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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduced 7 years ago, with the idea to fast track social welfare reform in Serbia, Social Innovation Fund (SIF) absorbed slightly more than EUR 7 million for local projects in foreign and domestic financing. SIF was established as project within the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, but from the onset many donors have been actively involved in various forms of assistance to SIF. Despite its popularity among donors’ community and domestic policy makers, as well as its wide scope of encompassed social services, results of SIF activities have remained largely unmeasured. This evaluation is an attempt to conduct systematic assessment of results of the activities undertaken by SIF.

Social Innovation Fund: The Range of the Change 

In practice, SIF represented a demand-driven mechanism of allocating funds and capacity building of reform-oriented social services designed at the local level. The innovation of the SIF has been in its design as a mechanism that directly encouraged the concept of plurality of service providers, thus pursuing the ultimate goal of the Social System Reform - to reduce vulnerability and broaden opportunities and choices for all people in need of social services through better outreach and the creation of a vibrant and sustainable social welfare system.

As a mechanism that aimed at bridging the gap between short-term needs and longer-term reform objectives, SIF managed to: (a) professionally administer a high number of applications (132 applications per one call for proposal on average), (b) develop and implement transparent and clear procedures for each call for proposal and (c) provide technical support for several hundreds of applicants and grantees in the applications for grants as well as throughout the implementation of the projects. Moreover, SIF also assumed the role beyond the narrow implementation of local projects, trying to engage in reform processes as an active player.

Although municipalities had mandate over community-based services, only 12 day care centers, for example, existed in 2003 out of 167 municipalities in Serbia. Since then SIF has supported 298 projects with the average value of EUR 23,716 (ranging between EUR 8,700 and EUR 45,000) and started community based care in over 100 municipalities in Serbia. Belgrade dominates with the highest number of SIF supported projects(40), as the capital city comprising of a high number of municipalities and is followed by Nis (10), Novi Sad (9), Kruševac (7), Kraljevo (6), Pančevo (6), Kragujevac (5) and Zaječar (5), while all other municipalities had less than 5 projects.

Children, adolescents and young were found to be the biggest, but also the most diversified beneficiary group. It comprised of several subcategories including children without parental care, children at risk of delinquency, children with mental disorders and disabilities, children in foster families, children in social care institutions, Roma children. It was in line with one of the main priorities of the Ministry in development of community-based services - to promote the institution of foster families and increase the number of children in foster families. The second biggest group was the old and retired. Deeper analysis of SIF documentation allows an estimate of the share of these two broadest target groups of beneficiaries in the overall structure of project beneficiaries at about 70%.

Bridging the Gap in the Social Welfare Network
From the beginning, the main aim of SIF was to improve and develop local social services in order to contribute to the establishment of a fully functional, accountable and inclusive social welfare system in Serbia. Social system institutions, comprising of residential institutions and Centers for Social Work, accounted for almost 60% of implemented projects in the overall structure of service providers. The second biggest group included Civil Society Organizations which accounted for 27% and Red Cross with 8% of all funded projects.

Partnership building proved to be a delicate exercise, which required gradual steps, well planed actions and flexibility. Thus, it is not surprising that perceptions of partnerships among the focus groups participants varied from rather negative to positive. Focused discussion also uncovered that in some cases there seemed to be a deep antagonism between social system institutions and NGOs. Finding partners in many small municipalities, where the civil society sector has not been developed, was another clear obstacle to partnership building.

SIF also introduced standard monitoring and evaluation procedures as a way to control the implementation of projects. It is important to emphasize that 6 NGOswere engaged as monitoring and evaluation units to conduct monitoring of SIF projects. They provided technical support for the grantees while monitoring their overall achievements in the implementation of local projects and organized tailor-made workshops and trainings for them. It is not then surprising that the majority of institutions participating in focus groups expressed very high satisfaction with the NGOs involved in monitoring and evaluation of their projects.

The Agent of Change
Analysis of results also took into consideration a number of trainings delivered by SIF on principles of cooperation, project cycle management, planning and financial management of projects. What is more, SIF published several handbooks and guidelines such as ‘Projects for Change – Guide for Local Initiatives and Development of Local Social Welfare Services’, ‘Achieving Changes through Partnership’, ‘Monitoring and Evaluation Handbook’. and contributed with articles in a number of professional journals in an effort directed at change management and capacity development at the local level. These activities proved that SIF actually served as a mechanism for systematization and dissemination of knowledge and experiences generated over the years of grant management.

Success of implemented SIF projects was evaluated extremely high among the participants of focus groups (most of the participants were evaluating it as excellent, only a few as very good). Moreover, cooperation with SIF was also evaluated as very good. Findings of the focus group confirmed that social protection services developed in local municipalities within SIF grant schemes were mostly innovative, i.e. not existing before.

Although several technical problems such as complicated tender procedures and time-consuming reporting affected the process of application and implementation of projects, this proved to be a valuable capacity building exercise. Clear tender guidelines, established by SIF, served as a learning tool for getting familiar with reform processes, while writing project applications as well as following operating procedures and reporting requirements equipped people with the necessary knowledge and skills for mobilizing funds of the European Union (EU) and prepared them for better absorption of available funds in the period to come.

Among the biggest benefits, emphasized during focus groups, was that the local-governments were put in a position to comply with their legal obligations. There was however problem of sustainability of SIF funded projects, which was raised during focused discussions, as participants complained on the lack of funds in the local budgets.

A Quest for Institutional Autonomy
From the listed SIF documentation and the interviews with a number of stakeholders it became obvious that SIF was facing a number of challenges throughout the period of its operation. The most severe drawback affecting its activities was expressed in the need for its institutionalization. While there were several attempts made into this direction, institutionalization of SIF actually never happened.

There is a general consensus among all interviewed actors about the need to ensure continuation and institutionalization of SIF. As SIF has been acting in a changing and evolving environment, long-term institutional arrangement very much depend on the Ministry’s mid-term strategic objective and further actions in the field of social welfare. SIF legal status should be dependent on its re-examined mandate and clearly established goals and objectives. As a continuation of this assessment exercise, it would be highly recommended to draft a new SIF Operational Manual, having in mind a need to tailor SIF according to the existing capacity of the social welfare system to incorporate innovations introduced by the SIF and go to scale.

The Future of SIF?

As pointed out in a number of interviews carried out for the purpose of this evaluation, current thinking related to the future role of SIF revolves around two key tasks: developing and piloting new community-based social services and expanding into a type of the European Social Fund. The work in smaller and less developed municipalities still offers an opportunity for SIF’s engagement, enhancing the capacities of local social providers to respond to the needs of their vulnerable individuals and families. The new Law on Social Protection envisages special purpose transfers to municipalities, as well as decisive steps towards transformation of institutions and innovative services. SIF can play a significant role in all three areas. 

Partnership development has been one of the trademarks of SIF, which opened the door to more systematic engagement of CSOs in social welfare sector. By the same token, SIF can continue playing a role of a bridging agent by including private sectors in partnership, as licensing of service providers widely provides the space to private service providers. Furthermore, SIF notable reputation beyond Serbian borders can help in bringing know-how and new partners from the EU member states.
I. INTRODUCTION


Introduced 7 years ago with the idea to fast-track social welfare reform in Serbia, Social Innovation Fund (SIF), absorbed slightly more than EUR 7 million for local projects aimed at developing community based social services throughout the country.  

From the onset, SIF was established as project within the Ministry of Social Affairs (MoSA)
. At the same time, SIF was created as a hub where the government policy, donors’ support, Centers for Social Work (CSWs) and public institution activities, NGOs and the private sector activities all meet (Ministry of Social Affairs, 2003). SIF has been itself a partnership between the agencies involved as well as between the international development partners and the government, and therefore it modeled the spirit of partnership at all levels. However, despite its popularity among donors’ community and domestic policy makers, as well as its wide scope of encompassed social services, results of SIF activities have remained largely unmeasured.
This evaluation is an attempt to conduct systematic assessment of results of the activities undertaken by SIF. The final review of SIF interventions has been envisaged by the UNDP/EU project document ‘Strengthening the role of civil society in shaping poverty-related policies and practices’, supported through 2006 CARDS programme. As explained in the Terms of Reference of the assessment, the objective is to identify overall achievements of SIF, lessons learned and potential future challenges related to community care development in Serbia.

