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Executive summary 

The SEE SEP programme is the first two-year cycle of a four-year partnership with DG Enlargement 

being implemented by SEE Change Net in partnership with 17 CSOs partners from the SEE region and 

the European Commission’s DG Enlargement. The project has been implemented since December 2012 

in seven South-East European countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 

Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia. The Project is funded by the European Commission, the Balkan 

Trust for Democracy and UNDP. The overall project budget is 1.015.173 EUR for cycle 1, with SEE 

Change Net committing to provide 20% of matching funding. 

The overall project goal is to enhance the collaborative capacity of CSO networks and empower citizens 

to engage in fact based dialogue with key decisions makers to influence policy and practice for a more 

sustainable energy system in South East Europe, aligned with key EU Policies and Directives. 

Project Specific Objectives, listed in project documents are: 

1. To increase the CSO network efforts to go beyond protest by utilising best practice analytic 
tools for low carbon energy sector modelling 

2. To increase transparency and credibility of the SEE CSO energy network, in cooperation with 
International Partners and Associates, through the development of targeted public advocacy 
campaigns. 

3. to improve and professionalise the level of shadow monitoring & reporting in relation to key 
energy sector challenges including energy poverty, corruption, environmental damage and 
poor application of EU laws and Directives 

Anticipated Results are the following:  

a) Creating increased awareness and acceptance amongst all decision makers regarding “best 
practice” solutions for a more sustainable energy policies in SEE, which is better aligned to EC 
Policies and Directives 

b) The improved public support for and faith in CSOs to articulate clearly and coherently needs 
and concerns of the ‘silent majority’ in relation to key challenges in the energy sector in SEE 

c) Public more easily able to grasp the impact of policy decisions on their lives and key decision 

makers guided to actions which will lead to a fairer, less corrupt, cleaner and safer energy 

system in SEE 

Based on the document review, the evaluator recognized 3 main target groups of the SEESEP project: 

CSOs – project partners; selected EU institutions: European Commission, European Parliament, IFIs and 

Energy Community; citizens of the SEE region. 

Evaluation purpose and methods 

The purpose of the interim evaluation was to provide a deep and comprehensive evaluation of the 

results of the project, identify lessons learned and design recommendations, which can be applied in 

the final year and in the next two-year project cycle. 

The evaluation addresses project implementation in the period December 2012 - March 2014.  
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The methodology for the evaluation was based on participatory approaches and the following 

procedures: Desk analysis of the relevant documentation; Field work, with a total of 33 persons 

interviewed; and an analysis of material from the desk review and field work, drawing conclusions, 

recommendations and lessons learned. Pre-findings of the evaluation process were presented on two 

occasions: to SEESEP Management Team in Belgrade on 22 April 2014 and to all project partners, at 

the Evaluation workshop held in Tivat, Montenegro on 5-8 May 2014. 

Findings 

The SEESEP project is relevant at both regional and national levels. SEESEP is addressing a several of 

main gaps in the current mainstream approach to the energy sector in the Western Balkans. At the 

national level, most of the current national energy strategies are focused on dirty and large-scale hydro 

power generation industry and not interested in investing in more sustainable and low-carbon energy 

plans and projects. The project is addressing the gaps in availability of facts/data related to alternative 

solutions in the region through energy modelling.  At the regional level, the SEESEP is addressing the 

process of development of Energy Community legal and strategic framework and the lack of 

procedures for dialogue between EU decision makers and SEE CSOs. 

The SEESEP project has been designed as an innovative approach to improving energy policy in the 

region, with more than one ‘innovation’ in approaching the energy sector:  

 Recognising EU institutions (Energy Community, IFIs, EU Parliament etc.) as stakeholders was 

crucial for making alliances to advocate for policy changes in the region.  

 Decision to select committed CSOs from all SEE countries to develop an energy model and new 

energy scenarios was a substantial undertaking – that decision ensured sustainability, 

ownership, and increased capacities of CSOs.  

 Decision to have regional organisations/networks such as CEE Bank watch, WWF as partners. 

They lent significant credibility to the project and activities at the EU level and ensured an 

additionally coordinated, joint approach in advocacy.  

Overview of the project results clearly marked some of the important outputs achieved so far: 

 Task oriented partnership of diverse partners among seven SEE countries was created to 

address the gaps in the current mainstream approach to the energy sector policy making in the 

region.  

 Production of high quality publications/researches related to the energy sector that can be 

used as strong advocacy tools by individual CSOs, but also by SEESEP as a group of partners 

advocating for the same issues. 

 New opportunities for Balkan CSOs for advocacy actions with EU institutions were created, 

with advocacy initiatives and ad hoc responses initiated by SEESEP partners, such as: Public 

Hearings in the EU Parliament; Advocacy action at the EBRD’s public consultations on the 

bank’s Energy Policy, held in Belgrade; Advocacy initiatives aimed at strengthening 

transparency of Energy Community and its regional policy development. 

At the Outcome level, several key project achievements have been identified. Some of them are 

sustainable and has real Impact: 
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 SEESEP project contributed to some of the changes in policies and practices that occurred 

in targeted EU institutions. Energy Community opened their public consultation processes for 

CSOs and made alliances with SEE CSOs to improve the transparency of their work and 

through that process increased the sustainability of their legal framework. Three major IFIs: 

WB, EIB, and EBRD, reviewed their energy policy in 2013 and all moved towards a more EU-

oriented set of policy goals. EBRD changed their procedures for the design of all Policy 

Documents and it now has two-step consultations procedure for including CSOs in the pre-

drafting phase for new policies. 

 SEE CSOs had sent a joint message to targeted EU institutions which is recognised among the 

EU institutions.  

 Capacities of local CSOs have been increased: they gained stronger skills for data collection 

and analysis; increased their knowledge about energy modelling; they are more familiar with 

EU standards and practices, as well as better equipped to manage EU funded projects. Some of 

the CSOs gained expertise in a new ‘core’ fields and several of the CSO partners received clear 

signals from national stakeholders that they are recognised as a credible partner in the energy 

sector. 

 Discussions on topics related to energy policies and energy efficiency have started to appear in 

national media as well as regional and Brussels based media. 

The SEESEP project has a complex division of roles and responsibilities. Generally, all roles are defined 

and set up based on individual engagement of concrete persons within the CSO organisation. SEE 

Change Net selected committed, dedicated partners. 

The project would have benefited greatly from a detailed monitoring and evaluation plan, including a 

properly collected baseline data for project indicators. That would contribute to the improved of project 

logic. 

During the implementation, the SEESEP project faced challenges related to diversity of partners (17 

CSOs in 7 countries). That has been reflected mainly in various communication issues that arose, such 

as how to design communication tools and channels, ensure information flow etc.  

However, eforts to establish a good communication channels and to design communication tools have 

been recognized by the partners CSOs and assess as good and useful. 

The second main challenge was that the energy modeling process, which, due to its complexity, was 

particularly time consuming, much more so than planned. 

Recommendations 

• Advocacy actions targeting EU institutions and creating advocacy opportunities for SEE 

CSOs with EU institutions should be continued. However, it would benefit the project 

outcomes if advocacy responses to emerging opportunities which mainly emanated from the 

Energy Community   were more planned in advance, so that partner CSOs can plan their 

resources (time, human and money). Also, it would benefit project outputs if SEESEP 

Management team established a regional advocacy team to deal with advocacy initiatives 

targeting EU institutions (consisting of SEE Change net, CEE Bank watch, WWF and a other 
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interested partners) and serve as executive body to create links between other CSOs and 

targeted EU institutions and ensure track records and institutional memory of important 

advocacy initiatives and responses that can be replicated within other projects and partners. 

• Strengthened national ownership of the project and national coordination of SEESEP 

partners remains important for the sustainability strategy. The CSOs need to act and be seen 

as a credible and visible resource for national stakeholders, decision makers, the private sector, 

but also for other CSOs and energy/ environment experts. In line with that, SEE Change net in 

next phase should ensure flexible approach to each country and partner, and adjusted project 

activities to the specific national contexts. Selection of partners for the next project phase is 

one of the crucial activities that can ensure sustainability of project results.   

