strengthened considerably from the present. The
work, which is not only through the partnerships with Kepa's
local partner organizations, is very labour intensive.

This approach would increase the need for qualified staff in research and
information. A majority of them should be from the South. Partnership
agreements would need to be made with organisations who themselves have
similar qualified staff, and cooperation established with local or regional research
institutions, universitiesaswell aswith globally operating INGO’s. Organising
seminarsand conferenceswould increasein importance, an activity that requires
special skills or experience. Such services can, however be bought from out-
side. The question arises how much this type of work is dependent on the
locality of the unit doing that work. Regionally important urban centres, with
international organisationsand good communication facilities, would be natural
environments for such networking. Kepawould change.

It has been suggested earlier that Kepa's organisation should be
changed according to themes, instead of e.g. geographic organisation.
Theideais popular until the question about how, by which themes, the
organisation should be grouped comes up. Development issues are so
integrated that such divisions do not easily become workable.
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7. Comments on the scenarios

The scenario alternatives presented above assume that all three field offices
would operate on the same basis. Thisis, however, not necessary. It could be
well thought of that each one of them would have adifferent approach following
different scenarios according to the circumstances in the region or following
policy decisions made by Kepa. An example of such thinking can be found at
OXFAM who have different policies formulated for different continents
following the prioritiesfelt most acute in that part of the world.

Another comment concerning both scenario 1 and 2 has been
presented e.g. by the Zambia field office coordinator and others: The
amount of partnership agreementsis not an indicator of FO workload
as such. Much depends on the nature and contents of the partnerships.
Theissue should not betied to how many partnership agreementsK epa
is funding, but to how many member organisations are working in the
respective countries and what is the level of services they need from
thefield office.

A difference in thinking can aso be found concerning the sce-
nario 3: The original formulation assumes regional programme ’with
partner organisationsin several countries’. The evaluation has come
to the conclusion that one prerequisite for regional activities should be
the existence of regional programmes or regionally operating part-
ners. There is a difference there and it always has to be asked why
partners should be selected from several countries if they have not
much in common. In fact, two different scenarios could be worked out
from the two approaches.
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During the evaluation it could be noticed that the scenarios were
difficult to handle in interviews and discussions. There are many com-
ponents influencing each one of the alternatives and it is difficult to
decide between them without rather exact financial or or other resource
limits. Muchisalso purely dependant on policy thinking and will and the
priorities of e.g. Kepa's member organisations. The regional approach
may have received too much attention becauseit is so clearly different
and easy to conceive.
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8. Recommendations

- Continue work through the three Field Offices

K epa should continue working in the three programme countries through the
existing field offices, which can and should be further developed on the
operational level. Decentralisation of their functions partially to the provinces
of main focus, closer to the partners, should be considered.

- Increase their operational independence, including financial
decision making powers

More independence in operational and financial decision making should be
giventothefield offices. Thelimitsfor coordinators powersare unnecessarily
low. Consequently, the Devel opment Cooperation Unitin KepaHelsinki could
devote more of its time and effort for serving the new independent liaison
officers who now have so limited resources.

- Sudy activities and approaches of others carefully before go-
ing into regional organisation

Establishment of formal regional offices is not recommended in the present
programme setting.

Administrative or economic reasons do not justify it, it could be
considered only if genuinely regional activities make it necessary and
regionally operating partnersareidentified. Central Americaisthe most
likely areafor that because of itssmall size, language and cultural unity.
Experiences of other international non-governmental organisationsin
their regional approaches should be studied in order to learn from their
experiences.

- Give high priority to policy development in the organisation
as a whole

Kepa should give high priority to policy development in the organisation asa
whole, producing clear and well thought out guidelines for all main sectoral
issues, such as information, staff development, pricing of services, working
languages, reporting, etc. and to make those known to all concerned. An
organisation defines itself by its policies. Good policies work better and last
longer.
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- Develop a new 4-year cycle for continuity and solidity in plan-
ning plus work security

The operational and financial planning of the field offices, if not al Kepa,
should be organised on the basis of afour year cycle so that every four years
acountry review by acarefully combined 4-person team should be made. On
the basis of that, anew country policy for that field office for the coming four
yearswould then be made. Thiswould give the much needed security, continuity
and solidity toal field work. The reviews should not be made the sameyear for
all, but separately for each country office.

- Continue participating in field projects through partnership
agreements

Partnership agreements should be made only after aninitial pilot period, first
for two yearswith apossibility of extension for another two years. Thiswould
work asan incentiveto the partner. The partners should apply for continuation
and justify it. The second period would then be dominated by the will of both
parties to get things done and finalised. A local or internal review should be
carried out in the beginning of the fourth year so asto allow for an iteration of
programmework and adjustmentsin expendituresto be made before the end of
the programme period. Phasing out should always be planned, and either
included in or added to the end of the second period.