Having in mind the specific tasks of this assignment, the work was carried out through the following phases:

a) Review of relevant documentation, monitoring reports, various materials produced by SIF, international academic and policy research literature on social funds and community care development,
b) Development of applicable indicators for measuring SIF results,
c) Identification of relevant stakeholders,

d) Design of adequate instruments for data collection (please consult the Annex 1 for the guide for conducting discussion with the relevant focus groups),
e) Interviews with relevant stakeholders (for your easy reference, the list of interviewed persons is given in the Annex 2),

f) Focus groups with representatives of CSWs, NGOs, residential institutions, local self-governments, and educational institutions implementing or managing the projects granted by SIF, organized in Belgrade (2), Nis (1) and Novi Sad (2),

g) Analysis of activities, outputs, stakeholders and policies affecting the overall performance of SIF, including its organizational aspect,

h) Preparation of draft report and preliminary findings, including identification of challenges and lessons learned,

i) Preparation of final report,

j) Presentation of findings to relevant stakeholders.

This report sets out structure with four chapters. Following the introduction, chapter II portrays state of affairs of the social protection sector in Serbia and provides relevant background information about SIF, also giving best international experiences of social funds with the reference to SIF. Chapter III explores SIF results and achievements and, consequently, presents findings of the assessment. Finally, chapter IV discusses next steps and provides recommendations by looking at the new trends regarding social funds and community-based care models.
II. CONTEXT

II.1. Best experiences of social funds and the reference to SIF


SIF was designed to both use the best experiences of the social investment funds founded by the World Bank (WB) and to avoid common problems of the WB initiated entities. Unlike the WB focus on financial transfers, SIF was designed to focus on services. WB funds were designed without the strategic linkage and support from the national/central level while the SIF was created within the national policy umbrella. Despite these and a number of other differences, social investment funds and Serbian SIF are founded along similar principles, which can help in assessing better the results of SIF. 

Initially, the main objective of the social investment funds was to alleviate the effects of macroeconomic stabilization programmes among the poor by creating temporary employment. Social investments funds have evolved considerably since the Bolivian Social Emergency Fund and started operating in 1986. During the nineties, however, most social funds became permanent poverty alleviation instruments when it was realized that the economies of developing countries were growing at rates that would not allow for poverty reduction in the short term. Hence, they had evolved into an appropriate instrument to alleviate poverty through the execution of small, targeted projects in the areas of: (a) social and economic infrastructure; (b) social services; (c) income generation; and (d) individual, community and institutional capacity building.  Social Innovation Fund in Serbia kept its focus on development of social services and of community and institutional capacity with the aim to secure needed services to citizens. 

Other key characteristics shared both by social investment funds and SIF are: support to demand-driven projects, large stakeholders’ participation, and civil society’s significant role in the projects’ implementation. At the same time, the major difference was in the area of institutional autonomy, which is often emphasized as the critical characteristic of social investment funds. It usually includes: (a) legal status; (b) the legal authority to approve projects; (c) exemptions from civil service salary schedules; and (d) exemptions from the government’s procurement and disbursement schedules (Khadiagala, 1995).   

There are currently more than 45 such funds in operation, mainly in Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, but recently expanding to North Africa, South and Southeast Asia, and Eastern Europe. Hence, the experience of social funds in the Central and Eastern Europe is rather limited. Among the few examples, the Romanian Social Development Fund (RSDF) might be the model closest to the Serbian case.

The experience in implementing RSDF programme up till now provides us with some lessons learned, which can also be applied to SIF in Serbia: 

· Social funds can have a broader impact if they focus beyond narrow implementation. One of the roles of RSDF has been to demonstrate the usefulness of community-driven approaches to local development. This demonstration has been made possible because, in addition to focusing on sub-project implementation, RSDF has also participated in a number of forums for policy making and has been engaged in broad dissemination of the findings of its monitoring and evaluation unit.

· Facilitation is essential to the impact of social funds. There is a wide range of social fund mechanisms ranging from those that emphasize technical skills and are weak on participatory mechanisms, to the other extreme, where the focus on community participation results in a failure to ensure technical standards. RSDF lies in between, but with greater emphasis on facilitation. This has been the greatest strength of RSDF, allowing for a substantial impact that goes beyond the impact of individual sub-projects. Facilitation also makes it possible to reach the more vulnerable, that otherwise would not be in a position to benefit from the social fund programme.

· Change management takes time and should not be left to the end of the project. As in many other countries, the country context in Romania changed dramatically over the life of the RSDF programme. This meant that RSDF needed to remake itself to fit the changing environment. Fortunately, the need to develop an exit strategy was flagged during project preparation. As a result, RSDF is now well placed to continue to play a significant role after the end of the programme (World Bank, 2007).

· Resistance to bureaucratization of social fund mechanisms. The beneficiary assessment of RSDF pointed out the tension that existed between desire to simplify procedures to ensure flexibility and the generation of bureaucracy through the rigor of procedures and the desire to ensure transparency. However, rigor and transparency can also be achieved through the transparent application of simple procedures.

· Social funds can contribute to EU accession and integration. One tends to think of social funds as mechanisms for less developed countries. Yet the experience of EU accession in Romania has demonstrated that new member countries often are not in a position to put available EU resources to good use because at the local level there is very limited experience and capacity to plan for development. Social funds can build this capacity. Furthermore, the EU is seeking to support the sort of community-driven activities fostered by RSDF, but typically does not have mechanisms to facilitate them.

SIF results will be therefore also assessed along these lines, which besides institutional autonomy proved to be equally important for SIF functioning in Serbia. 

II.2. State of affairs of the social protection sector at the time when SIF was created
After ousting Slobodan Milosevic from power in October 2000, the first activities of the newly established democratic government in the field of social protection were focused on stabilizing the system, which was severely weakened during the 1990s. In practical terms, the regularity in payment of current liabilities was established during 2001, while all debts for social assistance were settled by the end of 2003 (Matkovic and Simic, 2005). ‘One-off-Fund’ was established at the republic level, through which additional donors’ and budgetary funds were channelled towards the poorest and the most vulnerable. Despite these initial achievements the main challenge remained inefficiency of social welfare system.

Formulation of reforms in the area of social policy was driven by the ideas and strategic goals defined by the then Minister herself. However, the whole process was also very much inclusive and large number of experts participated at several national and regional conferences which were held in 2001 in order to reach professional consensus on reform directions. The principles of social protection development were formulated based on the transformed role of the state. Consequently, changes in the area of social welfare services moved towards (a) decentralization, (b) deinstitutionalization (transformation of institutions) and development of alternative forms of social care, and (c) incorporation of the NGO sector in the service provision through cooperation and partnership of all participants that may offer both active and passive social protection measures at the central and local levels (Matkovic and Simic, 2005).

MoSA was also the driving force behind the preparation of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) during 2002 and 2003, which incorporated and extended many of the ideas already developed within the process of social policy reform formulation (Vukovic, 2005). The Government nominated the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) to take the leading role in facilitating inclusion of civil society organizations in the formulation of the PRSP document. Based on the priorities set in the PRSP, the Strategy for Social Protection Development was later developed and launched in 2005. 

The implementation of the reforms in the area of social services was carried out through two mechanisms: reform projects and special funds to finance the projects at local level (Matkovic and Simic, 2005). The work on many reform oriented projects began in 2002, including strategy of foster care development, transformation of institutions, development of integrated social protection at local level and development of standards of professional work, procedures and protocols in social care centers. On the other hand, reforms of social services included the establishment of the Fund for Financing Associations of Persons with Disabilities in 2002 and the Social Innovation Fund in 2003, as mechanisms of the social welfare system reform which supported projects at local level and the development of new alternative services. Besides being mechanisms for reform and decentralization, they can be perceived as mechanisms for covering transitional costs, which insisted on sustainability and possible co-financing from the local governments. Both funds gave priority to partnerships between governmental and nongovernmental sectors and encouraged transmission of good practices and capacity building at local level.

II.3. Social Innovation Fund 

Unlike the Fund for Financing Associations of Persons with Disabilities, which primarily supported persons with disabilities and was exclusively financed from the state budget, SIF had a wider scope, encompassing all social services and being financed from both budgetary and donors’ funds. In fact, Fund for Financing Associations of Persons with Disabilities served as a pilot exercise for SIF projects, which complemented reform-oriented projects.

