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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY




INTRO

1. CAGE is a recently established structure, which has the National Treasury as  implementing Agency and is funded by the European Union through the European Programme for Reconstruction and Development (EPRD). The Project Steering Committee is chaired by National Treasury and comprises of representatives from NT, the Presidency, the Department of Foreign Affairs and from civil society. The Financing Agreement  for the CAGE- project was signed on 25/06/2003, for a period of 48 months, with a final date for commitments on 1/08/07, followed by a 6-months closure period till 01/02/2008. The CAGE programme has a budget of 4 million euro.

2. The overall objective of the programme is to improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa. The specific mandate of CAGE is to promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies, through the participation of research institutions and others appropriate organisations.

3. The key objective of the mid-term review is to evaluate the model of CAGE as a grant-maker that funds research & studies in the field of conflict & governance, in view of South African national and foreign policy-making. Key elements of the study are: 

· The relevance of the mandate for the primary beneficiaries, the  (government) and its impact on national policy-making 

· The effectiveness of the strategy to contribute to informed decision-making

· The effectiveness and efficiency in implementation

· The way in which institutional arrangements have assisted  in effective implementation 

· The results achieved so far and the progress made towards the project purpose 

· The sustainability and longer term viability of CAGE, both financial and institutional, within the South-African context

The analysis is based upon consultation of relevant documentation and in-depth interviews with various stakeholders.

UNDERSTANDING CAGE

Context 

4. In the post-1994 period SA had to set itself on a path of (re)construction in almost all aspects of its domestic and foreign policy. Apart from realising its own transformation process, SA was/is expected to play a key role on regional and sub-regional issues and take up continental leadership. The legacy of apartheid required that almost the entire spectrum of domestic and foreign policy issues needed to be addressed, reformed, and reconsidered, especially in respect of conflict, governance, democracy and human rights. It was considered necessary to underpin the policy development by evidence based-research. 

The SA- research landscape is very diverse and policy research is carried out by wide variety of institutions: the large National Research Councils, Policy units within government departments, academic institutions and NGOs. 
Mandate and identity

5. The original idea, in 2002, for CAGE came from the European Delegation and there was little interaction with the International Development Co-operation department of National Treasury. There was no thorough problem & needs analysis nor consultation with the intended beneficiaries of the programme, the policy-makers. The original idea was to set up a fund that would support independent research institutes and (NGOs) in order to foster the policy-making debate and to create knowledge networks involving the research community and the government. When it was introduced to the SA Government a development objective of capacity building was brought in.  It was expected that the fund would also contribute to the capacity building of “emerging” institutions and transfer of skills. 

The nature of CAGE radically changed with the introduction, from 2003 onwards, of the new PRAG-rules, which did no longer allow for the intended flexibility and rapid response research assignments.  

In the Financing Agreement, the CAGE facility is defined as an administrative unit, a grant-making fund aimed at a wider and more effective participation of South Africa policy research institutions on issues of regional and domestic policy making and implementation. 

6. While the regulatory framework leaves no room for doubt about the administrative identity as a fund, CAGE seems to have been constantly struggling to find its mandate as a programme with a given set of objectives. It has done this through a series of consultative meetings and workshops with a wide array of stakeholders.  

The beneficiaries of the CAGE project fall into two broad categories: a) the target group at project-purpose level: the government, the political decision-makers and policy-shapers; and the beneficiaries –recipients of the grants and funding at results and outputs level. These are mainly the research institutions, research-NGOs and individual researchers, receiving the grants and funding for research work and dissemination.   

CAGE operates with a multiple identity in a very complex arena with different professional cultures: the political world, the world of research and the arena of development and activism.

STRATEGIC ISSUES 

Intervention strategy

7. The mandate of CAGE is based on the premise that informed decisions, based on research on issues related to conflict and governance, are the missing link to good governance and consolidating democracy. The strategy was based on the “assumption” that policy research is too concentrated in a few leading research institutions and that a broader analysis and a participatory debate of policies and their effects is required to develop more balanced and well-informed policy-decisions by the government and the departments, especially in the field of Conflict and Governance. It also assumed that the government is willing to incorporate research analysis in the decision making process. 

The purpose of the project is to promote informed decisions by policy-makers based on quality research and on an inclusive debate. The project defined a very clear and ambitious indicator to measure the direct contribution and concrete usefulness of the research results for government namely, “The number of policy recommendations and conclusions emanating from research projects entering the legislative process.”

The project is based on three main lines of intervention

· R.1. Grant-making for research ( in view of Improved policy analysis 

· R.2 Capacity building of (emerging) institutions (  (=> Diverse views, broader knowledge base)
· R.3 Stimulating the debate ( Enriched & enlarged policy debate 
The capacity building element was brought in later, and was in fact intended to bring in broader views into policy-making, while at the same time strengthening the research capacities of emerging institutions. However, the direct link of the capacity building activities and results to the PP is not clear.  

Relevance of the programme 

8. The MTR has examined the relevance of the mandate as a grant maker, a political player (interface) and development actor from different angles: 

· from the point of view of the government and policy-makers ; 

· of the beneficiaries - recipients of grants and funding (R1) and the specific beneficiary group of emerging institutions and researchers (R2), 

· and of the larger “policy-making space” participating in the political debate. 

In general the appreciation of the relevance of CAGE varies a lot, according to the specific identity of CAGE that is perceived as useful and the degree to which the needs of the respondents are fulfilled through CAGE.  

9. The relevance of CAGE for the target group of policy-makers is closely linked to the priorities, themes, issues and topics that are being researched and focussed upon. As was observed the Government has only a limited interest in CAGE. CAGE is mainly seen as an administration, legally connected to National Treasury, but not connected to Government. 

The main reason is that the priorities are defined through wide consultation and decided upon by the PSC. The call for Proposals procedure is not suited to the Government. The government commissions directly to research institutions, but sometimes re-directs researchers to CAGE, which it basically sees as a grant-maker, a resource for funding for medium-term and smaller studies, by research institutions, independent NGOs and emerging institutions. It is estimated that there are six cases of “triggered” research on a total of 20 projects. 

10. The MTR reveals a completely different picture on the side of the grant-takers and beneficiaries of the funds. They perceive CAGE as a grant maker, in the first place, and as a rather strict administrator of the EU-funds. Although the grants are sometimes considered relatively small (especially by the larger statutory institutes), the grants are welcome. Research is always in need of more funding. 

CAGE is positioned and perceived as belonging to the government circle, but at the same time seen as a kind of no-man’s land, “a safer place” by some of the research institutions, that allows for independent research on critical policy issues relating to governance. 

PERFORMANCE ISSUES 

Efficiency 

8. The CAGE project is run in an efficient way. The PSC is responsible for the governance and oversight functions of CAGE. This is a role that it has played with diligence and care. The PSC has been generally consistent and effective in meetings and performing its functions. A few members, i.e. the Department of Foreign Affairs and Nedlac nominated representatives seem to have lost interest. The EU sits on the PSC with observer status. It is unfortunate that there has been such a rotation of an important post (for a new project) of Project Officer at the EU-desk that is responsible for the CAGE programme (4 officers). 

9. The Programme Management Unit/Secretariat, consisting of four persons, has been very efficient in the implementation of grant-making. It is a small high performing team, making the best use they can of the available human resources. HR capacity is adequate, but tight as the financial and procurement officer has to work over time more often. 

The Operations Management is facilitated by an effective project tracking systems that monitors the project from beginning to end.  Communication is one of the strongest areas of CAGE and modern ICT-services are used. CAGE also maintains a large database of stakeholders. The Financial management has been effective and efficient, thus CAGE had an unqualified audit.

Monitoring and reporting have been successfully done on a quarterly basis, for both CAGE and its grantees. The reporting frameworks and the frequency of reporting are considered fastidious by some of the grantees, considering the short run of the projects.  

10. Overall CAGE has been very efficient in implementing grant making. Even though the programme implementation started late, AWP 1 extended twice (Dec 2003- June 2005). AWP 2 is on track to be and is likely to be completed on time. At the time of this MTR CAGE was busy preparing for CFP 3 which would form part of AWP 3 that is due to start in August 2006. CAGE has always found innovative ways of dealing with complex situations in ensuring that implementation takes place.

Effectiveness 

11. The programme is at an early stage, and the mid-term review comes after barely 18 months of operational implementation. The MTR has analysed how effective CAGE has been in its core business, funding policy-related research. It examined to what extent CAGE ensured effective partnerships with research institutions that are capable of delivering quality research products that will improve policy analysis or that are contributing to capacity development. Finally, it looked at the progress made in enlarging and enriching policy –debate.

· R 1:Improved policy analysis

12. Funding policy-oriented research is the core business, and the result that absorbs most of the budget: 3,260 mln € on a total of 4 mln €.  Budgets across all three Result areas of CAGE contribute to the core grants and therefore funds for capacity-building efforts and organising the policy debate around the researched topic are mainstreamed into the core amounts granted to the beneficiaries.

CAGE has used a very participatory way, involving a wide variety of stakeholders, in the process of call for proposals. This may be very democratic, but it is probably not the most effective way to select the themes and topics that are on the upper-shelf of the government’s needs for research. Preceding each call for proposals CAGE has organised a consultative workshop with the stakeholders. This resulted in a long list of priority and broad themes for research topics.

In year 2004-05 seven research projects were selected and eleven in 2005-06. The ceiling of the research grants was put at 100.000 EUR, in order to allow for a variety of research projects. The research grants allocated during the first year varied between ZAR 470.000 and 790.000, between 65.300 and 109.722 EUR. The amount is considered too small by some respondent for real in-depth research, but is nevertheless welcomed for funding part of it. 

In general high quality research is undertaken: the grants have gone to high profile and well-established institutions. 

· R 2:Capacity of research institutions strengthened

13. It was expected that the CAGE- project would offer opportunities for capacity building of emerging institutions. And that – by means of financial incentives- the research-grantees would engage in joint research or in twinning partnerships with younger institutions. 

This has clearly not been the case. There were only two twinning projects in the first year, and none resulting from the second Call. A number of young black researchers were involved in the research, usually combining the research assignment with post-graduate studies at the same university.

At the start (in 2003) there was no clear vision on this capacity building objective and on the way it would be realised. Therefore a needs-assessment was organised in 2005. In recent activities CAGE has taken on “capacity building” of young individuals, and potential future researchers as a goal on its own, disconnected from the project purpose of the programme.
14. A very tangible and visible output for the project is the database on the various research institutes and organisations that are working in the field of Conflict and Governance. According to the last update around 800 registrations were consolidated. 

15. CAGE has also taken up the co-financing and co-sponsoring of a number of events. This activity allows for rapid response, by single offer, provided that the amount does not exceed 5000 €. It has been used for small-scale events, small research assignments and for participation in international conferences by researchers. It seems to be aimed primarily at enhancing the visibility of CAGE and to allow for networking.  

· R 3:Policy debate strengthened 
16. CAGE is supporting the dissemination of the research findings. In Call for Proposals 1, there was one dedicated Result 3 Grant was awarded: i.e. the Institute for Business Innovation in collaboration with the University of Pretoria. The Monograph on “Conflict and Governance” NEPAD, South Africa and Africa, together with a dissemination colloquium and workshop has been concluded. Further, two large research projects have achieved under this Result and been launched.  (HSRC-publication “The state of the Nation”, the Study “Conflict and Governance” of IJR).  
The research findings have been extensively covered by the media (e.g. IJR) and were presented at the Presidency (IJR), the University of Pretoria and Pretoria Country Club (IBI). Under CFP2, the ISS web-site is the dedicated Grant under this Result.

Impact 

17. It is too early to assess any impact on CAGE projects. Only a couple of studies have been finished. The rest will follow from April 2006 onwards. The studies that were presented so far have been discussed with government circles and it may be expected that some of the findings will be used and have impact on policy-change. One (DPRU) was referred to in the Presidential address, the State of the Nation: 3 February 2006, and another one is likely to lead to a legislative change (IJR). 

CAGE has chosen the safe road: a number of grants funded research by large institutions, which enjoy credibility at governmental level and have direct access to government circles. 

18. However, as it is conceived at present, CAGE cannot have much impact on political decision-making. Research is only one of the many factors that feed into policy-making. The CAGE project is a short programme, set within a limited time frame. In principle the programme will end in August 2007 and has another half year to phase out. CAGE has invested a lot of energy and intellectual efforts in shaping its mandate and to develop the programme implementation. If the CAGE programme has the ambition of having real impact on policy-making it will need to specify its thematic focus and to chose in which specific policy field(s) it can be most useful to the policy-making process. In order to “make the difference”, it is necessary to have a critical mass of research findings feeding into a particular policy-field.  

LOOKING AT THE FUTURE

19. CAGE is left with about 18 months of implementation on the current Financing Agreement. CAGE is in a process of consultation for the Call for Proposal 3. From February 2006 onwards, new PRAG rules have been introduced which add an additional phase to the Call for Proposal phases. This means that –in reality- there are only six to eight months left for the actual implementation of new research projects. CAGE is not allowed to fund projects that are going to be implemented beyond its life span. Keeping this new procedural framework in mind, CAGE is forced to make strategic choices in terms of how to proceed in the third call for proposals.

Immediate future 

20. The Institutional Arrangements of the programme will remain as they are, however for the programme to continue to perform at the levels required, staffing issues need to be considered. The motivation for the rider to reallocate available financial resources as stipulated under 6.7 of the report is recommended.

21. Short- term strategic options for the programme 

Drawing from the lessons learnt in the implementation of the programme in the first 18 months, the following strategic choices are suggested in order to progress towards the purpose of the programme

Summary implementation for the three result areas of CAGE  

	Result
	Focus areas for call 3
	Comment

	R.1. Improved policy analysis
	Fund continuation or consolidation research projects

Compilation of all research work funded through CAGE will be a good idea. Put this in publication or publications by theme.
	Avoid new large research projects that will continue beyond CAGE lifespan- this will allow for  consolidating work properly towards closure

	R.2.  Capacity of emerging institutions/ (+researchers)

Strengthened 
	Empowering young researchers has been more feasible than the  twinning model between entrenched and emerging institutions- could integrate this into R 1 again, 
	Sanpad is strongly involved with Capacity building of emerging institutions/researchers. As CAGE is a small organisation the co-operation with Sanpad should be complementary and seek to avoid duplicate interventions. 

	R.3. Policy debate enriched
	Fund and facilitate debates on research already produced especially for the research institutions that need access to government.
	More focus could be directed here to ensure that all the studies that are completed are disseminated in accessible format and debate is facilitated among policy players on the issues being researched.

Policy research units must be targeted for dissemination and debates 


22. In conclusion it must be pointed out that –given the principles of ODA- there is little hope/reason to maintain the CAGE programme in its present form beyond the final date of the Financing Agreement . 

In the remaining months CAGE will be forced to focus on shorter-term research projects, on consolidation, continuity and complementarity to the research that has been conducted during the first half term. In order to have a maximum effect it should concentrate – may-be in a more pro-active way- to organise the dissemination of findings through debate and discussion with a variety of stakeholders. 

23. If future choices have to be made, there exist other models to give support to policy-making by involving research. They all have in common that they are designed and steered together with the primary stakeholders in government, that they are focused on a well-defined problem area for policy-making and that they are supposed to lead to realistic problem-solving policies. 

Channelling the ODA-investments to existing institutions might be a more sustainable way of building the capacities for policy-making - both in research and in government- than putting it in the mould of a time-bound programme.

RECOMMENDATIONS  

1. Pay more attention to the key-stakeholders needs: governments and departments at the different levels. 

· Consult with government in order to get more precise research requests.

· That are preferably linked to a policy-programme

· In co-operation with a policy research-unit in government: Presidency & Departments, possibly via the DPSA-platform.

2. Go for more thematic focus, within a restricted geographic field and level of governance

3. Rules of EU-programme cannot be changed, but it is possible to formulate more focussed topics of research when launching Call for Proposals. 

4. Develop a vision and ways to involve emerging institutions. Avoid ad-hoc activities and seek specialised partnerships to take up the task of basic capacity development. This is a different objective requiring specific skills
. 

5. Go for consolidation, continuity and additional studies linked to the early ones: examine how emerging institutions can be involved in short-term studies. (Mentoring needed).

6. Consolidate accessible entries into government: The CAGE –programme needs a partner to steer on content: the Presidency was named. A more accessible partner may be found in the DPSA-Learning and Knowledge Management Unit. 

7. Organise the policy debate: CAGE has added value because it allows for government, research institutes and independent research NGOs to discuss policy-making. As research results will become available, this role of CAGE should be played to the full.

	INTRODUCTION 




· The Conflict and Governance Facility

CAGE
 is a recently established structure, which has the National Treasury as its implementing Agency and is funded by the European Union through the European programme for Reconstruction and Development (EPRD). 

CAGE’s secretariat is contracted by the National Treasury and it reports to a Project Steering Committee. The Steering Committee (PSC) is headed by the Chief Directorate of International Development Co-operation and comprises representatives from the Presidency, the Department of Foreign Affairs and civil society.

The Financing Agreement  for the CAGE- project was signed on 25/06/2003, for a period of 48 months, with a final date for commitments on 1/08/07, followed by a 6-months closure period till 01/02/2008. The donor reference number for the programme is SA/73200-02/02- with a project reference number of SA / 1011/000. The duration of the active implementation of the project is 48 months. Active implementation started in June 2004. 
The overall objective of the programme is to improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa. 

The specific mandate of CAGE is to promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies, through the participation of research institutions and others appropriate organisations. The Project/Programme
 intends to promote co-operation and dialogue between policy research institutions, active involvement of policy makers and leaders of civil society and a wide dissemination of findings. 

The main activity of the facility is the provision of grants, hereby focussing on analytical research and studies on conflict and governance issues.
· Mid-term review

CAGE is a very “young” entity. The current Mid-term review is the first external evaluation and comes at a very early stage, since implementation started only in 2004. The MTR is expected to shed light on the strategic results so far and on a number of operational issues, in order to improve the CAGE approach, as part of a learning culture. It is also intended to provide evidence-based information on CAGE’s achievements to the Project Steering Committee and the Delegation of the European Union of SA.

The key objective is to evaluate the model of CAGE as a grant-maker that funds research & studies in the field of conflict & governance, in view of South African national and foreign policy-making   

Key elements of the study are

· the relevance of the strategy for the beneficiaries and its impact on national policies  

· the coherence of the intervention logic and the implementation of the 5 year –programme 

· the mandate and institutional arrangements

· the results achieved (outputs, outcomes and impact) 

· the sustainability and longer term viability of CAGE, both financial and institutional, within the South-African context

· Lessons learnt to face the challenges ahead

· Methodology used in the evaluation 

The analysis is based upon consultation of available documents and relevant material: i.a and the most important reports produced by CAGE, the CAGE-web-site, documents and publications and web-sites of the grantees that have been funded through the programme.
 

The team has also carried out a number of consultations with a wide range of key-stakeholders and beneficiaries: the staff of CAGE, the EU-delegation, National Treasury (IDC), Members of the Project Steering Committee, the grantees of the programme 
 and various other interviewees who could shed a light on certain aspects of CAGE. 

The work was carried out in South Africa, mainly in Pretoria, in Johannesburg and in Cape Town, where most of the stakeholders are located. 

The evaluation was conducted in a participatory way. A half-day interactive workshop was organised – in Pretoria- with the key-stakeholders around the preliminary findings, following the first round of interviews and consultations. Opportunities were provided for feedback on the initial findings of the MTR. 

· The evaluation team

The Mid-term review was performed by the TRANSTEC CONSORTIUM. The evaluation team was composed of two experts presenting a mix of complementary experience and backgrounds.

· Anne Herman (Team Leader), Belgian national, has a longstanding experience as a political & parliamentary advisor and was involved in policy-making research/support for over 20 years, especially in the field of international politics, development cooperation and related issues. She has experience with EU-framework evaluations, participatory programme development and PCM. She holds master degrees in Social Agogy and in Conference Interpreting. 
· Gloria Mbokota  (Local Expert), SA-national, is an expert in public sector Management, organisational development, project management and programme evaluations. She holds a Master in Management in Public & Development Management (MM in P&DM). She has conducted a number of midterm and impact evaluations both for NGOs and public sector clients including large donor agencies such as UNDP, EU, USAID and SIDA. 

· Structure of the report 

PART I – UNDERSTANDING CAGE, placed in its context, as a normative starting point of a meaningful MTR, the mandate and the institutional profile.

PART II - STRATEGIC ISSUES reviews the design of the intervention and the relevance of the strategy.

PART III - PERFORMANCE ISSUES looks at the results achieved, the effectiveness of the project and the efficiency / adequacy of the institutional set-up of CAGE, as well as the emerging patterns of impact. 

PART IV- LOOKING AT THE FUTURE looks at the immediate institutional outlook and short-term strategic options of the project, and considers the longer-term sustainability. Some models for policy-development support are also presented.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS  

ANNEXES

	PART I   UNDERSTANDING CAGE  




1. CONTEXT OF CAGE

1.1 South Africa and The Issue Of Conflict And Governance

In the post-1994 period SA had to set itself on a path of (re)construction in almost all aspects of its domestic and foreign policy. Apart from realising its own transformation process, SA was/is expected to play a key role on regional and sub-regional issues and take up continental leadership. The SA- government needed to develop policy- choices and decisions on a wide spectrum of domestic, regional and international policy issues. Such decisions, especially in the field of conflict and governance, need to be taken on the basis of solid analytical research work and studies. 

SA is also a society in rapid transition. The legacy of apartheid required that almost the entire spectrum of domestic and foreign policy issues needed to be addressed, reformed, and reconsidered, especially in respect of conflict, governance, democracy and human rights. 

CAGE has defined Conflict and Governance as follows:

“As a young democracy, South Africa is still exploring best practice around legislative and executive processes that inform and shape the policy framework and the crucial implementation around policy. It is acknowledged that policy-making and policy-implementation on many issues, including those that mitigate and cause conflict, could be strengthened through the promotion of a wider and deeper debate between government and civil society. This engagement could be facilitated through a more effective contribution by South African policy research and other institutions, both government and non-governmental, working in the area of conflict and good governance.
”

CAGE acknowledges upfront that “Conflict” and “Governance” are contested terms and arenas. CAGE has attempted a broad delineation of these constructs to give some parameters to potential proposal-writers so that they might have some guiding precepts around this contested terminology and idealogies.