- Hire outside consulting to get financial management systems
on rail

An outside consultant should be hired by Kepa to work out a system for
financial administration including one unified bookkeeping programme in
English for all offices, a budget follow-up and planning system - which is
totally lacking now - and the necessary training. It should be studied whether
field officeauditing could be doneinthe programme countries. Theforthcoming
introduction of Euro should be taken as a possibility to simplify conversion
practices. The two-plus-two-year cycle outlined above should be taken as
basis for budget planning and follow-up. This should ideally be introduced
into practicein cooperation with the Ministry for Foreign Affairs.

- It should be studied whether more responsibilities could be
given to field offices and partnersin the South in financial ad-
ministration and follow-up, particularly in bookkeeping rou-
tines
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The new account system should berunin first and tested in practice. Then the
bookkeeping and auditing concerning project support and technical support,
campaigns, etc should be done locally. Bookkeeping by partners may require
much training and more follow-up but on the other hand be a part of their
institutional development. It shouldincrease overall efficiency if thefield office
could direct and control partnersto apractical maximum so that communication
in day-to-day work with Helsinki could be minimized.

- Keep sufficient ad hoc financing in reserve for flexibility and
testing of new partners.

Like in every organisation, the variable parts of budgets that are not fixed in
advance, arethose wherethe possibilitiesfor development lie. Thefield offices
should have a chance to react on new situations and intervene quickly when
stuationsarise. Thiswould give them possibilitiesto gain goodwill and visibility
aswell as accessto processes where new partners can beidentified and tested
before going into morelong standing relations. Thelonger the planning period
is, themoreflexibility there should be, sincethe circumstancesin the countries
in question change constantly.

- Adjust contract cycle of key staff so that changes do not coin-
cide

There have been cases in the recent past where too many key staff have
changed at the same time causing dramatic policy changes and difficultiesfor
both Kepaand the partner organisations. For the sake of continuity and smooth
transition of duties, contracts should be so timed that some months would
be available for passing over the baton. Another way to enhance continuity
would beto rotate staff from the field to KepaHelsinki and from Helsinki to
thefield. The morethereisfield experiencein KepaHelsinki, the easier it
will befor it to remain realistic about its proposals and demands.

- Organise more visitsin the South and to the South in order
to enhance communication and institutional learning

The exchange round of southern programme officers planned to be held in
connection with this evaluation should be carried out so that two would
visit together the third in her office. Visits should be well prepared and
include partner visits as well. Similar round for financial administrators
could also prove useful at the time of the introduction of any new practices.
Regular liaison officer meetings as well as information officer meetings
should from time to time be kept in the field offices. Those could well be
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combined with seminars or other professionally useful events. Visits of
Kepa Helsinki key persons in the South have proven useful, Board mem-
bers may also benefit from such visits. Similarly, visits of key staff from the
field offices to Finland is necessary and should be continued as well as
representatives of major partner organisations.

- Keep the organisation of Kepa Helsinki under a continuous
scrutiny

In addition to what was said earlier about financial planning and adminis-
tration and staff rotation, the basic structure of Kepa Helsinki is also of
concern. The organisational setup and division of responsibilities still
require attention, there are many critical voices inside the organisation.
The changes should be suggested by the staff and based on functional
arguments. An outside facilitator, e.g. using psychodrama techniques or
other modern methods to free communication among the staff membersand
open up fruitful discussion should be used. Team work methods may prove
to be more suitable for dynamic NGO-minded staff than any rigidly hierar-
chical setups.

- Develop internal work of the Board by dividing responsi-
bilities in the follow-up

Considering the workload of Kepa Board members it is suggested that a
kind of twinning relation between certain members and certain countries or
field offices be developed. This would invite the members to better read
and follow at least their own area, but not prevent anyone from taking up
any issue anywhere. Those members should also visit "their’ country
offices.
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9. Epilogue

Understanding that one characteristic of NGO-work is, or should be, that it is
alsofun, | would liketo take the freedom to try and test the famous Sx Memos
for the Next Milleniumby the ltalianwriter Italo Calvino. Inthe early 1980’she
prepared aseries of six lecturesto beheld at Harvard University, USA, inwhich
he set out his testament in aform of theses that should help literature or any
other field of cultureinits struggle to survive. His criteriamay be useful also
for Kepain setting its goals and choosing its approach, method and style of
work inthefuture: *

1. Lightness: Kepawill avoid too heavy organisation and
procedures and increasingly use small
multinational and multidisciplinary teamson
ad hoc basis.

2. Quickness: Decision making will be decentralised as
much down as possible and procedures
simplified. The use of electronic mediain
communication will be developed further.

3. Exactitude: Kepawill work out clear terminology and
agree about meanings and invest in
conceptual clarity. Solid datais valuable and
good preparatory work is needed to raise the
right questions Focusing of work is essential.

4.Vighility: Therole of Kepa as a giving partner suggests new
areas of cooperation to be found in participating in
the global development discourse. Information and
journalismwill grow inimportance aswell asKepa's
local presence in the South organising seminars and
workshops.

5.Multiplicity: ~ Through partners amuch larger impact can be
reached than through the work of individual
development workers. Kepawill ook for new
development policy partners operating regionally

* Lezioni americane. Sei proposte per il prossimo millenio. Palomar S.r.l., 1993.
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or globally. Also others than the actual partners
shall benefit.