At the time, the idea behind both funds was (Matkovic, 2009): 

a) To introduce community-based services and new service providers at the local level,

b) To address some of the needs immediately, not waiting for the whole system to reform,

c) To  coordinate donors’ funds,

d) To keep in the social sector NGOs created during the humanitarian phase,

e) To involve in the reform state institutions as well, not only NGOs,

f) To complement the reforms at the central level and to spread knowledge about new services,

g) To disseminate reform ideas among the stakeholders at local level, involving them into the reform process at least by their engagement in applying to the funds.

Social services were needed at the local level. Although municipalities had mandate over community-based services, for example, only 12 day care centers existed in 2003 out of 167 municipalities in Serbia. According to the legislation in force, it was not possible to transfer funds from the national to the local level. Moreover, as policy options were designed at the central level, it was essential to test them at the local. Thus, there was a need for a mechanism which would transfer funds from the national level and test different policy options and innovative services at the local. SIF was designed and established as a fast-track social reform mechanism by the MoSA and supported by EU, UNDP, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (NMFA) and the United Kingdom Department for International Development (DfID). Significant portion of the financial assets deployed in realization of local projects had been also provided from the budget of the Republic of Serbia.

SIF financial support to local projects has been given through tenders / calls for proposals (CFPs) with eligibility criteria for allocation of funding, which included various categories of beneficiaries, described in chapter III of the report. Since 2003, SIF has supported 298 projects and started community based care in over 100 municipalities in Serbia. The detailed balance sheet of SIF projects funding, including funds of international donors as well as the resources from the budget of the Republic of Serbia can be seen in the tables 1 and 2 below.
Table 1: SIF projects funding according to different tenders / CFPs
	Tenders
	Donors’ Funds 
	Budget of the Republic of Serbia
	TOTAL

	
	(EUR)
	(EUR)
	(EUR)

	Tender 1 - (2003/2004)
	1,146,196.04
	628,571.43
	

	Continuation of funding (2004/2005)
	174,305.54
	312,795.52
	

	TOTAL TENDER 1
	1,320,501.58
	941,366.95
	2,261,868.53

	Tender 2 - (2005/2006)
	900,277.26
	381,165.17
	

	TOTAL TENDER 2
	900,277.26
	381,165.17
	1,281,442.43

	Tender 3 - (2006/2007)
	869,451.07
	699,333.51
	

	TOTAL TENDER 3
	869,451.07
	699,333.51
	1,568,784.58

	Tender 4 - (2007/2008)
	
	726,282.34
	

	TOTAL TENDER 4
	
	726,282.34
	726,282.34

	Tender  5 - (2008/2009)
	543,048.17
	
	

	TOTAL TENDER 5
	543,048.17
	
	

	Tender 6 - (2008)
	295,135.45
	
	

	TOTAL TENDER 6
	295,135.45
	
	295,135.45

	Tender  7a - (2009)
	69,508.31
	
	

	Tender  7b - (2009)
	56,157.25
	
	

	Continuation of funding (2009/2010)
	165,260.92
	
	

	TOTAL TENDER 7
	390,926.48
	
	390,926.48

	TOTAL TENDER 2003-2010
	4,319,340.01
	2,748,147.97
	7,067,487.98


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

Table 2: SIF project funding according to different sources of finance

	Financial resource 
	Amount  (EUR)

	Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs
	1,320,501.58

	UNDP/EU
	2,998,838.43

	Budget of the Republic of Serbia
	2,748,147.97

	TOTAL
	7,067,487.98


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

Additionally, yearly operating / administrative costs of SIF have been approximately EUR 167,000 on average. The Republic of Serbia has been providing space for the SIF team, also covering phone, electricity and heating costs, while donors have been covering salaries of SIF staff, travelling costs and equipment.  
In practice, SIF represented a demand-driven mechanism of allocating funds and capacity building of reform-oriented social services designed at the local level. The innovation of the SIF has been in its design as a mechanism that directly encouraged the concept of plurality of service providers, thus pursuing the ultimate goal of the Social System Reform - to reduce vulnerability and broaden opportunities and choices for all people in need of social services through better outreach and the creation of a vibrant and sustainable social welfare system (Ministry of Social Affairs, 2003).

A necessary attention was also given to the quality and sustainability of service provision. The idea was not to dismantle the state structure of social assistance and form a parallel commercialized system. This was one of the main challenges, as according to the dominant social development discourse, new actors are usually seen as more responsive and rights-based than the public sector. Consequently, this leads to a substantial erosion of the role of public provision, resistance to planning and national direction, and a move towards a project-culture rather than needs-based provision. Instead SIF aimed to improve and develop local social services, contributing to a functioning, accountable and inclusive system of social welfare in Serbia (Arandarenko and Golicin, 2006). 
II.4. Stakeholders and SIF 

SIF was established as project within the Ministry of Social Affairs. Also, a significant number of donors have been actively involved in various forms of assistance to SIF, providing crucial financial support throughout the years. As of 2004, SIF was managed through the SIF Steering Committee, which brought together all participating parties and donors: the Ministry, UNDP, EU through the European Agency for Reconstruction (EAR), UK Department for International Development (DfID), Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (NMFA) and the Civil Society Advisory Committee (CSAC). 

NMFA has provided continual strategic support to the social welfare system in the following areas: foster-care, de-institutionalization, integrated social care, victims of domestic violence and developing standards/procedures in social work. They also provided technical assistance to the project, concentrating on standards for social services and consequently licensing and accreditation of service providers.

DfID, through its Social Policy Reform Project (implemented by Birks-Sinclair), supported integrated social sector strategic planning. As a follow-up of the above-mentioned project, a team in the Ministry was supported to promote the social protection reform in 20 municipalities and this work has been carried out through SIF and in collaboration with the SIF team.

Key partner of the Ministry in support to SIF was EU, which continuously provided financial support to the SIF Management Unit and the grant scheme. The support was operated through UNDP, which was in charge for the project implementation and day-to-day support to the SIF administration and operation.  

The contribution of EU and UNDP, as multilateral donors in tandem, in design, establishment and functioning of SIF was crucial in the institutional sequencing in this area and in the process of finding the appropriate social welfare mix. SIF tried to ensure adequate institutional sequencing in provision of social services by promoting partnership at local level. EU and UNDP saw decentralization as a chance to bring services closer to clients and to strengthen capacity of local governments and civil society as service providers to plan and deliver services as well as to monitor its impact. 

III. ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS OF SIF

III.1.  Aims and underlying principles of SIF’s work

Mission and vision statements are defined in various documents produced by SIF such as ‘Achieving Changes through Partnership’, which stipulates SIF’s vision as following: ‘We seek the society that respects human rights and generates equal opportunities for economic prosperity and social well-being’. The same document also specifies mission as: ‘The Social Innovation Fund contributes to the social policy reforms in Serbia, by strengthening capacities and providing funds to public, non-governmental and business sectors, and through extraction and transfer of the obtained knowledge and experience, leading to policy making that raises citizens’ economic prosperity and social well-being’.

From the beginning, the main aim of SIF was to improve and develop local social services in order to contribute to the establishment of a fully functional, accountable and inclusive social welfare system in Serbia. Consequently, SIF Operating Manual defines its objectives as following:

a) Stimulating provision of new and innovative forms of social welfare services, pursuant to law and the corresponding regulations,

b) Upgrading of the existing services,

c) Providing access of larger number of beneficiaries to social services,

d) Fostering inclusion and de-institutionalisation through alternative services in the local community,

e) Identifying and bridging the gaps in the social welfare network by state and local government institutions, social welfare institutions, citizens associations, NGOs, health care and educational institutions and other entities.

In striving for change of the social protection system, SIF’s work was organized around the following principles:

a) Plurality of service providers, as SIF encouraged the diversification of service providers, aiming to involve non-governmental sector, local self-governance, public institutions and companies of all forms of ownership into the provision of social services;

b) Local partnerships, which encouraged local actors to act as partners in action, promoting the benefits of cooperative answers to social problems;

c) Participatory approach, promoting active participation of citizens and service users in service planning and delivery, enabling users to have their say heard in policy making processes;
d) Decentralisation, both functions and management mechanisms of social protection, but also resources, responsibilities and initiatives (Social Innovation Fund, 2005).
III.2. Analysis of results

III.2.1. Performance indicators

The SIF results were measured based on a set of indicators defined by the Terms of Reference. The indicators used were as follows:

1. number of applicants, grantees and final beneficiaries,
2. amount of funding (total and average per CFP),
3. scope of funding, i.e. geographical distribution of projects,
4. structure of the service providers,
5. target groups of beneficiaries,
6. aims and goals by each CFP,
7. knowledge generation and dissemination activities, and
8. SIF collaboration with grantees.
The overall results of SIF in the period 2003-2010, based on the above-mentioned indicators, are presented in the tables, figures and lists bellow. These include overview of the number of applicants and funded projects by seven CFPs, total and average funding of seven CFPs, map of the local municipalities in which SIF projects were implemented, structure of the service providers in all SIF projects, list of target groups covered by SIF projects, overview of thematic CFPs and list of most important publications and acts created by SIF members. Furthermore, a more detailed overview of the SIF activities by each separate CFP is provided in the Annex 3.