1.2 Eu- EPRD Programme And Country Strategy Papers

CAGE has been conceived as a micro-project within the Democracy and Governance output of the SA-EPRD programme. The sectors and sub-sectors identified under EPRD are aligned to the priorities and development needs of the SA government, as they were developed in the country strategy papers and multi-annual programmes (CSP/MIP). Within EPRD there are a number of projects in the area of governance and democracy. 

Roughly a quarter of the EU funding is available for non-state and civil society actors and is channelled through intermediate agencies. The EU does not deal directly with these requests. Three special programmes are directly giving support to specialised civil society organisations. These are the Foundation for Human Rights 
 and the CWCI facility
, used to fund the organisation of conferences. CAGE, the Conflict and Governance Fund with a value of 4 million EUR was the latest grant-making agency to be added to the list. 

The EU and the South African Government are currently working out the new Common Country Strategy Paper (2007-2012), a co-operation framework programme in which nine European donor countries will align their strategies with the priorities of South Africa. 

1.3 Organisation of Research In South Africa

The research landscape is very diverse and comprised of a wide variety of institutions and centres. These can be categorised as follows: 

· National Research Councils

· Policy units within government departments.

· Academic institutions

· Civil society organisations, NGOs, independent research institutions
The national research councils
 are state established and core funded by parliament. Each institution has been set up by an Act of Parliament. While they are state bodies, they are autonomous and governed by their own boards. They are large institutions that have a sector focus. E.g. HSRC, for social science research, CSIR, for technology and industrial research, NRF, for natural science research. The national councils have been established to serve government in the areas that they are charged to conduct research on. Their core funds come from parliamentary allocations, but they also raise funds through the research projects they conduct that are commissioned by different government departments and other organisations. They also do research internationally. For financial years 2004/5 enjoyed the following allocations: HSRC R 84 million, CSIR R 321 million and NRF R 454, 288 million respectively
. The research conducted by these institutions is of high quality, focussing on technology, enjoying recognition in the whole world. All these institutions do conduct research that feeds directly into policy-making processes.

Individual government departments have research units. There is an agreement from the respondents we interviewed, both from the government and large research institutions that these units are engaged in another type of research (short-time, responsive) and do not possess the capacity nor the time to conduct quality and in-depth research that can feed into policy making.

The third category of research institutions is academic institutions. Within the universities research centres are often set up to focus on specific policy studies, e.g. the development policy research unit (DPRU) in UCT, Sociology Work Unit  (SWOP) at Wits. These units are partially funded by the universities, partially donor funded. Some of these have become large independent organisations such as the SA Institute of International Affairs that is linked to Wits but is governed independently. A number of these are found in the historically advantaged institutions
. This means that the HAI have been able to play a role in the policy-making processes unlike their historically disadvantaged
 counter parts.
 

The fourth category is independent research institutions. These include large and small NGOs. Examples here are the Institute of Security Studies (ISS), Safer Africa, Gender Links, CSVR, etc. This category of research institutions is donor dependant and generally funded almost entirely by foreign donors or funded by commissioned/consultancy work. Most of the research conducted under this category is mainly independent, not necessarily triggered or commissioned by government. These institutions also bring diverse views into policy research as some of them have strong links with civil society. They have the merit of keeping the “government on its toes
” and have an important role in analysing the real areas of conflict.

1.4 CAGE Within The Context Of ODA  

ODA 
amounts to (only) 1/% of total annual budget in South Africa. SA is a middle income country, with a modern financial and industrial sector and excellent infrastructure. However , SA is also a very unequal society in which racial and class inequalities coincide. 
 The key development challenge is therefore to address South Africa’s developmental imbalances in a way that consolidates democracy and fosters a stable society. The government singled out several critical transformation challenges in its efforts to overcome the legacy of injustice in the past, a number of which are important in the context of CAGE. 

The South African Government is held at least partially responsible or accountable for the management of the ODA resources. In the future all ODA resources at SA’s disposal are to be fully aligned to South Africa’s core development priorities and managed in a way that supports SA’s chosen development path as much as possible. A future ‘CAGE’ project will have to be identified by SA government and be consistent with the development policies of SA, as well as with the donor’s policy guidelines. 

2. MANDATE AND  IDENTITY

As the key objective of this MTR is to evaluate the model of CAGE as a grant-maker in view of policymaking, it is critically important to fully understand the specific nature of the “facility”. The review therefore started by going back to the origin of CAGE , the intentions of the various “founding fathers” and the interpretation of the mandate in the following years. As a new and “learning organisation” CAGE has been struggling to define its role within the pursuit of the purpose of the programme. Many of the problems stem from the fact that there has not been an adequate problem-analysis and identification of the needs of the policy - decision-makers who are the targeted beneficiaries project purpose level.   

2.1 Original Concept And Intentions

The original idea – in 2002- for CAGE came from the EU- DECSA: it was to set up a fund that would support independent research institutes and NGOs in order to foster the policy-making debate. It would be a “vehicle to create an outgoing interface with the governance area” through which the EU-delegation would be involved in high level and qualitative debate and also be informed on the most important issues. 

The EU’s attention went, in particular, to the need for analytical research done on regional  and sub-regional issues, that risked to be hampered by insufficient financial resources.

At first CAGE was intended to be a facility for “fast response research” so that it could inform both government circles and the EU political desk. It was not meant to fund long-term research processes. Its purpose was to feed a participatory policy-making process and to lead to sharing knowledge and creating knowledge networks involving the research community and the government. It was supposed to build up self-sustaining continent-wide networks around research.
 It was hoped that CAGE would offer opportunities for a more informal dialogue on political issues, for building a relationship of trust, for a more direct interaction between policy-makers and independent research organisations and institutions.    

During the discussions on the proposal this focus was lost and the development objective of capacity building was brought in, by the International Development Cooperation department. This is one of the general objectives of the SA-strategy. It was expected that the fund would also contribute to the capacity building of (emerging
) institutions and transfer of skills.

The nature of CAGE also radically changed with the introduction, from 2003 onwards, of the new PRAG-rules, which did no longer allow for the intended flexibility and rapid response assignments for upcoming flashpoints. Creating an external facility was considered an option to allow for more freedom. The facility was also set up because the EU –delegation could not deal with the selection of the proposals and the management of the funds, and handed it over to the National Treasury. 

The formulation was not an easy exercise. It tried to cope with the diverse objectives of the project and to shape the operational modalities in alignment with the regulatory framework. Drawing on lessons learnt from previous projects-evaluations, it wanted to incorporate the following elements  
: 

· Focus on capacity building while promoting participation

· Develop research at regional level (Southern Africa) 

· Develop additional knowledge tools to analyse, monitor and disseminate information (2002 evaluation of EC- Country strategy for SA) 

· Emphasis on collaborative research involving entrenched and emerging research institutions to avoid privileging high profile research institutions to the exclusion of others.

· Complementarity with the EPRD programme: ‘Closing the gap between policymaking and implementation’ (need for a more flexible instrument, with a larger scope of R-topics)

· Complementarity with the EPRD programme with the Institute of Security studies that is looking specifically at safety and security policy issues. The emphasis of CAGE is on cross-cutting policy issues in the domain of conflict and governance, and will lend support to a number of institutions working in the area.

· Complementarity with the CWCI programme, the EU-fund focussing on organising events and cultural initiatives. 

It was also stressed in the original project document that the activities undertaken by the programme could, in line with the policies of the EU, stimulate co-ordination with other donors, in particular the EU Members States. National Treasury , esp. IDC would play a central role  to guarantee co-ordination, coherence and complementarity with other donor interventions.

The design of the project was mainly developed by the DECSA and there was little interaction with IDC. There was no real identification report underpinning the design of the project attached to the Financing Agreement  which was sent to Brussels and signed by the EU commission on 18/05/03. There was no real ownership by the SA-government.   

The Financing Agreement was signed on 25/06/03, with the National Treasury as the partnering authority, since this is the department that is administering ODA. The CAGE facility was started in august 2003, and launched its first call for proposals in June 2004. 

CAGE was set up as a grant-maker, an administrative unit within a very strict regulatory framework, under the authority of the National Treasury. The Project Steering Committee is chaired by the National Treasury, with the Presidency in the deputy chair. 

In the summary annexed to the Financing Agreement the CAGE project is defined as follows: 

	The Conflict and Governance (CAGE) Fund is a grant-making fund aimed at a wider and more effective participation of South Africa policy research institutions on issues of regional and domestic policy making and implementation. The program will promote co-operation and dialogue between policy research institutions, active involvement of policy makers and leaders of civil society and a wide distribution of findings.  




2.2 Beneficiaries of CAGE 

The original formulation was not preceded by a thorough analysis of the problems and needs of the target group and beneficiaries of the project. There is no indication in the basic documents that the need for the creation of the CAGE project was discussed with the intended target group of political decision-makers
. The beneficiaries of the project are not explicitly named and defined in the Financing Agreement. However, the TOR for the establishment of the Project Management Unit mention specifically the necessity for the Project Manager to assist government institutions, if need be, to develop proposals for PSC consideration. However, with the onset of PRAG, this was no longer allowed. 

The beneficiaries of the CAGE project fall into two broad categories:
 

· Target group at Project-Purpose level: the government, the political decision-makers and policy-shapers (This target group were not involved from the very beginning, when the project was designed). They are supposed to benefit from the research-based analysis in order to take informed decisions.

· Beneficiaries –recipients of the grants and funding at Results and outputs level. These are mainly universities, research institutions, NGOs with research capabilities, and individual researchers, receiving the grants for research work and dissemination.   

CAGE further outlines 3 types of “stakeholders” 

· Primary stakeholders: beneficiaries from the resources (research and NGOs that are receiving grants, government departments and regional institutions ) 

· Secondary stakeholders: indirect beneficiaries of the CAGE resources, who are utilising information or services provided by CAGE. (international community, policy-makers, society at large, information centres, external partners, etc.;)     

· Tactical stakeholders: all those who have access to communities, interests groups and the population at large, mainly in view of the dissemination of information. (media, international organisations and donors, pressure groups, civil society, Trade Unions, parliamentarians).  

CAGE had to start from scratch and took a very participatory approach to scope for potential research to be done on issues connected to conflict and governance. Involving such a broad range of stakeholders in the targeting of priorities at the first workshop could only result in a very long list of ‘priority’ topics and certainly did not simplify the task. It also held the risk that the prime attention would shift to the “beneficiaries” of the funds rather than to the interests of the target group and the project’s purpose.  

This is illustrated by the way in which CAGE is presenting itself as “a market-driven programme that responds to the policy priorities of government and the proposals of the research experts”.
  (Market-driven also inherently acknowledge that the “market” includes government)

2.3 Shaping The Mandate :  Gradual Definition And “Search For Fit” 

The CAGE facility has a double mandate. While the regulatory framework leaves no room for doubt about the administrative identity as a fund, CAGE seems to have been constantly struggling to find its mandate as a programme with a given set of objectives (content). 

As part of a learning process
, several steps were undertaken to shape and define the mandate during the first half of the programme period:

· In September 2004: Consultative workshop: to define the focus on the programme and define the areas, issues and topics that would be prioritized in the first Call for Proposals. A wide array of stakeholders, including many government officials, was invited to participate, and as could be expected, the workshop resulted in a long list of priorities.

· In March 2005: A needs-assessment of Multi-faceted Capacity-building with a focus on policy research institutions and the development of a Capacity building implementation plan 
. This study was intended to fulfil the requirements of Work Plan 1: Result 2 which defined that a needs assessment be undertaken so as to enable CAGE to be more targeted in developing research competencies.

· In March 2005: Workshop and study made by CAGE mapping out the ODA-Development assistance support in the field of Peace, security, conflict and governance of the diverse EU donor countries, and international organisations active in SA and the region. The study helped to point out gaps in the issues covered by the international ODA. (potential complementarity & niche for CAGE)  

· In May 2005: a second consultative workshop with stakeholders preceding the second Call for Proposals.  

· In July 2005: Proposal of a “scoping exercise” with government stakeholders relevant to the mandate of the CAGE facility. The intention was to map out what CAGE and the grant partners need from government and what government needs to know about CAGE. (TOR, rejected by PSC
).

· In December 2005: Draft for a workshop on Strategic co-operation and leverage points in relation to shaping CAGE as a grant maker and collaboration platform around policy research projects. One of the objectives of that workshop is to identify mechanisms to develop effective strategic co-operation and to set a “proposed values framework ”for the CAGE community and to discuss future sustainability.  

There has also been a gradual shift in the perceived role and mandate of CAGE: from a focus on foreign and regional conflict and security issues (role of South Africa in SADC, NEPAD and AU
) to national conflict and governance issues, even at local and grass-roots level. 

It is significant to note that this might be in fulfilment of the Financing Agreement that intends that South African organisations benefit as the primary targets for the receipt of funds. Recently, CAGE has also started to give more attention to capacity building of emerging institutions and of young researchers, as an almost separate goal on its own. 

2.4 Multiple Identity Of CAGE 

CAGE operates as an actor in a relatively new and complex field and is characterised by:

· The intended mandate as an interface or “resource”
 between government and research, a mandate that is underpinned by a set of values it seeks to promote (participation, equity, neutrality) and embedded in a broader development agenda (democratic transformation, conflict prevention and good governance);

· The co-existence of  triple identities -and related set of competencies and ambitions-, as an administrator – grant-maker
, as an actor in the political field 
 and as a development actor
; 

· Its structure as a EU-programme and administration “attached” to the National Treasury, but located separately. As such alternately perceived as representative of the donor, the EU, and as being part of the SA- government.  

CAGE has to operate in an arena with very different professional cultures: the political field, the research world, and the arena of development, including even grass-roots & action-oriented NGOs. Each of them has a distinct culture, ways of thinking and working and requires distinct competencies. The challenge and added-value for CAGE lies in the ability to create the forum, the platform, the policy-making space where these different ‘cultures’ can meet.

CAGE is perceived under these different identities. The MTR revealed that not all stakeholders agree on the delineation of the mandate, on the core- and non-core business of  CAGE, or on how pro-active or responsive this role should be fulfilled. Stakeholders have different views on the vision and mission of CAGE. The MTR will check these different identities against the requirements of an effective and efficient execution of the CAGE mandate.

2.5  Ownership Of CAGE  

Many of the problems encountered by CAGE in defining its mandate and priorities are due to the fact that there is no clear owner. In principle, as many stakeholders agreed on, ownership should reside with the department where the biggest needs are for research-based policy-analysis and advice. 

At present, CAGE is based with National Treasury, which is perceived as a neutral “owner”. CAGE is one of the many projects that are steered by the N.T.  As long as CAGE is only considered to be a “grant-maker” the location with N.T. is evident. If it is seen as a programme that has to realize certain goals, even within a very strict regulatory framework, a more content –oriented “embedding” is desirable. 

There seems to be a general agreement on the significant role of the Presidency as a potential owner of CAGE, a role which it is not-, can not-, does not wish to play?  at the moment. 

The Presidency is considered the governmental body that is best placed to steer the choice of themes, to incorporate the other actors and to channel the use of the findings into policy-proposals or decisions. The issue of ownership raises questions about the future orientations and sustainability of the program/project. 

3.
INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

In order to conduct an evaluation of the institutional arrangements and efficiency of CAGE, the MTR will first present the institutional profile of CAGE. The section provides an overview of CAGE’s
 governance, management and operational mechanisms that enable CAGE to implement its mandate.

3.1 Project Steering Committee

A Project Steering Committee (PSC) governs the Conflict and Governance Facility. The PSC is representative of key stakeholders that include government departments and civil society organisations. Amongst the members of the PSC are representatives from the Presidency, Department of Foreign Affairs, National Treasury, and Foundation for Human Rights (FHR) and NEDLAC. The National Treasury chairs that the PSC and The Presidency (Policy Unit) deputises. The EU has an observer status on the PSC
. The overall role of the PSC is to provide guidance and oversight to CAGE as well as assist in the decision making process of grant making. The PSC, in the main, follows the principles in the King II report on corporate governance
. It does not have its own constitution of memorandum.

 Amongst other the core functions of the PSC are as follows
:-

· Review and approve the programme structure, operational and financial management systems of CAGE.

· Give policy directives to the secretariat and approve operational strategy.

· Review and approve global and annual work plans

· Assess proposals on studies to be conducted and facilitate conferences, seminars where appropriate.

· Review quality of documents

· Give guidance and review feedback on M&E of the core activities.

· Ensure provision of FA in terms of outputs

· Approve and submit operational and financial reports to the EC.

3.2 Project Management Unit /Secretariat

The CAGE Secretariat was established to manage the operations of the grant making process. This included, a Programme Co-ordinator, an Operations Officer, a part-time Finance and Procurement Officer and a Frontline and Administration Officer. For the first six months however, only the Programme Co-ordinator was employed. This further constrained the implementation of AWP 1. A full staff complement was only achieved in December 2004.
 

Another cause for the delay was the fact that CAGE/CAGE had a problematic legal status, thus causing a delay in the opening of the bank account. CAGE was doing its main negotiations around opening the bank account as the Finance Intelligence Act (FICA)
 was being introduced in SA. Banks were being highly sensitive to properly defined legal entities, and, as CAGE was only legally defined through a Financing Agreement, there were more searching deliberations around the legal status.

The Programme Co-ordinator reports to the Chairperson of the PSC. The structure of the programme is flat with an emphasis on high performance team approach rather than a hierarchical structure. Job descriptions for all staff do exist. The staff are contracted by the National Treasury.

The programme coordinator and the operations officer are responsible for implementation of the grant making process.

Technically CAGE is located within the IDC Chief Directorate in the National Treasury, but physically it has its own office space in Centurion, Tshwane. CAGE is equipped with all the necessary infrastructure needed for implementation. In terms of financial resources, the EC is the only funder. 

CAGE has developed an excellent communication infrastructure with IT systems to support it.

CAGE has created a metaphorical image (“corporate image”) using an African traditional concept of “ISIVIVANE”, which symbolises the building of a collective vision and a commonness of purpose. The Isivivane is supported by the vision statement “ Building Peace through Knowledge”.. This image is used throughout all CAGE’s interactions with its stakeholders and was fully explored at the CAGE launch in early 2005. 

Promotional materials, such as pens, paper clips, letter openers and lapel pins bearing the CAGE logo, were developed as to profile CAGE as a new entrant to the sector.

	PART II   STRATEGIC ISSUES




The mandate of CAGE is based on the premise that informed decisions, based on research on issues related to conflict and governance, are the missing link to good governance and consolidating democracy. 

The strategy of the CAGE programme is based on the “assumption” that policy research is too concentrated in a few leading research institutions and that a broader analysis and a participatory debate of policies and their effects is required to develop more balanced and well-informed policy-decisions by the government and the various departments, especially in the field of Conflict and Governance. It also assumes that the government is willing to incorporate research analysis in the decision making process. 

In part II the MTR examines how the programme/project is designed and if the strategy is likely to lead to the achievement of the project purpose  – informed decisions in policy-making. It will also look at the relevance of CAGE from the perspective of the various key-stakeholders, partners and beneficiaries of the programme, under its various identities.

Where lies the added value of CAGE beyond the mere identity of being a grant-maker and provider of financial support?    

	Overall objective

To improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa.

Project Purpose
To promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies through the participation of research and other appropriate organisations.  

Results

R1 Improved policy analysis as a basis for better informed policy making and implementation 

A.1.1  Identify priority issues for research 

A.1.2  Selection of proposals

A.1.3 Monitoring of funded research + its impact

R2 Capacity of research institutions strengthened: incentives for joint research between established and emerging institutions, thereby promoting transfer of knowledge and skills.

A.2.1 Encourage collaborative research between entrenched & emerging institutions

A.2.2 Facilitate debates & exchanges among stakeholders (knowledge & skills transfer)

A.2.3 Database on C &G research (institutes)

A.2.4 Participation in key-note conferences by CAGE (financial? – attending by CAGE ?)

R3 Policy debate strengthened. Participation in policy debate is enlarged. Quality of discussions and dialogue enriched.  

A.3.1 Dissemination of research findings (publicatons, workshops, media)

A.3.2 Create new discussion for a bringing together researchers, policy-makers and civil society 




4. INTERVENTION STRATEGY AND LOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

4.1 Design Of The Intervention Logic 

In order to be able to do the mid-term review it was necessary to go back to the original logical framework matrix, annex 1 to the Financing Proposal of the EU-DECSA. 
 The evaluation team did not find any other logical framework including indicators and targets that is used by CAGE. There is a slight resentment within the CAGE-PMU against the logical framework approach, which is considered as too rigid, too mechanistic and linear. The remark was made during the feedback on preliminary findings “that the logical framework approach should be complemented with other models of organisational development, given the need to acknowledge the incrementalism inherent in a new programme within a young democracy”. 

In the course of the past two years the intervention-logic has changed – although not basically- to include other activities. The original formulation and structure were not very clear (e.g. duplicate activities for fostering policy debate under R 2 and R 3). This has been adapted and new activities were added. This information can be found in the annual work-plans and in published documents of CAGE on the web-site and brochures. 

For the sake of the MTR the evaluation team has visualised the actual intervention logic in a chart. This chart was also used as a tool to canvas the effects of the programme and to have an overview of the contributions of the funded research projects (sample of 8/20) to the results of the programme.
 

The bulk of the activities of CAGE are financed from the grants and follow the Call for Proposals procedure. In 2005 it was decided to open a second type of co-financing line for small projects (under 5000 € 
) which was placed under activity 2.4. From a strategic angle, these micro-projects can contribute to any of the three results, depending on the type of activity and content.

As the formulation of the project/programme had not been based on a thorough analysis of the already existing situation and the needs of the target group (government), CAGE has been trying to define its multi-faceted strategy through needs-assessments and also proposed to hold a scoping exercise among the government departments. 
 

It was also observed during the MTR that there seems to be a constant misunderstanding about the “needs” that are to be addressed though the project: the needs for research-based information of the government & departments or the needs of the research institutes and NGOs for funding and financial support.   