• Result-based management should be applied, using a Theory of change or LFA in the 

monitoring and reporting process. If possible, the evaluator would recommend that an 

educational event about result-based management be organized for the SEESEP team and 

partners, and that they strengthen their skills of using RBM in planning, implementation and 

monitoring, as well as reporting. Development of a clear monitoring plan with process 

indicators is recommended, as well as of monitoring tools for CSO partners, including guidance 

for monitoring project achievements. If possible, a baseline needs to be done at the beginning 

of the second project cycle and a review of cycle One (2013-2014). For all those tasks SEESEP 

Management team can use high level RBM capacities of some of the CSO partners (e.g. CEE 

Bank watch or DOOR). 

 In relation to communication with a huge number of diverse partners and actors, it is 

recommended that the Project Management team together with partner CSOs revisit the most 

appropriate division of roles, responsibilities and communication system. Particular to this 

discussion needs to be a focus on four areas: 

 Effective partnership. 

 Effective information sharing. 

 Effective two-way communication. 

 Effective multi-channel communication / coordination. 

The SEESEP project would benefit from establishing an overall information flow such is newsletter or 

info paper that could gather project related information and country contexts/initiatives updated on 

monthly or quarterly basis.     

It would be good if there was a review of the division of roles, tasks and responsibilities between 

partners and SEE Change net, at the beginning of the next project cycle. In line with that, the current 

division of roles (‘futurists’, ‘change makers’ etc.) needs to be re-examined, while coordination and 

communication channels should be reviewed and if necessary improved accordingly, to be more in line 

with project goals and to strengthen national coordination. Budget design should be realigned with this 

request from partners.  

Rights based approach (RBA) needs to be additionally improved to ensure spreading the ownership 

among CSO partners. Systematic inclusion of all partners in decision-making processes needs to be 
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applied in the second project phase. Complaint mechanisms should be clearly established, as well as 

efficient mechanisms for sharing Reports, Budgets and other relevant documents with all partners. 

That will contribute to a sense of shared rights and responsibilities, which should increase national 

ownership and strengthen the long-term sustainability of the processes initiated within SEESEP 

project. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Content of this Report  

The introductory chapter (Chapter 1) describes the project objectives and a theory of change 

constructed by the evaluator.  

Chapter 2 – Evaluation Process outlines the purpose of the evaluation and the methods used.  

Chapter 3 – Findings – presents the evaluation findings related to project effectiveness (with a special 

focus on project achievements so far), relevance and efficiency. Project management has been an 

important issue for the project and is treated in one section within Findings. A special discussion on 

missed opportunities and challenges faced during the project implementation follows as a separate 

session as well, within Findings Chapter. Chapter 3 – Findings ends with a discussion on project 

sustainability. The issue of impact is discussed within the sections on project achievements and 

sustainability.  

The report ends with recommendations (Chapter 4).  

1.2 Project Background 

The SEE SEP programme is the first two-year cycle of a four-year partnership with DG Enlargement 

being implemented by SEE Change Net1 in partnership with 17 CSOs partners from the SEE region and 

the European Commission’s DG Enlargement. The project has been implemented since December 2012 

in seven South-East European countries: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, 

Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia. The Project is funded by the European Commission, the Balkan 

Trust for Democracy and UNDP. The overall planned project budget was 1.015.173 EUR for cycle 1, with 

SEE Change Net committing to provide 20% of matching funding. 

The overall project goal is to enhance the collaborative capacity of CSO networks and empower citizens to 

engage in fact based dialogue with key decisions makers to influence policy and practice for a more 

sustainable energy system in South East Europe, aligned with key EU Policies and Directives.2 

The Project has a diverse set of partners in SEE and the EU, who monitor and advocate policy 

development, provide research and bringing new arguments to the debate, who inform and mobilize 

citizens and discuss EU standards and norms related to the low carbon energy future of Western Balkan 

countries. 

In 2011, a year before the SEE SEP project was designed, the leading organization of the project, SEE 

Change Net from Sarajevo, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and NGO Fractal from Belgrade, Serbia, together with 

a network of CSOs across SEE3, had produced analysis of the energy sector in the region entitled 

                                                           
1
 SEE Change Net is a regional, virtual, sustainable development Think-Tank Platform which cooperates with 15 

partners throughout SEE region, European partners and associates 
2
 Logical Framework, Annex C of the Project Application 

3
 Analytica, ATRC, DOOR, EDEN, Green Home and WWF 
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“Fairer, Cleaner, Safer; Towards a more sustainable, people centred approach to energy development 

in South East Europe.” 4 The report highlighted five key challenges related to energy policy framework 

in the SEE5. This pilot initiative has been a base for design of some SEESEP project elements, especially 

in selection of topics to deal with, selection of partners and the way of work in producing high level 

advocacy tools. 

The following -SEESEP project - was designed and supported as a pilot initiative of different partners 

from across the Western Balkans, aimed at addressing energy policy reform as one of the key aspects 

of overall sustainable development in the region. Being a pilot initiative, the SEESEP project was 

designed to explore different aspects of energy policy in the Balkans but focus on four main areas: 

energy modelling (2050 visioning); IFI investments in the Western Balkans; corruption in the energy 

sector; and EU and regional  legal framework (EIA/SEA). 

The SEE SEP team believed that there was an opportunity for some Western Balkan CSOs to “go 

beyond protest”6 and start to organise coordinated, fact-based advocacy initiatives and to make 

alliances with key EU stakeholders for further advocacy initiatives that would target EU, regional and 

national decision makers in the energy and environment sectors. 

1.3 Project Objectives7 

Project proposal was designed for the 4 years but detail activity plan was developed for the first  2 years.  

1.3.1.1 Specific Objectives8 

1. To increase the CSO network efforts to go beyond protest by utilising best practice analytic 

tools for low carbon energy sector modelling 

                                                           
4
 SEE Change Net and 7 CSO partners, “Fairer, Cleaner, Safer; Towards a more sustainable, people centered 

approach to energy development in South East Europe” (2011), http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf 

5
 1) gross energy inefficiency combined with increasing concerns about energy poverty, 2) negligible focus on new 

renewable energy sources, with an excessive reliance on dirty carbon fuels and unsustainable large hydropower 
plants, 3) poor application of the EU Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

5
 and the EC Strategic Environmental 

Assessment (SEA)
5
  regulations, 4) strong indicators of pervasive levels of corruption in the energy sector, due to 

the large amounts of money invested, centralized planning and low levels of public participation, and 5) low public 
awareness and neglect of education efforts in all aspects of sustainability, as well as poor networking amongst 
related institutions, http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf 
6
 Phrase “beyond the protest” in this SEESEP project has been used to emphases the innovative approach in joint 

CSOs advocacy efforts to take steps ahead of their national governments, meaning not just to react on the 
government’s actions, but also to set and influence the energy policy Agenda 
7
 Project Proposal, Partnership Programmes for Civil Society Organisations, Grant Application Form, Budget line(s): 

22.020701 – Regional and Horizontal Programmes; Reference: Europe Aid/132438/C/ACT/Multi 

8
 Logical Framework, Annex C of the Project Application 

http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf
http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf
http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf
http://www.door.hr/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/SEAC_Advocacy_ExeSummary_V.-1.0-FINAL.pdf
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2. To increase transparency and credibility of the SEE CSO energy network, in cooperation 

with International Partners and Associates, through the development of targeted public 

advocacy campaigns. 

3. To improve and professionalise the level of shadow monitoring & reporting in relation to 

key energy sector challenges including energy poverty, corruption, environmental damage 

and poor application of EU laws and Directives 

1.3.1.2 Anticipated results9 

Executive Result 1: Creating increased awareness and acceptance amongst all decision makers 

regarding “best practice” solutions for a more sustainable energy policies in SEE, which is better aligned 

to EC Policies and Directives 

Executive Result 2: The improved public support for and faith in CSOs to articulate clearly and 

coherently needs and concerns of the ‘silent majority’ in relation to key challenges in the energy sector 

in SEE 

Executive Result 3 Public more easily able to grasp the impact of policy decisions on their lives and key 

decision makers guided to actions which will lead to a fairer, less corrupt, cleaner and safer energy 

system in SEE10 

1.4 Target Groups 

Based on the document review, the evaluator recognized 3 main target groups of the SEESEP project:  

 CSOs – project partners  

 selected EU institutions: European Commission, European Parliament, IFIs and Energy 

Community 

 Citizens of the SEE region 

2 Evaluation process 

2.1 Purpose and evaluation objectives 

The purpose of the interim evaluation was to provide a deep and comprehensive evaluation of the 

results of the project, identify lessons learned and design recommendations, which can be applied in 

the final year and in the next two-year project cycle. 