6. Consistency: Kepawill build onit’s experience and strengths,
invest more in producing good policiese.g. in
order to keep its best staff. Changeswill be
planned well in advance and partnership relations
will grow longer.Theordinary citizensintheir lo
cal communitiesremain thetop priority.

Note: The sketchy interpretations above are not Mr Calvino’s.The Kepa

strategy working group may wish to formulate its owninterpretations of the
Six theses.
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Annex 1: Terms of reference

EVALUATION OF KEPA FIELD OFFICEADMINISTRATION
TERMSOF REFERENCE / FINAL VERSION/ S.Mallea 26.5.1999

1. Background

Until 1996 K epawas avol unteer sending organization and therecipient countries
of Kepa volunteers (later development workers) were Zambia (since 1987),
Nicaragua(since 1989) and M ozambique (since 1991). Thefield administration
of these programmes was organized with the help of local Kepa offices.

After an external overall evaluation of Kepathat was carried out
in 1995, the scope of the programme was changed and a new concept
of partnership was introduced. A two- year transition period followed,
during which the Volunteer Programme was gradually changed into a
Partnership Programme. New modalities of cooperation were intro-
duced, such asdirect ingtitutional support, support to projects and sup-
port to South-South cooperation. The technical assistance (personnel
sending) remained as one mode of cooperation among the others, but
the number of development workers started to go down rapidly. The
Partnership Programme has two dimensions: the South and the North
and the activities that Kepa carries out as well as its cooperation with
southern partners should all be integral and feed each other.

With the new programme development policy work was intro-
duced to Kepa's activities and thiswas reflected also at the field level.
New tasks were adopted in the field offices and changes made in job
descriptions.

In September 1997 the Kepa Board approved the general criteria
for the selection of partner organizations and projects. In the same
document the Board established two types of agreements to be used
for thework in the South : the cooperation and partnership agreements.
Thefield programmes adopted rapidly the new concept of partnership
and since October 1997 proposals for cooperation and partnership
agreements have been submitted to the Kepa Board. One of the pro-
posals brought to the Board has been rejected.
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It is expected — according to the Plan of Action- that Kepawill
have 7 cooperating partnersin Mozambique, 7 in Nicaraguaand 12 in
Zambia, in 1999. The agreements vary from one to three years. The
partner organizationsare very different, from small indigenous commu-
nities to state ministries, from grassroot to nationwide organizations.
Since 1996 Kepa has started cooperation with several new partnersin
anumber of other countries. The administration of these cooperation
agreements and partnership relations is organized in different ways,
varying from country to country and from organization to organization.
There has been an agreement that no more local Kepa offices will be
opened, but that the administration of the partner relations will be
organized by other means in these new countries.

In November 1997, the Kepa General Assembly adopted a new
Declaration of Principles, which states, among others, that Kepa will
haveits own Partnership programmein the south also in thefuture. The
strategic planning process has gradually started; in Mozambique and
Zambia, the programmes have already adopted preliminary strategic
plans. Kepa Finland is carrying out this process during 1999. The
evaluation of the field administration is going to be used as oneinstru-
ment in taking decisions of the future devel opment and directions of the
threefield programmes.

2. Objectives of the evaluation

Thefocusof theeva uaionison theadministration of the K epaPartnership programmes
inMozambique, Nicaraguaand Zambia Theeva uatorsshould assesstheadminigrative
Sructures, resources and cogts of thefied adminigration. It isto be noted, however, thet
inKepa sPartnershipprogrammethereareseverd pogtingsthat belongtotheadministra:
tion, by dassfication, but whichindudealot of development or operationd tasks.

The specific objectives of the evaluation are:

21 Assess the adminidrative sructures. To assessthe roles of
andthedivison of labour between theHe sinki officeand thefidd officesin
theadminigration of the Partnership programme. To assessthebookkesping,
itsfunctioning and the division of labour between the headquartersand the
field offices. To discussthe possihilitiesof useof hired sarvicesin differents
partsof theadminigtration.
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22. Assess the resources of the fidd adminigration. To assess
the number of g&ff inthefidd officesin theframework of the present Part-
nership programme Toassesstheprofessiond profile—theeducationa back-
ground and the experience aswel asthe skills- of the st&ff in the context of
the nature of the Partnership programme and K epa spresent partner organi-
zaions

2.3. Assess the costs of the field administration. To dis-
cuss the level of Kepa salaries and other benefits as compared to
those offered by likeminded organizations. A coupleof local umbrella
/ coordination organizations are used as reference organizations as
well. To assess the administrative costs of the Partnership pro-
gramme in the framework of the whole programme.

3. Conclusions and recommendations

The evaluators shall present conclusions and recommendations on the basis
of their findings. Besidesthe basic evaluation, it isexpected that the evaluators
will particularly consider various alternative scenarios for the further
development of Kepa's Partnership programme in the south, and on the basis
of these alternatives, make recommendations for the development of thefield
administration, which —as mentioned- areall hypothetical optionsat the present.