	The project is based on three main lines of intervention

· R.1. Grant-making for research ( in view of Improved policy analysis 

· R.2  Capacity building of (emerging) institutions (  (=> Diverse views, broader knowledge base)
· R.3  Stimulating the debate  ( Enriched & enlarged policy debate 



· Result 1: Improved policy analysis, as a basis for better informed policymaking and implementation 

Result 1 refers to the core business of CAGE: assigning grants to specialised research centres and research organisations for research and studies that will feed into the policy-making process of the SA government.   

The main politically relevant issue here is the choice of themes and topics for research in alignment with the needs for policy-decision makers, and secondly the selection of the proposals and the assessment of the likely contribution of the outputs to policy-making. 

The selection of the proposals is done through a Call for Proposals procedure, as defined by PRAG, and endorsed by the Project Steering Committee. The management of the grants is carried out by the CAGE-facility. This includes monitoring the research projects’ progress. (It is important to note at this point that CAGE manages the Grant project as opposed to the research project. The research is substantively driven by the experts with research expertise, while CAGE has oversight over the Grant disbursement to project plans/proposals) 

As for now, the research can be demand-driven
 and triggered by the government, but the programme is mainly funding non-demand-driven research proposed by independent research institutes and specialised NGOs.
 

An important factor enhancing the internal coherence of the intervention is the direct link of the research projects that are funded through Grants (R1) to the other two result-areas, through mainstreamed funding. The budgets of the two other Results: Twinning with emerging institutions is (R.2) and the research institutions facilitation of dialogue and debate on the outcomes of their analysis and research undertakings.(R3) are ,in the main, assigned to the overall funding envelope that are allocated to Grants, thus allowing for holistic research projects and increasing the Call for Proposals budget. 

· Result 2 : “Capacities of research institutions strengthened” 

At first sight it is not immediately clear how this Result 2 is going to contribute to the project purpose. There was no clear vision on the capacity building objective in the original design. 

The design did allow for a Needs Assessment to be done in Work Plan 1 so that this Result could be based on locally relevant models. However, capacity development is very large concept and can refer to all sorts of inputs: Whose capacities will be built? Which capacities are needed in order to contribute to the project purpose? What is needed and intended? Institutional or individual (human resources) capacity building? 

At the start of CAGE, it had not been defined which type of research institutions would be strengthened through the capacity building activities. The original design did not specify the concept of “emerging”. In Call for Proposal 2, a definition for emerging institutions was provided i.e. All institutions less than 5 years and at least 60% Black management. (“Black” is as defined by the Employment Equity Act) . It was/is supposed that emerging 
 institutions would benefit from twinning and collaborative research with the entrenched research centres. 

The main argument – during MTR- interviews- for the introduction of capacity building in the intervention was that it was necessary to get an input of a variety of views, from different backgrounds, into research outputs. This argument is valuable and politically relevant, and could in fact be considered as the real intended result behind the capacity building efforts. 

The development of the website and the database was a necessary step to explore and register the existing policy-research market.  

Also in 2005, another new activity was introduced under a separate budget-line for micro-support. Activity 2.4 “Participation in key-note conferences and workshops” regroups the funding of a variety of ad-hoc events, with a maximum grant of 5000 €. There is not always a link to capacity development, but it nevertheless set out to fulfil the Indicator for Result 2: “Contributions at high level conferences”.

As mentioned higher, the co-financing can be used to contribute to any of the three key results. At present, the participation in these events mainly appears to be intended to “market” CAGE and to increase the overall “visibility” of CAGE itself. (which can be an interesting side-effect in view of focused networking).
 

· Result 3 Policy debate strengthened 

Result 3 is very much linked to the research projects under R1. CAGE is providing mainstreamed funding through the Grants for the dissemination of research results: publications, website-development, etc. which is organised by the research institutes themselves.

The original log-frame mentioned another activity: Facilitating debates and exchanges, which is reformulated (also under activity 3.1) as: Creating new discussion forums where necessary to bring together researchers, policy-makers and civil society. 

It would be better to consider this as a separate activity.   

4.2 Use Of Indicators For The PP And The Key Results 

The project has identified a very clear and ambitious indicator of the outcome at project purpose level to measure the direct contribution and concrete usefulness of the research results for government: the number of policy recommendations and conclusions emanating from research projects entering the legislative process.

Democratic policy making is a very complex process and is the result of multiple, multi-facetted processes of discussion, dialogue and negotiations, with various stakeholders in the policy-field. Before even entering the legislative process, policy ideas and proposals usually go through a long process of debate, lobbying and advocacy, discussions and interaction with the concerned administrations and implementation levels of government. However, it may be not be entirely impossible to retrace a number of the recommendations and research results in the policies that are developed and proposed by the government.  It does ideally take a dedicated tracking capability and needs a longer lead time than the life of CAGE (54 months).

One direct way to trace the access of researchers and research results to the policy circle is to examine whether the research was demand-driven
 and triggered by a government body;  another one is to examine the –permanent or new- interactions between research and governmental policy-makers and -shapers, on the issues that were covered by the research.

These aspects will be strongly determined by the relevance for policymaking of the issues that are being examined, but will also be dictated by the political agenda at a given moment. Policy-making takes place in a very dynamic environment, especially in a young democracy like South Africa. 

At result level there are outcome and output indicators, both quantitative and qualitative.

There are direct indicators such as the number of research projects, number of twinning’s or research consortia. There are indirect indicators covering quality aspects such as the track record of RI, the peer reviews and the kind of media coverage of the research findings after publication.   

As a grant-maker CAGE is monitoring the outputs very closely, but it also tries to follow –up the indications that research results are being used or break-through into the policy-making field. 

CAGE has only started implementation in 2004. The first research products have been delivered a few months ago. It is too early to really be able to measure the outcome of these results, but the MTR hopes to point out some of the trends that can be derived from the progress that is made on the basis of indirect indicators. The MTR will examine the outputs that have been achieved or are under way and try to draw some trends that are expected to leave a footprint on the path of policy-making.

4.3 Coherence 

The intervention presents an internal coherence to a certain degree.

Funding policy-oriented research is the core business, and the result that absorbs most of the budget : 3,260 mln € on a total of 4 mln.€  The PSC decided to mainstream portions of the budget for Result 2 and Result 3 into the grant budget in order to increase the grant budget of the Research institutions and to encourage a more integrated approach. 

The grantees are expected to integrate capacity-building efforts and organise the policy debate around the researched topic. There are eligibility criteria that encourage the major grantees to twin or to develop a collaborative approach with emerging institutions, thereby promoting transfer of knowledge and of skills.
 . This means that there is funding available for joint research projects or research done by young “emerging” researchers. In the second series of call for proposals a special call for proposal 5 was added. 

In Call for Proposals 2, Call 5 was introduced that ring-fenced funds for emerging organisations or those twinned with emerging organisations to undertake research or dissemination of research. This allowed emerging institutions to compete against each other for funding and not with the established organisations. This was an attempt at levelling the playing fields for organisations that were still developing their research capabilities. 

5. RELEVANCE

Relevance refers to the relationship between the existing problems of the target group and the programme’s objective, the project purpose, the primary reason to be of the project. How relevant is the mandate from the perspective of the various key-stakeholders, partners, actors and beneficiaries involved? Where does CAGE have added value compared to other research grant-makers and funding?

5.1 General Relevance

The question of relevance is one of the most important of this MTR, as the CAGE programme was launched without a really profound analysis of the context of policy-making research and without a previous scoping of the concrete needs of the key-target group (being the government, the decision-makers and the policy-shapers in the departments). The premice was that there was ‘insufficient research and/or studies conducted on conflict and governance related to policy issues to guide decision-making. There are examples of national, regional and sub-regional misunderstandings, conflict and tensions that are being addressed without in-depth research.”

During the MTR the question was raised several times whether CAGE –as a programme -had been able to have any impact on policy-making through the findings of the research. This leads to another basic question, whether CAGE was ever intended to be a political “actor” or player in the policy-making field in order to “influence politics”and whether this can be achieved by assigning grants.

The MTR has examined the relevance of the mandate as a grant-maker, a political player (interface) and development actor from different angles: 

· from the point of view of the original target group, 

· of the beneficiaries: recipients of grants and funding (R1) and the specific beneficiary group of emerging institutions and researchers (R2), 

· and of the larger “policy-making space” participating in the political debate. 

In general the appreciation of the relevance of CAGE varies a lot, according to the specific “identity” of CAGE that is perceived as useful and the degree to which the needs of the respondents are fulfilled through CAGE.  

The MTR also revealed that the perception of the mandate of CAGE and the expectations that it has raised – partly by the way in which CAGE is marketing itself- do not match with the real role & weight that CAGE can play at the moment. For example, CAGE is expected by some beneficiaries of funding to be an interface with government, but has no real access itself. This is one of the reasons why CAGE wanted to undertake the scoping exercise among government stakeholders.
  

5.2 Relevance Of The Themes, Issues And Topics That Are Being Researched

The relevance of CAGE – for the target group of policy-makers - is very closely linked to the priorities, themes, issues and topics that are being researched and focussed upon. The fastest way to find out about priority needs at government level would have been to involve the research unit at the Presidency and consult directly with them. This was a problem. As a foreign funded “grant-maker”CAGE did not have the authority or buy-in to do that. The Programme Co-ordinator did consult with several persons in the Presidency Policy Unit to scope for interest.  

CAGE also wanted to avoid a top-down approach and set up a very broad consultation of stakeholders. Starting from a list of priorities mentioned in the State of the Nation and the set of Government clusters, a list of themes was put on the table for further discussion at the first Consultative workshop with a variety of stakeholders. As might have been expected, the deliberations in the several groups came up with a very long list of “priorities”and expectations. Pushing the principle of public participation to the extreme 
, CAGE even undertook a public call for policy priorities in CAGE’s mandate areas, that was published in the national media. The final list was then trimmed down to a number of very large themes and ratified by the Project Steering Committee, taking into account requirements from the policy agenda.

In the end, it was decided not to focus, but to keep the opportunities for funding research open to a broad set of themes, in the field of Conflict and Governance, at national, as well as regional/international level. CAGE has opted for a widespread approach, through relatively small grants for research on a wide variety of themes.

Each call for proposals is preceded by a consultative workshop with a variety of stakeholders:

participants from government, civil society organisations, research institutions and university research units.

Although CAGE is an EU-funded project there seems to be no link to the other projects of the EPRD –programme. Research is not directly serving the EPRD programme. The research projects do not integrate or interact with the EPRD programme. However, CAGE has consistently collaborated with the Foundation for Human Rights in terms of shared strategic planning and resources. FHR is even on the PSC. CAGE also involves at least 5 EPRD programmes in workshops and consultations. 

5.3 Relevance For The Target Group At Project Purpose Level: Government, Departments, Decision-Makers And Policy-Shapers.

At the first consultative workshop it was stressed that the research should be relevant to the government level, by referring to the special role that the Policy Unit of the Office of the President could play as an active partner for CAGE. “ The crucial role of government departments in ensuring that the policy agenda priorities are addressed cannot be over-emphasized”
 

In the second consultative workshop it was also put forward that “ Government Departments should ideally trigger the policy areas that require research and form partnerships with research specialists to ensure that research needs are met ..” 

The MTR has revealed that the Government has only a limited interest in CAGE. CAGE is mainly seen as an administration, legally connected to National Treasury, but not connected to Government.
CAGE is not relevant as an “interface” and is not perceived as a “player in the field of  policy-making”. At the governmental level itself, CAGE is not really needed. The Presidency and the ministries have their own research units, and have developed direct relations with the larger research institutes that are credible in their eyes. There are frequent exchanges and interactions, and research work is commissioned directly to these institutes or to individual researchers. 

The departments have their own networks, including often the larger statutory research centres and a number of specialised academic institutes, that have an established credibility. The Department of Foreign Affairs, for example, holds three monthly meetings with this network, in order to brainstorm on certain issues and to exchange on research that is being undertaken.
 

CAGE is not directly relevant as a grant-maker for the government level: the grants are too small
, and the procedures – PRAG- are not appropriate to the policy-making process and needs at government level. However, there are an estimated 6 cases of “triggered “ research where the government has re-directed research by  research institutions to CAGE, as a potential resource of additional funding.
 

The CAGE procedures are incompatible with the needs in Government. Government circles have the means to fund research directly and do not need nor wish to proceed through long tendering and grant-making procedures in order to commission research. In certain cases, the specific nature of the needed information is not suited to the fastidious procedures.  Government decision-makers often need a fast response to their ad-hoc requests for analysis and information.

It was also pointed out that – for example at Foreign Affairs- the internal departmental culture does not allow for gathering information through research by “independent NGOs”, although the research results and the views of civil society organisations will be consulted indirectly. These views are is very explicit in the case of the Departments of Foreign Affairs and Defence, where policy-development is very strongly tied to diplomatic and security criteria. 

The Presidency recently took the initiative for a scoping exercise of the various research networks that are active in the departments. The Department of Public services (DPSA- Learning and Knowledge Management Unit) has been charged to map out the research in (and for) the Public Services and the various departments. 
 The idea is to create knowledge networks linked to the government clusters.  Once this mapping has been done, new opportunities of cooperation with CAGE may be revealed and the DPSA – L &M unit could provide the necessary linkages to the policy input of findings. The DPSA – L &M unit has expressed interest for further cooperation and could prove to be an easier level of access to CAGE.

At the same time Government circles also acknowledged that CAGE serves a relevant role in funding independent research and in stimulating the debate. The opinions and views of civil society are important to the government: the NGOs also have a constituency and their research gives feedback to the government. CAGE in this regard also supports the human security paradigm and not only the state security paradigm. In the field of conflict, this support of human security is becoming an increasingly important issue.

5.4 Relevance for beneficiaries and recipients of grants, the partners in the implementation of the programme. 

The MTR reveals a completely different picture on the side of the grant-takers and beneficiaries of the funds. 

The beneficiaries of the grants perceive CAGE as a grant-maker, in the first place, and as a rather strict administrator of the EU-funds. Almost all interviewed grantees complained about the difficult procedures and the reporting formats. Although the grants are considered relatively small (especially for the larger statutory institutes), the grants are welcome. Research is always in need of more funding. 
 

Several respondents of the larger institutes and academic research centres (and some large NGOs) pointed out that the grants only amount to a minor percentage of the working budget of the larger institutes. The grants are considered too small, and can only cover a short time research project. There is need for more continuity when conducting in-depth quality research. The CAGE grants are used to complement the broader research framework in which they are engaged, for example for a chapter, a case study, to cover conference and dissemination costs. However, the grants are meaningful to allow for that specific research project that is funded. 

The grants are more important for the NGOs that are totally donor-dependent for their operations. Some larger NGOs prefer to go to larger donors in search of a longer term process in which they determine their own agenda of research.(ISS, Gender-Links
)  

The established institutes do not see CAGE as a necessary interface, most of them have direct access to the Presidency and to the specialised departments. They usually also have large networks and all sorts of mechanisms through which knowledge is exchanged and findings are discussed.  Totally independent NGOs (completely donor-funded) do not gain access so easily, especially if they are working on rather controversial issues, but they do not see CAGE as a potential bridge. A few of the smaller organisations see CAGE as a potential bridge to the policy-making world and expect that CAGE will play a more pro-active role in realising this. 

R.5 Added value & Niche for CAGE  

CAGE is trying to finds it way in a rapidly changing environment. Policy-making debate seems to have evolved as well, since the idea of CAGE was launched. In general, there seems to be more frequent interaction between governmental circles and the larger research institutes and credible NGOs.  The larger research institutes  have also gone through a ‘transformation’ process and the initial ‘suspicion’ seems to have given way to a more participative and collaborative exchange. 

Of course this does not automatically imply that policy-making is enriched and enlarged with independent and wider views from diverse research-based resources.

CAGE is positioned and perceived as belonging to the government circle, but at the same time seen as an outside, “a safer place” by some of the research institutions. It was pointed out that “it is this somewhat arms-length position that enables it to cause authoritative and independent research on critical policy issues relating to governance to be done. It is certainly less likely for government departments to commission open-ended research into their own governance - however necessary that might be.”

CAGE has become more aware of the need to be of relevance to the key stakeholders in government. It is stressing “that the proposals must respond to policy needs and that the grantees must have a demonstrated commitment and ability to establish partnerships with government research projects and departments to ensure that findings are inputted into policy making.” 

It is considered an interesting approach that grantees are forced to canvass potential users, because strictly academic or independent bodies doing such research often tend to produce materials without utility in the real world. 

So CAGE's advantage is its active effort to place independent policy research in the public policy arena, and in a form useful to those active in implementing it. 

Ensuring that potential users of governance research feed into its design is a concrete contribution of CAGE to improved policy-making. Further added value would be making sure that the material is communicated in a usable form and manner to such users at the policy-making level, as well as to the public at large. 

One of the original ideas of the programme was to involve NGOs and civil society in the debate, with government. The CAGE secretariat has recently taken an initiative to discuss the creation of a CAGE Community, a network of CAGE grantees, in order to foster cooperation and exchange between the research institutions and NGOs. 

	PART III  PERFORMANCE ISSUES 




6. EFFICIENCY OF CAGE

Efficiency refers to governance and management systems used to co-ordinate activities and facilitate processes within the organisation. These systems include organisational structure and culture, planning, human resource management information and communication systems and programme reporting. Organisational culture reflects how those who work to achieve its mission perceive, think, feel about and respond to situations affecting the organisations purpose, programme and operations. 

6.1 Governance

The PSC meets on a quarterly basis. However during the Call for Proposal application-processing period they meet more often
 in order to be able to assess and approve proposals within the time frame required. This reflects the commitment of the PSC to the programme and support they offer to the secretariat. While CAGE PSC meets regularly, there is concern about the representation of some key stakeholders such the Foreign Affairs and the community constituency of NEDLAC representative whose absence in most meetings has been observed. Representation from Presidency has been consistent in terms of attendance, but attendance has been on a rotational basis, thus not providing the consistency required for support. There have been about four people attending meetings at different points. The EU representation has been on an observer basis, but there has not been consistence in that the project has seen four project officers since inception. The current project officer is relatively new to the project. The National Treasury has played a central and pivotal role in supporting CAGE Secretariat. The PSC chairperson of the PSC has been in every meeting since the inception.

Civil society is represented by FHR and NEDLAC (Community Constituency), FHR attendance has been consistent while NEDLAC has not been consistent. An obvious gap in representation are research institutions in conflict and governance. While the MTR appreciates the complexities of getting representatives from this sector, having a representation could have added value in that the PSC would have a perspective of research institutions and the dynamics in the sector.

A number of respondents feel that that PSC is too big (10 Members). However this allows for an easy quorum in each meeting and thus broader decision-making platform. Often when boards are too small, if one or two people cannot attend meetings can be postponed it also does not allow for more participative and democratic decision making as a few persons can take decisions.

Some members of the PSC, especially senior government officials think that the meetings are too long (3-4hrs). They would appreciate shorter (1-2hrs) meetings, preferably planned schedule for the whole year. 

Reports and documentation for the PSC are provided on time for all meeting. Some PSC members indicated that they get too much documentation, which in some cases they are not able to read because of the PSC members’ busy schedules. Summarised versions of the reports, highlighting things that they only need to know of and comment on.

6.2 Programme Management Structure/Secretariat:

The unit structure seems to be adequate and appropriate in implementing the programme mandate. It is aligned to the size of the unit as it not hierarchical. Due to the nature and sensitivity of the programme, the Programme Co-ordinator tends to consult a lot with the PSC, especially the Chair. This is sometimes viewed as over-consultation or over-communication by the PSC. The issue of over consultation may be attributed to the lack of clear mandate and directions at the beginning (no feasibility study) as well as the political nature of CAGE work. Thus, through the process of clarifying the mandate, a lot of consultation with the PSC had to be done.

The structure of CAGE is different from other similar EU funded programme such as the FHR and Themba-Lesizwe where separate independent entities where set up to govern the operations. The advantage of these models of setting up an independent NGO is that the boards are autonomous and they’re not too constrained by EU or government rules and regulations. CAGE finds itself in a consistent tension of whether it is a government unit or EU run operation. As a government unit it does not have the ability to be independent and to decide on programmes it may undertake without thinking about how this will impact on government. E.g. CAGE was not able to conduct a very critical assessment, which was meant to inform its operations because of protocol issues within government. As an EU funded entity it also finds itself having to account for the decisions they make on programme choices. E.g. the Zimbabwe funded conference. If CAGE had is own legal status, it would have been able to make these decisions without having to answer to either government or the EU.

Job descriptions for all staff members are written and clear
. It is common for organisations the size of CAGE for staff not to stick to what is stated in their job descriptions and to help one another as the need arises. This prevents implementation blockages should one staff member not be at work. A culture that has been developed is that of “a high performance team” which enhances the effectiveness and efficiency of CAGE”, as the staff often multi-tasks.

6.3 Human Resources Capacity and Management

The Programme Co-ordinator, the Operations Officer and the Finance and Procurement officer work very closely together in the whole grant management process. They have all developed a set of skills that is complementary to each other’s work but can also assist each other in their different roles. Strategic planning workshops were held for staff to define performance levels. Out of this performance charters were developed for all staff.

The financial manager consistently works overtime, of an average of 5-10 hours per week. This means that the time allocated at the moment is not adequate to perform her functions effectively

The operations officers will be taking maternity leave in May 2006, that means additional capacity will needed for implementation as the call for proposal 3 is in process. The remaining staff members will have to share her work, as there are no financial resources to employ a replacement.

The work ethic created in the unit will enable the staff to manage the workload of the Operations Officer, however this will be possible if the financial and procurement officer is at least given an extended (full time) contract. This will allow her to do her financial and procurement management work and also to assist with some of the operations manager’s work. This is also a less costly option that to get some one new to temporarily replace the operations officer.

Human Resource policies and procedures have been developed to guide the human resources operation of CAGE. These are in line with the Basic Conditions of Employment as dictated by the SA law, and to a large extent the government human resources policies and procedures. However since CAGE is a small facility funded by the EC, some of the government regulations do not apply to them as a result there was a need to develop an HR manual that will be best suited for CAGE. 