The evaluation addresses project implementation in the period December 2012 - March 2014.  

Evaluation objectives are: 

a. To identify the results of the SEE SEP project; 

b. To assess the management of the project;  

                                                           
9
 Logical Framework, Annex C of the Project Application 

10
 This result is the one that is planned for the second project phase  
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c. To assess the strengths and opportunities of partner organizations;  

d. To assess the structure of the project and collaboration mechanisms established  and used; 

e. To identify challenges in the implementation of the project;  

f. To list recommendations for the improvement of the project’s impact and effectiveness; 

g. Identify perspectives on priorities for 2015-2017 cycle project application.  

2.2 Methods 

The methodology for this evaluation was based on participatory approaches and the following 

procedures: 

 Desk analysis of the relevant documentation: Project design documents (narrative, log-frame, 

budget), SEE SEP Inception and Interim Reports and other relevant documents. (List of 

Documents – Annex 2) 

 Field work. With specific reference to the interviews (whether face-to-face or via Skype) and 

group discussions the evaluator prepared the key evaluation questions, as defined in the Terms 

of Reference (Annex 4), around which the evaluation report is structured. Interviews with 

SEESEP Project team and CSO partners and stakeholders in BIH and Serbia were organised 

face-to-face. Skype interviews were conducted with CSO partners from: Albania, Croatia, 

Macedonia, Kosovo, Montenegro, as well as with regional partners and the EU institutions. 

A total of 33 persons have been interviewed (Annex 3). Twenty two of them were leaders of 

partner CSOs, six were the SEE Change Net team members and five were regional stakeholders 

and associates, including institutions which SEESEPs advocacy was targeted. 

 The final methodological step was to conduct an analysis of material from the desk review and 

field work, drawing conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned. It was necessary to find 

a balance between the reflections, comments and analyses of project stakeholders and the 

evaluator’s own perspective.  

 Pre-findings of the evaluation process were presented on two occasions. First time pre-finding 

was discussed with SEESEP Management Team in Belgrade on 22 April 2014, aiming to address 

all important issues before Draft Report was submitted. Second occasion was to present 

evaluation findings to all project partners, on Evaluation workshop held in Tivat, Montenegro 

on 5-8 May 2014. 
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2.3 Theory of Change  

The project proposal and Logical framework does not explicitly outline a theory of change as this was 

not a required as part of the original project application. The theory of change shown below is an 

attempt to depict the intended theory of change in the SEESEP project, as understood by the 

evaluator, based on the project proposal, project reports, other documents and an interview with 

SEESEP Management Team and CSOs partners from the region. The theory of change bellows aims to 

contribute to the project logic and M&E plan in next phase. 

 

The project activities such as: energy modelling, developing Red Flag reports, advocacy initiatives 

targeting the Energy Community, EBRD or other related EU institutions; regional exchange, have led to 

outputs such as:  

 Policy products for fact-based advocacy developed: energy model, Red flag report, Monitoring 

report 

 Advocacy tools used/promoted 

 Result-oriented SEESEP partnerships established 

Policy products for 
fact-based advocacy 
developed: energy 

model, Red flag report, 
Monitoring report 

National decision makers 
and general public 

informed about 
advantages of low carbon 

energy policy 

Policies at the national 
level changed to be more 
likely with EU standards 
and to be more likely to 

be implemented 

Advocacy tools used/ 
promoted 

Topics related to energy 
policies are published in 

media 

Increased awareness of 
general public 

Result-ortiented 
SEESEP partnerships 

established 
CSOs capacities increased 

CSOs are recognized as 
credible in dialogue with 

EU CSOs and EU 
institutions and national 

stakeholders 

Opportunities created 
for SEE CSOs to 

advocate and make 
alliances with EU 

institutions 

Policies and procedures  
changed in target EU 

institutions 

Joint initiatives SEE CSOs 
and EU institutions  

targeting National policy 
makers 
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 Opportunities  created for SEE CSOs  to advocate and make alliances with EU institutions 

The next column in the scheme represents bridging outcomes (Topics related to energy policies are 

published  in media; CSOs capacities increased; Policies and procedures changed in targeted EU 

institutions; National decision makers informed about advantages of  low carbon energy policy;) 

followed with project outcomes in last column: 

 Increased awareness  of general public  

 CSOs are recognized as credible in dialogue with EU institutions and national stakeholders 

 Joint initiatives of SEE CSOs and EU institutions targeting National policy makers. 
 Policies at the national level changed to be more in line with EU standards and to be more likely 

to be implemented 

  

3 Findings 

3.1 Relevance 

According to the DAC/OECD evaluation criteria, relevance is defined as the extent to which the aid 

activity is suited to the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor. 

One of the very first and clear evaluation finding is that the SEESEP project is relevant at both 

regional and national levels. The project is based on EU goals and standards expressed through EU 

legislation, in particular a set of stringent targets for 202011, 203012 and 205013 in terms of decarbonising 

EU energy system. Besides, the Project also takes into account more general environmental strategic 

documents such as Aarhus Convention14.  

 The SEESEP is addressing the gaps in the current mainstream approach to the energy sector in 

the Western Balkans. At the national level, most of the current national energy strategies are 

focused on dirty and large-scale hydro generation and not interested in sustainable, low-carbon 

energy solutions. In addition, environmental awareness of SEE citizens is very low, they are not 

familiar with alternative energy pathways and they are relying on more traditional energy 

sources such are coal and/or wood; and there is low awareness and/or lack of interest among 

decision makers in discussing alternative energy pathways. Finally, lack of energy stability and 

a clear sustainable development orientation in the energy sector is also evident in SEE 

countries.  

                                                           
11

 http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/package/index_en.htm 

12
 http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/2030/index_en.htm 

13
 http://www.roadmap2050.eu/ 

14
 http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf   

http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
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 The project is addressing the gaps in availability of facts/data related to alternative solutions in 

the region for energy modelling (“We were waiting this project for so many years”- SEESEP 

partners representative).  

 At the regional level, SEESEP is addressing the problems stemming from the process of 

development of Energy Community Regional Energy Strategy and the lack of procedures for 

dialogue between EU decision makers and CSOs. 

 An important contextual fact addressed by the SEESEP project was the lack of opportunities for 

local CSOs to apply for EU funds, as well to be partners and actors in the dialogue with EU 

institutions and decision makers. 

3.2 Effectiveness  

According to the DAC/ OECD evaluation criteria, effectiveness is defined as the extent to which an 

initiative achieves its objectives. In this context, the effectiveness analysis will be structured within the 

framework of Theory of Change discussed above in Chapter 1.4.  

3.2.1 Results Of The SEE SEP Project 

3.2.1.1 Overview Of Outputs Achieved So Far 

Since this is an interim evaluation of the pilot project with specific dynamic,  some important 

achievements have led to the following direct outputs:  

 Task oriented partnership of diverse partners among seven SEE countries was created to 

address the gaps in current mainstream approach to the energy sector policy making in the 

region. They setup a system of different roles and responsibilities to address the tasks that 

needed to be achieved by the end of the project (4 years).  The diversity of partners brings 

added value to the entire network. Among 18 direct partners, 17 CSOs and the SEE Change Net, 

were CSOs dealing with different topics in energy sector, “hard-core” environmental 

organizations, think-thanks, and strong EU partners, like CEE Bank watch and WWF. That 

creates a powerful vehicle for advocacy initiatives that target EU institutions, but also makes 

possible the sharing of experiences across different actors. (The selection of partners and 

associates will be discussed in Chapter 3.4.2.).  

Idea to have at least two CSO partners per country to create a team and synergy at national 

level, also bring SEESEP project credibility in the EU institutions, as the real represent of the 

SEE region. 