The evaluators shall consider the four following scenarios, as
possible directions that the programmes could take in the future, and
make recommendations regarding the administrative organization for
each one of them. These hypothetical alternatives are:

1 The Partnership programme maintainsits present (financial)
volume, but the number of cooperating organizationswill

reduceto afew. The number of development workerswill be

small (or more or lessthe present amount).

2 Thefinancial volume of the Partnership programmewill go
down and the number of partner organizationswill be reduced
totwo or three, at the maximum, per country.

3 The Partnership programme will be devel oped towards a
regional programme (Southern Africa, Central America, etc.),
with partner organizationsin several countries. The Kepa
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support will consist of institutional and project funding aswell as a certain
number of development workers.

4, Theactiverole of thefield officesin the development policy
work will be strengthened considerably from the present. The

work, which is not only through the partnerships with Kepa's

local partner organizations, isvery labour intensive.

In these considerationsthe eval uators may wish to take into account the various
auto financing opportunities that the field offices could use in the future.

4. Methodology

The evaluators may propose the methodology they wish to use. However,
Kepaconsidersit important that it were as participatory as possible. One part
of the assignment is to be conducted in Finland. This includes at least the
following tasks:

Preliminary study of documentation and administrativefiles;

Interviewswith peoplewho areinvolved in the field administration or who
havearoletoplay init, in Finland; at least the following persons should be
covered by theinterviews: Sisko Leino, Kirsti Koho, Marika Heikkinen,
Sirkku Pdllasmaga, KristinaOleng, EijaMustonen, AnneRomar, SirpaMalleg,
RiikkaKamppi, Folke Sundman, JuhaRekola(al from KepaHe sinki office).

Interviews with representatives of Kepa's member organizations: Tuija
Halmari, Risto Isoméki, Riitta Tydlgjarvi, Seppo Kalliokoski, Pirkko
Rytkonen.

Interview with Mr Antero Jarstd, who isin charge of Kepa matters at the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department for Development Cooperation.

Statistics and data to be collected.

58 | Evaluation of Kepa field officeadministration



Another part of the assignment isto be carried out in Mozambique, Nicaragua
and Zambia. The following tasks should be included:

Study of documentation, files and other relevant material;
Interviews with, at least, the following persons:

1 In Mozambique: Marjaana Pekkol a, FilomenaJo&o, Fransisco
Santos, NinaKeres, Erja-Outi Heino, Helena Chivite (all from

Kepa), Mr. Duarte (MICAS), Ms. Terezinhada Silva,

Representative of UNAC, Cabo Delgado, Mr. Luis Silvaof the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Mr Juhani Toivonen of the

Finnish Embassy.

2 In Nicaragua: Marko L ehto, LigiaMoreno, MarianaVVega, Maarit
Nikkanen, JukkaAronen (all from Kepa), Dr. Myrna

Cunningham and Dr. Guillermo McLean (URACCAN), Ms.

MarinaSiles(MMSEDV) and Ms. Algjandra Centeno

(Movimiento de Mujeres PaulaMendoza) of Siuna, Ms. Heidi

Pihlatie of the Finnish Embassy.

3 InZambia: Fred Brooker, PriscillaMwiindilila, Patrick Chileshe,
Kari Bottas, Tiina-MariaLevamo, Oliver Kanene, Sabina L uputa

(al fromKepa), TarjaHelanen (DW), Ari Lamminaho (DW),
ChipataWomen’s Organization, JJCP, Mr Leo Olasvirtaof the

Finnish Embassy.
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5. Timetable

Thetasks should be completed within aperiod of approximately six weeks. Of
this, one and a half week will be spent in Finland in connection with the
preparatory work and interviews, threeweeksin thefield (oneweek per country),
and one and ahalf week for compiling the report and debriefing in Finland. The
final written report should be submitted to KepaHelsinki office (SirpaMallea)
not later than 31 of August, 1999 and the debriefing should take place in one
month’stime.

6. Reporting

The evaluation team shall present a written report of its findings and
recommendations. A draft report will be presented to Kepa for comments,
corrections and feedback beforethefinal report isfinalized. Besidesthewritten
report, the evaluatorswill also report orally to the reponsable officers of Kepa.

Thewritten report is mainly meant for the Kepa staff and Board,
for the further decision making and strategic planning. Thereport shall
be written in English using Word programme, and submitted to Kepa
both on diskette and in paper version.

The verbal report and / or debriefing shall be presented to the
Kepa officers in charge of the corresponding field programmes, the
field director and the executive director (in Helsinki), the Kepa admin-
istrative committee and thefield coordinatorsin Mozambique, Nicaragua
and Zambia. The persons in charge may wish to organize debriefing
meetings for a larger number of staff, with the evaluation team. The
debriefing in Mozambique, Nicaragua and Zambia is to be organized
once the evaluators finalize their stay in these countries.