The staff, for example do not benefit for some of the some HR benefits that a normal government employee would benefit from, e.g. pension funds, medical aid and performance bonuses. These are determined differently for CAGE personnel. CAGE thus follows its own recruitment and selection procedures, performances management system. A request has recently been submitted by the PSC to the National Treasury to align CAGE staff salaries and with that of government as well as includes a performance bonus for CAGE staff.

Human Resources procedures manual creates stability in the CAGE as everyone understands what they are expected to do and what their benefits or lack of benefits are. It is unfortunate that the performance appraisal that is not linked to pay as the CAGE staff is committed and hardworking. This is not only likely to de-motivate the staff but given the short-term nature of the programme, CAGE might lose staff during this last critical phase as staff may be attracted to other offers. It would be difficult and also not advisable to get new people to work during the last Workplan.  The step taken by the PSC to request alignment of staff salaries to the National Treasury scales and benefits is a positive one.

Use of consultants to supplement staff capacity is strategic, as CAGE cannot employ a large size due to its size and temporary nature.

6.4 Operations Management

CAGE has a clear workflow process that it follows from planning until contracts are awarded and implemented. It is a seventeen-step process that is stipulated below
.

(i) Preparation of annual workplan

(ii) Identifying themes for call for proposals

(iii) Develop terms of reference for workshop and consultations

(iv) Report on workshops an consultation- draft CFP documents

(v) Quality assurance of CFP

(vi) Prepare advertisement and media plan

(vii) Quality assure advertisement

(viii) Identify and train assessors

(ix) Screen and assess applications

(x) Select proposals for award of grants

(xi) Inform applicants

(xii) Carry out due- diligence

(xiii) Negotiate contracts 

(xiv) Identify capacity building support needs*

(xv) Provide support and capacity building*

(xvi) Monitor performance

(xvii) Evaluate impact.

The process is not only clearly defined, but it is also clear who plays what role in the process.

CAGE has a welldocumented and verifiable process that follows PRAG, for processing applications to ensure quality and efficiency. The process is rigorous as it contains three levels of assessment
; 

· Eligibility and administrative compliance assessment- as required by PRAG

· Assessment of relevance and quality of proposal-As required by PRAG

· Validation by PSC members.

In addition to this a due-diligence assessment by CAGE staff and accepted grantors is undertaken to assess that capacity of the grantee to implement the project they and to manage finances. The due diligence process is a capacity self- assessment process that involves that grantees.

The eligibility and administrative compliance assessment is considered by most grantees as burdensome, more so for the smaller organisations. While there are a small number (2 in the CFP1 and 6 in CFP 2) of organisations that did not meet the administrative compliance, it appears that smaller organisations were more impacted by this than larger institutions.

The use of external assessors and evaluation committee enables the assessment and evaluation process to be conducted by experts in the field of research in conflict and governance sector. For each CFP assessors are selected and trained. An extensive tool has been developed to conduct the assessment of the proposal. There is also clarity in terms of who plays what role in the whole process. A few respondents were not satisfied with this process as they felt that it left the decision of grant making to consultants. This is short sighted, as the evaluation tool is also very rigorous and, the Evaluation Committee (not consultants) makes the final decision. Decisions are based on the scores that evaluators allocate to the proposal. I.e. any proposal that gets a score above 100 qualifies to get a grant. The challenge is that more proposals get more than 100 points than can be funded. Also this process is followed by validation by the PSC who consider applications brought before them and makes the decisions.

The due-diligence process was not welcomed by all grantees. Some grantees felt that it was adding to the amount of paper work that they had already gone through following the PRAG. The due-diligence tool is very extensive and requires the grantee organisation to spend hours assessing themselves in areas if governance, operation and financial management. These groups of people felt that a due-diligence process should not involve self -assessment and that it was wasting their time. Some organisation welcomed it has they indicated that it assisted them in an assessment “that is necessary, but would not have done it on their own”. Those who welcomed it argued that it also assisted them in understanding their organisation better. The view of the evaluators is that the due-diligence process is useful in understanding the organisation that will be awarded grants, mostly in identifying what their strengths and weakness are.

The processes followed above ensure that quality is monitored at every level of the grant making process.

6.5 Operational Systems

Project Tracking: A tracking system for contract or grantee management has been set up to monitor project implementation from beginning to end. The system is comprehensive in that it incorporates steps in the PRAG as well as other elements of project management. It assists the staff in managing projects from application phase up to the end. It is a user-friendly system that is populated with templates for various uses during the project cycle. For example it can generate reports, letters to grantees etc. The operations officer manages the system and the front office staff member assists with data capturing. The weakness of the system is that it produces standards reports and letters to everyone and thus has to be adjusted occasionally to suit the requirements of specific grantees.

6.6 Communications Systems

For communication and networking CAGE access to all the modern technological services such as telefax, internet and email, they have their own web site which has developed into a large database, with more than eight hundred organisations and individuals registered and networks in the conflict and governance sector. They have also set up both an electronic and physical filling system. The electronic system is backed up on a weekly basis and data is kept outside the office for security purposes. This is definitely one of the strongest areas of CAGE. 

6.7 Financial Resources and Management

It is evident that CAGE does not have the adequate financial resources to fund a wide range of proposals they receive during each CFP.
 The fact that there was a significant number (about 6 in CFP1 and about 10in CFP 2) 
of proposals that were rejected due budget constrains. CAGE also tried to extend the budget further by negotiating with some institutions, mainly the big ones, to fund 75% of the total funds they requested. This strategy allowed them to give about more grants. 

Internally there has been an under budget for direct costs, where most of the direct costs were expended during work-plan one. More funds will need to be allocated for this category. A request for and motivation for a rider to the Financing Agreement , for 10% additional funding was already submitted and approved by the PSC. This was requested to cover staff costs and to accommodate a full time finance and procurement officer, operations costs as well as activities for grantees and monitoring and evaluations activities. During the CFP 2, one grantee that was supposed to receive a grant did not qualify because they failed on the due diligence process. The amount allocated (+- R 500 000,00) is still available. The request for the rider now has shifted from additional funds to reallocation. The motivation is that the amount available will be able to cover the required staff and operational management needs until closure of programme. The motivations are as follows:-

	· Staff needs have increased due to our implementation in line with our Financing Agreement , which will affect the effective management of increasing grantees. 

	· Our Finance & Procurement Officer is currently on a 20-hour contract and we would like to extend the position to a full time staff member.

	· The Financing Agreement only makes provision for part-time staff in the closure phase: CAGE will require full time staff to close and full time contracts allow staff retention

	· Operational Costs - We have been utilising contingencies to top up the budget line. WP1 budget all the funds from the FA was allocated

	· For disbursement and therefore the use of contingencies (WP1 & WP2). The implementation of WP3 & Program closure we will require additional operational funds as 

	· Contingencies have insufficient funds available. We therefore needed to reallocate funds from Projects for the continued implementation of the Programme.

	· Activities - Motivate to re-allocate funding from Activities to Direct Costs (A1 and A2). Given how the timing of the project has worked out, the project will allow only for 6-month research projects in the final Call (Work Plan 3). Smaller grant funding will be more effective and practicable 
· Monitoring & Evaluation - The initial funds was utilised for the Programmes auditing evaluations. We had to approach another RDP programme (EPRD-SF) to fund our Mid-Term Review and we will require additional funds for CAGE to have its Final Evaluation at the end of the Financing Agreement  period


The motivation for the rider above makes more sense and would not require any additional funds. A critical element is the need to retain the current staff until closure. Thus keeping them full-time for the entire period will work out favourably for both CAGE and the staff members. The MTR recommend the reallocation of funds as opposed to additional funds be considered. 

With regards to financial management, quarterly financial reports are submitted together with narrative progress reports. They have also been endorsed by the PSC and EC.  An annual financial audit has been was completed in July 2005 and was not qualified. This means that financial management is conducted in compliance with the rules that govern CAGE
6.8 Monitoring and Reporting

CAGE requires the grantees to report on a quarterly basis as a monitoring mechanism. These include financial reports. These reports feed into the quarterly reports that CAGE is expected to produce as per Financing Agreement to the PSC and the EC. CAGE has facilitated information session on the reporting templates as well as other maters of grant management. The grantees appreciated these sessions indicating that CAGE is a better grant-maker as they interact with the grantees on these issues as compared to other similar grant-makers (FHR/ CWCI). CAGE has also been flexible in some areas of the reporting such as budgets, to accommodate grantee needs. One NGO’ indicated that they were allowed to be flexible around the financial reports to accommodate the organisation reporting system. A few grantees complained about the template, but the majority welcomed the template as it assists them to know what to put in the report.

Despite the appreciation shown for support provided by CAGE on reporting templates, some of the grantees (especially large institutions) did not appreciate the need for quarterly reports as they indicated that for the type of work that they do quarterly reports are not necessary. Due to the long-term nature of the research projects undertaken, especially with the large institutions, they argue that quarterly reports are reduced to reporting on activities and thus not result based reporting. CAGE thus also ends up reporting activities and not progress towards results. This is an unfortunate situation as CAGE is required by the Financing Agreement to report quarterly and they need this information to input into their report. However, this may be considered for future similar programmes.

CAGE has been very effective in reporting to the PSC and EC. All quarterly reports have been submitted and endorsed, with the exception of the current one which is still in progress of approval. All members of the PSC interviewed appreciated the efficiency of CAGE in this regards, but for the senior government official who do not have time to read all the reports, would appreciate summarised versions of the reports and other documents.

Internally a performance management system has been developed to monitor staff performance. The performance appraisal is done using the 360 degree system where each staff member rates the others around key outputs. This allows for peer and subordinate review. The performance appraisal takes place on a six monthly basis. Informal evaluations are done as part of an annual strategic planning session.

Overall CAGE has been very efficient in implementing grant making. Even though the programme implementation started late, AWP 1 extended twice (Dec 2003- June 2005). AWP 2 is on track to be and is likely to be completed on time. At the time of this MTR CAGE was busy preparing for CFP 3 which would form part of AWP 3 that is due to start in August 2006. CAGE has always found innovative ways of dealing with complex situations in ensuring that implementation takes place.

7. EFFECTIVENESS IN MOVING TOWARDS ITS GOAL 

The programme is in an early stage, and the mid-term review comes after barely 18 months of operational implementation. As indicated earlier the MTR will try to uncover some trends and interpret the likely results from the first outputs that have been achieved or can be expected on the basis of a number of quality criteria.

First of all the MTR has analysed how effective CAGE has been in its core business. The MTR examined to what extent CAGE ensured effective partnerships with research institutions that are capable to deliver quality research products that will improve policy analysis or that are contributing to capacity development. 

Has CAGE gone some way to build the intended networks for policy-making and research, has it created a new space for policy -debate?

As a young and new “player” CAGE needed to cope with the pressure to put itself on the map in the policy-arena of Conflict and Governance, and try to show results very quickly. This may also explain the immediate focus of CAGE on high profile interventions and “events” in a very diverse set of domains: thematic, geographic, level of governance. CAGE has played safe especially during the first work-plan by choosing ‘high profile’ topics and research institutes that have a vested reputation. CAGE is often funding only a small part of the research, but can enjoy the visibility of the complete exercise.

Table 1 below that reflects CAGE outputs for workplan 1 and 2

Table 1:
Summary of Outputs for AWP 1 AND AWP 2

	Results And Activities
	AWP 1 Dec 2003- to June 2005

Outputs
	AWP 2 July 2005-June 2006

Outputs

	R1. Improved policy analysis , as a basis for better policy making  and implementation

A.1 1 Identify priority issues for research
	· One workshop held in September 2004 with key stakeholders, government, research and academic institutions and civil society organisations

· Four themes were identified based on the policy priorities developed in the workshop and approved by the PSC.

· Investigate conflict and governance issues that arise from gaps between policy formulation and implementation on the one hand and implementation, monitoring and evaluation on the other hand.

(4 grants awarded under this theme to HSRC, CSVR, UCT statistical Science, & UCT -DPRU )

· Investigation of practices within c & g arena that enhance or impede service delivery with reference to any of the following, corruption, intergovernmental relations, local government, skills, national and regional security and peace keeping. (Two grants awarded under this theme to CSIR and UWC-CLC)

· Determination of flashpoints of instability that require enhanced governance to address gaps between 1st & 2nd economy (1 grant awarded to IJR)

· Dissemination of information related to policy making, implementation and review. (one grant awarded to IBI)

· Calls for proposals were made and application process entered into.
	· One workshop held in May 2005 with key and civil society organisations stakeholders, government, research and academic institutions

· Five themes were identified based on the policy priorities developed in the workshop and approved by the PSC.

· SA foreign policies and strategies in the furtherance of  (inter-African trade, African agenda, regional and continental peace and security, prevention of trafficking) (2 grants awarded to safer Africa & HSRC)

· Examine existing or potential flashpoints of unrest or conflict with reference to (education, land/housing, justice, crime etc. ( 4 grants awarded to SAIIA, University of Stellenbosch, & UWC school of governance),

· Examine potential or current conflict and governance issues in relation to local government-service delivery. (2 grants awarded to CDE,& Wits)

· Dissemination of existing and completed research in policy making. (one grant to ISS)

· Research and dissemination of research around any of the above themes.-emerging institutions. (2 grants awarded to Gender Links and IJR)

	A.1.2 Garnts are provided for research    through Call of proposals
	· 7 
organisations awarded grants for research as per call for proposals in March 2005

· 3 grants for theme 1, 2 grants for theme 2, 2 grants for theme 3.

· Two research products already released- HSRC (Chapter in state of the Nation) and IJR,  (2005 transformation audit)

· Other studies due to finish by September 2006.
	· 11
 organisations awarded grants for research as per call for proposals in December 2005

· Most of the projects are in preparatory phase

	A.1.3 Monitor the research funded by CAGE
	· Quarterly reports are submitted by grantees to CAGE
	Quarterly reports are submitted by grantees to CAGE

	R2. Capacity of research institutions strengthened (joint research & transfer of knowledge & skills)

A.2.1 Collaborative research initiatives between entrenched and emerging institutions are encouraged.
	· Two twinning partnerships- CSVR/Action for Conflict Resolution and HSRC and SWOP.

· One emerging researcher benefited from the HSRC/SWOP partnership and two under IJR.

· CSVR and Action for Conflict Transformation have benefited from each other by sharing expertise and experiences.
	

	A.2.2 Website and database of research institutions is established and maintained 


	· CAGE website fully functional on the 22/10/04.

· Internal and external database for the use by CAGE and its networks.

· Project tracking system set up.

· Database with 604 registrations since October 2004.

· NGOs =149 

· NPO’s =30

· CBO’s =5

· Government= 63

· Higher Educ.=53

· Grant-maker/ = 10

· Other (individuals & Consultants)=249
	· The Website has an average of 40-50 hits per day.



	A.2.3 Needs assessment of policy research institutions reviewed and implementation plan  developed to adress need.
	· Partially funded under R1.1.2

· An allocation of R 230 000,00 was allocated specifically for capacity building of emerging research institutions.

· Needs assessment conducted in March 2005- Various models were presented for capacity building of these institutions. 

· Report adopted by PSC

	· A model of capacity was adopted, i.e, appoint one service provider to lead the capacity building activities and identify emerging researchers or institution and facilitate capacity building.

· Africa Institute of Africa was appointed  as a service provider.

· Workshop for emerging institutions on research modalities  conducted in November 2005

· Training of 90 post-graduate students from HD
U’s in Limpopo  and Venda in research methodology conducted on 22-24 Feb 2006.



	A.2.4  Participation in keynote conferences and workshops  around reaserch, grant making and policy context achieved.
	
	· Eight conferences, workshops on various topics funded by CAGE between Aug and Nov 2005.

	R3. Policy debate strengthened

(debate enlarged and enriched )

A.3.1 Wide dissemination of results  (publications , workshops, media coverage)  

// R1
	· 1 grant awarded to Institute for Business Innovation in collaboration with the University of Pretoria for a Monograph of completed research of “Conflict and Governance, SA and NEPAD”.
	· One contract awarded to ISS for the development of a web site to disseminate publications to a wider audience.

· The ISS Website re-vamp was almost finished at the time of the MTR

	A.3.2 Create new discussion for a (where necessary) to bring together researchers, policy makers & Civil Society organsiations.
	· 1 grant awarded to Institute for Business Innovation in collaboration with the University of Pretoria for a Monograph and Colloquium and Workshop around completed research of : “Conflict and Governance, SA and NEPAD”

· 
	· This is also included in R 1, See grantee overview table, HSRC, IJR and UCT.

· Participation in SADC conference on Human Security and involvement of Work Plan 1 grantees


7.1 Result 1 : Improved policy analysis 

Act. 1.1 Selection of the themes and topics for research: no real focus 

· The selection of themes is done in a very participatory way, involving a wide variety of stakeholders, in a first exercise. CAGE even published a call for ‘policy priorities’ in the media in order to get the reactions of the public at large. This may be very democratic, but it is probably not the most effective way to select the themes and topics that are on the upper-shelf of the government’s needs for research. 

· Preceding each call for proposals, CAGE has organised a consultative workshop with the stakeholders. The long list of ‘priorities’ was reduced by CAGE and the PSC to four quite general themes for the first Call in 2004 and to five in the second Call in 2005. 
 In the second CFP a new theme focuses especially on SA Foreign Policies and strategies in the furtherance of: Inter-African Trade, The African Agenda, Regional and Continental Peace & Security, Prevention of trafficking. 
· As conflict and governance covers the entire spectrum of policy-making, the process resulted in a long list of topics, in pressure to satisfy the various kinds of stakeholders and in the need/desire to maintain flexibility. It was decided not to focus. There is no real focus: not thematic, geographic nor on level of governance.

· One of the criticisms noted during the interviews is that this approach leaves the choice of the proposals (topics) to the (future) beneficiaries of the grants, not to the targeted level of political decision-makers in government. According to governmental respondents, half of the researched topics are not interesting for the Government, they are not triggered by government, but are put forward by the RI and NGOs. 

· It was suggested that CAGE could have proceeded the other way round: select the theme (topic) with the government first, then look for partnering institutions for different aspects of the theme. Emerging institutions could have been integrated as well. This would have ensured focus on real needs for information in government. 

· At the same time there are requests for flexibility, because of the size of the grants which fit in between the longer-term research and the rapid information-gathering done by government research units. They could also be used for funding capacity building and smaller-scale research by emerging institutions.

Act. 1.2 Selection of proposals & partnering institutes 

· In the first year 2004-2005 seven research projects were selected (out of 18 proposals) and eleven (out of 44 proposals) in the second year (2005-2006). 
The ceiling of the research grants was put at 100.000 EUR, in order to allow for a variety of research projects. The research grants allocated during the first year varied between ZAR 470.000 and 790.000, roughly between 65.300 and 109.722 EUR. The amount is considered too small by some respondents for real in-depth research, but is nevertheless welcomed for funding part of it. 

· In the first year the research grants all went to large national statutory councils (HSRC, CSIR, to well-known Research institutes within universities (UCT, UWC, UCT-DPRU, IJR) and to one well-known NGO (CSVR). In the second year there are more activism-oriented NGOs, for example: Safer Africa, Action and CIET, and regional NGO Gender-Links. 

· In general the CAGE project is funding high quality research. The quality of the research can be measured through four dimensions: 

· rigour of working methods used by the institutions and centres quality control mechanisms, peer reviews.  

· relevance for the political agenda:  choice of themes, in consultation with potential users 

· reputation, credibility: the researchers involved in the research projects have a high profile and a track record of previous research 

· accessibility: most university research centres have a policy of dissemination and are used to address diverse audiences. It might be necessary to adapt the findings to the specific audience of policy-makers. 

· All these aspects are thoroughly checked by CAGE during the assessments. The research institutions also have to explain how their research is going to feed policy-making and how they are planning to disseminate the findings. They also have to prove the kind of relations and access they already have with government circles. Judging from the application files and the track record of the grantees taken up in the sample it may be expected that the research findings will feed into policy-making and have impact on policy decision-making.   

· CAGE played safe: the grants were awarded to high profile and respected institutions that have a established reputation and maintain high quality (academic) standards. The grantees can assure that the studies will be made public and be subjected to peer reviews. Most of these institutes have regular and direct access to government circles, some of the research topics were triggered directly & indirectly by government. (e.g. HSRC, CSIR, DPRU, IJR). Their researchers, papers and studies are also consulted directly by policy-makers. A number of the grants were used for funding research on data and statistical evidence (DPRU, IJR-audit, UCT-statistics), but this is usually connected to applied research and concrete case-studies. There are examples that the research is used by the government (DPRU data and IJR findings mentioned in the State of the Nation, Feb. 2006, CSIR consulted by Deputy-President and Ministry of Defense on draft report).

· There is some concern in government circles that some of the studies are not always “accessible” in terms of the format under which they are presented, and there is a request for readable formats and executive summaries, a problem to be addressed under Result 3. Having a dissemination policy is one of the criteria by which the proposals are judged. 

Act. 1.3 The monitoring of the projects is done through the quarterly reports, a system which is considered too frequent for short –term research (max.  18 months) and a bit “patronising” especially by the established research institutes. Other donors require only half-yearly reports. It was remarked during feed-back by CAGE that the quarterly reports were a requirement stated in the Financing Agreement . 

7.2
Result 2 Capacity Of Research Institutions Strengthened

Act. 2.1 Encourage collaborative research between entrenched and emerging institutions

It was expected that the CAGE- project would offer opportunities for capacity-building of emerging institutions.  And that – by means of eligibility incentives- the research-grantees would engage in joint research or in twinning partnerships with younger institutions. 

This has clearly not been the case. On the 20 research grants only 2 are involved in a twinning project with an emerging institution.(CSVR +Action, HSRC + SWOP). The transfer of knowledge and mentoring of emerging institutions as defined later in 2005
 has not been achieved. There are a couple of examples where young black researchers (are) were involved in the research, usually combining the research assignment with post-graduate studies and a PhD on the same topic, at the same university.
   

The arguments and reasons put forward during interviews were:

· That no matching emerging institutes could be found to partner with (only consultancies), 

· that research and capacity building were difficult to combine, 

· that mentoring of emerging researchers would take too much time, and that the budget for taking interns was too low, 

· that research and capacity building were really two quite different objectives requiring a different approach. 