SEE Change net designed and conducted a number of regional gatherings for different 

representatives of CSO partners in the past 15 months of project implementation. Four regional 

events15 have been organised and number of advocacy/study events to Brussels, Belgrade, 

Vienna and other locations. Apart from that, communication deliverables and tools have been 

                                                           
15

 Kick off in Sarajevo; Belgrade workshop for ‘futurists’; Skopje workshop for ‘operational and finance staff’, 
Skopje workshop for ‘change makers’ and Evaluation workshop in Tivat 
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developed to address establishment of this partnership and it will be discussed in details in 

following chapter 3.4.5. 

 

 The key activity in the project was the production of high quality publications related to the 

energy sector that can be used as strong advocacy tools by individual CSOs, but also by 

SEESEP as a group of partners advocating for the same issues. It is also important to emphasise 

the whole process of joint enthusiastic work on important high level documents, such as energy 

modelling or Red Flag report. Two fact-based advocacy products have been produced and 

promoted so far.  

 

a) In June 2013, the SEE SEP published the report Invest in Haste, Repent At Leisure: Are IFIs 

behaving as if EU accession criteria and extreme energy losses do not exist in South East 

Europe?16 The report was promoted in Brussels, during the Sustainable Energy Week in June 

2013, but also it was distributed to all EBRD board members, other IFIs, and relevant EU 

stakeholders.  

Moreover, campaigns were launched by SEE SEP partners in all seven countries17 . In June 

and July 2013, the SEE SEP partners organized campaigns to present the report to the 

general public, other CSOs, governments, IFI’s offices and EU institutions in the countries of 

the region. The SEE SEP CSOs also used social media channels, such as Facebook and 

Twitter, to extend the visibility of the campaigns. Media coverage included nine published 

articles by the EU media, and 31 published articles in the region (approximately 4 articles 

per country). 

 

b) In November 2013, the SEE SEP partners created a fact sheet and score card (using 

infographics) to show how the governments of the SEE region were performing in relation 

to EU energy goals (Warm, Safe, Clean Energy – Which Path are the SEE Countries Taking?18 ). 

This campaign promoted fact sheets and data related to the energy sector in each country 

(comparing to EU).  

 

 New opportunities for Balkan CSOs for advocacy actions in EU institutions were created, 

with numerous advocacy initiatives and ad hoc reactions initiated by SEESEP partners.  The 

advocacy initiatives also increased the visibility of SEESEP partners in targeted EU institutions. 

Here only three will be presented to illustrate the results. SEE SEP project with its activities 

directly contributed to organising Public Hearings in the EU Parliament and the fact that that 

CSO representatives has been invited as speaker at the panel.  

                                                           
16

 http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/invest-in-haste-repent-at-leisure.html 
17

 Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia 
18

 http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/warm-safe-clean-energy-which-path-are-the-see-
countries-taking.html 

http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/invest-in-haste-repent-at-leisure.html
http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/invest-in-haste-repent-at-leisure.html
http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/invest-in-haste-repent-at-leisure.html
http://seechangenetwork.org/index.php/publications/warm-safe-clean-energy-which-path-are-the-see-countries-taking.html
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a) In February 2013, the European Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs – Working 

group on Western Balkans, hosted a Public Hearing in Brussels on the Regional Energy 

Strategy, with SEE SEP representatives participating, because the Energy Community had 

refused to publicly discuss the Strategy prior to its adoption. The public hearing highlighted 

the need for more transparency and dialogue in the formulation and implementation of the 

Energy Community Regional Energy Strategy.  The Chair of the hearing – MEP Kacin – 

stated that he was disappointed that the first time Parliamentarians from the region were 

able to debate their own regional strategy was in Brussels. 

b) Energy Community Treaty Secretariat (ECTS) launched a call for proposals under the 

acronym PECI (or Projects of Energy Community Interest19) in November 2013, followed by 

public consultations on proposed PECIs in February 2014. The SEE SEP partners made 

substantive inputs to the online public consultation (out of 47 contributions in total, the SEE 

SEP partners, together with local partners, made 19 submissions). This was followed by a 

request for improved transparency (May 2013) and other advocacy initiatives aimed at 

strengthening transparency of Energy Community’s work.  

c) Advocacy action at EBRD’s regional hearing on the bank’s draft Energy Policy, held in 

Belgrade in September 2013. SEESEP organized public performance and participated at the 

event with arguments from the Red Flag Report, used to address and influence key aspects 

of EBRD Draft Energy Strategy. 

d)  Another public hearing, "An Energy Community for the Future" was held on 20th March 

2014 at the European Parliament in Brussels. This hearing differed markedly form the first 

in so far as with SEE SEP CSOs invited as guests and speakers in the panel and in the 

discussions and was hosted by the Energy Community.  It reflected the increasing influence 

that SEE SEPs activities were having on the Institution in the space of 12 months. 

3.2.1.2 Overview of Outcomes  

In addition to the specific outputs described above, the Project is also contributing to a number of 

important outcomes. 

 Changes in policies and practices of targeted EU institutions. The SEESEP project 

contributed to several of the policies and procedural changes that occurred in targeted EU 

institutions.  

 

a) Energy Community opened their public consultation processes for CSOs and made 

alliances with SEE CSOs. SEESEP strengthened Energy Community capacities, with 

supporting one of their pillars related to cooperation with CSOs. Consequently, this helped 

the Energy Community to reach more sustainable decisions and to see CSOs as ally in the 

process of changing energy policies in the SEE.  

 

                                                           
19 http://www.energy-community.org/portal/page/portal/ENC_HOME/AREAS_OF_WORK/Consultation/PECIs 
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b) Policy changes of three major IFIs: WB, EIB, EBRD who reviewed their energy strategies in 

2013 and all moved towards a more EU orientated set of policy goals (WB eliminating public 

support for fossil fuels; EIB halting lending to dirtiest coal power plants, EBRD deciding not 

to finance coal – fired power plants). This occurred as a result of huge pressure of different 

actors (together with SEESEP), including CEE Bank watch and other watchdog 

organizations.  

c) EBRD changed their procedures for design of all Policy Documents and it now has two-step 

consultations procedure for including CSOs in the pre-drafting phase for new policies. 

SEE CSOs sent a joint message to targeted EU institutions. CSOs from the Western Balkans have 

been made more visible to the targeted EU institutions and recognised by them as credible partners, 

able to articulate a common message and coordinate activities to get that message across.  

 Capacities of local CSOs have been increased in different respects:  

a) Stronger skills for data collection, analysis and forecast for energy modelling and 

knowledge of alternative scenarios building have rapidly increased among partners 

involved in this process. Apart of knowledge related to specific topics, some of them 

strengthened also experience in overall research and analyses.   

b) Several of the partners became more informed and familiar with EU standards, practice 

and the legal and institutional framework related to the energy sector.  

c) At the national level, topics related to the energy sector have become more visible in the 

media, while the CSOs raising them have become more recognised as right stakeholders. 

d) In addition, some of the partners have become more familiar with the management of EU-

funded projects and their financial and administrative procedures.  

e) Some CSOs gained expertise in new ‘core’ field related to project topics. For example, 

DOOR from Croatia has become recognised as an expert in emission of CO2 and CPI from 

Bosnia and Herzegovina made a strategic decision to deal with energy sector as one of the 

priority areas. 

 At the national level, several of the CSO partners received clear signals from national 

stakeholders that they are recognised as a credible partner in the energy sector. They have 

been invited by national policy makers to participate in working groups for developing new or 

revising current strategic documents (e.g. review of the current Energy Strategy of Macedonia 

and Action Plan for Energy Efficiency; new environmental strategy in Croatia and revision of 

the current Sustainable Development Strategy, Ministry of Economy in Kosovo invited SEESEP 

partner on meeting to provide a comments on the revised Energy Strategy etc. ). 

 EU media opened the topics related to energy policies for SEE region and joint CSO approach 

to those issues (SEESEP partners CSOs).  National journalists and media have become more 

informed about the topics covered by the project (such as different web portals, national and 

provincial TV stations such as HRT and RT Vojvodina, etc.).  Discussion on topics related to 

energy policies have started to appear in national media. Some of the advocacy tools 
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mentioned above was used to start these conversations (e.g. Red Flag Report on IFIs’ 

investments in the Balkans). At the national level, raising awareness among media and 

journalists about the topics and in some cases education of journalists to present complex 

topics to the public were recognised as breakthrough activity, additionally supported by social 

media (FB and Twitter). 