III.2.2. Meeting the objectives:  Number of applicants, grantees and final beneficiaries

Related to our first indicator we have to note however, that while the numbers of applicants and grantees were easily tracked in SIF documentation, the total number of final beneficiaries (people receiving social protection and related services from funded projects) could not have been estimated due to the lack of data. In the interviews with various stakeholders, we were provided with several sound explanations of the lack of the precise data on the number of beneficiaries and these were as follows: (a) there were more than one beneficiary group covered by some of the projects, making it sometimes extremely hard to differentiate direct from indirect users, (b) the SIF projects focused primarily on the development of services through piloting innovative solutions, therefore the stress was put on the analysis of mechanisms of provision of such services rather than on the number of beneficiaries, (c) the number of beneficiaries by funded projects highly varied throughout their implementations due to various factors (e.g. inability to come to gathering centers, initial ignorance and/or skepticism followed by increasing interest among local population). Therefore, the total number of final beneficiaries while highly considered one of the most relevant indictors for the assessment of SIF results had to be omitted which certainly stands as one of the main limitations of this evaluation.   

The overall number of applicants and the number of funded projects throughout the existence of SIF are presented in table 3. The data bellow show a high number of applications, which the SIF management team has dealt with (1323), standing as a valuable proof of their high involvement in the recruitment of prospective applicants. Further, comparing this figure with the number of funded projects (298) one may judge on the complexity of the selection processes since approximately only one in four applications were granted in each CFPs. 

Table 3: Overview of the number of applicants and number of grantees by 7 CFPs

	Call for Proposal
	Number of Applicants
	Number of grantees

	CFP 1 (2003/2004)
	399
	88

	Continuation of CFP 1 (2004/2005)
	74
	39

	CFP 2 (2005/2006)
	365
	51

	CFP 3 (2006/2007)
	272
	35

	CFP 4 (2007/2008)
	55
	19

	CFP 5 (2008/2009)
	61
	31

	CFP 6 (2008)
	46
	9

	CFP 7a (2009)
	19
	6

	CFP 7b (2009) 
	3
	1

	Continuation of CFP 7 (2009/2010)
	29
	19

	TOTAL
	1323
	298


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

Additionally, the data listed in table 3 may also be used for analysing the trends of the number of applications and the number of grantees. Though obviously both the numbers were constantly decreasing from CFP 1 to CFP 7 it should be noted that the priorities of SIF were changing (for more details see the Annex 3). Through years SIF was making efforts to link CFPs with strategic priorities of the Ministry. Therefore, CFPs in more recent years became limited in scope, for example, directed only at particular local communities participating in project ‘Planning of Local Social Protection Services
’ (PLUS) and much more focused (e.g. transformation of institutions).
III.2.3. Meeting the objectives: Amount of funding 
Table 4 reveals total and average funding of projects per each CFP. As previously noted, the funds were obtained from international donor institutions as well as the budget of the Republic of Serbia. 
The table explicitly shows that the total funds were highest in the first year of SIF existence (2003/2004). Since CFP 4 (2007/2008) onwards the funds for SIF projects were constantly decreasing by years. On the other hand, the average funds per projects in each CFP were highest in CFP 3 (2006/2007) and lowest in CFP 5 (2008/2009) (continuations of CFP 1 and CFP 7 excluded).  

Table 4: Funds of 7 CFPs (total and average, in EUR)

	Call for Proposal
	Total
	Average

	CFP 1 (2003/2004)
	1,774,767.47
	21,000

	Continuation of CFP 1 (2004/2005)
	487,101.06
	13,000

	CFP 2 (2005/2006)
	1,281,442.43
	25,000

	CFP 3 (2006/2007)
	1,568,784.58
	45,000

	CFP 4 (2007/2008)
	726,282.34
	38,225

	CFP 5 (2008/2009)
	543,048.17
	17,517

	CFP 6 (2008)
	295,135.45
	32,792

	CFP 7a (2009)
	169,508.31
	28,251

	CFP 7b (2009) 
	56,157.25
	na

	Continuation of CFP 7 (2009/2010)
	165,260.92
	8,700

	TOTAL
	7,067,487.98
	23,716.40


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

III.2.4. Meeting the objectives: Scope of funding
SIF funds were directed to development of social care services in local communities in Serbia. In consequence, more than 100
 municipalities in Serbia participated in SIF grant schemes. The distribution of funded projects among municipalities in Serbia is best seen from figure 1. While the capital of Serbia certainly dominates with the highest number of projects supported by SIF, it should be also noted that it comprises of 17 municipalities. Additionally, the projects directed to Nis also cover more than one local municipality. 

According to the number of projects funded in each municipality, they were classified in four groups: Group 1 (red) represents the municipalities with the highest number of projects and these include Belgrade (40), Nis (10) and Novi Sad (9). Group 2 (yellow) consists of municipalities with 5-7 projects, including Kruševac (7), Kraljevo (6), Pančevo (6), Kragujevac (5), Zaječar (5). Group 3 (green) gathers municipalities with 2-4 projects, while Group 4 (blue) represents municipalities with 1 supported project.
Figure 1, which reveals the overall coverage of municipalities with SIF funded projects stands as another evidence of moving toward the accomplishment of its mission to contribute to further decentralization of social care services through building capacities of the local communities for the provision of such services.

Figure 1: Local municipalities in which SIF projects were implemented

[image: image4.png]



Source: Social Innovation Fund.

III.2.5. Meeting the objectives: Structure of the service providers

SIF has managed to attract various service providers in different sectors, including residential institutions and CSWs, CSOs, Red Cross, local self-governments, educational institutions and private companies. This was in line with the SIF principle of striving for the plurality of social services providers in Serbia. SIF aimed at encouraging diversification of service provides through the involvement of multiple institutions and organizations from different sectors making them eligible to apply for SIF grant schemes, and moreover fostering partnerships between them. 

Figure 2 illustrates the overall structure of service providers funded through 7 CFPs in which social system institutions (SSIs) comprising of residential institutions and CSWs accounted for almost 60% of implemented projects. The second biggest group of service providers included third sector (NGOs and associations) which accounted for 27% and Red Cross with 8% of all funded projects. The smallest group of service providers (accounting for 1-3% of funded projects) included local-self governments, educational institutions and profit sector. It should be noted, however, that while the local self-governments where the only institutions eligible to apply for funding within several grant schemes (particularly related to project PLUS, see Annex 3 for more details) there were rarely acting as service providers. Additionally, it should be noted that profit sector has shown extremely low interest in SIF grant schemes. The fact that a profit sector offering social care services in Serbia is still underdeveloped might be the usual explanations for that.   

Figure 2: Overall structure of service providers in 7 CFPs
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Source: Social Innovation Fund.

III.2.6. Meeting the objectives: Target groups of beneficiaries 

While the total number of final beneficiaries was left undiscovered, we were able to analyse targeted groups of beneficiaries. SIF grant schemes targeted various beneficiary groups all of which were grouped in ten broad categories. Children, adolescents and young were found to be the biggest, but also the most diversified group comprising of several subcategories including children without parental care, children at risk of delinquency, children with mental disorders and disabilities, children with asocial behavior, children in foster families, children in social care institutions, children of the street, Roma children, etc. It was in line with one of the main priorities of the Ministry in development of community-based services - to promote the institution of foster families and increase the number of children in foster families. The second biggest group was old and retired. While no precise data exist, deeper analysis of SIF documentation allows an estimate of the share of these two broadest target groups of beneficiaries in the overall structure of project beneficiaries at about 70% and more. Therefore, all the other eight categories account for a substantially smaller share in the overall structure of target beneficiaries. 