In two projects grass-roots organisations are involved in research. It was pointed out at the feedback workshop that grass-roots organisations do work that can be translated into useful research-findings. NGOs like Action, CIET and Gender-Links involve fieldworkers, community-workers in their surveys and fact-finding work. 

	Twinning examples 

CSVR & Action For conflict Transformation 

The relationship between CSVR and Action is a mutual learning model where CSVR having experience and expertise in conducting more formal research, shares and builds capacity of Action emerging researchers by involving them in the design, implementation of research and the dissemination of research result. Action for Transformation on the other hand has experience of working with grassroots communities and a better understanding of community dynamics. CSVR’s capacity is build in this areas by Action.

SWOP & HSRC model

In this case a Masters research student (intern at SWOP) was afforded the opportunity to complete his masters research. CAGE funds paid for his salary and overheads. The benefit derived is more than completing a research paper, he had exposure to working with experienced researchers from HSRC and working in different research projects. He also had an opportunity to be mentored more closely by his supervisor, this would not have happened in a normal study programme.




Act 2.2 Development of database and website 

A very tangible and visible output for the project is the database on the various research institutes and organisations that are working in the field of Conflict and Governance. In order to have access, the organisation or individual has to register. This was a way to supply CAGE with a more accurate list of interested organisations. According to the last update around 800 registrations were consolidated.

Registration is fine, but as one has to register (enter a long code) again, each time, before getting access, the system is not very user-friendly. The information on the web-site is not freely accessible, which could discourage some users. A registration should be a first time only procedure and access could be simplified. 

Act. 2. 3 Needs-assessment of policy research institutions

At the start there was no clear vision on this capacity building objective and therefore the Needs Assessment was built in as a specific deliverable in Work Plan 1. The original proposal (EU) mentioned the ‘emphasis on collaborative research involving entrenched and emerging research institutions to avoid privileging high profile research institutions to the exclusion of others’. 

A needs-assessment was organised in the latter part of Work Plan 1 (2005), involving entrenched as well as emerging institutions.
As a result of this study some models of capacity building were proposed and endorsed by the PSC. 

In recent activities CAGE has implemented the findings of the Needs Assessment concept paper and applied the PSC adopted model to encourage “capacity building” of young individuals, and potential future researchers as a goal on its own, not directly leading to the project purpose of the programme.
 Although these activities may serve a valuable objective, and even respond to real needs of these young people, it is difficult to see how they contribute to the real project purpose within the given timeframe of the project. 

In fact, as pointed out during the MTR-interviews, the activities under Capacity building were also brought into the programme in the hope that it would lead to more diverse views, coming from different back-grounds (HDI) than only from the established institutes in which research is dominated by white male researchers. And that as a consequence, these views would be integrated in the policy-making research-projects. There is no evidence –so far- that the activities organised for capacity development of emerging institutions or of young black (future) researchers will contribute to realise the goal of the project, i.e. informed policy decision making. 

Act 2.4 Participation in key-note conferences and workshops  

CAGE has taken up the co-financing and co-sponsoring of a number of events. This activity allows for rapid response, by single offer, provided that the amount does not exceed 5000 €
. It has been used for small-scale events, small research assignments and for participation in international conferences by researchers. 

It seems to be aimed primarily at enhancing the visibility of CAGE and to allow for networking. Some of the activities are not at all related to the Result, or to the Project purpose. The sponsoring of the Schadeberg photobook “Voices for the land” for example, would have been more appropriate for the CWCI –fund.CAGE

Activity 2.4 has recently come under scrutiny, because of what has come to be known as the “Zimbabwe incident”. CAGE co-sponsored a meeting organised by CSVR on the development of a South African Zimbawe policy. 

This meeting was attended by a number of concerned stakeholders around Zimbabwe including high level policy shapers. The EU-delegation considered that the co-sponsoring of this event was not in alignment with the official position of the EU on Zimbabwe. 

7.3
Result 3 Policy Debate Strengthened 

When the project was first thought of one of the ideas was that it would feed “into a participatory process and lead to sharing knowledge and creating knowledge networks involving the research community and government”. It was supposed to build self-sustaining continent-wide networks around policy-research.
. 

Act. 3.1 Dissemination of research results 

As a grant-maker CAGE has tied the debate to the dissemination of the result findings. The indicators and targets at output level are down to earth: the target is at least one publication by project, financially supported by CAGE, the number of workshops around the research findings and the profile of the participants.

CAGE does not have much freedom to be pro-active and organise the debate itself.

The research projects in Workplan 1 (2004-2005) are all (but one) done by larger institutes and well-known organisations. Most of them have dissemination strategies (also outside academic circles), have their own publications and reviews, publish their papers in other magazines, organise in-house debates and are invited to participate in other discussion forums. They have relationships with the media and have their own media strategies.  It can be expected that the ideas and findings will be spread into a wider audience, in the research world and in the more general policy-making circles. 

So far three large research projects have been achieved and were officially launched. 

· HSRC-publication “The state of the Nation”, 

· the Study Economic Transformation Audit of 2005: “Conflict and Governance “ of IJR, 

The research findings have been extensively covered by the media (e.g. IJR) and the Presidency (IJR).

The media coverage is usually connected to the relevance of the topic for the actual political agenda : eg. IJR study focussing on local governance, which received a lot of attention. (The actual political agenda is dominated by service delivery, especially during a year of local elections). 

Two smaller grants were used for pure dissemination projects: 

- the publication of a Monograph about research bridging the gap between policy formulation and implementation  in the arena of NEPAD, SA and Africa, by the Institute for Business Innovation in cooperation with the University of Pretoria, under theme 4 in CfP1: The Monograph Conflict and Governance: NEPAD, South Africa and Africa .

- And more interesting, with a greater effect for accessibility of information to a wide audience: the construction of a new web-site for ISS, the Institute of Security Studies, a think-tank of international reputation. The actual web-site is consulted by users not only from SA, from Africa in general, but from the whole world, and is currently registering 1,2 million hits /month. 

	Institute For Security Studies 

The ISS website is one of the largest of its kind with an average of more than 1.3 million hits per month. The site ranks around 15th on the list of top publishing websites in South Africa. It has grown five-fold over the past two years in terms of number of hits and consistently ranks amongst the top ten on search engines such as Google. Some 3600 users are currently subscribed to the free email alert service for new additions to the website. CAGE’s support of 100.000 R has given ISS the opportunity to redevelop the website in order to streamline its navigation and make it more user friendly as it continues to grow. The website is due to be launched in early April 2006. www.issafrica.org




Act 3.2 Create new discussion forums   (Facilitate debates and exchanges) 

First of all there are the CAGE workshops organised to consult with stakeholders on the issues to be chosen for the Call for Proposals. Two workshops have preceded the CFP 1 and CFP2. These were not directly intended as leading to a more enriched policy debate, but were focussed on presenting CAGE and getting to know the potential partners in research and policymaking. However, by the very nature of the topics, policy dialogues happen at these meetings.

In March 2005 CAGE organised a workshop bringing together representatives of the SA-government, the EU-delegation, UNDP, and several other donor-countries, in an effort to map out the ODA –efforts in the field of Conflict and Governance in South-Africa and in the region. 

It brought more insight into what was already being done in the region and produced a matrix with topics that were already focused.

There have been small initiatives, funded by the co-financing budget-line (activity 2.4).Two researchers of CSVR and CSIR could present papers at a SARPN-workshop on Conflict. Poverty and Human Security in Mauritius, and CAGE also paid for the final report (rapporteur).

In preparation to the 3rd Call for proposals CAGE is organising a round table in Cape Town, involving not only its present and potential future grantees, other NGOs and institutions from the Western Cape, but also bringing in parliamentary support groups, Labour groups, the Western Cape Provincial Legislature research unit, representatives from public services and several representatives of the Provincial and local governments.

The round table (50 participants) will bring together the CAGE-network, in order to exchange and find out what research is going on and how complementary research could be undertaken. There will also be a consultation with the parliamentary groups, with local and provincial policy-makers in order to delineate useful and urgent research topics that would directly feed into concrete policy- decision-making.

The Institute for Justice and Reconciliation will present the ‘Conflict and Governance’ report and it is expected that this will also enrich the discussions with this very diverse audience.

CAGE Community 

Picking up one of the original ideas of the creation of knowledge networks, CAGE is trying to stimulate stronger co-operation within the grant network. A two-day workshop with the existing and prospective grantees was held in December 2005 in order to “facilitate the realisation of strategic co-operation within the CAGE network so that an optimum relationship is achieved between the various parties of the network in the furtherance of CAGE’s objectives and impact”.
 

The objective was to find out if and how the CAGE secretariat and grantees could “cooperate and work synergistically within a community” so as to ensure that programme result areas are achieved now and in the future. Key elements of this cooperation would be: commitment and trust, collaborative mechanisms and alignment of the Grantees community spirit with CAGE’s strategic direction. 

The workshop also discussed the potential future outlook of CAGE, and the continuity of the network after EU-funding. The idea is to develop a sense of “identity” for cooperation, which is intended not only to contribute to the immediate future of CAGE but will also help to balance the competing and often conflicting interests of stakeholders.   

	Best Practice over the whole line of the intervention : The Institute of Justice and Reconciliation 

IJR, an independent NPO connected to the UCT, was created in 2000 in the wake of the SA Truth and Reconciliation Commission. IJR has two programmes focussing on the National Reconciliation and Reconstruction Programme and an Africa program. The political analysis unit serves them both. 

IJR is producing a series of yearly reports “the transfromation audit” , aimed at the key players in government and its main social partners, labour and employers, as well as at the technical experts supporting decision-making, whether within government or outside of it in research & academic institutions and NGOs. IJR is donor-dependent for research projects, and is funded by several donors, including the EU. 

The first audit report came out in 2004, coinciding with the first 10 years of the constitution, and therefore an important milestone for an evaluation of the new governements’ policies. CAGE funded the research for the Audit of 2005 and is also funding the 2006 version. The research was done by senior researchers, but also involved young black researchers.This is part of the in-house policy of IJR. 

The research produced: a major publication on 2000 hard copies and access to information on the transformation website. IJR can be considered a best practice example of  bringing the results to the forefront of the political agenda as well as spreading the findings to a wider public.

R.1 Improved policy analysis thanks to in-dept and quality research: IJR is conducting the research over a number of years , and is drawing on insights and inputs from both academic circles as communities. There is a continuity and consolidation of the research findings. The research funded in 2005 concentrated on the theme of economic and social inclusion and productive redistribution. It included concrete case-studies on actual policy-topics.

R.2 Capacity building: New young interns (from UCT) are included in the research  teams each year and closely mentored by the senior researchers, as they work in duo’s at equal time. It allows them to combine post-graduate studies with research. The young researcher was in charge of  SA-monitor, an online service of IJR.  

R.3 Policy debate enriched: IJR has developed good strategies to reach both the policy-world as the media and the wider public with the research findings. 

First of all IJR has frequent contacts with policy-makers, and not only on the CAGE project. There is an ongoing working relationship with the Presidency (Policy Unit), interactions with parliamentary committees by senior researchers, so that IJR has a good knowledge about what kind of problems are on the top shelve of government and political actors. The first report had marked a milestone, and it was to be expected that the second audit would show the trends resulting of the policies in an even sharper way. The Audit report was presented first in a meeting hosted by the Presidency, in the Union Buildings, to a high level focused audience (50 P) comprising the Policy unit, policy-makers of several departments, at national and local level, economic analists, representatives of Labour and employers, research institutions and civil society. The EU was also invited. Having a restricted workshop was favourable for the quality of the debate. It resulted, for example, in the decision to change the regulatory framework for young business starters (BEE). Later the report was launched officially for larger audiences, both in Pretoria and in Cape Town. IJR is invited to multiple seminars to present and discuss the findings.The report was disseminated to a focused political audience: in cooperation with the research unit of both Parliament and of the ruling party ANC.   

There was a separate mediastrategy: as a former journalist the senior researcher knew very well what kind of information was needed. Even before the launch of the final Audit, IJR developed regular relations with the press and was feeding with findings on particular topics, so that by the time the full report came out, the media were really interested. There was a separate press release, before the official launch. The report received extensive media coverage. There was a special insert report in a respected business magazine (Financial Mail) which brought the essential findings to a wider audience and increased the attention of policy makers. The material was presented in an accessible form, adapted to the diverse audiences.  

It may be stated that the Transformation Audit has impact on policy-making, thanks to the regular interaction at government level and the excellent dissemination strategy of the research institute. 




8. IMPACT 
Impact is about the longer-term effects, the outcomes that are to be observed towards the end of the programme and even beyond that date. CAGE is a very young project and this MTR comes at an early stage, since implementation only started in June 2004. The Mid-term review has taken a broad view at the programme and has tried to uncover the emerging patterns of impact that indicate whether is making progress towards the achievement of its mandate: the promotion of informed decisions by the South African political decision-makers.  

The MTR has tried to find out whether there are early signs of this kind of impact on policy-making by looking at the outputs that have been produced and by analysing the potential effects of the strategic choices that were made. Does CAGE have the potential and enough focus to develop that kind of impact on policy-making? 

Policy-making in a democracy is a very complex process of dialogue, debate and negotiation, involving the input of various stakeholders, at the different levels of policy-making. It is therefore rather ambitious to think that research, and especially small-scale research-projects, can leave their mark on the formulation of policies. Nevertheless, such is the goal of the CAGE programme.   

After 18 months in operation, and with only the outputs of the first work-plan to examine, it is too soon to observe impact or to be able to say where CAGE has made the difference in policy-making, but there are some indications of (likely) success, and at least one that is ready to enter the legislative level.

Only a couple of studies have been finished. The rest will follow in April 2006. The studies that were presented so far have been discussed with government circles and it may be expected that some of the findings will be used and have impact on policy-change. 

For example: 

· The study of IJR on the BEE analysed the difficulties encountered by young starters to start their own small enterprise. They needed to get through nine departments in order to get the permit to start a business. The research demonstrated that it was necessary to change the regulations. This policy-change will now be taken up and was announced in the State of the Nation Speech of the President. A new regulatory framework will be worked out: the law will be changed.

· The poverty study that included the housing expenditure conducted by DPRU-UCT was explicitly referred to in the presidential State of the Nation Address at the joint sitting of Parliament on the 3 February 2006. 

· The CSIR research – still at draft stage- laid the foundation for the PCRD policy framework and introduced the concept of Developmental Peace Missions into the policy debate at national and regional level in the broader SADC and African Union.  

CAGE has chosen the safe road: grants have funded research by large institutions
, involved in longer-term and in-depth research. CAGE funds have been additional funds in their research projects. Most of these larger research institutes – certainly the national statutory research centres and the university research institutes- enjoy credibility at governmental level and declare having direct access to government circles. The research is triggered directly or indirectly – through CAGE. It may therefore be expected that the research findings will be reach out to the government level. They may be used, if ways are found to “translate” them into understandable and concrete recommendations. These research findings – such as the research, funded under the first call for proposals- may need to be complemented in a second phase by more concrete studies. This could be a way to consolidate the findings and increase their impact.

As it is conceived at present, CAGE can not have much impact on political decision-making. Research is only one of the many factors that feed into policy-making. Conflict and Governance is a very vast area, at national as well as at international level. As a grant-maker CAGE has chosen to spread widely, but thinly. The grants are small and scattered over a wide variety of topics. At the start it was decided not to focus, so that grants could be used to fund a variety of research institutes and NGOs. Primary attention seems to have gone to the needs of the institutions and to the research that needed financial support.
  

The CAGE project is a short programme, set within a limited time-frame. In principle the programme will end in august 2007 and has another half year to phase out. CAGE has invested a lot of energy and intellectual efforts to shaping its mandate and develop the programme implementation. If the CAGE programme has the ambition of having real impact on policy-making it will need to specify its thematic focus and to chose in which specific policy field(s) it can be most useful to the policy-making process. In order to “make the difference” it is necessary to have a critical mass of research findings feeding into a particular policy-field.  

	PART IV  LOOKING AT THE FUTURE  




9. IMMEDIATE FUTURE  

CAGE is left with about 18 months of implementation on the current Financing Agreement . CAGE is in a process of consultation for the call for proposal 3. 

From February 2006 onwards new PRAG rules have been introduced which add an additional phase to the call for proposal procedures. This means that –in reality- there are only six to eight months left  for the actual implementation of new research projects. CAGE is not allowed to fund projects that are going to be implemented beyond its life span. Keeping this new procedural framework in mind, CAGE is forced to make strategic choices in terms of how to proceed in the third call for proposals.

9.1 Institutional Choices

The Institutional Arrangements of the programme will remain as they are, however for the programme to continue to perform at the levels required, staffing issues need to be considered. As indicated under part III-6 of the report on the efficiency of CAGE, there is need for the financial and procurement officer to be full time, especially because the programme will be closing and a lot of financial management will be required. In addition for her to assist with the work of the Operations Manager who is going on maternity leave in May 2006. 

The motivation for the rider to reallocate available financial resources as stipulated under 6.7 of the report is recommended.

During the first two years a lot of institutional experience was acquired. CAGE has to think about a phasing out or ‘transformation’ strategy” in order to preserve the institutional knowledge, even after the end of the EU-funded programme period. 

9.2 Short- Term Strategic Options For The Programme 

Drawing from the lessons learnt in the implementation of the programme in the first 18 months, the following strategic choices are suggested in order to progress towards the purpose of the programme

· CAGE should stick to its core business: funding policy-making oriented research and fostering this space for participatory policy-discussions, involving the various stakeholders 

· Focus on the target group of the programme: The third and the last call for proposals should be prepared in consultation with a number of political decision-makers, government policy-makers at national and provincial level. This will hopefully lead to the delineation of real concrete needs for information and research in the short term. Government, policy-decision-makers. It is advised to consult first with the Government (levels) to select themes and issues that need to be investigated in the short term, to narrow the thematic focus, on concrete, useful and actual topics. 

· Connect with the policy research units in government, through the department of Public Services and Agencies (DPSA). The Learning and Knowledge Management Unit is aiming at creating a ‘platform’ involving the research units of the public services and departments, as well as the academic institutions. Co-operation with the DPSA could lead to concrete new synergies, in which CAGE could fund demand-driven research. DPSA could also ensure that CAGE-research is linked and into policy-making at the right level of government. 

· Aim at continuity and complementary research to the large studies that took place under the first CfP. Additional smaller research projects could focus on developing specific advice and policy-recommendations, in order to consolidate earlier research findings. This might present opportunities to involve emerging institutions and researchers.

· Capacity building is a specific objective, requiring specific competencies. CAGE should look for partnerships that can take up the more specific aspects of capacity building and avoid duplicates. Involving young researchers and emerging institutions in research is to be further encouraged.

· CAGE should fully take up its role as Interface between policy-makers, research organisations and civil society: stimulate participatory debate in a pro-active way, involving the various stakeholders. (e.g. through linking with DPSA- platform)

Summary implementation for the three result areas of CAGE  

	Result
	Focus areas for call 3
	Comment

	R.1. Improved policy analysis
	Fund continuation or consolidation research projects

Compilation of all research work funded through CAGE will be a good idea. Put this in publication or publications by theme.
	Avoid new large research projects that will continue beyond CAGE lifespan- this will allow for  consolidating work properly towards closure

	R.2.  Capacity of emerging institutions/ (+researchers)

Strengthened 
	Empowering young researchers has been more feasible than emerging institutions- could integrate this into R 1 again, 
	Sanpad is strongly involved with Capacity building of emerging institutions/researchers. As CAGE is a small organisation the co-operation with Sanpad should be complementary and seek to avoid duplicate interventions. 



	R.3. Policy debate enriched
	Fund and facilitate debates on research already produced especially for the research institutions that need access to government.
	More focus could be directed here to ensure that all the studies  that are completed are disseminated in accessible format and debate is facilitated among policy players on the issues being researched.

Policy research units must be targeted for dissemination and debates 


10. SUSTAINABILITY AND MODELS FOR POLICY –MAKING RESEARCH  

Although this was a mid-term review the TOR also proposed to examine the longer-term sustainability aspects of the programme. Sustainability might not be the right word for the exercise that was undertaken in the interviews with the various stakeholders. The MTR discussed the future options for a possible “concept” or “model” in which a number of aspects or the whole of the programme could be sustained, considering the overall context of policy-making and research.

The MTR looked at existing models for the support of policy-development involving research. 

10.1 Funding by SA-Government

CAGE is a programme funded by the EU within a limited time-frame. Therefore the financial sustainability of CAGE as a grant maker ends when the programme is finalised. CAGE is 100% dependent on the funding by the EU, it was created to administer that fund. Its longer-term sustainability depends on the willingness of the SA-Government to create a similar programme. At present, the South African government is directly commissioning and funding policy-oriented research in a number of key-areas, whether through the large statutory institutes or through the universities. The extra input of the EU-fund for policy-making research is minimal compared to the overall budget for research. Maintaining a specific programme on Conflict and Governance will have to be decided by the South African Government. So far the intention or willingness to do so has not been expressed. For the SA government the CAGE programme ends at the date foreseen in the Financing Agreement .  

10.2 ODA And Sector Support 

ODA amounts to 1% of the total annual budget of South Africa. In the next programme period the EU Common strategy for /with South Africa will be a lot more focused on sector support. Several donors -governmental and non-governmental- have programmes for funding research, or for the development of civil society and democratisation. 

Following the ODA principles and guidelines for harmonisation of donor-support, research that is funded through ODA will have to fit in that overall approach and feed into the needs of the sector-policies that are developed by South Africa. 

It is unlikely that a project like CAGE – a semi-independent grant-making fund that is choosing the themes and deciding on the ‘beneficiaries’ (even if this happens through a PSC on which the government is represented) will be maintained in that context. 

10.3 Potential Role For An “Interface”?

Several respondents pointed out that it would be a pity to lose the institutional knowledge that has been accumulated in the past years and that the knowledge network on Conflict and Governance is just starting to burgeon.  It would be interesting to maintain the concept of an “interface”, provided that funding could be secured and that the SA-government takes up the “ownership” of the concept. The mandate and the regulatory framework would have to be changed and adapted to the needs of the users, permitting a more flexible approach. The present procedure through Call for proposals is not suitable, especially for the role of an “interface”. In short, a totally new concept is needed.