3.2.2 Assessment Of The Management Of The Project  

3.2.2.1  Project Design 

The SEESEP project has been designed as an innovative approach to improving energy policy in the 

region, with more than one ‘innovation’ in approaching the energy sector.  

First of all, it was clear that recognising EU institutions (Energy Community, IFIs, EU Parliament etc.) as 

stakeholders was crucial for making alliances to advocate for policy changes in the region.  With that 

strategy, local CSOs from SEE generated support at the EU level for their new and innovative approach 

to energy policy making. SEESEP created a pool of CSOs from the region to communicate with relevant 

EU institutions with joint massage and address both policies and practice with number of advocacy 

initiatives and reactions. The SEESEP project recognised that advocate among EU institutions will bring 

more results at the national level in the second project phase. That was a good decision and is already 

yielding significant results. This was also recognised by EU institutions: “CSOs from the SEE for the first 

time had a coordinated approach, with the common message.” 

The second important innovative aspect was the decision to select committed CSOs from all SEE 

countries to develop an energy model and new energy scenarios.  So, local CSOs were selected to do 

the experts’ job. That decision was risky in so far as it asked of CSOs to develop a skill that heretofore 

was the preserve of expert institutions and Governments, but insured sustainability, ownership, and 

increased capacities of CSOs.  

The third important innovative aspect of project design was related to decision to have regional 

organisations/networks such as CEE Bank watch, WWF and RCC as partners/associates. They lent 

significant credibility to the project actors and activities at the EU level and ensured additionally 

coordinated, joint approach in advocacy.  

3.2.2.2 Project roles – organogram 

SEESEP project has a complex division of roles and responsibilities. Generally, all roles are defined and 

set up based on individual engagement of concrete persons within the CSO organisation. In some cases 

(Serbia, Kosovo) all roles were based in one CSO and in some cased roles were spread among different 

CSOs.  

SEESEP management team comprised the three persons: SEE Change Net Programme Leader and 

Operations Manager and Network Coordinator from NGO Fractal. SEE Change Net staff was engaged 

in the project execution on specific tasks. 

The Advisory Board consists of SEESEP Management team, senior experts and leaders of partner CSOs. 

Working groups were established to deal with specific tasks: “Futurists” dealing with energy modelling; 
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and “Change-makers” dealing with advocacy and campaigns. “Money followers” group has brought 

together financial officers from all partner organizations and ensured that budget spending is in line 

with the program and EU requirements. SEE Change Net staff had also separate roles and links to each 

of the working groups.  

The Task Force was established as an executive body, gathering the management team and country 

coordinators.  

3.2.3 Assessment Of The Strengths And Opportunities Of Partner Organisations 

3.2.3.1 Selection of partners / stakeholders / associates 

The selection of partners was done well, in accordance with project goals and the diversity of activities, 

both within countries and regionally, but also diversity of planned initiatives that were to be piloted 

within the SEESEP project. SEE Change Net selected committed, dedicated partners, some with more, 

some with less experience in the issues of environmental protection and/or energy.  

There were two main criteria for the selection of partner CSOs within each country: having expertise 

either in the field of energy or in the field of advocacy. SEE Change net approached those core partners 

who had worked on previous pilot initiative on “Fairer Cleaner Safer” Report 20 and had commitment to 

developing network based policy products. They nominated a second partner in their country with aim 

to make regional advocacy voice “more aggressive”. 

 A diverse network of CSOs from all countries creates a pool of different experiences and brings 

additional added value to the project. One of the main benefits from that exchange is that expert CSOs 

learned more about advocacy and campaigning and CSOs dealing with advocacy learned more about 

key aspects of low carbon energy development. The idea was to have a “chicken and egg situation” so 

that both partners can bring their expertise and at the same time learn from the other partner. 

The selection of CEE Bankwatch and WWF as visible, credible EU based organizations with CSO 

networks in region was a good decision, since they are recognised in EU institutions and EU media and 

have expertise in regional advocacy in the energy sector and from different perspectives the former in 

relation to protection of nature and the latter in relation to IFI financing. 

However, the engagement of Nativa was to edit project proposal and ensuring an M&E system was in 

place, since they have proven experience in Proposal drafting for EC calls for proposals.  Unfortunately 

their lack of knowledge both of the Energy sector and of CSO networks meant that their value added 

was very limited.  

The role of the associates was to provide support and technical assistance in specific aspects of projects 

cycle, with specific responsibilities and tasks during the project implementation. 

• RCC was a great supporter during the design phase and application writing, but main RCC 

engagement was planned for the 2nd project year. RCC contribution for the project outcomes is 

                                                           
20

 Nine CSOs were involved: SEE Change net, BIH; Fractal, Serbia; Center for Environment, BIH; EDEN, Tirana 
Albania; WWF, Slovenia; Green home, Montenegro; Analytica, FYR Macedonia; ATRC Kosovo; DOOR Croatia 
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to organize regional Ministerial Conference of Minsters of Energy, which can be used as 

opportunity for SEESEP advocacy initiatives. RCC as associate can ensure political regional 

dimension and clear links to national Governments from regional level.  

• INFORCE - Low Carbon Energy Society Network was approached by SEESEP to provide 

expertise and advice on the type of energy model that can be used and to ensure that technical 

aspect of the application is addressed, in relation to energy modeling.   

• Balkan Trust for Democracy  is the donor and associate in the same time, since they provide 

SEESEP with contacts and  knowledge relevant for advocacy initiatives 

According to the TOR, one of the evaluation objectives is to assess the strengths and opportunities of 

the partners. Since the methodology and available time do not allow for a detailed assessment we 

assessed partners per each country and it’s presented in Annex 6 of the Evaluation report. 

3.2.3.2 Roles 

The evaluation process recognised four sets of roles  for individuals within the partners’ organisation, 

that were overlapping among the same or different  partners  (in some countries there was one, in some 

countries there were three partner CSOs dealing with all 4 roles).  The four roles are: advocacy; 

campaign; expertise in energy and coordination (see graph below). However, these 4 roles need to have 

some overlapping since their scope of work requires synergy and coordination. 

 

 

 

The kick-off event in Sarajevo was done well with only one Partner unable to attend and used to discuss 

and explain roles and responsibilities of each partner as much as possible. Most of the partners were 

actually positively surprised with the efforts put to create the whole structure of roles and 

communication channels. However, complex structure, new roles and creative titles for some roles 

(”futurist’, ‘change makers’ etc.) left impression on some of the partners at the Sarajevo meeting, that 

such complicated structure could ‘never’ become functional and efficient.  

Campaign 

Expertise 

Coordination 

Advocacy 
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However, in spite of the fact that these roles were described in the application, reviewed at the kick off 

meeting and included both in the Partnership Agreement and on the Aggregator some of the partners 

have expressed confusion about their roles within the project.   

The most of the confusion about the roles has been occurred with not clear distinction between 

individual roles of the persons engaged within the CSOs and organizational roles that CSO has as part of 

their regular way of working.  For some experienced and more ‘structured’ CSOs that distinction was 

made easily but for some CSOs decision to commit one activist/ person to address SEESEP role has 

been new/innovative and sometimes confusing. 

In the most of cases advocacy role has been overlapping with all 3 other roles, due to fact that the CSO 

is already doing advocacy as their scope of work with other projects, or they started to advocate, even if 

they are not recognized as “advocacy’ CSO within SEESEP. In some cases additional problem has been 

with the fact that all the roles were bundled into one and one person was supposed to carry them out.   

All those are an important issue to be addressed, for the effectiveness of project activities and for the 

realisation of project outputs/ outcomes. These roles should be discussed in detail going forward, and in 

particular the application of these roles by each of the partner organisations can be defined, streamlined 

and applied in next project cycle. 

3.2.3.3 The Regional Dimension And Its Importance To/With Partners 

The SEESEP regional dimension brings added value to project results. Apart from cross-border 

exchange of the neighbouring countries’ experts and comparative data gathering, related to energy 

sector, joint advocacy message targeting EU institutions were the main added values of the regional 

dimension of the SEESEP project. All partner CSOs share this joint message, which both adds strength 

to the message itself, and empowers the partner CSO in its communications/ negotiations, as since 

there are more organisations/countries offering the same argument/ message to EU target institutions. 