List 1: Targeted beneficiary groups listed in descending order

	Targeted beneficiary group
	1. children, adolescents and young (particularly children without parental care, children at risk of delinquency, children with mental disorders and disabilities, children with asocial behavior, children in foster families, children in social care institutions, children of the street, Roma children, etc)

	
	2. old and retired (living alone and/or in need for personal care and assistance)

	
	3. marginalized groups (Roma, returnees and refugees) 

	
	4. people with disabilities and individuals with mental disorders and other disabilities

	
	5. families at risk of home abuse/violence, families with social disorders

	
	6. parents (single parents, foster parents, parents in biological families at risk) 

	
	7. victims of home abuse/violence and any kind of violence 

	
	8. unemployed women and families living in poverty (with unemployed members)

	
	9. professionals and volunteers engaged in the provision of services related to social care

	
	10. other (eg. soldiers, citizens and public, etc)


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

Targeted groups of beneficiaries were analysed according to their size and structure. As previously noted two target groups highly dominated by size were children, adolescents and young as well as old and retired persons. Comparing to them other target groups were substantially smaller. In addition, the structure of target groups were analysed to assess their overall diversity, i.e. presence of many subcategories, as was the case with children, adolescents and young (including children in biological families, foster families, at risk of violence, at risk of delinquency, from minority groups etc. 
Based on these two above-mentioned criteria (size and diversity), target groups were mapped and presented on figure 3. This figure clearly shows two extreme points – children, adolescents and young as being the biggest and most diversified group and unemployed women as the smallest and the least diversified (not covering many other subgroups of beneficiaries) group of target beneficiaries. Moreover, small groups also involve professionals and volunteers (moderately diversified) as well as other (very diversified group). Victims of home abuse were found to be moderate in size and not very much diversified group, while parents, families, disabled and marginalized groups were found to be of moderate size and diversity.  

Figure 3: Targeted beneficiary groups by size and diversity
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Source: Social Innovation Fund.

Note: Centred lines represent bigger and more diversified groups while bordering lines represent smaller and less diversified groups; namely: size 1-3 (big, medium, small) and  diversification 1-3 (more diversified, medium diversified, small diversified).

III.2.7. Meeting the objectives: Aims and goals by each CFP
List 2 provided bellow gives an insight into the thematic CFPs together with eligible institutions and the promotion of partnership as one of the SIF’s main goals achieved through serving as a facilitating mechanism among various sectors (for more details see the Annex 3). 
As already mentioned, the thematic CFPs were changing over time, revealing SIF’s strong dedication to support strategic goals of the Ministry by linking its CFPs with its main priorities in each of the funding periods (e.g. transformation of institutions in CFP 3, support to implementation of project PLUS in CFP 4 and CFP 5). Eligible applicants were also changing by different CFPs. However, SIF was always providing enough space for multiple service providers to get involved in its grant schemes. Related to this, the biggest change was made in CFP 4 and CFP 5 when only local self-governments (40 different municipalities in each of the two CFPs) were eligible to apply. On the other hand, the municipalities were invited to find eligible service providers among public, private and third sector institutions. In that sense, SIF respected one of its basic principles - the principle of partnership between various service providers, serving as an initiator of partnerships through CFPs and its facilitator in due course of project implementation. 
However, regarding partnerships, a major change was made starting from CFP 4 (support to implementation of project PLUS), as it ceased to be an obligatory prerequisite for applying for SIF grants. Such a change would be better understood if taken into account the fact that in 40+40 eligible municipalities according to CFP 4 and CFP 5 very often it was extremely difficult to find any other institutions except those of belonging to SSIs. Additionally, no adequate data basis on prospective service providers from different sectors was applicable, thus making it extremely hard for the applicants to find interested partners. 

List 2: Thematic calls for proposals, eligible institutions and promotion of partnership
	
	Thematic Calls for Proposals
	Eligible Applicants
	Partnerships

	CFP 1 (2003/2004)
	Development of innovative social protection services in local communities
	SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit organizations
	Obligatory, only consortia consisted of several partners eligible to apply

	CFP 2 (2005/2006)
	Development of innovative social services in local municipalities with a changed focus 
	SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit organizations
	Obligatory, NGO eligible to apply only in partnership with SSI

	CFP 3 (2006/2007)
	Transformation of institutions and development of alternative social protection services including services in the local communities and  services in the institutions 
	SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit organizations
	Obligatory

	CFP 4 (2007/2008)
	Further implementation of the Strategy for Social Protection Development (through support to implementation of project PLUS)
	40 local self governments, with developed local strategic plans for social protection
	Flexible

	CFP 5 (2008/2009)
	Further implementation of the Strategy for Social Protection Development (through support to implementation of project PLUS)
	Additional 40 local self governments, with developed local strategic plans for social protection
	Flexible

	CFP 6 (2008)
	New programs of treatments and trainings for professional providers of social services to the beneficiaries
	Educational and scientific institutions, SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit sector
	Flexible

	CFP 7a (2009)
	Providing support for the local self-governments to develop daily care centres for people with mental disorders
	Educational and scientific institutions, SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit sector
	Flexible

	CFP 7b (2009)
	Offering the consultative support to the local self-governments to develop daily care centres for people with mental disorders
	Educational and scientific institutions, SSIs, CSOs, local-self governments, profit sector
	Flexible


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

III.2.8. Meeting the objectives: Knowledge generation and dissemination activities

SIF team delivered a number of trainings, published several handbooks, guidelines and other documents while also providing technical support, consultancy and other activities (all listed bellow under the list 3) in an effort directed at change management and capacity development on the local level. These activities proved that SIF actually served as a mechanism for systematization and dissemination of knowledge and experiences generated over the years of grant management. While the majority of trainings and most important publications and documents belong to the period of 2003-2006, SIF team members provided constantly through years technical support and consultancy, organized field trips, facilitated preparation and/or publication of several other important documents, while also being involved in monitoring and evaluation. 

List 3: Systematization and transfer of knowledge through trainings, publications and other activities (conducted by SIF team)

	Most important trainings
	Most important publications and documents
	Other activities

	Principles of cooperation with SIF
	A Handbook: Projects for Change - a Guide for Local Initiatives, and Development of Local Social Welfare Services
	Technical support

	Planning and financial management of projects 
	Achieving Changes Through Partnership
	Field trips

	Project cycle management 
	Guidelines for planning and realization of services in the social protection domain, with the typology of services
	Consultancy

	Financial management and accounting procedures for SIF projects 
	Guidelines for selecting and changing protection forms
	Involvement in monitoring and evaluation

	Fund-raising and project management for 350 employees of SSI
	Guidelines for working with children in social protection institutions
	Involvement in the beneficiary assessment

	Training for the newly established monitoring units of SIF projects
	Guidelines for the expert support of projects supported by the SIF
	Participation in conferences and round tables, sharing experiences and best practices 

	
	Annual reports from 2004 to 2008
	Support to other researchers of social protection (e.g. publication Development of Local Social Welfare Services)

	
	Monitoring and evaluation handbook 2002-2004
	

	
	Analysis of sustainability of supported projects through CFP 2
	

	
	A number of articles in scientific and professional journals (for most important examples, please consult the Annex 4)
	


Source: Social Innovation Fund.

III.2.9. Meeting the objectives: Collaboration with grantees
In its everyday activities SIF was primarily oriented at provision of services to its potential and actual grantees. To better understand its collaboration with grantees, 5 focus groups were carried out in August 2010. Among other, the participants were asked to identify the main advantages and disadvantages of SIF (see lists 4 and 5 bellow).
List 4: Main advantages of SIF

	ADVANTAGES

	Grants schemes

	Quality of projects was highly valued

	Personal communication with SIF team members

	Proper administration (limited bureaucracy)

	Flexibility (SIF adjusting its operations to the needs of grantees and beneficiaries)

	Transfer of knowledge (learnt application procedures, project management, reporting, etc)

	Innovativeness

	Efficiency

	Support to local development

	Development of new services

	Consultations and on demand support

	Opportunity for partnerships

	The only grant scheme applicable for CSWs in Serbia

	Good organization of work

	Project documentation according to the EU standards and procedures


List 5: Main disadvantages of SIF

	DISADVANTAGES

	Higher involvement in financial monitoring than the implementation of service to the beneficiaries

	Not enough lobbying for projects they have supported

	Not enough efforts put into incorporating the projects (services developed) in the system of social protection

	Lack of marketing activities

	Low visibility in local communities

	The projects started usually by the end of year

	Big administration (too many reporting, too hard reporting requirements)

	Uncertainty when the projects will start and the money will be transferred

	No adequate ways of pressuring the local self-governments to meet their obligations (transfer the money to service providers)

	Deduction of VAT was too much time-consuming

	Sustainability of supported projects

	Technical errors (bugged tables, bad formats, etc)


As shown above, SIF successfully delivered in the domain of its own responsibility. SIF was perceived as flexible and innovative mechanism, operating based on transparent procedures. Moreover, it was praised for a good collaboration with grantees while providing adequate transfer of knowledge, helping provision of innovative social care services at local levels and therefore supporting overall local development. Additionally, it was also accepted as a mechanism which aided their understanding of project management, grant schemes which all resulted in their better preparation for applying and/using similar other funds in future. However, they have also listed several disadvantages of SIF. While many were beyond SIF mandate (e.g. related with deduction of VAT, pressurising local self-governments to meet their obligations) some (e.g. improvement of project visibility through marketing activities) may also be used as valuable lessons learned based on which further improvements may be made.    