The quality and standard of the final report shall be such that its
publication is possiblewithout any further editing.
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7. Evaluation team

The evaluation team will consist of one or two evaluators. In casetheteamis
composed of two evaluators, at least one of them should be from the South,
but not from the countries of evaluation. Besides having experience in
evaluations, both of them areto have experience from NGO work in the South,
preferably in the field of personnel management, and at least one of them
should be fluent both in Spanish and in Portuguese.

The evaluation team will present their work plan, timetable and
lists of interviewsto thefield director of Kepa, prior to the field work,
for the approval and discussion.

InHelsinki, 26.5.1999

SirpaMallea VeikkoVasko
Director Consultant
Development Cooperation Unit Vasko Architects and
Kepa Consultants
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Annex 2: Mission Programmes

1. Nicaragua

14.6.1999(Monday)  Flight Helsinki —Managuaarriving at 20:45.
Met by Coordinator Marko L ehto.

Short discussion with Marko L ehto.
Hotel CasaFiedler next to KepaOffice.

15.6.1999 Introduction meeting with Kepa
NicaraguaField Office staff.

Interview of Information Officers Jukka
Aronen and Magda Lanuza.

Interview of Liaison Officer Maarit
Nikkanen.

Short meeting with Mr Benigno Torres.

p.m. L unch meeting with Coordinator Marko
Lehto.

Interview of Development Worker Laura
Lager.

Interview of Accountant MarianaVega.

16.6.1999 Meeting at Kepa Officewith Marko
L ehto, MarianaVegaand Programme
Officer LigiaMoreno.

Meeting at the Embassy of Finland
postponed.

Interview at Centro Humboldt;
Partner organisation working on
land and environment issues,
Amado Ordofiez and Herman
Sanchez.

Working lunch with Ordofiez,
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p.m.

17.6.1999

p.m.

18.6.1999

Sanchez, Lehto and Moreno.

Interview of Coordinator Carmen
MariaLangat APN, Norwegian
NGO.

Interview at Kepaof Executive
Director Miriam Hooker,
CEDEHCA,; partner organisation
working on human rightsissuesin
the Atlantic coast region.

Interview at Comité Costefia of
Executive Director Analsabel
Moraes and Reverend

Norman Bent; organisation
joining forcesof severa NGO's
operating inthe Atlantic region.

Dinner with KepaOfficest af f .

Rideby car to Siuna05:00—14:00
with driver Pedro Obando, Ligia
Moreno, MD RiittaNikulaand
Moisés Leon (anthropologist,
CogtaRica)

Hotel Desnuque, Siuna.

Meetingwith MM SEDV
(Movimiento de Mujeres Siunefias
enlaDefensadelaVida) at their
centre. Presentation of work, visit

to the pharmacy of traditional
medicine and to the herb

plantation. Visitto atraining site

in ahousing area (Improved stoves).

Meeting with MMPMV (Movimiento de
Mujeres Paula Mendoza Vega), presentation
of work and organisation, visit to the Clinica
Monserrat Huerte.
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p.m.

19.6.1999

20.6.199
(Sunday)

p.m.

216199

p.m.

Meeting of Ligia Moreno with representatives
of SIMSKULT, partner organi sation working
on land issues in the Mayangna areas.

Interview of MarinaAraliz, literacy trainer of
MMSEDV.

Visitat URACCAN campus, meeting andin
terview of teaching staff of the university of the
autonomous regions of the Caribbean coast.

Interview at CEDEHCA of Coordinator Jacobo
Charles.

Visit at a suburban youth group assisted by
MMPMV and Oxfam.

Working dinner with representatives of Oxfam.
Drive by car to Managua 05:00—14:30.

Reading mail and documentsfrom Marko L ehto.
Evening at LigiaMoreno’swith Kepa staff and
Dr. Lorenzo Mufioz, consultant (K epa adviser
in autoeval uation etc.)

Review of documents

Meeting with Marko L ehto at his home.

Interview of Rector Myrna Cunningham,
URACCAN &t her home.

Visit with Marko L ehto at the home of
Anneli Nivel of the Embassy of Finland.
Interview in arestaurant.

Debriefing at Kepaofficewith the
remaining staff.

Flight from Managuato Helsinki
arrivingon 22.6.1999 at 17:30.
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2. Zambia

30.6.1999 Hight fromHelsinki
(Wednesday)

01.7.1999  Arrivingin Lusakaat 10:35. Met by
Coordinator Fred Brooker.

Accommodation in the Guest House of Kepa
Complex.

Working lunch with Fred Brooker; review of the
programme.

p.m. Introduction meeting with KepaZambiaField
Office staff.

Participationin’ Tikambilane', Kepa
Zambiadiscussion group for national
NGO’s.

Evening Interview of Ari Lamminaho,
Development Worker /ICRAF Chipata, on visit
to Lusaka.

02.7.1999 Interview of Information Officer Tiina-Maria
Levamo

Interview of Administrator Alfonso Fransen,
SNV (Dutch volunteer foundation)

Interview of and lunch with Rev. Peter Henriot
of JCTR Jesuit Centre for Theological
Reflection; partner NGO.

p.m. Participation in weekly Administrative Staff
Meeting at Kepa
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Evening
03.7.1999
p.m.