In the interviews many stakeholders (mainly grantees) see a potential space for some kind of “Interface” between the inner-circle of the policy-decision-makers, the government and the departments at various levels and the world of research and civil society. This is where this new kind of ‘CAGE’ could bring added-value. 

However, most suggestions made by respondents remained rather vague and did not specify what the organisational and operational structure of the “Interface” would have to look like. 

· An independent structure, but supported (co-funded?) by the South African government? 

· A policy think tank  with a clear thematic focus, supporting a knowledge network? 
 

· Able to attract funding from various donors and sponsors, through the organisation of activities

· Main purpose: fostering the debate and exchanges in view of policy-making, involving a wider policy-making circle. 

There are numerous “institutes” or “think tanks” of that kind in Europe and they come in very different versions. Some are autonomous and funded by government, but most of these institutes are private initiatives and have usually taken the form of Not- for- profit organisations. They are financed through governmental funds and other grants or private sponsoring. They do not undertake research nor fund it, but will involve research in the preparation of the papers and in the debates that are organised with the policy-making actors. In order to survive they draw on membership fees and organise conferences that are paid for or sponsored by government bodies or/and the private sector.
 Some are specialised on a specific area, others – the larger ones- take on debates on various topics of (European) policy making.

Before launching into setting up a new CAGE/programme under this form it would be well advised to examine the present situation and find out whether such institutes or NGOs exist, and what would be the exact purpose of setting it up
.

10.4 Models Of Policy-Development Support Frameworks

There are several models or frameworks for research-based support to policy-development could be envisaged. We are giving them for the sole purpose of information, as some of these models were suggested in a number of interviews. 

In each of the cases the area and topic(s) of research are defined by and in consultation with government. There is a focused reference group representing stakeholders: government, departments, practitioners, researchers, meeting regularly, exchanging and giving feedback from their specific experience and angle.

The main characteristic is that the all the research is focused on a particular policy-field and is giving longer term as well as short-term support to government.

· Model 1: Government / department chooses to work with one single Research institute that is specialised in a certain policy area .The choice may be by tender or not. 

· Model 2: Government /department  gets support from a structure, comprising one leading research institute which has a coordinating role and is taking on the main research, but is also coordinating inputs from other specialised institutes for specific inputs connected to the main research .(satellites)  

· Model 3: The supporting research is undertaken by a collaborative group of research institutions. It is coordinated from the policy unit or coordinated by one of the institutions. Each institute will do separate research according to its specialisation. There is a division in sub-research themes or topics, contributing to the policy-making around a multi-facetted problem. (e.g. migration) .

Such longer term Policy Development Support contracts have several advantages, for the research institutes as well as for the government. 

· They allow for longer term co-operation and in-depth research processes (3-5 years)

· Government can expect short-term inputs, on specific issues /requests  

· Researchers are involved in capacity building initiatives for departments and civil servants (number of P-days/per year)

· Researchers may be asked to contribute to debates, and dissemination to a wider audience 

In SA there is the example of the DFID- SA co-operation in the Employment Promotion Programme (EPP), which falls into Model 1. According to government respondents it seems to be a rather successful approach. 

· The EPP-programme was defined by the SA-Government.  

· Funded by DFID (2 million pound)

· Major stakeholders are involved in the reference group: Presidency, ILO, Department of Employment, National and Provincial Departments of Public Works, Trade unions and employers, and DFID

· Policy- development support is provided during 2-years by one research Centre : DPRU – Cape Town

If support to policy-development, by the involvement of research institutions is taken up in the next SA-EU strategy, models such as described above might have more sustainability in the longer term. 

11.
CONCLUSIONS 

1. When the programme was designed – mainly by the EU-delegation- it was not preceded by a thorough problem analysis and participatory identification with the primary target group of the project, the SA –government. Many problems of the project stem from the fact that there was - and still is- no real ownership by the SA-government. 

At the origin the project was intended to be a rather flexible instrument to fund short-term policy research that would serve both the SA-government and the EU-delegation, while at the same time fostering the development of knowledge networks on Conflict and Governance issues. The EU hoped that CAGE would offer opportunities for a more informal discussion on policy issues, for building a relationship of trust, for more direct interaction between policy-makers and independent research organisations and institutions. Later a capacity building objective was added to the project. 

2. The introduction of PRAG, in 2003, did no longer allow for the intended flexibility and totally changed the nature of the project. In the Financing Agreement CAGE was set up as a grant-maker, an administrative unit working under a very strict regulatory framework, under the authority of the National Treasury. 

CAGE ended up with a double mandate and a multiple identity to develop through the programme: as a grant-maker, as an interface and as a development actor. The PMU invested an enormous amount of energy and intellectual efforts in developing the mandate, an on-going “search for fit” in the “policy-making space”. 

THE MID-TERM REVIEW ASKED SIX MAIN QUESTIONS 

How relevant is the mandate from the perspective of the various key-stakeholders, beneficiaries and partners involved? .

3. The MTR looked at the relevance of the mandate of CAGE, from the perspective of the various key stakeholders. The relevance for the intended beneficiaries at project purpose level – the government- is closely linked to the themes and topics that are being researched to feed into policy-making. Although it was declared crucial, the themes and topics were not defined beforehand with government, but through consultation with the broad group of stakeholders. It was decided not to focus, but to opt for a widespread approach, through relatively small grants for research on a variety of themes. De facto, the research topics depend on the proposals of the research institutions, although there have been 6 proposals that were triggered or re-directed by the government.    

The government takes only a limited interest in CAGE, does not see CAGE as an interface, but mainly as a grant-maker and a potential resource for additional funding of government-triggered research. Government is not a direct user of CAGE-funds: the CAGE-procedures are incompatible with the needs at government level. It is acknowledged however that CAGE has a relevant role to play in funding independent research, in stimulating the debate and building capacities of young black researchers. 

4. The beneficiaries of the grants perceive CAGE mainly as a grant-maker, to fund either a particular project or to complement to a broader research framework. The larger established institutes and NGOs do not perceive CAGE as a necessary interface: they have direct access and exchange with policy decision-makers. Only a few smaller NGOs need CAGE to get access to the policy-making level. 

Still, CAGE presents “added value” because it is considered as a “safer place”, a no-man’s land that is enabling independent and innovative research, and is placing it in the public policy arena.  

To what extent and how has CAGE ensured effective partnerships with policy-making bodies and research institutions resulting in informed decision-making and capacity building?

5. As a new player in the policy-making arena CAGE needed to cope with the pressure of putting itself on the map and try to show results very quickly. CAGE has played safe by immediately choosing “high profile” institutes of respected reputation that already had working relationships with the government. As CAGE is perceived as a grant-making administrative unit – within government – CAGE largely depends on the grantees to get access and to be able to realise a wider policy-debate on the findings.

In choosing high profile , CAGE made a good choice, at least in view of the projects results and project purpose. High quality research can be expected, and where the research is directly or indirectly triggered by government it may have its repercussions and findings may prove to be be useful to the political decision-makers. 

In the second work-plan CAGE has shifted slightly towards another category of partners, more activist NGOs which are in the first place focused on their own agenda, rather than doing real research that is intended to feed directly into policy-making at government level. 

6. The objective of capacity building was very unclear in the beginning. In the first year, there have been only two “twinning research projects” between entrenched and emerging institutions; none in the second. However, thanks to the programme a number of young black researchers were given the opportunity to participate in the research under the mentorship of senior researchers. It has been argued that CAGE should turn towards funding more emerging institutions, but it is difficult to see how this could produce the high level and credible research that is expected for policy making. Instead of taking on basic research capacity building as an objective on its own CAGE should look for partnerships with more specialised organisations. It is clear by now this is not being realised in linkage with the high level research that is expected.   

To what extent has the CAGE programme been implemented in an effective and efficient way? 

7. The first research results have been put on the table, and the others studies are expected to be presented by the end of April 2006. It is very early to draw conclusion on the four projects that have been finished. But amongst those finished, two studies have reached policy-makers in government, and one project financed a web-site of an independent research institute that is consulted by policy-makers and researchers, world-wide. Only one study is said to be less useful and likely to stay on the shelves. That is a good score for a starting programme. 

One of the research projects has scored on the three result areas: quality research was produced, involving young black researchers and the findings were discussed with a focused group of policy-makers, policy practitioners, researchers and members of civil society organisations. The findings were also presented to a wider audience through the media, at conferences and workshops. An interesting debate was launched, which was enhanced by the fact that the study had touched upon real and actual problems in the country, in a year of elections. It can be considered a best practice. 

8. The CAGE management unit has invested a lot of energy and commitment into the realisation of the programme. They have been very effective and efficient in organising the call for proposals, and in assisting the organisations to understand the procedures. There is a general very high appreciation of the way in which CAGE is operating. It is indeed a pity that this institutional knowledge will be lost at the end of the programme.

9. Unfortunately CAGE has not been able to get real access to the government level. It would have been preferable to select the research themes and topics- staring from the problems in areas of policy-making as defined by the government policy-makers. CAGE is using a very participatory approach, involving a wide array of stakeholders, in order to select the themes and to scope for potential priority topics. In doing so these are largely defined by the research institutions and NGOs themselves. CAGE is also obliged to work through a call for proposals procedure, which again, puts the choice of the topics of research with the potential grantees.  Of course this allows for flexibility, and for “innovation” but it is not necessarily the most efficient way to get to the production of research findings that will have impact on policy-making. CAGE has also chosen not to focus on one or two main fields of policy-making: this approach as well, is not likely to lead to impact.    

To what extent and how have the institutional arrangements of CAGE assisted in effective and efficient implementation of the CAGE programme?

10. CAGE was set up as an administrative unit, a grant-making fund, on its own, half-attached to National Treasury, because all ODA is administered by National Treasury. National Treasury is a ‘neutral owner’ and it is therefore normal that CAGE is seen as a grant-maker, as a time-bound fund which will cease to exist at the end of the Financing Agreement. The CAGE project has a PSC chaired by the Chief Director of IDC and comprises representatives of the Presidency, Foreign Affairs, Community Constituency of NEDLAC and civil society. The EU has observer status. CAGE has been supported in a very dedicated way by the National Treasury. It has more distant support of the Presidency, but seems to have lost the interest of Foreign Affairs altogether. The EU’s involvement was characterised by a high rotation of desk-officers who were responsible for the project.   

11. The regulatory PRAG-framework and the Call for proposal procedures are seriously limiting the flexibility of CAGE to respond to potential government needs for research input at short notice. The procedure takes 6 months and will be even longer in the future. The procedures are not suited to the SA-government needs and departmental culture. 

To what extent and how has the programme contributed to achieving the mandate of CAGE: the promotion of informed decisions by the South African policy-makers?

12. CAGE is a very young project and this MTR comes at an early stage, since implementation only started in June 2004. The MTR has tried to find out whether there are early signs of impact on policy-making by looking at the outputs that have been produced and by analysing the potential effects of the strategic choices that were made. Policy-making in a democracy is a very complex process of dialogue, debate and negotiation, involving the inputs of various stakeholders, at the different levels of policy-making. It is therefore rather ambitious to think that research, and especially small-scale research-projects scattered over different topics, can leave their mark on the formulation of policies. 

13. After 18 months in operation, it is too soon to measure where CAGE has made the difference in policy-making, but there are some indications of (likely) success, and at least one study is ready to feed into changes at the legislative level. Some of the research will be useful to a certain extent. The capacity building of emerging institutions objective was expected to bring in more diverse views from different backgrounds, but this did not really take of. 

As it is conceived at present, CAGE can not be expected to have much impact on national political decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict: it does not have enough focus and does not concentrate a critical mass of findings on a specific area of policy-making. Conflict and Governance is a very wide area and issues of conflict and governance are at stake in any department. 

Looking at the future sustainability

14. In conclusion it must be pointed out that –given the principles of ODA- there is little hope/reason to maintain the CAGE programme in its present form beyond the final date of the Financing Agreement . 

In the remaining months CAGE will be forced to focus on shorter-term research projects, on consolidation, continuity and complementarity to the research that has been conducted during the first half term. In order to have a maximum effect it should concentrate – may-be in a more pro-active way- to organise the dissemination of findings through debate and discussion with a variety of stakeholders. 

15. There are other models to give support to policy-making by involving research: they all have in common that they are designed and steered together with the primary stakeholders in government, that they are focused on a well-defined problem area for policy-making and that they are supposed to lead to realistic problem-solving policies. 

Channelling the ODA-investments to existing institutions might be a more sustainable way of building the capacities for policy-making - both in research as in government- than putting it in the mould of a time-bound programme.

12.
RECOMMENDATIONS  

· Pay more attention to the key-stakeholders needs: governments and departments at the different levels. 

· Consult with government in order to get a more precise research requests.

· That are preferably linked to a policy-programme

· In co-operation with a policy research-unit in government: Presidency & departments, possibly via the DPSA-platform.

· Go for more thematic focus, within a restricted geographic field and level of governance

· Rules of EU-programme cannot be changed, but it is possible to formulate more focussed topics of research when launching Call for Proposals. 

· Develop a vision and ways to involve emerging institutions. Avoid ad-hoc activities and seek specialised partnerships to take up the task of basic capacity development. This is a different objective requiring specific skills. 

· Go for consolidation, continuity and additional studies linked to the early ones: examine how emerging institutions can be involved in short-term studies. (Mentoring needed).

· The CAGE –programme needs a partner to steer on content: the Presidency was named. Another and more accessible partner may be found in the DPSA-Learning and Knowledge Management Unit. 

· Organise the policy debate: CAGE has added value because it allows for government, research institutes and independent research NGOs to discuss policy-making. As research results will become available, this role of CAGE should be played to the full.
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ANNEXURES

13.1
ANNEX A:
DOCUMENTS AND WEBSITES CONSULTED.

1. Financing Agreement 

2. Annual workplan 1 Dec 2003-June 20

3. Annual workplan 2 July 2005-June 2006.

4. Terms of reference for PSC and the Secretariat

5. CAGE Policies and procedures manual

6. PSC Minutes, June 2003 –February 2006.

7. CAGE Quarterly reports-June 2003-Dec 2005

8. CAGE launch report march 2005.

9. Selection of Grantee quarterly reports, July 2005-Dec 2005.

10. Call for proposal 1 & 2 dossiers

11. Tools used for CFP- Due diligence tool, technical evaluation tool, process flowcharts for CAGE.

12. Consultative workshop reports, September 2004 and May 2005-- P. Mashego and C. Estment

13. Capacity Building workshop for emerging institutions, November 2005- C. Estment

14. Draft Report of the CAGE Community: Strategic co-operation between CAGE and Grantees-N. Marawa

15. Terms of reference for a  (declined by the PSC ) scoping  exercise-2005

16. Collaboration with SANPAD- Declaration of Intent.

17. CAGE system outline

18. Website traffic report

19. CAGE Data base

20. Capacity building needs assessment report March 2005- I. Sarakinsky

21. Adopted model for capacity building

22. TOR for implementation of capacity building

23. Audit report, July 2005- Price Waterhouse  and Coopers 

24. Strategic planning report-June 2005

25. Policy Frame work and procedural guidelines for the management of ODA in SA, Oct 2003, National Treasury.

26. Products from Grantees- State of the Nation 2005/06, HSRC Publication, Economic Transformation Audit-small enterprise transformation- IJR Publication.

27. Management Today, Feb 2006- Monograph on conflict and governance-Institute of Business Innovation

28. Staff performance charters.

29. Websites of grantees

13.2
ANNEX B:
LIST OF INTERVIEWEES

	 
	Stakeholder Category
	Name of Organisation
	Names of interviewee
	Designation/ role

	1
	PSC
	National Treasury
	Mr Shaheed Rajie
	PSC Chairperson

	2
	PSC
	The Presidency
	Dr Alan Hirsch
	Member (Deputy Chairperson of the PSC)

	3
	PSC
	The Presidency
	Mr Daniel Rathebe
	Member

	4
	PSC
	The Presidency
	Daphney Dlamini Mokhele
	Member

	5
	PSC
	DECSA
	Sifiso Mbuyisa
	Observer

	6
	PSC
	DECSA
	Alan Munday
	Observer

	7
	PSC
	FHR
	Vernie Chetty-Henson
	Delegated Member of PSC

	8
	EU
	DECSA
	Andrea Rossi
	EU 2nd secretary-political, Economic & trade

	9
	PSC
	Foreign Affairs
	Ms Hanlie Booysen
	Policy Unit-FA

	10
	Secretariat
	CAGE
	Charmaine Estment
	Programme Co-ordinator

	11
	 
	CAGE
	Natalie Vereen
	Operations Officer

	12
	 
	CAGE
	Davina Jonathan
	Financial and Procurement Officer

	13
	Grantees
	CSIR
	Mr Sybert Liebenberg
	Project Manager/ Researcher

	14
	 
	CSIR
	Richard Gueli
	Project Manager/ Researcher

	15
	 
	HSRC
	Prof Habib
	Executive Director: Democracy & Governance

	16
	 
	ISS
	Nico Fourie 
	E-Site &IT Coordinator

	17
	 
	ISS
	Jackie Cilliers
	ISS Executive Director

	18
	 
	UCT
	Dr Haroon Bhorat
	Director-DPRU

	19
	 
	IJR
	Susan Brown
	Political Analyst

	20
	 
	IJR
	Charles Villa-Vicencio
	Executive Director

	21
	 
	IJR
	Carol Esau
	Project Financial Officer

	22
	 
	IJR
	Zandile Gubeni
	Researcher (Intern)

	23
	 
	IJR
	Sameed Jain
	Researcher/ IT person

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	 
	Stakeholder Category
	Name of Organisation
	Names of interviewee
	Designation/ role

	24
	 
	CSVR
	Ephiem Tadesse
	Project Manager

	25
	 
	Action for conflict Transformation
	Spencer Chiimbwe
	Project Manager

	26
	 
	Action for conflict Transformation
	Ayong Ameck Gillian
	Researcher

	27
	 
	CIET
	Ari Ho-Foster
	Project Manager

	28
	 
	Gender Links
	Susan Tolmay 
	Project Manager/ researcher

	29
	 
	Gender Links
	Colleen Louw-Morna
	Executive Director/ Project Manager

	30
	 
	SAIIA
	Elizabeth Sidiropoulos
	National Director-Project Manager

	31
	 
	SAIIA
	Neuma Grobbler
	Project Manager/ researcher

	32
	 
	HSRC
	Roger Southhall
	Project Manager/researcher

	33
	 
	SWOP
	Geofrey Modisha
	Intern- masters 

	34
	 
	SWOP
	Andries Bezuidenhout
	Project Manager

	35
	Other 
	SANPAD
	Anshu Padayachee
	Director

	36
	 
	Mvula & Associates
	Nomvula Marawa
	Consultant

	37
	 
	National Treasury
	Eileen Meyer
	Chief Director of the Technical assistance Unit

	38
	 
	LSP
	Mr Kurt Morais
	Former EU project officer

	39
	 
	DPSA
	Mr Pierre Schoonraad
	Manage/ learning and Knowledge management unit

	40
	 
	Consultant
	Ivor Sarakinsky
	Technical Assessor and Consultant

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


13.3
ANNEX C:
CAGE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK DEVELOPED FOR MTR 

	OO
	Improve national policy, decisionmaking and implementation on issues of foreign and domestic policy that mitigate or cause conflict.
	↓ ↓ ↓ IOV

 
	
	Comment

	IOV for  PP 
	Nr of policy recommendations and conclusions emanating from research projects entering the legislative process. 

(original Fin. proposal annex)
	<- policymakers take into account findings and recommendations 

< Policy debates are carried out on a broader basis (involving > stakeholders)
	
	

	PP 

TG : government 

Political decision-makers 
	Informed decisions on issues C &G , based on research and studies through the participation of research and other appropriate organisations.
	
	
	Missing link= knowledge network involving policymakers, shapers and decision-makers (policy-space) 

	Results
	R1. Improved policy analysis , as a basis for better policy making  and implementation 


	R2.  Broader input/ views 

Research capacity strengthened (of emerging institutions / researchers?)  
	R3. Policy debate strengthened

(debate enlarged and enriched )
	R1.improved?

R.2 Emerging !!specify  

	Indicators 

outputs
	Research results are discusson resource base (usefulness)

Target: 8 credible studies/year made accessible for relevant Policy-makers

Type & profile of research institutions

(credible & quality research, independence)

Relevance (demand-driven) 


	Nr of Twinning research + 

Nr & quality of joint publications 

Research consortia 

Contributions at high level conferences

Profile and capacity of emerging institutions raised  (measured how?)

	Nr of workshops organised (by  research organisations !)

Nr and profile of participants  (policymakers?) 

Nr and quality and circulation of publications 

Target: At least 1/publication /project 

Mediacoverage


	

	Activities focus  on ( 
	GRANTMAKING  


	CAPACITY BUILDING of Emerging instit. & researchers 
	STIMULATE POLICY DEBATE 
	

	Key Activities 

GRANTS FUND =>
	A.1 1 Identify priority issues for research 

(criteria defined by PSC taking into account requirements derived from policy agenda) 
	A.2.1 Encourage Collaborative research between entrenched and emerging institutions (joint, twinning, nat & intern.) and knowledge + skills transfer (// R1) 
	A.3.1 Wide dissemination of results  (publications , workshops, media coverage)  

// R1 
	

	GRANTS FUND=>
	A.1.2 Selection of proposals  (+eval. Criteria) thru Call of proposals (published criteria + agreed  procedures)
	A.2.2 CAGE website and database of research institutions maintained (network support)  


	A.3.2 Create new discussion forums (where necessary) to bring together researchers, policy makers & CS. (as under 3.1 in WP2 2004-5) 
	(Proposal MTR: add separate activity 

	GRANTS FUND
	A.1.3 Monitor the Research funded by CAGE (Q/ results deliver input to policymaking) =>Results discussed and impact is documented for each project
	A.2.3 Needs assessment of policy research institutions + plan  

( Emerging ones?)
	Or ? : Facilitate debates and exchanges among researchers, policymakers and civil society. (=>as in Fin. Agreement,  A2.2)
	

	Co-financing & sponsoring = >  

(- 5000 €) 
	A.1.3 Fund Short term – research 
	A.2.4  (Co-) participation in keynote conferences and workshops  ? By who? Young researchers? Financial?  
	