III.3. Assessment of SIF’s achievements

III.3.1. Situation indicators

As already mentioned, this evaluation also looks into the other criteria relevant for the systematic assessment of social funds, focusing on the issues of implementation, facilitation, change management, bureaucratization, EU integration and institutional anatomy. 
These broad indicators, based on the experience of social funds, are essential in assessing the performance of SIF in Serbia. 

III.3.2. SIF’s role beyond narrow implementation 

Apart from promoting partnership, which was constantly highlighted in its work, SIF’s aim was to improve and develop local social services in order to contribute to the establishment of a fully functional, accountable and inclusive social welfare system in Serbia. This was in line with the SIF’s mission, which was already stipulated as: ‘The Social Innovation Fund contributes to the social policy reforms in Serbia, by strengthening capacities and providing funds to public, non-governmental and business sectors, and through extraction and transfer of the obtained knowledge and experience, leading to policy making that raises citizens’ economic prosperity and social well-being’ (SIF, 2005).

Following the overall aim, SIF’s core activity was from the beginning to support the projects that develop innovative social services. Findings of the focus group confirm that social protection services developed in local municipalities within SIF grant schemes were mostly innovative, i.e. not existing before (e.g. “Unlike in some big cities, this type of service had not existed in our municipality before” (local-self government)).
There was however problem of sustainability of SIF funded projects, which was raised during focused discussions. Participants were complaining on the lack of funds in the local budgets. Additionally, there were certain complaints related to cooperation with the local-self governments (e.g. “money transfers from local self-governments to service providers were often late” (SSI), “there is no support from the local self-government for the implementation of this kind of projects, but there is a certain company fee that we all have to pay” (NGO)).

Nevertheless, reconfirming findings of the SIF beneficiary assessment performed by the group of experts in 2006, focus groups showed that the satisfaction among beneficiaries of the developed services is high. Even after initial skepticism (related particularly to help at home service), they have accepted these services so that now it would be hard to imagine a life without it at the local levels.
The needs have been often higher than the capacity of the service providers to meet them. New prospective beneficiaries are appearing, while the service providers particularly in smaller and dispersed municipalities are facing problems to offer it to all of those who have expressed their needs (e.g. “There is 60% of old and retired in our municipality and it is hard to meet all their needs” (SSI), “We are facing a real transportation problem since our municipality is highly dispersed – it is hard for a service provider to visit all homes in one day since they may be really far from each other” (SSI), “It is hard to bring all the beneficiaries living in different parts of our municipality to our youth centre” (local self government)).

As a mechanism that aims at bridging the gap between short-term needs and longer-term reform objectives, SIF managed not only to:

· Professionally administer a high number of applications (132 applications per one CFP on average);

· Develop and implement transparent and clear procedures for each CFP;

· Provide technical support for several hundreds of applicants and grantees in the applications for grants procedures as well as throughout the implementation of the projects;

but also to assume the role beyond the narrow implementation of local projects, trying to engage in reform processes as an active player. For instance, SIF’s attempts to link CFPs with strategic priorities of the Ministry, even in the times when the Ministry was in stalemate or was re-examining its strategic objectives, can be seen in the case of setting priorities of the third CFP when the SIF Programme Coordinator ”urged for the clear and strong link between the SIF’s third call for proposals and transformation of institutions”, which is stipulated in the Minutes of the SIF Steering Committee Meeting, dated from 18 May 2006. 

III.3.3. SIF’s role as facilitator 

As previously noted, SIF’s work was organized around the following principles in strive for change of the social protection system: 

a) Plurality of service providers, as SIF encouraged the diversification of service providers, aiming to involve non-governamental sector, local self-governance, public institutions and companies of all forms of ownership into the provision of social services;

b) Local partnerships, which encouraged local actors to act as partners in action, promoting the benefits of cooperative answers to social problems;

c) Participatory approach, promoting active participation of citizens and service users in service planning and delivery, enabling users to have their say heard in policy making processes;

d) Decentralisation, both functions and management mechanisms of social protection, but also resources, responsibilities and initiatives (Social Innovation Fund, 2005).

Partnership building proved to be a delicate exercise, which requires gradual steps, well planed actions and flexibility (Calosevic, 2005). Thus, it is not surprising that perceptions of partnerships among the focus groups participants vary from rather negative to positive (e.g. “If the partnership was natural we would certainly find each other, however it was mostly forced due to the eligibility criteria” (SSI), “The partnerships mostly last as much as the projects last (SSI)”, “The main benefit was that NGOs from different towns were put in a position to cooperate so they managed to get to know each other much better” (SSI), “The cooperation with NGO was excellent, unlike the cooperation with the local self-governments” (NGO)).

Focused discussions also uncovered that in some cases there seemed to be a deep antagonism between SSIs and NGOs. SSIs mostly perceive themselves the only knowledgeable enough to provide social protection services (e.g. “Let them write the project application and do the reporting which is what they know best and we will be in charge in the provision of service since this is our main competence” (SSI), “CSWs make the most solid ground for social protection. They have educated personnel with 15-20 years experience. It is thus very irritating always when NGO appear with a paper such as three-days training program certificate, pretending to be better educated and act as project leaders, trying to teach employees in institutions how they should work. We perform better and they receive bigger honoraria” (SSI)).
Finding partners in many small municipalities, where the civil society sector has not been developed, was another clear obstacle to partnership building (e.g. “In some CFPs we were made to find partners among civil sector and that was so hard to do as there were no NGOs in our local communities. On the other hand, the biggest NGOs in Serbia (mostly big cities) were not interested in helping us in small municipalities” (SSI), “There should be a data basis with the lists of all NGOs and other civil sector institutions which could be providers of particular service” (SSI)).

III.3.4. Change management: Capacity development of local partners

Other important aspects of SIF’s work consist of capacity building and knowledge management. 
SIF worked towards strengthening the capacities of local stakeholders. Consequently, apart from provision of funding to local projects, SIF core activities included:
· Provision of technical support to local implementing partners,
· Delivery of training,
· Monitoring and evaluation of local projects,
· Analysis of relevant partner’s activities and extraction of obtained knowledge,
· Help in fundraising for the partners,
· Provision of support to the coordination between the main actors in social policy.

In striving for change, the creators of SIF followed the idea to support the best providers of social services in the first years, which would then disseminate knowledge to the others, which never fully happened. Apart from the quality of services, sustainability was in focus by looking at the establishment of social services in local communities and co-financing by municipalities. Last but not least, partnership between various service providers was clearly emphasized from the beginning of SIF’s work.
Among the biggest benefits, emphasized during focus groups, is that the local-governments were put in a position to comply with their legal obligations. Introducing the principle of participation was good since it could improve the sustainability of services as well as respect for the services developed on local levels.

SIF team members were communicating with the applicants and grantees on daily basis, thus providing guidance in application procedure, project implementation, evaluation and report writing. Several trainings were organized (for the most important trainings, please see list 3), both in the periods of CFPs as well as in due course of projects implementation. By using such an approach, SIF widely contributed to systematization and dissemination of the knowledge and experience generated in the course of realization of local projects. Throughout the period of its operations (2003-2010), knowledge transfer and dissemination of information were intense. The majority of trainings were conducted before 2006 however continuing in the following years at a slower pace. Apart from that, the SIF team also published a number of documents, articles and publications (please refer to the Annex 4), contributing to further systematization of knowledge through the support provided to other researchers as well as promotion of ideas and experiences shared on many occasions (e.g. conferences, presentations, round tables etc).