04.7.1999

05.7.1999

am.

p.m.

06.7.1999

07.7.1999

Dinner with Fred Brooker
M eeting with Fred Brooker
Interview of Information Officer Oliver Kanene

(Sunday) Ride by car to Chipata08:00 - 17:00
with Accountant Patrick Chileshe,
Administrative Secretary Sabina L uputaand
Executive Secretary Helen Bandaof  DWDA
Chipata District Women’s Devel opment
Association; Kepa partner organisation.

Accommodation at Kamocho Guest Housg,
Chipata.

Short conversation with DW Ari Lamminaho.
(Heroes Day - public holiday)

Meeting with DWDA Chipata District
Women's Devel opment Association.

Interview and lunch with KepaAdministrative
Secretary Sabina Luputa.

Interview with Kepa Accountant Patrick
Chileshe.

Visit to two rural villages with Helen Banda.
(Unity Day —public holiday)

Ride by car to Katete (DWDA) and to Lusaka,
arriving at 17:00 hours.

Participation in monthly Programme Staff
Meeting.

Interview and lunch with Liaison Officer Kari
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Bottas.

Meeting at the Embassy postponed.Evening
Discussionswith Fred Brooker at his home.

08.7.1999 Meeting with Chargé d’ affaires Leo Olasvirta
at the Embassy of Finland.

Discussion with Counsellor Markku Laamanen
at the Embassy.

Interview of Development Worker Tarja
Helanen /TEVETA at the Ministry of
Science, Technology and Vocational Training;
Courtesy call to Mr Frederick Chitondo,
Project Director.

p.m. Interview of Country Director Peter Ferdinand
at Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke M S (Denmark).

Interview of Kepa Programme Officer Priscilla
Jere (officially on maternity leave).

Evening Dinner with Kepa Zambia staff members

09.7.1999  Presentation of preliminary findingsto Field
Office Staff. Discussion.

p.m. To theairport by Fred Brooker for flight to
Johannesburg at 14:05 hours.
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3. Mozambique

09.7.1999  Arriva from Johannesburg to Maputo at 20:00
hours.

Met at the airport by Kepa Mozambique
Coordinator Marjaana Pekkola.

Accommodation at K epa development worker
dwelling at Coop Housing area.

10.7.1999  (Saturday) Working on Zambia notes.
p.m. Working lunch with M arjaana Pekkola.

Discussion continued at KepaMozambique
officeand dinner in town

11.7.1999 Review of documents.

p.m. Excursion to Matola and Boane with Marjaana
Pekkola and Kepa Information Officer
Johanna Laine. Home museum of sculptor
Alberto Chissano.

Review of documents.

12.7.1999 Introduction meeting with KepaField Office
staff.

Attendance of regular Monday morning staff
meeting.

Interview of Programme Officer Filomena Jo&o.

Interview of Finance and Administration
Officer Francisco Santos.
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Working lunch with Marjaana Pekkola.

p.m. Interview of Chargé d’ affaires Jussi Toivonen at
the Embassy of Finland.

Interview of Executive Director Carlos Fumo at
FDC (Fundacdo para o desenvolvimentoda
comunidade), new central organisation of
Mozambican NGO's.

Review of documents at Kepa office.

13.7.1999 Interview of Francisco Tembe, Coordinator of
FAMOD /Forum of disabled people’s
associations), partner organisation of Kepa.

Interview of National Director Duarte Joaquim
a MICAS, Ministry of Coordination of
Social Affairs.

Interview over lunch with architect Viriato
Tamele of Vox Sud and other NGO's
cooperating with Kepa.

Visit to the Provincial Directorate for
Coordination of Social Affairsin Matolawith
Development Worker Ricardo Menezes of Kepa/
MICAS. Interview of District Chief Fdicio
Cambongwe and Coordinator of ABC
Programme A delaide Nhantumbo. Visit

to meet agroup of parents and facilitators of
disabled childrenin Matola.

Interview of DW Ricardo Menezes.

14.7.1999 Interview of Coordinator Eva Boman of GAS
(Grupos Africa da Suecia, ex ARO),
umbrella organisation of Swedish Africa Groups.
Interview with Marjaana Pekkola of Director
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Ismael Ossemane and Vice-President
Renaldo Chingore Jodo of UNAC (Unido
Nacional de Camponeses), partner
organisation of Kepain Cabo Delgado.

p.m. Interview of Country Coordinator Hanne
Roden of Mellemfolkeligt Samvirke
(Denmark) at M S office in Maputo.

Interview of Director Terezinha da Silva of
UFICS (Unidade de Formacéo e

Investigacdo em Ciéncias Sociais) at
University Eduardo Mondlane;

member of Kepa Field Committee and activist
in Forum Mulher, partner organisation of Kepa.

15.7.1999 Interview of Information Officer Johanna Laine.
Interview of Secretary Helena Chivite.

Interview of Deputy Director Patricia
McLaughlin of Concern, Irish NGO.

p.m. Oxfam cancelled appointment; discussionswith
painter Gemucein hisatelier.