In this way, across the whole SEE region, among EU decision-makers, there is: 

 An increased visibility of topics (alternative energy policies for SEE). 

 An increased visibility of actors (SEE CSOs). 

The Energy Community recommendations and decisions obligate the governments of the SEE region. 

In this way, SEESEP regional partnership brings additional credibility, power and visibility to partner 

CSOs in dialogue with national decision makers or other relevant stakeholders, and adds strength to 

their commentary and recommendations. 

The regional dimension of SEESEP project creates the basis for what might be called a ‘sandwich’ 

advocacy strategy - the innovative approach of making alliances with EU institutions and advocating 

among public interests groups at the local level through media to make coordinated and joint 

‘sandwich’ pressure to target national policy makers. 

The project strategy was to address in the first project year EU institutions followed with strengthening 

CSOs and citizens of the SEE region to advocate their own Governments in the following 2 years.   
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3.2.4 Assessment Of The Structure Of The Project And Collaboration Mechanisms 
Established And Used  

3.2.4.1 SEE Change Net Way Of Work 

The SEE Change Net Team, both programme and operational, are seen as responsive, available, 

proactive, and highly committed to the cause.  

Some gaps in project design, especially the lack of time for some activities, were directly addressed 

through personal efforts and overtime work of the SEE SEP Management  team, but also by developing 

specific communication channels and tools to ensure good information flow.  

Those efforts to establish a good communication flow and to design communication tools have been 

recognized by the partners and the most of them assess communications and coordination as good.  

3.2.4.2 Communication Channels And Tools 

Significant efforts have been invested in establishing communication tools and channels, and in the 

design of different roles, all of which is recognised among CSOs partners.  

Communication tools, such as the aggregator, and email lists for separate roles (“Futurists”, “Change 

makers”, “Advisors”), have been met with a differing reception among partners. The aggregator, as the 

project’s on-line library and archive, has mostly been used by the ‘futurists’ who are dealing with energy 

modelling, as well as by others at the project beginning and during the reporting period. The 

aggregator has been a good step forward in establishing an on-line database at project level.  

As well, Skype discussions among different groups, designed to be effective and efficient, with a follow-

up email with the minutes, were appreciated as a good communication channel.  

However, the main challenge in project implementation -lack of high level coordination and 

communication for energy modelling to ensure the process moved forward- was addressed by the 

SEESEP Management Team with decision to allocate SEESEP Network Coordinator to deal with energy 

modelling. Due to obvious need to be full time involved in coordination of energy modelling group, the 

Network Coordinator was pull out from the day to day coordination role and used all her efforts to 

manage and coordinate energy modelling processes. Consequently, some coordination issues and 

especially information flow among the project actors has been affected. 

Having said this, the evaluation feedback indicates a number of issues within the area of 

communication, issues that when addressed can make communication more efficient and 

implementation more effective. (for details please see Chapter 4 – Recommendations) 

3.3 Efficiency 

For the purpose of an interim evaluation, efficiency can be discussed at two points: related to time 

efficiency of project activities and related to cost efficiency.  
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3.3.1 Time efficiency 

Since this was a pilot initiative addressing many different issues at the same time (advocacy among EU 

institutions; developing energy modelling and other policy products; conducting campaigns etc.), and 

involving a large number of different actors, the time plan was made quite ambitiously. We will discuss 

here some the most relevant points for project time efficiency. 

The most relevant was the time planned for energy modelling since that activity took the most time 

and efforts and influenced other processes in the project related to coordination and information flow 

among partners, as explained above.  

Time planed for energy modelling was based on advice from Climact, as a respected consultancy in the 

field, but some aspect were not taken into consideration during project design, such as different level of 

partners’ knowledge and different background experience of  Climact (who used to work with private 

sector and government sector, not with CSOs). Consequently, deadlines for certain activities were not 

planned realistically. Most CSO partners, managed to cope with and meet the deadlines, but for a few 

partners who did not have the correct skill profile or who were simply over whelmed with other tasks, 

they needed more time and efforts to implement the planned tasks. 

Ambitious deadlines, mainly related to energy model, were addressed by committed and dedicated 

staff of both SEE Change net and CSO partners, who invested considerable efforts to increase their 

capacities and expertise. We can say that the ‘enthusiastic phase’ was more appropriate for piloting in 

the first two project years, but now that each type of activity has been piloted, agendas are clearer and 

commitments/capacities are accepted  more accurate experience based time planning can be expected  

in the future project cycle. 

While some of activities related to advocacy targeting EU institutions were ad hoc, the most of the 

initiatives and reactions has been anticipated in their scope. However,  due to restriction of EC budget, 

those could not been budgeted and placed in detailed activity plan for SEE SEP project as such, but SEE 

Change Net fundraised for those as separate smaller projects.   

Advocacy action at EBRD’s regional hearing on the bank’s draft Energy Policy, held in Belgrade in 

September 2013 was  concrete example of the activity which was not drafted as such in the Project 

proposal due to restriction of the budget, but it was organized as back to back with another activity 

(LCPD Report Launching) funded by another donor 

However, ad hoc advocacy initiatives and reactions (e.g. involving press releases and travel to Brussels) 

were more time consuming for some partners, than anticipated during design phase and took more 

resources. 

 

3.3.2 Cost efficiency  

Generally, the budget was planned well and according to planned roles, responsibilities and detailed 

analyses and calculation of the number of days needed for specific tasks.  

The overall project budget is 1.015.173 EUR 
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EC  €               800,000  

BTD  €                 78,270  

UNDP  €                 20,000  

WWF  €                 48,278  

Other  €                 68,625  

SEE SEP Budget  €            1,015,173  

It’s interesting to analyse efficiency of the budget spent on different activities (See table below). From 

the evaluation process it is obvious that energy modelling took the most time and energy for all actors, 

but the budget planned for that activity was 24%, less than for advocacy & campaigning – 30%. Policy 

documents took only 10% of project budget. 

For some partner CSOs, having three salaries for staff within the organisation represented additional 

strengthening. However in other cases having 3 roles for one staff member represented a serious 

burden for both the individual and for the coordination of timely deliverables for the Partners. In 

general terms for most of the Partners the limited administrative costs created some obstacles in the 

project implementation, though this was part of the trade off against not having to raise 20% matching 

funding.  

The evaluation process recognized that Energy Modelers (‘Futurists’) did more work per month than 

communication people and this was seen as unfair by some partners. Also, evaluation process 

recognized as positive that SEE Change Net raised all 20% matching funding for all partners.  

In the project design it was planned that the gap in administrative costs would be addressed with the 

fact that SEE Change Net will ensure all matching funds and other partners will not be requested to 

ensure 20%. That fact was reflected in Partnership Agreement, but for some CSOs these issues 

(matching funds - administrative costs) was not communicated effectively with SEESEP Management 

team and some partners expressed concern about administrative costs (7%). 

In general it can be concluded that SEESEP project has been efficient in spending the money.  

Expenditure of resources related to the Energy Model or Advocacy Products was spent as planned.  
 

The most important challenges related to financial and operational management was recognised in  

size and complexity of the project and the large number of partners from different countries.  SEE 

Change net finance staff had to invest additional efforts and had an administrative burn out to ensure 

appropriate financial reporting. They had to address many challenges related to differences in financial 

procedures and regulations between seven implementing countries and to manage a single budget 

project while all actual costs were made in different countries and currencies.  
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3.3.3 Coordination with other regional projects 
 

Coordination and synergy with other relevant regional projects is one of the indicators for project 

efficiency.  

The SEE SEP has shared and invited organisations/networks to take part in its advocacy 

initiatives/events, and vice versa and there has been a focus on coordination of activities with other 

advocacy groups who are targeting EU institutions (CEE Bank watch and the WWF).  

Individual CSO partners in different countries are involved in other regional projects/networks. The fact 

that 6 partner CSOs are part of the ECRAN regional project, and 4 are part of the ETNAR regional 

project, creates important linkages.  