	( Increase overall visibility of CAGE (side-effect) 

	
	
	
	
	

	Recipients of Funds & beneficiaries 


	Research institutions and R-NGOs 


	Emerging institutions 

Emerging researchers (HDI)  

(research grantees)
	Policy space: policymakers , research world, civil society, media  
	

	
	
	
	
	


13.4
ANNEX D:
OVERVIEW OF VISITED GRANTEES (ONLY)

	GRANTEES
	PROJECT 
	
	
	

	CF1
	R1 Policy analysis improved
	R 2 Capacity strenghtened 
	R 3 Policy debate strengthened
	PP: informed decisions 

Usefulness for SA government 

	CSIR 


	R1. Project: Policy guidelines for development, peacekeeping and post-conflict reconstruction
	R2
	R3
	PP 

	Council for scientific and industrial research 

Type: Large national research centre. (parliament grant + gov fund = oth African inst.) 

B: 620.368 R

12 M 


	Develop a policy framework & guidelines that will inform the implementation of developmental peacekeeping  (// peacemissions & post-conflict reconstructions).

It will empower the South African government with strategic & policy tools to formulate an integrated and sustainable response to peace-missions and peace-building. 

Need to develop the concept into an instrument, a policy framework 

Elevate Developmental peacekeeping from conceptual to strategic & policy level.

Products: => 8 reports (documents) 

Institute connected internationally (DFID, UK) 
	The CAGE budget for taking interns is considered too low.

There is no time to invest in an intern. 


	Results will be made public 

Website holds a lot of information, and is accessible to all.

Due to the nature of the research there has been no wider debate on it in SA   

CSIR would welcome more opportunities for exchange with institutes in EU, working in the field of Peace and security. 

Draft ready 
	SA Government contributions to advancing sustainable peace in Africa ( Burundi, DRC, Eritrea & Ethiopia¨) 

Means to prevent resource-based conflicts

Direct access: 

Briefing to deputy president, preidency 

In Partnership with Ministry of Defense and Nat. Dept of Public works 

Concept submitted to Commission for Africa /UK-government  (www.commissionforafrica.org) and Nepad. 

Estblishing a policy framework

Create a policy platform in Africa 

	
	
	
	
	

	IJR CFP 1
	R1. The 2005 Transformation Audit: Closing the inequality gap- Key development strategies 
	R2.
	R3
	PP

	Institute for Justice and reconciliation 

Type : Independent NGO connected to UCT

° 2000 

Must secure own funding- diverse donorbase

Staff: 20 P 

Budget audit 06

R 797400


	The transformation audit is a yearly report on economic and social transformation in SA. 

The first audit was done in 2004; audit 2005 and audit 2006 are both supported through CAGE.

The audit looks at the impact of policies along 2 dimensions:  the changes in the economic environment and the changes as regards the economic status of S-Africans.

Year 2004 was important: 10 years of post-1994 government.  Each year a number of issues are highlighted.  2005 was Conflict and Governance. In 2006 the focus will be on corruption. It is important that this topic is researched by an independent institution that has gained credibility. 

The audit aims at widespread information of government and public.  Information that is useful in the immediate future, for policy-makers.

Products: report, website and briefings to Presidency and government departments. 
	Emerging researchers get equal time with established senior researchers.

Interns are recruited from UCT.

Emerging researcher started as post-graduate intern and has now become a researcher at IJR. New interns are recruited each year: it is part of the policy of IJR. 

Building a collaborative or twinning relationship with an emerging institute has been impossible (only consultancies available).
	Publication Report: “ Conflict and Governance” 

October 2005 

Workshop hosted by presidency (50 P, good mix of political and economical decision-makers) followed by two large public launches.

Excellent media-strategy and numerous press reactions, articles. Special central article in the Financial Mail.

Participation of researchers in various public debates. Selective dissemination in Parliament and government circles . 

Info available on websites.

Systematic briefings in appropriate formats for government and stakeholders   
	IJR has direct access and permanent regular working relationship /exchange of information with Presidency. 

Launch of the Audit 2005 hosted by Presidency.

Regular interaction with Parliamentary committees .

(trusted source of information) 

Debate with Mayors of 2 towns major cities, involved in case studies. 

Research results are feeding into policy-making and legislature process.

Example: president announced regulatory review for business starters (BEE study), involving 9 ministries. 

	UCT-DPRU CFP 1
	R1. Measuring Poverty and inequality in SA
	R2
	R3
	PP

	Development research unit 

Centre officially recognized within UCT –School of Economics 

° 1990

staff: 8 , 5 researchers


	The DPRU is specialised in socio-economic research with a focus on labour-markets, poverty and inequality. DPRU aims to produce academically rigorous policy analysis and policy relevant research.   

Development of an index to capture changes in poverty and inequality on an annual basis. And develop a clearer picture of economic wellbeing and human security. The results of the study should help policy-makers and government to get a better understanding of poverty and access to basic services like water and electricity. 
	No twinning or joint research with emerging institutions. 

No time for mentoring

(have own UCT students as interns)


	The study was presented at workshop hosted by National Treasury.

Publication thru DPRU papers and policy briefs.

DPRU has dissemination policy: wide data base of policymakers and academics, media strategy, regular seminars at UCT, etc.; Organise training for civil servants.
	Direct access to Presidency and Government: 

DPRU- Research is commissioned directly or indirectly by Government- clients in numerous government departments: Presidency, National Treasury, Depts of Labour , Social Development and Trade & Industry

EG. Research results mentioned in Presidential State of the nation, febr. 2006. 

	ISS  CFP 2
	Project :  redesign the website => R3 only 
	R2
	R3 New website 
	PP

	Institute of Security studies in Africa 

NGO- leading think tank  on  Africa 

47 staff in SA

65 in total 

Budget-2006

R 100000
	 Note: The think tank is the largest of its kind in Africa, 4 offices in Africa . Entirely funded through donors. 

ISS is an applied policy-research institute. International reputation. Specialised in African security issues. Independent, with a variety of international donors. 

www.iss.org.za
Comes up as top –five of google search under ‘security in Africa” 


	---- 
	Will enhance visibility and access all over Africa & world

Very wide audience

Web content and research results are available online, free of charge

Hosting other related websites of ISS-projects

More than 1,2 million hits/month on present website- 24000 files available 

New website launch in april 2006- 
	ISS has some access to Government and policy-makers: attending Parliamentary committees, consulted by Justice, Foreign Affairs.

Government actors and civil servants consult the website. Information is available.

Cooperation with SA police (maintain statistics on crime) 

Visitors to the website from all over the world - 

	HSRC CFP 1
	R1. Race and Redress” – Post –Apartheid SA: A case study of the economy
	R2
	R3
	PP

	: Human Sciences Research Council,

In Partnership with SWOP:Socilogy Work Unit – attached to the University of the Witwatersrand.

Type: Large institutions, partially government funded.

Grant Amount:677,897
	There are three research topics conducted under this main theme by SWOP. 

HSRC study looks at BEE in a comparative and historical context, comparing SA experience to that of Kenya and Malaysia.

Products: 

· The role and position of black managers in South African firms. Study dome by Geoffrey Modisha and MA student and intern in SWOP

· Chapters in HSRC’s State of the Nation: South Africa 2005-06. - Roger Southall

· BEE and Corporate Social Responsibility, by Roger Southall and Diana Lutchman, forthcoming in David Fig (Ed), Corporate Social Responsibility in South Africa submitted to UKZN Press.
· Conference papers

Two research topic from SWOP and two from HSRC still in progress
	One intern- a masters student benefited from the CAGE funds to conduct his masters research report which is now completed.
	
	· SWOP host monthly breakfast meetings were papers on completed research are presented and discussed. There is a standard forum or network that participates in this, included is business, labour and academics. From the government side the department of labour participates.

· HSRC also hosts forums to discuss its outputs regularly.

· HSRC has access to government policy makers and sometimes research is commissioned by government.

Have access to media-Local and international.

	CFP 1
	R 1: Consensus-building approaches by policy co-ordination mechanisms: Responsive and responsible policy formulation and implementation in SA. 
	R 2 Capacity strenghtened 
	R 3 Policy debate strengthened
	PP: informed decisions 

Usefulness for SA government 

	Centre for the study of violence and conflict reconciliation (CSVR)  In partnership with Action for Conflict Transformation

Type: National NGO and an emerging global NGO.

Grant Amount:   R 469,572.00


	Two case studies conducted

· The role and challenges of civil society organisations in influencing SA policy on Zimbabwe.

· Social delivery, public participation and grassroots uprisings in SA,The Case of   Khayelitsha 

Products: 

· A draft reports has been produced on both case studies, 

· A consultative workshop was held on the 23 February to discuss the findings and recommendations. Workshop included stakeholders from civil society, academics and government.

· Further workshop for dissemination still to happen when study is completed.

· A database of organisations in conflict transformation for ACTION has been designed. It is ready for registration.
	Partnership with Action for Conflict Transformation.

· ACTION has expereince in working with the grassroots communities and CSVR is learning from this

· CSVR has experience in conducting formal research and ACTION is deriving lesson from the partnership

· The research is conducted by a team comprising 3 people from Action and 3 From CSVR

· Both the partners value the relationship.


	
	· CSVR has no easy access to policy makers, esp. government.

·  Difficulty to set up a steering committee + representative of government for this project.

· They intend to facilitate workshops and public lectures to disseminate the research results, but have no confidence that this will enter the policy arena at government level.

· CAGE has been useful in assisting them to access a few government officials.

· Foreign Affairs was targeted for the case study on Zimbabwe, but they have not shown interest.

· Other option : advocacy and lobbying (outside this project)
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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE MID-TERM REVIEW OF THE CONFLICT AND GOVERNANCE FACILITY (CAGE): 2005

1. Introduction 

These terms of reference are for the mid-term review (MTR) of Conflict and Governance Facility (CAGE), which has National Treasury as its Implementing Agency, and as funded by the European Union through the European Program for Reconstruction and Development  (EPRD). CAGE’s Secretariat is contracted by National Treasury and it reports to a Project Steering Committee which is headed by this Chief Directorate and is further comprised of representatives from the Presidency, the Department of Foreign Affairs and civil society.

The CAGE project is funded from the 2002 budget of the European Programme for Reconstruction and Development (EPRD), the official development co-operation programme between South Africa and the European Community. The donor reference number for the programme is SA/73200-02/02 with a project reference number of SA/1011/000. 

2.  Background

The Financing Agreement for CAGE between the South African government and the European Community was signed on 25 June 2003 to run from 1 August 2003 with final date for commitments being 1 August 2007, followed by a six month closure period which will be completed no later than 1 February 2008. 

CAGE, as with any other EPRD project is implemented according to a log frame which is integral to the Financing Agreement of the programme: The log frame is expressed as follows:

Overall objective

To improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa.

Purpose

To promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies through the participation of research and other appropriate organisations.  

Results
1. Improved policy analysis as a basis for better informed policy making and implementation 

2. Capacity of research institutions strengthened: incentives for joint research between established and emerging institutions, thereby promoting transfer of knowledge and skills.

3. Policy debate strengthened. Participation in policy debate is enlarged. Quality of discussions and dialogue enriched.  

CAGE has thus been conceived as a micro project within the democracy and governance output of the SA-EPRD programme. 

In working towards achieving South Africa’ s development agenda, CAGE is also mindful of the macro and strategic policy frameworks in which it is positioned within South Africa, SADC, AU, EU and OECD-DAC.

The modus operandi which is envisaged for CAGE is for it to scan the policy environment in order to table policy priorities for research, studies and dialogue through Calls for Proposals. Government then does/should trigger the research topics and partnerships are established with research institutions to do the research and/or promote dissemination and dialogue. The findings of the research should then feed back and strengthen the policy framework.

3. Mid- term review intervention:

3.1: Objective of the Mid-Term Review (MTR) of CAGE:

The MTR is in fulfillment of the requirements of the Financing Agreement  as concluded between the European Union and the Government of South Africa. The key objective is to evaluate the model of CAGE as a grant maker that funds primarily research/studies in the policy arena of conflict and governance within South Africa’s domestic and foreign policy and must include an interactive seminar with key stakeholders. The findings of the study and seminar must be written up as a report for the attention of the Project Steering Committee and the Delegation of the European Union of South Africa to inform their decision -making around the project.

3.2: Issues to be evaluated

3.2.1 Relevance:

3.2.1.1 Strategic Issues:

· Has CAGE been able/Is CAGE able to have an impact on improved national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa?

· Has CAGE gone some way to meet the identified needs of the beneficiaries identified in the problem statement of the project’s financing proposal; has it perhaps also identified and met new or more topical needs?

· Have the assumptions and risks been correctly identified and if so, optimally managed?


3.2.1.2: Operational Issues

· Have the envisaged result areas and their corresponding activities assisted CAGE to achieve its strategic objectives?

· Are the activities coherent and complete enough?

· How effectively has the operational plan of the Facility guided the process for undertaking its core strategic objectives or result areas?

3.2.2:  Efficiency:In terms of the management set up and execution of the programme
· Has CAGE performed its core business efficiently?

· Is the management/organisational structure within CAGE appropriate to achieve its goals, including the realisation of the CAGE?

· Does the EC Delegation provide support, expertise and inspiration to assist CAGE with achieving the programme objectives?

· Does the Implementing Agency/ PSC provide sufficient support and guidance to CAGE?

· Does the approach of the key role players around CAGE lead to efficient implementation of the programme and the achievement of CAGE’s strategic objectives?

· Are the implementation and reporting modalities in line with CAGE’s needs?

· Are the quality of the already achieved outputs/outcomes around improved policy analysis (through policy priority identification and grant making); strengthening capacity (through collaboration, information infrastructure and skills transfer); and strengthening of policy debate through workshops and dialogues, of an appropriate level and have they used the resources of CAGE in an optimum manner?

3.2.3 Effectiveness:


· Is CAGE effective in its core business?

· Is CAGE indeed fulfilling the project purpose, as envisaged in the log frame of CAGE? Has it indeed made a difference in terms of providing resources for informed decision making in the conflict and governance arena, and built collaboration and capacity within the arena?

· Have the planned benefits been delivered and received by the envisaged beneficiaries thus far and what has assisted/deterred this process?

· Are the indicators of the benefits appropriate for CAGE in terms of its operations and to what extent were these indicators managed appropriately and flexibly by the CAGE project?

3.2.4 Impact:

· To what extent has CAGE been able to make some impact on national policy decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict?

· To what extent has CAGE contributed to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa in relation to the above?

· Were there any wider/cross cutting impacts beyond the overall objective achieved by CAGE?

· Is impact feasible within the given overall objective and time frame of CAGE and within the context of the project of CAGE?

3.2.5 Sustainability:

· Has CAGE been/Is CAGE an optimal ODA choice for African and regional partnerships within a sector that shows an uptake of demand for evidenced-based decision-making?

· To what extent is CAGE sustainable as a project of the South African Government, should there be no further donor funding?
· Should it be sustained, in what form or through what concept would aspects or the whole of it be sustained?
· Given the outcomes and outputs of CAGE thus far, is CAGE perceived or understood as a needed resource by the stakeholders concerned?
· To what extent is there ownership of CAGE?
3.3: Profile of experts and Submission of Proposal:

· It is recommended to recruit a team of two experts of which the conflict/governance/policy /research expert should operate as the team leader

· Category 1 Expert: should have at least 15 years of relevant professional experience with emphasis on knowledge and expertise in policy issues, conflict, governance and research

· Category 2 Expert: should have at least 10 years of relevant professional experience with emphasis on public sector projects and good knowledge of organisational development and project management.

· It is strongly recommended that the team be mixed by gender and race with relevant familiarity of the culture, language and norms prevalent in South Africa

· The team should be versed in securing interviews with senior Government officials and other high level role players in South Africa

· Knowledge of the modalities of the European Union and Official Development Assistance is advantageous.

· Both experts should have good theoretical and practical experience in programme and institutional evaluation.

· The experts must be fluent in English and ideally at least one other South African language

· Both experts must have a relevant University honours degree.

· The Proposal should be submitted in line with the requirements as laid down by the published Guidelines and should, in addition, provide some key details of the proposed methodology and approach that the organisation/individuals intend to use. Contactable references with regard to projects where the organisations/individuals have employed this methodology should also be included.

3.4 Budget:

· The maximum budget available for this study is  € 60 000.

3.5: Stakeholders to be consulted

· The International Development Co-operation Chief Directorate in the National Treasury

· The Members of the Project Steering Committee (PSC), including original members of the PSC

· Government Departments especially The Presidency and Department of Foreign Affairs

· The Delegation of the European Union.

· CAGE management and staff.

· Other Grant Makers within EPRD such as: Foundation for Human Rights, Themba-Lesizwe, CWCI 

· Potential and Actual Grant partners

· Benchmarked organisations such as SANPAD and National Research Foundation

· Sector specialists: Research organisations within the conflict and governance arena; civil society organisations including Institutions of Higher Learning

· The Technical Assistance Unit ( TAT) and EPRD-SF 

· UNDP Resident Representative

3.6: Reference material

The review team will be expected to consider the including, but not exclusively, content of the following documents/infrastructure listed below:

· The Financing Agreement, especially the technical and administrative provisions and the logical framework.

· CAGE workplans and Quarterly Reports against Work Plans

· The ODA policy and implementation guidelines.

· The EPRD MTR (2003)

· EU-SA Country Strategy Papers 

· International ODA best practice recommendations as formulated in different documents by the OECD/DAC, UNDP. 

· The EC guidelines for evaluation

· Policies and Procedures of CAGE

· CAGE web-site, data-base and project tracking system

· CAGE results outputs

3.7: Time frame

The exercise will consist of three phases:

	1 day for travel
	      Start of Mid-Term Review

	1 day of briefing of the two experts by the CAGE and EC Delegation

Indication of methodology and approach to be used for this exercise
	· Minutes of Discussions

	2 days for preparatory work
	· Output: Inception Report

	14 days for field work with all stakeholders, including a presentation of the main findings to the CAGE and EC Delegation
	· Output: Draft Report and Seminar to debrief the draft report

	1 day of interactive seminar around preparatory findings. 
	· Output: Draft Report to be presented including main findings of MTR

	5 working days for the preparation of the report
	· Output: Final Report



	1 day: Presentation of Final Report
	· Output: Presentation of Final Report


The exercise is intended to start on 22 January 2006 and end on 23 February 2006. Below an indicative timetable is presented. The timetable will be finalised on the basis of the detailed work programme of the consultants that will be outlined in terms of the availability of personnel in the proposal submitted. 

	Activity 
	Date

	Travel
	22/01/06

	Briefing of the two experts by the CAGE and EC Delegation.
	23/01/06

	Preparatory work including document review 
	24-25/01/06 

	Field work with all stakeholders
	26/01-15/02/06

	Presentation of the main findings to the CAGE and EC Delegation
	16/02/06

	Preparation of the final report, including receipt of written comments from stakeholders by 20/02/06. 
	17-22/02/06

	Presentation of final report
	23/02/06

	[Weekends of 28-29/01; 4-5/02; 11-12/02; 18-19/02 are included as non-working days in the calculation of the contract duration.]
	


3.8: Reporting

The consultant team will report weekly to the Programme Co-ordinatorof the CAGE, Charmaine Estment. Guidance and direction will be provided by the Project Steering Committee. The reporting format will be agreed with the steering committee.
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MID-TERM REVIEW OF CAGE – 2006

THE CONFLICT AND GOVERNANCE FACILITY

Methodology and workplan

1. Context of the Evaluation
The Conflict and Governance Facility (CAGE
) is a recently established structure, which has the National Treasury as its implementing Agency and is funded by the European Union through the European program for Reconstruction and Development (EPRD). 

CAGE’s secretariat is contracted by the National Treasury and it reports to a Project Steering Committee. The Steering Committee (SC) is headed by this Chief Directorate and comprises representatives from the Presidency, the Department of Foreign Affairs and civil society.

The Financing Agreement  for the CAGE- project was signed on 25/06/2003, for a period of 5 years, with a final date for commitments on 1/08/07, followed by a 6-months closure period till 01/02/2008. The donor reference number for the programme is SA/73200-02/02- with a project reference number of SA / 1011/000. The duration of the active implementation of the project is 48 months. 
The overall objective of the program is to improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and southern Africa. 

The specific mandate of CAGE is to promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies, through the participation of research institutions and others appropriate organisations. The Programme intends to promote co-operation and dialogue between policy research institutions, active involvement of policy makers and leaders of civil society and a wide dissemination of findings. 

The Facility will, through the provision of Grants, focus on analytical research and studies on conflict and governance issues.
CAGE has been conceived as a micro-project within the democracy and governance output of the SA-EPRD programme. As a young and small organisation (created in 2003, operational since in 2004) working in a very complex domain , CAGE has to invest in strategy development and in developing efficient and effective operational approaches in order to have the desired impact on policy development and to become sustainable in the longer term.

While it may be argued that this MTR comes at a very early stage in the project’s cycle, the evaluation is expected to shed light on the strategic results so far and on a number of  operational issues, in order to improve the CAGE approach, as part of a learning culture.

2. Terms of reference & guidelines  

The TOR for the evaluation identify the key elements to be considered in the programme and institutional evaluation: The key objective is to evaluate the model of CAGE: 

· as a grant-maker that funds research & studies in the field of conflict & governance 

· in view of South African national and foreign policy-making   

Key elements of the study are

· the relevance of the strategy for the beneficiaries and its impact on national policies  

· the coherence of the intervention logic and the implementation of the 5 year –programme 

· the mandate and institutional arrangements

· the results achieved (outputs, outcomes and impact) 

· the sustainability and longer term viability of CAGE, both financial and institutional, within the South-African context

· Lessons learnt to face the challenges ahead

The evaluation will be conducted in a participatory way and will include an interactive seminar with the key stakeholders. The findings of the study and seminar will be taken up in a report. 

The evaluation is expected to provide insights in the qualities of the CAGE programme and in the outcomes of programme implementation. The lessons learnt should contribute to a further institutional and programmatic development of the organisation while providing evidence-based information on CAGE’s achievements to the Project Steering Committee and the Delegation of the European Union of South Africa, in view of their decision-making on the project. 