Interview of Coordinator Bodil Wikman of
LINK; Forum of nationa and international
NGO'’soperating in Mozambique.

Farewell dinner at Marjaana Pekkolas home.
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16.7.1999 Visit with Marjaana Pekkolato the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation,
meeting with Deputy Director LuisAdelino
daSilva

Debriefing with Kepa M ozambique staff; pres
entation of interim observations and
discussion.

p.m. Departureflight at 17:55 hoursfor
Johannesburg and L ondon.

17.7.1999  Arrival at Helsinki at 15:10 hours.
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Annex 3: Persons met /interviewed

1. Nicaragua

Mr Marko Lehto Coordinator Kepa
Ms LigiaMoreno Programme Officer Kepa
MsMariana Vega Administrative Officer Kepa
Ms Maarit Nikkanen Liaison Officer Kepa
Mr Jukka Aronen Information Officer Kepa
Ms Magda Lanuza Information Officer Kepa
MsLauraLager Development Worker  Kepa, Siuna
Ms XiomaraLara Secretary Kepa
Mr Benigno Torres Consultant
Mr Lorenzo Mufioz MD, Consultant
Mr Amado Ordoriez Coordinator Centro Humboldt
Mr Herman Sanchez Agriculture Expert Centro Humbol dt
Ms Carmen MariaLang Country Coordinator APN (Norway)
Ms Miriam Hooker Executive Director CEDEHCA,
Managua
MsAna |sabel Morales Executive Director Comité Costefio
Mr Norman Benth Reverend Comité Costefio
Ms Marina Siles Coordinator MMSEDV, Siuna

Ms Imperatriz Mejia  Training Officer
Ms Marina Araliz Literacy Officer
Ms Dolores Suazo Group Facilitator

MsAlgandraCenteno  Coordinator
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MMSEDV, Siuna
MMSEDV, Siuna

MMPMYV, Siuna



Ms Mirna Campbell
Ms Alba Luz Lopez
Ms Nubia Gatica
Mr Jaime Montalban
Mr Luis Perez

Mr Jacobo Charles

Mr Fernando Espinoza
Mr Justo Taylor
Mr Normand Davis

Ms Myrna Cunningham
Managua

Ms Thelma Sanchez
Ms Marina Ramirez
Ms Jacoba Déavila

Mr José Luis Saballos

Mr Victor Zlnica M.

Mr Octavio Rocha
Mr Charles Grigshy

Mr Carlos Vargas

Ms Minna Nikula

MsAnngli Nivel

Secretary of the Board
Board Member
Director

MD

MD

Coordinator

Deputy
Chairman
Technical Assistant

PhD, Rector

Vice Rector
Assistant
Coordinator /Gender
Project Officer

Coordinator /
Environment

Coordinator
Country Coordinator

Fair Trade Coordinator

MD, former Development Worker

Cooperation Secretary
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MMPMYV, Siuna

MMPMV, Siuna

Clinica Monserrat Huerte

Clinica Monserrat Huerte

Clinica Monserrat Huerte

CEDEHCA, Las
Minas

CEDEHCA, Rosita
SIMSKULT
SIMSKULT

URACCAN,

URACCAN, Siuna
URACCAN, Siuna
URACCAN, Siuna
URACCAN, Siuna

URACCAN, Siuna

IEPA — Las Minas
Oxfam Nicaragua

Oxfam Guatemala

Siuna

Embassy
of Finland



2. Zambia

Mr Fred Brooker
Ms Priscilla Jere

Mr Kari Bottas

Ms Tiina-Maria Levamo

Mr Oliver Kanene
Mr Patrick Chileshe
Ms Sabina Luputa
Mr Luke Kapisa
Ms Mary Mwanza
Mr Ari Lamminaho
Ms Tarja Helanen
Mr Alfonso Fransen

Mr Peter Henriot

Mr Peter Ferdinand

Ms Lene Jensen

Ms Helen Banda
Ms Tangu Nyirenda
Ms Elizabeth Njovu
Mr Leo Olasvirta

Mr Markku Laamanen

Coordinator

Programme Officer
Liaison Officer
Information Officer
Information Officer
Field Office Accountant
Administrative Secretary
Administrative Assistant
Office Attendant
Development Worker
Development Worker
Administrator

Reverend

Country Director

Administrator
Executive Secretary
Chairperson
Treasurer

Chargéd affaires

Counsdllor
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Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

ICRAF Chipata
DTEVT/FAMR
SNV (Netherlands)
JCTR Jesuit Centre
for Theological
Reflection
Mellemfolkeligt
SamvirkeMS
(Denmark)

MS

DWDA Chipata
DWDA Chipata
DWDA Chipata

Embassy of Finland

Embassy of Finland



3. Mozambique

Ms Marjaana Pekkola ~ Coordinator Kepa
Ms Filomena Jo&o Programme Officer /South Kepa
Ms Johanna Laine Information Officer Kepa
Mr Francisco Santos Finance and Administration Kepa
Officer
Ms Helena Chivite Secretary Kepa
Mr Jorge Massinga Maintenance and Logistics Kepa
Officer
Mr Pedro Rungo Administrative Assistant Kepa
Mr Francisco Tembe Coordinator FAMOD
Mr Duarte Joaguim National Director MICAS
Mr Ricardo Menezes  Development Worker Kepa/
MICAS
Mr Felicio Cambongue  Head of Social Action Unit Maputo
Province
MsAdelaide Coordinator /ABC Maputo
Nhantumbo Programme Province