Further strengthening of coordination and synergy processes between the SEESEP project and other 

regional projects or networks (ETNAR, ECRAN etc.) has the potential to multiply the outcomes of the 

project, especially at national level (third expected result). 

3.3.4 Challenges Identified In The Implementation Of The Project 

3.3.4.1 Missed opportunities during project design 

Missed opportunities are mainly related to the project design phase and will be carefully discussed, 

because the piloting nature of this initiative needs to be taken into account. 

There are three main missed opportunities identified during the evaluation process: 

a) Proposal itself was based on the outcomes of the report Fairer Cleaner safer and the main 

components of the proposal were shared with all the perspective partners. But due to strict EC 

rules and regulations for applicants, the application lacked the coherence of the initial ideas' 

discussed with partners, in some places. 

However, the partners had some variation in their understanding of the project intent, priorities 

and related activities, which are seen differently across the CSO partners  

b) Project Logic. Additionally, but closely related, is the project logic itself, as seen in the logical 

framework and in project documentation. This occurred as result of the lack of understanding 

of the energy issues by Nativa who edited the Project Document. Simply, it is neither clearly 

defined as results logic nor is it presented in a consistent manner. Just as significant is the 

ambitious nature of the stated goals, within the framework of a relatively short time frame and 

a relatively limited budget. Planned activities are also not clearly linked to the specific goals. It 

needs to be highlighted that SEESEP team was aware of that fact from the very beginning of 

the project implementation and address it at different levels mainly via communication 

channels and high level of enthusiasm of partners, based on their commitment to the overall 

project direction. Also, evaluation seminar has been organized to address the project logic. 

(May 2014). The Theory of Change designed for this evaluation can be further developed into a 

logical framework for this next period linking planned activities with project goals.  
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c) Result-based Management. Some key results-based management aspects are missing. The 

project would benefit greatly from a detailed monitoring and evaluation plan, including a 

properly conducted baseline study for the project outcomes. A baseline study at inception 

would have addressed some of the key challenges, such as concerns about unavailability of 

data, the unavailability of experts to help in modeling. Finally, the baseline in particular and the 

M and E plan in general will provide the project with the objective framework (including clear 

indicators) against which it can/ should report. The critical point here is the relationship 

between plans and results, between activities and results and between planned activities and 

planned results. Strengthening the design logic, and providing a clear M and E plan, will allow 

not just a better understanding and communication of the design to partners, but will allow the 

project to report strongly on the completion and on the achievement of planned results.  

3.3.4.2 Challenges during project implementation  

There are number of challenges that the SEESEP project has faced during the design and 

implementation of this pilot initiative. We’ll discuss here the most significant ones. 

3.3.4.2.1 Diversity of partners 

One of the main challenges is the number and diversity of partners, with their different roles (approx. 

50 separate task contracts) and levels of previous experience or expertise in working in the field of 

energy or implementing the EU projects; coming from a significant number of countries, all with their 

own political contexts. That has been reflected mainly in various communication issues that arose, such 

as how to design communication tools and channels, ensure information flow, how to clarify roles etc. 

Indeed, this has also impacted on project ‘ownership’ on the part of partners.  

The following is a list of comments from partners as indicative of an expressed view that ‘some partners 

are more equal than other’, a list that is also indicative of where partnership processes require 

strengthening going forward: 

 Some partners and lead partner felt that when looking back on the first 18 months distribution 

of tasks and resources was not fair. 

 A differing level of involvement of partners in decision-making processes, in the design of the 

budget and activities.  

 A lack of overall information flow and project updates. 

 Unclear complaint mechanisms. 

 Unclear division of roles in advocacy actions targeting EU institutions  

It is the view of the evaluator that all of these issues could be avoid and should be again addressed fairly 

readily, with a more focused approach to partnership processes and communication.  

Diversity of partners was one of the main challenges of the SEESEP project.  

One of the findings related to diverse number of partners, is related to regional events organised by 

SEE Change Net and especially to a number of EU/Brussels advocacy opportunities. Some partners felt, 

the preparation process was not including much time to communicate and discuss possible division of 
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roles among SEESEP partners in more equal manner.  Also, the purpose of some educational regional 

events could have been more clearly communicated with partners (e.g. SEE Change Net was insisting 

to have decision makers participating on the event, since they see the event as ‘impact/result’ oriented, 

but the partners saw this as a lack of flexibility). This is a communication issue that needs to be 

addressed in the future. 

3.3.4.2.2 Energy modeling process 

The second main challenge was that the energy modeling process, due to its complexity, was 

particularly time consuming, much more so than planned. Planning of resources, especially time for 

energy modeling was not realistic and has impacted project implementation significantly. This was due 

to issues such as obstacles to data gathering (no available data, no data); lack of experience in energy 

issues of some partners; the novelty of the model for all participating countries and partners, even for 

national experts in the energy sector. 

Consequently, some of the partners – and in retrospect also the Lead partner - felt that distribution of 

the responsibilities among partners and individuals who are dealing with energy modeling vs. those 

dealing with advocacy issues was ‘not fair’ (“we did much more work for the same amount of money”).  

This challenge was address, as discussed above, with decision that SEESEP Network Coordinator 

became involved full time in energy modeling, even though this was not originally intended. 

3.4 Sustainability 

3.4.1 The most sustainable achievements 

Evaluation process identified several sustainable results so far: 

SEESEP project contributed to some of the changes in policies and practices that occurred in 

targeted EU institutions. Energy Community opened their public consultation processes for CSOs and 

made alliances with SEE CSOs to improve the transparency of their work and through that process 

increased the sustainability of their legal framework. Three major IFIs: WB, EIB, and EBRD, reviewed 

their energy policy in 2013 and all moved towards a more EU-oriented set of policy goals. EBRD 

changed their procedures for the design of Policy Documents and according to EBRD new Public 

Information Policy, whenever feasible, the Bank will seek public opinion at an early stage of policy 

development (including review of Government Policies, country strategies and sector strategies). This, 

two-step consultations procedure, is ensuring CSOs to be involved in the pre-drafting phase for new 

policies.  

The database with concrete and comparative data about the energy sector at the national level, and an 

energy model with developed alternative scenarios are sustainable. The energy model, can be used 

as a powerful tool for advocacy efforts in the future. The main challenge for next project phase will be 

how to ensure that energy model becomes part of national energy strategy that is truly implemented 

and how to ensure sustainability of the energy model.  

Another sustainable result achieved so far, is the knowledge and expertise gained by partners related 

to sustainable energy policy, as well as the inclusion of some of the project topics as ‘core’ activities in 

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=ebrd%20public%20information%20policy&source=web&cd=2&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCUQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ebrd.com%2Fdownloads%2Fpolicies%2Fpip%2Fpipe.pdf&ei=ZPvoU9fCMoaN7QaRjYGQDg&usg=AFQjCNEl4Sw6qj5QAiwCkLM7dEzw6DDWfw&bvm=bv.72676100,d.ZGU
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=ebrd%20public%20information%20policy&source=web&cd=2&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCUQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ebrd.com%2Fdownloads%2Fpolicies%2Fpip%2Fpipe.pdf&ei=ZPvoU9fCMoaN7QaRjYGQDg&usg=AFQjCNEl4Sw6qj5QAiwCkLM7dEzw6DDWfw&bvm=bv.72676100,d.ZGU
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their organisations’ work. Also, the awareness of targeted national media and journalists about 

energy policy was raised and the topic, not an easy one to attract media’s attention, has been 

introduced in the appropriate way.   

In some countries, good contacts established with national stakeholders (i.e. government institutions 

and the private sector) will be a potential important sustainable factor in the future, while contacts and 

alliances with EU institutions (such as Energy Community, EC, EU Parliament) are likely to be key for 

exerting pressure on national decision makers in the future, as the Energy Community can condition its 

members to introduce directives aimed at protecting the environment.  

3.4.2 Sustainability strategies 

Since in the project proposal sustainability strategies are more related to Sustainable development not 

to project cycle and result based management, evaluation process listed four sustainability strategies 

recognised in implementation of SEESEP project. 

1. To build capacities of the CSOs in SEE – to became capable, credible and to actively participate 

in creation of national energy policies. They are committed to the topic and the project tried to 

ensure that knowledge gained thought SEESEP can be used in the future and individuals who 

gained that knowledge continue to work on interesting topics within the same CSO. 