SIF served as a learning tool for getting familiar with reform processes. Several hundreds of individuals coming from various institutions have participated in the above-mentioned trainings. Therefore, SIF managed to include a large number of actors, both individuals and institutions, in the reform process in the area of social protection. Consequently, a large number of people had to read relevant materials and write project proposals already in the first two CFPs, which led to the internalization of knowledge. 
Owing to the support of UNDP, SIF has also introduced a standardized monitoring procedure. In 2004, six NGOs were engaged to conduct monitoring of SIF projects. These NGOs, named monitoring and evaluation units (MEU), included Amity, Argument and Zdravo da ste from Belgrade, Sunce from Kragujevac, Edukacioni centar from Leskovac and Timočki klub from Knjaževac. Again, SIF team was highly engaged in providing trainings (as of March 2005) for these newly established MEUs to comply with the previously established monitoring procedure and standards. Apart from providing technical support for the grantees while monitoring their overall achievements in the implementation of their projects, as well as organizing tailor made workshops and training for them, MEUs were also engaged in conducting a beneficiary assessment for the purposes of the overall assessment of SIF projects. The MEUs have submitted reports on the activities of the projects they have been monitoring where they have listed main recommendations for further improvement of their activities, also recognizing needs for education and support of local partners. As a result, the majority of institutions participating in our focus groups expressed very high satisfaction with the NGOs involved in monitoring and evaluation of their projects (e.g. “Introducing monitoring and evaluation was an excellent idea – we learnt a lot from our monitoring organization“ (SSI)).

III.3.5. Balancing the bureaucratization of social fund mechanism

Success of implemented SIF projects was evaluated extremely high among the participants of focus groups (most of the participants were evaluating it as excellent, only a few as very good). Moreover, cooperation with SIF was also evaluated as very good (e.g. “I would give the highest mark to SIF and the Ministry for the initiative to develop social protection services on local level” (SSI)).

Although several technical problems affected the process of application and implementation of projects (e.g. “It is such a long period from opening CFP to signing the contracts, the administration is too big, report writing is tiring and unproductive” (SSI), “tender procedures and VAT deduction take too much time and efforts” (NGO), “one year for duration of funding is too short thus making the sustainability of service hard to achieve” (SSI)), at the end of the day all participants of focus groups appreciated on demand support and possibility to consult the SIF team whenever necessary. 
As previously mentioned, SIF established clear tender guidelines, which served as a learning tool for getting familiar with reform processes and priorities and dissemination of knowledge in that regard. The SIF team also established monitoring and evaluation procedures as well as report writing as a way to control the implementation of projects. This was also due to the fact that SIF followed UNDP/EU procedures and reporting standards, both narrative and financial. This proved that rigor and transparency can be achieved through the transparent application of procedures.
III.3.6. Closer to the EU standards

SIF contributed to the EU accession process by building capacity of local stakeholders. This is especially important for the countries in the process of the EU integration, which often are not in a position to put available EU resources to good use because at the local level there is very limited experience and capacity to plan for development. 

The experience of SIF in Serbia show that writing project applications as well as following SIF operating procedures and reporting requirements equipped people with the necessary knowledge and skills for mobilizing EU funds and prepared them for better absorption of available funds in the period to come.
Participating in SIF projects proved to be a valuable experience for them, as according to their opinions stated in focus groups they got familiar with the EU procedures and standards and hence strengthened the capacity to apply for the EU funding in future (eg. “SIF thought us how to write projects and reports which we may make use of when applying for EU funds in future” (SSI)).
III.3.7. Quest for institutional autonomy

A high number of stakeholders provided a forum for dialogue and a place for learning about new experiences. However, in the times of legal void and high political uncertainty, these stakeholders also intended to exert the influence over SIF operations and course of action, which was not always transparently and clearly communicated. By and large, the stakeholders played in majority of cases a positive role, especially in the area of partnership development with civil society (UNDP/EU) and the content development of community based social services (DfID and NMFA). 

As previously stated in the chapter II.1. refereeing to the best experiences of social funds and their reference to SIF, institutional autonomy of social funds is often emphasized as their critical characteristic. It usually includes: (a) legal status; (b) the legal authority to approve projects; (c) exemptions from civil service salary schedules; and (d) exemptions from the government’s procurement and disbursement schedules (Khadiagala, 1995).

From the listed SIF documentation and the interviews with a number of stakeholders it became obvious that SIF was facing a number of obstacles throughout the period of its operation. The most severe drawback affecting its activities was expressed in the need for its institutionalization. 

Discussions between donors and the Ministry on the necessity to establish Fund as a separate legal entity from the Ministry were initiated in 2004. But, the need to ensure stability and ‘insulate’ SIF’s work from different (also political) influences was not an easy task. Long political negotiations over legalization of SIF created insecurities and over time weakened the potential of SIF to grow organizationally. In 2008, UNDP commissioned a study on potential options for SIF legal status upon the request of the Ministry, since as a transitional mechanism SIF was established as a fast-track agent of change with limited mandate of 5 years.
There were several attempts made into direction, of SIF institutionalization, but the final decision was delayed. Therefore, SIF continued to operate as a project within the Ministry often suffering from the lack of mandate to make certain decisions or initiate and implement certain actions. Because of unresolved legal status, SIF financially operated through accounts of the Ministry and UNDP. 

SIF institutional dependency also impacted on SIF operations. SIF lacked more resource persons deeply involved with social protection and social policy who could particularly contribute to better understanding of needs and faster development of social protection services. Such resource person(s) were only part of the SIF team on ad-hoc basis throughout the whole period of SIF operation. 

Moreover, SIF on occasion lacked timely information which would make a sound basis for its future planning of the grant schemes and shaping particular calls for proposals. While there were certain attempts at providing significant inputs for policy making, the actual maneuver of SIF was rather limited. 

IV NEXT STEPS

IV.1. Future challenge – Status before standards
There is a general consensus among all interviewed actors about the need to ensure continuation and institutionalization of the Social Innovation Fund. As SIF has been acting in a changing and evolving environment, determining options for its future, long-term institutional arrangement very much depend on the Ministry’s mid-term strategic objective and further actions in the field of social welfare.  
Despite SIF’s achieved results, ensuring sustainability of the supported services is a complex undertaking which requires clearly defined obligations of self-governance and obligation of the government through relevant Ministries. Implementation of the social protection reforms implies that the actors have sufficient capacities to meet requirements of this long lasting and complicated process, that the services funded through projects gradually become sustainable, and that amongst others, the local actors undertaking responsibility for conceiving and implementing social services, establish mechanisms for knowledge transfer and the dissemination of the good practices.

The reform processes in social welfare sector should ultimately address the provision of steady financing through fiscal stability, better targeting of beneficiaries, improvement of the quality, efficiency and access to services, establishment of the market for service provision and the adoption of comprehensive legislation, harmonised with EU standards. Despite central level decisions, poverty alleviation interventions cannot be successful without local level action. SIF has been designed to bridge the gap between central level policy making and local level action as well as an entry point for new actors in social protection sphere, especially civil society organisations with necessary skills and experience.

SIF legal status shall be dependent on its re-examined mandate and clearly established goals and objectives. As a continuation of this assessment exercise, it would be highly recommended to draft a new Operational Manual for the Social Innovation Fund. According to the Operational Manual from 2003, sustainability beyond the first five years of SIF operations supposed to be dependent on several critical factors, including the speed of social system reform implementation, implementation of innovative practices in various regions – balanced development of all regions, decentralization, progress of fiscal and legislative reforms etc.
At the time, three scenarios were identified as possible / likely: 
1. The SIF will cease to exist through fulfilling its objectives (innovative projects will be mainstreamed and become the part of the reformed system of social welfare services);

2. The SIF will continue to exist, however progressively larger portion of funds will be secured / raised locally;

3. The SIF will be decentralized and continue to exist in under-developed / underserved areas, using experience and best practices examples from the previous period.
However, none of these scenarios has been fully realized, so there is a need to tailor SIF according to the existing capacity of the social welfare system to incorporate innovations introduced by the SIF and go to scale.
IV.2. Recommendations

IV.2.1. Facilitation of partnership 

Whatever SIF’s new mandate entails, partnership development has been one of the trademarks of the Social Innovation Fund. As such it should be included into new project design. It is worth noting that reforms of the social welfare from the very beginning envisaged active participation of the third sector and promoted plurality of service providers. The partnership approach to development of new and improvement of the existing social protection services was used as a vehicle towards achieving the overall objective of the social welfare sector reform, starting from rights-based approach and empowered beneficiaries enabled to choose types of services as well as service providers. 