Group of Parents and Facilitators of Disabled Children Matola

Mr Viriato Tamele Architect Vox Sud
Mr Carlos Fumo Executive Director FDC

Mr Ismael Ossemane  Director UNAC
Mr Renaldo Jodo VicePresident UNAC
MsTerezinhadaSilva  Director of UFICS University

Eduardo Mondlane

Kehitysyhteistyon palvelukeskusKepary | 75



Ms Eva Boman Coordinator

Ms Hanne Roder Country Coordinator
Coordinator

Ms Bodil Wikman

MsPatriciaMcLaughlin Assistant Director

Mr AdelinodaSilva Deputy Director

Mr Jussi Toivonen Chargéd affaires
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GAS(ex
ARO
Sweden)

Mellemfolkeligt
Samvirke

LINK NGO
Forum

Concern
(Ireland)

Ministry of
Foreign
Affairsand
Cooperation

Embassy of
Finland



4. Finland

Mr Folke Sundman

Ms Sirpa Mallea

Ms Riikka Kamppi

Ms Sisko Leino

Ms Eija Mustonen
Ms Anne Romar
Mr Max von Bonsdorff

Ms Kirsti Koho

Ms Tuija Halmari

Mr Risto |soméaki

Mr Antero Jarsta

Mr Seppo Kalliokoski

Ms Pirkko Rytkénen

Ms Riitta Tyolgarvi

Ms Sirpa-Leena Tapaninen

Executive Director

Director, Development
Cooperation Unit

Director, Policy and
NGO Services Unit

Director, Financia
Administration

Programme Officer
Programme Officer
Project secretary

Accountant

Coordinator, member
of Kepa Board

Writer, former vice-chair
of Kepa Board

Counsdllor

K epa Board member

Vice-chair of KepaBoard

Vice-chair of
Kepa Board

Consultant

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa

Kepa
Kepa
Kepa

Kepa

FIDIDA

MFAF

Finnish
Evangdlica
Lutheran
Mission

FAD
Finland-

Nicaragua
Association

Tanzania
Evaluation/

Kepa
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Annex 4: Key addresses

KepaMozambique

MsMarjaanaPekkola
Coordinator

C.P. 4441, Maputo, Mozambique
Rua Jodo de Barros 322
Sommershield, Maputo
Phone+258-1-496004

Fax +258-1-496001
marjaana.pekkola@kepa.fi

KepaNicaragua

Mr Marko Lehto

Coordinator

Apartado postal #1093
Managua, Nicaragua

Reparto Pereira, Casa#1318
DelaC.S.T.2c. al sur, 1,5abgjo,
mano derecha, Contiguo a Casa Fiedler
Phone+505-2-2663478

Fax +505-2-686898
marko.lehto@kepafi
www.kepa.org.ni

KepaZambia

Mr Fred Brooker

Coordinator

PO.Box 36524,

1010 Lusaka, Zambia

165-171 Roan Road, Kabulonga, L usaka
Phone+260-1-261124/261119

Fax +260-1-261126

fred.brooker @kepa.fi
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KepaHesinki

MsSirpaMallea, Director
Development Cooperation Unit
Kepa

Sornéisten Rantatie 25
FIN-00500 Helsinki, Finland
Phone+358-9-584 233

Fax +358-9-58423200

sirpamallea@kepa.fi

Eval uation consultant

Mr Veikko Vasko
Architect SAFA

Vasko Architects and Consultants Ltd

lImattarentie 16
FIN-00610Helsinki, Finland
Phone+358-9-7572718

Fax +358-9-7570981
vasko.architects@co.inet.fi
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K epa, the Service Centrefor Devel opment Cooperation, isthe
central organisation of some 200 Finnish non-governmental organi-
sationsworking ininternational devel opment cooperation.

Asanintegra part of itsongoing strategic planning, Kepahad
decidedto carry out an evaluationin 1999 to assessthe administra-
tivestructures, resourcesand costsof thefield administration.

Besdesthat, the eva uation was expected to consider various
aternative scenariosfor thefurther devel opment of Kepa spartner-
ship programme.

Theevaluation was carried out through documentary studies,
key informant interviewsand viststo thethreefield officesand
meetingswith partner organi sationsin the respective countries. The
evaluator, Mr Veikko Vasko, travelled to Nicaragua (M anaguaand
Siuna) in Juneand to Zambia (L usakaand Chipata) and Mozam-
bique (Maputo and Matola) during thefirst half of July 1999. A
draft report wascirculated for commentsinAugust, and finaised for
aKepaBoard meeting in early September 1999.

Seeaso Internal Review of Kepa'sLiaison Servicesin
Tanzania', publishedin February 2000
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