2. To produce fact based advocacy tools – high level documents like Red Flag Reports and future 

Energy model with alternative scenarios.  Those deliverables will be arguments for sustainable 

advocacy actions at national and local level.  

3. Make alliances with EU institutions and advocate among EU institutions and other relevant 

actors (like RCC) to make coordinated and joint ‘sandwich’ pressure on national decision 

makers. SEESEP partners can hold the ‘energy Agenda’ in their countries together with general 

public and media with bottom-up, and EU institutions with top-down approach. 

4. Establish sustainable alliance with national stakeholders to ensure institutionalization of 

database and energy model, to become a part of national strategic documents and government 

institutions. 

3.4.3 Ownership   

The clear ownership is recognised among energy modelers - ‘futurists’- who are developing energy 

model. They are representing all 7 countries of SEE. It’s interesting to highlight that with one exception 

they are the same core CSOs who was involved in the pilot research (Fairer, Cleaner, Safer). They were 

the most engaged spent the most of their time and efforts and get probably the most benefits from the 

project (in skills and knowledge, regional comparative perspective of energy issues etc.). 

However, all other project partners and stakeholders, recognising SEE Change net as the real owner of 

the project. We already discussed the cause-effect factors that influenced the lack of ownership among 

partners. That fact can be addressed with next project cycle, and ownership among partners needs to 

be spread-out at national level.  
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4 Recommendations And Opportunities For The Improvement Of The 
Project’s Impact And Effectiveness  

4.1 General recommendations:  

 Continue to have advocacy actions targeting at EU institutions and create advocacy 

opportunities for SEE CSOs with EU institutions.. With anticipation of some of the EU 

institutions’ next steps and decisions which will be jointly addressed, especially those EU 

institutions who became ally with SEESEP, it can create more transparent regional plan for 

advocacy and more equal division of tasks. Consequently it can contribute to the increased 

ownership of the project results among partners. Also, it would be benefit project outputs if 

SEESEP Management team can establish a regional advocacy team that will deal with 

advocacy initiatives targeting EU institutions (consisting of SEE Change net, CEE Bank watch 

and a few other interested partners) and serve as executive body  to create links between  other 

CSOs and targeted EU institutions and ensure track records and institutional memory of 

important advocacy initiatives and responses that can be replicated within other projects and 

partners. 

• Strengthen national ownership of the project and national coordination role of SEESEP 

partners remains important sustainability strategy. The CSOs need to act and be seen as a 

credible and visible resource for national stakeholders, decision makers, the private sector, but 

also for other CSOs and energy/environment experts. SEESEP project can ensure all relevant 

support to the CSOs in question to strengthen that role. Also, national coordinator CSOs can 

serve as a link to share information with other countries. In line with that, SEE Change net 

should have a more flexible approach to each country and partner, and adjusted project 

activities to the specific national context. That is especially true for Croatia and BIH.  

• Selection of partners for the next project phase is one of the crucial activities that can ensure 

the sustainability of project results.  Due to limited resources planned for the second phase 

(budget need to be reduced for 21,5%) and the need to ensure ownership at the national level 

(to be able to advocate for energy modeling institutionalization), it would be the best to select 

one CSO as a national coordinator. That one national partner (per country) will serve as a 

resource and have a coordination role  while other, specific tasks (such as campaigning, 

research, Flag report, advocacy initiative etc.) can be outsourced from some other CSOs, 

experts, institutions, universities, the media etc. In line with that, role of associates can be 

define and addressed more directly, to ensure clear division of tasks and responsibilities for 

next project cycle. In that process, clear set of criteria for selection of associates can benefit 

future cooperation with them. 

• Result-based management should be applied, with clear using a Theory of Change or LFA in 

the monitoring and reporting process.  Activities and related budget lines should be designed in 

line with RBM.  If possible, evaluator will recommend for SEESEP team and partners to organize 

educational event about result based management and empower themselves in using RBM in 

planning, implementing and monitoring, but also reporting. Clear monitoring plan with 
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process indicators need to be developed, as well as monitoring tools for CSO partners 

including guidance on how to monitor project achievements. If possible, a baseline needs to be 

done at the beginning of the second project cycle and a review of cycle One (2013-2014). For all 

those tasks SEESEP Management team can use high level RBM capacities of some of the CSO 

partners. 

4.2 Recommendations related to project management 

 In relation to communication with huge number of diverse partners and actors, a number of 

issues were raised that would benefit from consideration, and that would make communication 

more efficient and implementation more effective in next project cycle. These areas are 

discussed below. What is most critical in this discussion is that the SEESEP Project, together 

with partner CSOs, determines the most appropriate division of roles, responsibilities and 

effective communication systems and processes. Particular to this discussion needs to be a 

focus on four areas: 

Effective partnership. 

Effective information sharing. 

Effective two-way communication. 

Effective multi-channel communication / coordination. 

 Evaluation workshop held in Tivat, supported evaluator’s perspective that the SEESEP project 

will benefit from establishing overall information flow (newsletter or info paper etc.) that 

could gather project related information and country contexts/initiatives updated on monthly or 

quarterly basis.Separate ‘information sets’, established in first project cycle, meant partners 

were not all aware of acting on the same set of information. This is, of course, even more 

relevant for CSOs from the same country, as coordination at the national level requires a 

sharing of all relevant information among partners. Some of the concrete ideas addressing that 

new communication tool, have been already listed in Tivat: to have sections related to overall 

country context in energy sector and project update section, but also to have information on 

advocacy related initiatives among EU institutions, as well. 

 The approach to mailing lists needs to be addressed by the project team with partner CSOs, as 

there are differing views about the effectiveness of these lists. For some, the management of 

the mailing lists was an efficient way of accessing only selected information, related to a 

specific task. For others, the limits on information they received meant for them they lacked 

the wider picture, and insight into the overall coordination within their country and regionally.  

 The project roles can be better defined and detailed going forward, and in particular the 

application of one or more of these roles by each of the partner organisations can be defined and 

applied in next project cycle. Clear division of roles between partners and CEE Change Net, 

need to be defined at the beginning of next project cycle. In line with that, specific division of 

roles (‘futurists’, ‘change makers’ etc.) needs to be redefined and accordingly coordination and 
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communication channels should be restructured to be more in line with project goals and to 

strengthen national coordination. Budget design should be in line with this as well.  

 Rights based approach (RBA) needs to be additionally improved to ensure spreading the 

ownership among CSO partners. Systematic inclusion of all partners in decision-making 

processes needs to be applied in the second project phase. Complaint mechanisms should be 

clearly established, as well as efficient mechanisms for sharing Reports, Budgets and other 

relevant documents with all partners. That will contribute to a sense of shared rights and 

responsibilities, which should increase national ownership and strengthen the long-term 

sustainability of the processes initiated within SEESEP project.  

4.3 Perspectives On Opportunities For The 2015-2016 Cycle Project 
Application 

Next project cycle 2015-2016 can be used to ensure sustainability of the Outputs and Outcomes 

achieved in the four years project cycle. There are some strategic general issues that need to be 

addressed, in line with that goal. 

SEE Change net has extensive experience with advocacy as well as knowledge about EU decision 

making procedures, and if possible, this know-how can be “institutionalised” and shared with other 

CSOs partners. SEE Change net, WWF and CEE Bank watch can work to additionally strengthen some 

of the local CSO leaders to become recognised in EU institutions. 

New alliances established with some EU institutions (especially with Energy Community, EU 

Parliament and EBRD) in the first project phase should be maintained and ‘used’ in the second cycle to 

multiply project achievements. Also, RCC’s new Regional Strategy 2020, adopted in November 2013, 

can be used as a political background to ensure sustainability of SEESEP results. If possible SEESEP 

partners can actively participate in the design of Action plans for that strategy’s implementation and to 

ensure that SEESEP partners can monitor the implementation of the Regional Strategy 2020.  

Regular regional gathering, including educational events, can be used to discuss some strategically 

important questions for SEESEP project and its partners. More general coordination with other regional 

projects (ETNAR and ECRAN especially) can be used to ensure efficient planning and increased number 

of regional gathering, since number of local CSOs are members of both or all three projects/networks). 
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