By funding some of the activities, SIF opened the door to more systematic engagement of CSOs in social welfare sector. Many projects funded by the SIF introduced new social services implemented by the new providers, primarily the non-government organisations. They often bring new ways in which services or some other forms of innovations are provided into the institutional social protection practice. Some of the projects belong to the domain of the ‘extended rights’ from the social protection sphere that should be financed by local authorities (home help and day care, accommodation in shelter or drop-in centers). However, due to small municipal budgets and often low sensitivity of local authorities for the problems of vulnerable groups, many of these services remain non-exercised. On the other hand, some projects introduced CSOs in the domain which was traditionally reserved for public institutions or introduced new methods of work in the CSWs or residential institutions.

One of the important changes promoted by the SIF was the financing of CSO projects by the state. By the same token, SIF can continue playing a role of a bridging agent by including also private sectors in partnership. Furthermore, SIF notable reputation beyond Serbian borders can help in bringing know-how and new partners from the EU member states. 
These partnerships will lead to mutual transfer of knowledge as it happened to be the case in partnering between NGOs and public institutions. The knowledge in project planning and execution, fundraising, representation and lobbying, as well as novel approaches in provision of social protection services could enrich the current actors in the social welfare and increase potential for establishing sustainable social services. 

IV.2.2. Capacity development and change management

Providing trainings and technical support once the institutions start to apply for the EU funds in social protection is another potential venue for SIF work. In order to do so, the number of SIF team members should be increased, employing especially those who specialize in social protection service, health services, education, etc. The team should also continue with equal opportunities for all, especially for less developed, smaller municipalities so that they can compete with others.

Communication platform for promoting SIF activities and funded projects should be carefully tailored and included from the beginning in the Fund’s new institutional design. Having acted in past seven years as a transitional mechanism designed for a defined set of purposes, SIF has achieved significant local, national and regional visibility and strongly contributed to the development of community-based services, inclusion of CSOs in service provision and building up capacities of local and national stakeholders. To successfully build on this experience, systematic promotional work shall be undertaken.
SIF’s experience shows that training and supporting of local project teams and project implementation becomes largely welcomed by the first-line professionals as well as by managers and the administrative staff when continuous and delivered by people with hands-on experience in the field. New practices in project administration showed to be among useful SIF capacity development services. 
The SIF model proved to be one of the most efficient mechanisms for executing the social welfare system reform in South and Eastern Europe. This model has been, for example, accepted in Montenegro, where the recently established fund will provide local actors with expert and technical advice to develop and implement initiatives to establish new social services.

IV.2.3. Innovation 

As noted in the UNDP commissioned report on potential legal solutions for the Social Innovation Fund (Bogicevic-Milikic, 2008), SIF greatest achievement was in developing new community-based social services whereas SIF achievements related to institutionalization of services remained modest. Should policy makers in Serbia aim at building on SIF past successes, then SIF activities in this area should be continued. If, however, institutionalization of services becomes a priority in SIF work, financial sustainability of services becomes a central issue in this approach. Different rules of the game shall be than put in place to respond to this objective. 

One of the key issues facing SIF and other social welfare reform projects (and, indeed, many of the reform projects in other areas) is the problem of ‘scaling up’. If the SIF-funded projects are to be feasible models for rolling out to all parts of the country, one would have to design service models assuming average or below-average conditions of funding, motivation, skills and support.  Alternatively, work would have to be done to increase the average conditions in order for exceptional services to be capable of implementation.

Further, in the case of NGO-led services, the NGOs themselves must be capable of operating in other parts of the country, or at least, of replicating the model of provision through other non-governmental organisations.

SIF role shall be also clearly delineated from the roles of the national Institute for Social Protection, which mandate partly overlaps with the SIF’s; both are envisaged to pilot innovative ideas, to provide training and develop capacities of providers of social services, to enhance the quality of provision of social services, etc. 

As pointed out in a number of interviews carried out for the purpose of this evaluation, current thinking related to the future role of SIF revolves around two key tasks: developing and piloting new community-based social services and expanding into a type of the European Social Fund.  The work in smaller and less developed municipalities still offers an opportunity for SIF’s engagement. Because of their specificities and vulnerability, these municipalities remain at the periphery of social welfare reform. The new Law on Social Protection aims at targeting these communities and SIF with its experience can enhance the capacities of local social providers to respond to the needs of their vulnerable individuals and families. 

The new Law envisages special purpose transfers to municipalities (namenski transferi), decisive steps towards transformation of institutions and helping beneficiaries to receive necessary support in their own local environment. Innovative services are also among key envisaged activities.  According to the Ministry, SIF can play a role in all three areas. 

The new Law will finally provide a ground for ‘legalization’ of the Social innovation Fund. Licensing of service providers widely opens the door to private service providers. Based on past experiences and identified sensitivity of the sector, SIF can play a key role in facilitating partnership and knowledge transfers to private entrepreneurs interested to engage in social protection. 

SIF successfully introduced the practice of monitoring and evaluation of the SIF funded projects, which is still rarely applied when government financially supports projects in Serbia. The space for improvement, leading to consolidation of the practices, is still void and SIF can potentially play a decisive role in inaugurating new institutional behaviour.

IV.2.4. Practical questions 

Practical questions regarding project implementation come only upon solving SIF’s status. As it stands, SIF remain to be a useful mechanism for disbursing funds to the local level. Apart from already mentioned special purpose transfers to municipalities, there are available donors’ funds such as EC grants with the purpose to reduce the number of children with disabilities placed in large-scale residential institutions in Serbia by supporting and strengthening local community-based services that foster employment of vulnerable categories of youth and women, which is going to be implemented by UNICEF.

Before that, however, SIF needs to be institutionalized with a clear mandate and sustainable financing secured. Moreover, in order to remain proactive institution, ready to take part in the reform process, SIF needs certain number – depending on the scope of funds and envisaged activities - of full-time employed staff, with more resource persons deeply involved with social protection. Available mentoring support to the grantees would be an asset, which would contribute to the effectiveness of assistance and management operational efficiency of the fund. It is, however, important to remember that SIF achievements also stem from very skillful project and program management. Adept management of calls for proposals, grants’ disbursements, support to grantees in capacity development, financial operations, and transfers of know-how related to social protection have been the key characteristics of SIF management architecture, all these fused with regular tracking of ongoing and past projects, their monitoring and financial audit, followed by thousands of trainings so to keep numerous actors in the SIF network informed and tuned to reform goals and objectives.
With all these assets in hands, SIF can take a role beyond social welfare, as many cross-sectoral issues require cooperation of various actors (social policy, employment, health, education, etc) in order to fulfill the needs of vulnerable categories of population. SIF or similar fund established along the lines of social inclusion can satisfy those needs only by taking cross-sectoral approach. Consequently, fund’s Steering Committee would necessarily include all relevant Ministries and/or move to the Government level.

On the other hand, in supporting the sustainability of local social care services SIF could serve to develop fundraising capacities of their providers while making initial contacts and building long-lasting connections with local companies ready to promote and implement the concept of corporate social responsibility. Moreover, its developed know-how could also be used to support development of social entrepreneurship at local levels which may be best implemented along the lines of social inclusion mentioned above.  

As Serbia is getting closer to the EU, more funds will become available. The most recent instrumental example comes from neighboring Croatia where funds of the EU Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA) 2009 are going to be used for building capacities of CSOs to implement innovative social service delivery programmes. The supported activities include direct assistance actions, networking, capacity-building, educational and training programmes, entrepreneurial skills development, awareness raising, public policy advocacy, etc, which might come under the scope of SIF or future similar fund. In any case, policy makers should not lose sight of the SIF’s experience, as well as knowledge and skills generated through the implementation of its projects that represent an important asset for better absorption of available funds in the period to come.
~ ~ ~
� Ministry of Social Affairs was restructured in 2004 to incorporate the sector of labour and employment; i.e. the new Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Policy was established. In 2008, upon the move of the employment sector to the Ministry of Economy and Regional Development, SIF was under the auspices of the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy. 


� ‘Planiranje lokalnih usluga socijalne zastite’ in Serbian.


� The exact figure is 101, however Belgrade (17 different municipalities) and Nis (4 different municipalities) being calculated as only one. There are no precise data on what particular municipalities in Belgrade and Nis participated in SIF CFP-s.
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