3. Our understanding of the evaluation

· Strategic evaluation: The mid-term review will take a broad view at the strategy of the programme and evaluate the progress that has been made in the past years. It will also focus on changes that have occurred within the structure of the facility in order to adapt to the challenges and difficulties that have surfaced during the first years of its existence. The purpose is to assess whether the CAGE facility is a good concept for the promotion of governmental policy-oriented research work and capacity building.

· Patterns of impact: The CAGE programme is too young for a serious analysis of impact on policy-making related to conflict and governance issues. As the active implementation of the programme only started in June 2004 it will probably be too soon to be able to find indications of impact of the CAGE programme. Therefore, besides implementation, the evaluation will concentrate on identifying emerging patterns of impact, embedded in the experiences of different stakeholders. 

· Learning evaluation: The evaluation is seen as an opportunity for learning through the capitalisation of the various views and experiences with the programme of the different stakeholders. 

· Prospective evaluation: on the basis of the study and the identification of lessons learnt during the past couple of years, the evaluation should help to formulate recommendations for the future challenges at strategic, operational and institutional levels.  

4. General approach 

The evaluation will combine the following elements:

· Study of relevant material and documents available 

· The study of reference material and relevant documents concerning CAGE, such as the Financing Agreement , original identification report and logical framework, other programme documents and reports, planning documents and quarterly reports, activities reports , internal evaluation reports, etc..

· Study of background material such as ODA policy and implementation guidelines, EPRD-MTR (2003), EU-SA Country Strategy papers, UNDP-best practice guidelines, EC-guidelines for evaluation. 

· Study of Policies and procedures of CAGE, CAGE guidelines, Consultation of CAGE web-site , data –base and project-tracking system 

· Study of CAGE results –outputs (applications, studies and research realised or oNGOing)

· Consultation and Interviews with Key Stakeholders: 

· The Presidency, The National Treasury (IDC) and the Department of Foreign Affairs 

· The delegation of the European Union, the technical assistance Unit (TAT) and EPRD-SF

· Consultation with members of the Project Steering Committee 

· Interviews with CAGE management and staff

· Consultation with a selection of grant partners & grantees through interviews and a questionnaire 

· Representatives from benchmarking organisations, policy-making institutions and civil society

The purpose of such a wide-spread consultation is to capture to the maximum degree possible, the diversity of views and opinions as well as the concrete experiences of the various stakeholders. This provides a solid basis for identifying different views and to capture the patterns of relationships and effects that people associate with the intervention of CAGE.  

The work will be carried out in South Africa, mainly in Pretoria, where most key stakeholders are located. To the degree possible and appropriate, evaluation activities will involve a selection of meetings and contacts with beneficiaries and grant takers in Johannesburg and Cape Town. Respondents will be stimulated to participate actively in the programme assessment. (see tentative list and schedule of meetings in annex.)

· Interactive seminar with key- stakeholders 

A half-day interactive seminar
 will be organised – in Pretoria- with the key-stakeholders around the preliminary findings, following the first round of interviews and consultations.

A representative list of stakeholders to invite will be identified by/with the EU delegation and CAGE during the briefing meeting. (around 20 persons ). The workshop will be held at the National Treasury, Department of International Cooperation, 15 th floor on the 2nd March 2006. 

The preliminary findings will be presented in a PPT –presentation.  

The main purpose of the evaluation as a whole is not only to assess implementation and performance till now, but also to stimulate learning and to provide CAGE with useful information and recommendations that can improve future interventions. 

The evaluation findings are also intended to inform the PSC and the EU–delegation around the project.

5. Timeframe of the Mid-term Review
	Date 
	Agenda –activities 
	Output

	4- 5/02 
	Travel 
	

	6 – 10/02
	Consultation of documents at CAGE. 

Preliminary meetings with EU-delegation and CAGE.
	Evaluation Plan 

Inception report 

	
	Fieldwork
	

	13- 17/02
	Interviews in Pretoria of key – note stakeholders

Interviews of grantees, benchmarking organisations, other think tanks.   
	

	19- 21/02
	Interviews in Cape Town of grantees, benchmarking organisations, other think tanks and resources . 
	

	22- 24/02
	Interviews in Johannesburg of grantees, benchmarking organisations, other think tanks and resources. 
	

	
	
	

	26/02 – 1/03
	Preliminary findings and preparation of workshop


	Draft report including main findings of MTR

	2/02
	Interactive Workshop : presentation to CAGE and EU-delegation 
	

	3/ 02- 8/03
	Preparation of final report
	Final report 

	10/03 
	Presentation of final report 
	

	
	
	


6. List of interviewees 

See list and schedule in annex. The list is still in the process of being completed and confirmed.

Interviews with key-note stakeholders have been secured. 

7. Final report 

The final report will be presented on the 10 /03/06, to the Delegation of the European Union, to the National Treasury, and to the CAGE Facility. The report will not exceed 50 pages  + annexes.

8. Profile and responsibilities of the Transtec- evaluation team 

The evaluation team consists of two experts with complementary profiles and experience. The team will operate together to do the in-depth interviews with the key-note stakeholders. It is the intention to do all interviews of the other actors, partners and grantees together, unless time constraints force the evaluators to set up separate approaches. Anne Herman will do the interviews in Cape town (20/21 –02-06), while Gloria Mbokota will do a number of interviews in Johannesburg.    

The consultant team is to work closely with the CAGE facility. Adequate support will be given to the evaluators-team for the organisation of the seminar. Guidance and direction will be provided by the Project Steering Committee. The consultant team is to report weekly to the Programme Co-ordinatorof CAGE.  

· Anne Herman (Team Leader) has a longstanding experience as a political & parliamentary advisor in the Belgian parliament and was involved in policy-making research (political think-tank) for more than 20 years, especially in the field of international politics and development cooperation, migration and intercultural affairs, governance and democracy issues. She has experience with EU-framework evaluations and participatory programme development. She holds master degrees in Social Agogy and in Conference Interpreting (political & social sciences + languages).

· Gloria Mbokota  (Local Expert) is an expert in public sector Management , organisational development, project management and programme evaluations. She holds a Master in Management In Public & Development Management (MM in P&DM). She has conducted a number of midterm and impact evaluations both for NGOs and public sector clients including large donor agencies such as UNDP, EU, USAID and SIDA. 

EVALUATION INTERVIEW TOPICS 

The in-depth interviews with the various stakeholders of CAGE will be conducted on the basis of the following topics and questions, depending on the nature and type of relationship with CAGE. A detailed evaluation framework of issues and questions is worked out in order to get an in-depth understanding of the main problems and the qualitative issues concerning the performance of CAGE, as well as an overview of positive and negative impacts, opinions about the relevance and quality of the services and products, observations, expectations and suggestions for the coming years.    

PART I  - ANALYSIS 

1. CONTEXT ANALYSIS 

· SA- Conflict and governance

· Organisation of research in SA and research reforms

· Government policy – national policy framework

· EU- EPRD programme – 

· Oda policies and the consequences for CAGE 

· Regulatory framework : Procurement rules

2. MANDATE OF CAGE

Shaping the mandate  

· Original concept : needs and reasons for CAGE => original mandate

· Beneficiaries of CAGE 

· Gradual definition of the mandate (problems encountered, steps taken) 

· Benchmarking organisations: examples, lessons, best practices 

· Other EU-programmes with  civil society (Human Rights Foundation, CWCI)

Previous evaluations and lessons learnt 

· Internal evaluations and assessments 

· Consultative workshops

· Evaluation workshops  

· Lessons learnt and changes

Future mandate of CAGE

· Original mandate -> Re-shaping the mandate 

· Expectations, role and responsibility of key-stakeholders 

· Immediate future of CAGE 

· Future mandate & Sustainability of CAGE
· Future strategic co-operation models for CAGE 

3. INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

Concise overview and rapid scan and appraisal of institutional & organisational aspects of CAGE 

· Institutional-strategic character

· Organisational structure

· Operations and management 

· Human resource capacity

· Material resources

· Financial resources & management 

· Quality management, monitoring and evaluation
· Communications-networking (means)
4. INTERVENTION LOGIC 

· Analysis of the intervention logic (strategy) of CAGE to reach the project purpose 

· Alignment of activities with the intended results  (types of activities + executed) 

· Alignment of results leading to the Project Purpose (what was realised)

· Reconstruction of the intervention logic if necessary 

· Coherence of the strategy 

· Best practices - 

	Overall objective

To improve national policy, decision-making and implementation on issues related to foreign and domestic policy that either mitigate or cause conflict, thus contributing to good governance and the deepening of democracy in South and Southern Africa.

Project Purpose
To promote informed decisions on issues related to conflict and governance, based on research and studies through the participation of research and other appropriate organisations.  

Results

R1 Improved policy analysis as a basis for better informed policy making and implementation 

A.1.1  Identify priority issues for research 

A.1.2  Selection of proposals

A.1.3 Monitoring of funded research + its impact

R2 Capacity of research institutions strengthened: incentives for joint research between established and emerging institutions, thereby promoting transfer of knowledge and skills.

A.2.1 Encourage collaborative research between entrenched & emerging institutions

A.2.2 Facilitate debates & exchanges among stakeholders (knowledge & skills transfer)

A.2.3 Database on C &G research (institutes)

A.2.4 Participation in key-note conferences by CAGE (financial? – attending by CAGE ?)

R3 Policy debate strengthened. Participation in policy debate is enlarged. Quality of discussions and dialogue enriched.  

A.3.1 Dissemination of research findings (publications, workshops, media)

A.3.2 Create new discussion for a bringing together researchers, policy-makers and civil society 




PART II – EVALUATION 

5. MAIN EVALUATION QUESTIONS  

· How relevant is the mandate from the perspective of the various key-stakeholders, partners, actors and beneficiaries involved? To what extent and how are the key (methodological) principles of CAGE applied throughout the programme cycle? (demand-driven approach, credible quality research, participatory approach, collaborative approach, transparency, ownership)

· To what extent and how has CAGE ensured effective partnerships (policymaking bodies  and research institutions ) resulting in informed decision-making and capacity building? 

· To what extent has the CAGE programme been implemented in an effective and efficient way? 

· To what extent and how does the institutional arrangements of CAGE assist in effective and efficient implementation and the CAGE programme. To what extent is CAGE appropriately equipped and skilled to perform its mandate, i.e. staff and skills.

· To what extent and how has the programme contributed to achieving the mandate of CAGE: the promotion of informed decisions by the South African policy-makers. 

6. SPECIFIC EVALUATION QUESTIONS

· Has CAGE gone some way to meet the identified needs of the beneficiaries identified in the problem statement of the project’s financing proposal? 

· Are the results from research useful in the context of policymaking and governance in SA? Is academic culture (long-term and fundamental research) compatible with the often short-term needs of political decision-making?

· To what extent has CAGE had impact on national policy-shaping? Does CAGE have the potential to develop that kind of impact? Focus?

· Where does (can) CAGE have/bring added value compared to other research funders? 

· How are research findings communicated to policy-making bodies, channelled and translated into useful policy-proposals? Accessibility? 

· To what extent does the programme structure aid or hamper implementation of CAGE activities?

· To what extent and how are the key (methodological) principles of CAGE applied throughout the programme cycle? (demand-driven approach, credible quality research, participatory approach, collaborative approach, transparency, ownership)

· Does CAGE have the human resources to enable it to perform its functions appropriately? How effective is the contracting of consultants to run a number of CAGE activities? Is this model appropriate for CAGE/ cost effective?

· The Grantee contract management model of CAGE, does it bring the desired results for CAGE?

· Is impact feasible within the given overall objective and timeframe of CAGE? 

· Has CAGE been an optimal ODA choice for African and regional partnerships within a sector that shows an uptake of demand for evidenced-based decision-making?

· To what extent is there ownership of CAGE, by whom (EU, Presidency, National Treasury?) 

· To what extent is CAGE sustainable as a project of the South African Government, should there be no further donor funding?

· Should it be sustained, in what form or through what concept would aspects or the whole of it be sustained?  







� In the comments on the MTR it was remarked that the Capacity building activities developed so far were actually the implementation of a capacity building model emanating from the Needs Assessment and the decision of the PSC





� CAGE: � HYPERLINK http://www.cage.org.za ��www.cage.org.za� 


� CAGE is sometimes referred to as a project and sometimes as a programme in the various documents concerning CAGE , and in reports & publications of CAGE itself. The CAGE Secretariat is sometimes referred to as a Programme Management Unit/PMU: Whilst this is in the Financing Agreement, with the onset of PRAG, the PMU was re-named to a Secretariat. 


� see TOR in annex I


� See annex A – List of consulted documents


�  8 / 20 research grantees, among which 6 that benefited in first CFP 2004-2005


� See list of consulted persons in annex B


� CAGE: Guidelines for applicants, call for proposals 2005 


� Foundation for Human Rights � HYPERLINK http://www.fhr.org.za ��www.fhr.org.za� 


� Conference, Workshop and Cultural Initiative Fund: � HYPERLINK http://www.cwci.co.za ��www.cwci.co.za�  


� EU website SA : � HYPERLINK "http://www.eusa.org.za/development/EPRD%20sub-menu/Democracy.htm" ��http://www.eusa.org.za/development/EPRD%20sub-menu/Democracy.htm�


website EPRD : � HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/r12202.htm" ��http://europa.eu.int/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/r12202.htm�


� www.info.gov.za


� HSRC, CSIR & NRF 2004/05 Annual reports


� These are previously white and Afrikaans universities.


� These are previously black institutions


� Note that the situation is changing due to the transformation in higher education in the country. Some of the HAI have been merged with the HDI.


� Quote from a respondent


� Development Co-operation System website , National Treasury: 


� ODA Management of Official Development Assistance, IDC, National Treasury.


� Doc. EU-DECSA:  Succinct information on a project costing less than EUR 5 million budget line B73200, 20/09/02


� Address Head of EU-delegation M. Lake at first consultative workshop, September 2004. 


� Emerging: younger than 5 years old, defined later, in 2005 as also employing 60% of black management staff (EEA)


� Doc. EU-DECSA:  Succinct information .., 20/09/02


� according to indicator logical framework (annex EU-doc: 20/09/02)- MTR did not find another version


� CAGE strategic planning report of x


� Report of Consultative workshop on programme focus areas , September 2004-  


� Report consultative workshop on programme focus areas, May 2005 (3.1 the stakeholders).


� During the interactive seminar on preliminary findings (02/03/06 Pretoria) with the key-stakeholders the need to fully recognise the constant learning dynamics of Cage was stressed. The evaluation team shares this view.  The organisational development model, “the learning organisation” as outlined by Senge has been used to develop CAGE.


� Multi-faceted Capacity Building Needs Assessment for Cage programme with a focus on Policy Research Institutions within SA, a study by Dr I. Sarakinsky, 09/03/05.


� Cfr Mapping exercise underway by initiative of Presidency – DPSA and inappropriateness for Cage as an ‘outside’ administrative unit to undertake the scoping. 


� Cfr Address Head of Delegation  M. Lake in First Consultative Workshop, September 2004.


� Staff motto is ambitious: “The purpose of the Cage team is to be a resource body that facilitates focused research in the conflict and governance area through grant-making, capacity building and networking for SA research organisations to promote a shift in mind set in policymakers and /or reinforce sound policy frameworks”- Teambuilding workshop in December 2004.  


� Compliance, procedures, rigour, due diligence, punitive 


� Playing a pro-active role in the identification of research works, organising brainstorming sessions with relevant government and non- government organisations (ToR – PMU).


� Capacity building of emerging institutions and researchers, support to community-linked research and activities   


� Strategic planning workshop report, June 2005.


� PSC Minutes 


� King II Report specifies regulations, principles and core functions of corporate governance. Stipulates how board members should behave. 


� PSC Terms of reference.


� Note: The 1st workplan was due to run from the 20/12/03-20/12/04 and the Programme Co-ordinator was only employed on 1 June 2004


� FICA, an act of parliament regulating movements of money, and preventing money laundering.


� EU Delegation SA: Succinct information on a project costing less than 5 million € -budget line B73200 (20/09/02). No logframe + indicators was attached to Financing Agreement . 


� see annex C


� From February 2006 the ceiling for small funding (outside PRAG) I raised to 10.000 €  .This will allow for a faster reactive response in the activities of Cage.


� A similar mapping of the Research and knowledge networks within Government is being executed by the DPSA. Cage will be able to consult with DPSA. 


� Demand-driven: by target-group at PP level, i.e. government & decision-makers, based on actual needs for research based evidence or policy- development. 


� About 6 out of the 20 funded research proposals were more or less triggered through interaction with government.


� Emerging institutions are defined as institutions that are 0-5 years in operation and 60% of management staff must be black as per Employment Equity Act of 1998. (Cage workshop report, May 2005)


� CAGE point out that “2.4 has also been used to highlight particular policy debates: farm-workers (marginalised groups), SADC civil society engagement, Human Security and Poverty, Local Government challenges, Public Participation and Community Security.”





� responding to identified needs at/by government level 


� Call for proposals Five (CAGE/AW2/CFP5/2005).


� Cage: Consultative workshop on programme focus areas, September 2004


� Draft TOR scoping exercise with government stakeholders, CAGE July 2005


� It was remarked in the comments “that constitutionally-public participation is strongly endorsed and also PRAG indicates that publicity measures should be undertaken to honour the equitable distribution of funding”.


� Closing remarks by EU-Project officer, on behalf of the Ambassador and Head of Delegation.


� CSVR – unit funded by CAGE is not on that network


� Maximum 100.000 Euro / R. 700.000


� For example: DPRU, UCT, UWC, IJR, HSRC, CSIR – which means that the government needs the research done in that particular field 


� Reason why the scoping exercise among government stakeholders was considered to duplicate; CAGE would be able to draw from the DPSA- mapping.  


� During the feedback seminar on preliminary findings there was a discussion on the “need” for a Cage-programme, with the argument that Cage received 64 applications for funding. 


� Cage grant represents 6% of total programme budget of Gender-Links


� e.g. Action and CIET, both SA- branches of activist NGOs, having international networks. 


� Consultative workshops, September 2004 and May 2005: See also Call for Proposals Advertisement: 2004 and 2005.


� PSC Minutes record file


�CAGE HR Procedures Manual


� Workshop report for staff December 2004.


� Cage workflow process for CFP


� Cage workflow for assessment of CFP applications document


� Cage proposal opening reports for CFP 1&2


� See Rider financials in annex G


� Cage proposal opening reports CFP 1&2


� See annex  F for details of research topics and institutions awarded.


� See annex F for details of research topics and institutions awarded.


� CAGE database 16th February 2006.


� Web traffic report 18 Jan 2006.


� PSC Minutes July 2005


� PSC Minutes July 2005


� HDU- Historically Disadvantaged University


� Cfr chart with summary of outputs.


� Cfr overview outputs 


� 2 proposals fall under dissemination: the Publication of the study  of the Institute of Business innovation (CFP 1-2004) and the new website of the Institute for Security Studies (CFP2- 2005). 


� It was remarked during feedback that the grants given by Cage are the highest, in benchmarking against the National Research Foundation and SANPAD, a grant-maker funded by the Netherlands. Most Sanpad grants vary between ZAR 250.000 – 350.000.(cfr Sanpad evaluation, Oct. 2005)


� Emerging: younger than 5 years old, defined later, in 2005 as also employing 60% of black management staff (EEA-Employment equity act)


� cfr overview outputs & outcomes grantees


� Multi-faceted Capacity Building Needs Assessment for Cage programme with a focus on Policy Research Institutions within SA, a study by Dr I. Sarakinsky, 09/03/05.


� It was remarked that it could have an effect in the longer term: “the curriculum specifically trained these young researchers on policy research needs and applied/action research”


� For example, the workshop for 90 postgraduate studies from Limpopo -HDU in Pretoria (Feb 2006), consisting of a series of lectures on diverse topics (research methodology, use of internet).


� The ceiling was set to minimise risk and for equitable distribution/spread of fundings


� A total of 275.068 R was spent in 2005 (AW2)- information about 2.4 activities on Cage website 


� The comments on the MTR mention: “The Schadeberg photo-book was given to CAGE as a by-product of the project (a value add). CAGE funds part- sponsored the launch seminar that tabled the policy concerns of the research done by Nkusi et al around farm evictions. This was addressed by the Minister of Arts and Culture who tabled the many ways that policy may reach policy makers and the public domain: art being one of the vehicles!”


� November 2005 & January 2006 – 40.000 R. 


� Speech M. Lake, Head of Delegation at first consultative workshop, September 2004


� Commented in article in Magazine “Management Today”, February 2006, a publication of UNISA, Centre for business management.  


� Draft report “Strategic cooperation and leverage points in relation to shaping Cage as a grant maker and collaboration platform around policy research projects” –19/12/05


� Certainly in CfP 1


� The primary stakeholders of Cage 


� CAGE has a partnership with SANPAD, a grant-making organisation funded by the Netherlands that is also focussing on research, capacity building and university cooperation. The Declaration of Intent opens the door to an already established network in the field of research conducted by emerging institutions. Synergies are possible, drawing on the specialisations of each of the partners. 


� cfr study I. Sarakinsky, e.g. Independent Policy research Initiative in Canada and suggestion at feedback workshop to create a broader Policy Network where practitioners meet with policy researchers in a yearly conference.


� Several examples of European policy think tanks : 


Friends of Europe + Forum Europe + Europe’s world (= E-zine + network of policy research institutions) – � HYPERLINK http://www.foe.org ��www.foe.org� - � HYPERLINK http://www.europesworld.org ��www.europesworld.org� – � HYPERLINK http://www.forum-europe.com ��www.forum-europe.com�


EPC, the European policy Centre. � HYPERLINK http://www.theepc.be ��www.theepc.be�


� It was pointed out that CAGE has been strategic in planning a baseline to inform a “transformation strategy”. Cfr also chapter 2.3 Shaping the mandate : workshop in view of discussion of values for the CAGE community and future sustainability


� See charts in annex H


� CAGE: � HYPERLINK http://www.cage.org.za ��www.cage.org.za�





� The evaluation proposal mentioned one day, but the workshop was  reduced to half a day in consideration of the availability of most key-stakeholders and members of PSC. 
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