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I. INTRODUCTION 

NGOSS BACKGROUND AND PROGRAM COMPONENTS 

The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) designed the NGO 
Sector Support Program (NGOSS) in the Russian Federation to: 

A. Continue USAID's provision of organizational and financial management skills 
to selected members of the Russian NGO community, to assure the sustainability 
of these organizations during difficult economic conditions; and 

B. Promote collaboration between government officials and NGOs to create a 
favorable legal climate for the sustained, long-term growth of the NGO sector as 
a whole. 

The Program was implemented by World Learning and the Center for NGO Support 
(CNGOS), a Russian NGO, from July 1998 to January 2001. The total value of the 
contract was $5,150,000. These two organizations tapped into the technical resources of 
two U.S. institutional subcontractors, Management Systems International (MSI) (for 
monitoring and evaluation) and Research Triangle Institute (RTI) (for the municipal 
component), as well as a large pool of Russian and Western technical assistance 
providers. 

Implementation activities were targeted at four components: 

Component 1 
NGO Resource Center Networks in Siberia, Southern Russia, Novgorod Oblast and 
the Samara Oblast. (Goals: Strengthen their institutional capacity, promote their 
ability to provide training, stimulate the development and exchange of best practices, 
and advance the professional development of NGO activists); 

Component2 
Support to Sector-Specific NGOs designated by USAID (Goal: Strengthen a core 
group of NGOs by providing the institutional skills needed for sustainability); 

Component3 
Municipal Associations, specifically the Association of Siberian and Far Eastern 
Cities (AFSEC) (Goal: Expand the range of services provided, disseminate best 
practices and strengthen links between local officials and the NGO community); and 

Component 4 
Information Dissemination and Networking, with a focus on the legal status of NGOs 
(Goals: Disseminate working models, publications, and other technologies produced 
under USAID sponsorship; build information networks; and produce and distribute 
updates to legal and tax guides in order to support growth in the NGO sector as a 
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whole). 

NGOSS GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

This Program contributed to one of USAID/Russia's key strategic objectives, Strategic 
Objective 2.1. - "Increased, Better Informed Citizen Participation in Political and 
Economic Decision-Making." Program activities were expected to contribute, directly or 
indirectly, to the achievement of three intermediate results (IRs): 

IR 2.1.3: NGO sector provides alternative to the ballot box for participating 
in economic and political decision-making. 

IR 2.1.3.1: NGOs advocate more effectively for members' needs and interests. 

IR 2.1.3.2: NGOs and Russian organizations become institutionally 
strengthened. 

(The above IRs reflect a change from those in the original contract: two IRs were 
dropped from the Strategic Objective, effective with the signing of Modification 1, dated 
June 16,1999). 

In order to achieve the goals and objectives above, World Learning and the Center for 
NGO Support provided targeted technical assistance, training and funding to the 
Association for Siberian and Far Eastern Cities, and to NGO Resource Center Networks 
in Siberia, Southern Russia, and the Sarnara and Novgorod regions. The World 
LearningICNGOS team also provided targeted technical assistance in the areas of 
fundraising, board development and training, and financial management and accounting 
to a group of twelve pre-selected NGOs. 

In addition, all locally existing sources of information on NGOs were researched and 
evaluated, and handbooks were produced to address key NGO issues of taxation and 
legislation. NGO representatives throughout Russia were actively involved in structuring 
and implementing the most efficient and appropriate NGO information systems, 
including print and electronic variants. A "virtual" NGO library was created and at 
project closing had been reguIarly updated and expanded. 

Between 1994, when USAID/Russia began its NGO activities, and July 1998, when 
World Learning began to implement the NGOSS Program, the NGO sector in Russia 
experienced a period of dramatic growth. New legislation made it possible (although not 
easy) for NGOs to operate, and several foreign donor programs were providing technical 
assistance and grants that enabled Russian NGOs to improve their service provision and 
increase their potential for sustainability. Nonetheless, the sector was little known and 
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little respected, and its ability to influence events even at the local level was extremely 
limited. 

Most of the external restraints in effect at the beginning of the NGOSS Program in July 
1998 were still in effect at the end of January 2001. Federal legislation was not and is not 
supportive of NGO development. There still were no tax or other incentives for 
businesses to contribute to NGOs or to participate in charitable activities. The economic 
problems at the time the Program was designed became even more severe by the time it 
was implemented, and only during the last half of calendar year 2000 was any 
improvement noted. 

The contract for this Program was effective July 29, 1998. August 17, 1998, World 
Learning's first day in-country to start up the project, was the day the ruble lost over two 
thirds of its value and the economic "crisis" began. This crisis created increased demand 
for NGO resource center services, as Russian government social programs were slashed 
and many services to the population were eliminated or reduced. Existing NGOs and 
initiative groups turned to local resource centers for assistance in strengthening their 
organizations and improving their ability to provide services. At the same time, 
municipalities which had experienced budget cuts became willing to consider NGOs as 
alternative service providers. 

By the end of the Program in January 2001, at the municipal level, there was clear 
evidence that NGOs were increasingly influencing local government. The dozens of 
pieces of NGO-related local legislation throughout the NGOSS Program regions attest to 
the increased activism and professionalism of the sector during the project's two and one- 
half years. During calendar year 2000 there also occurred a dramatic increase in political 
activism on the part of local NGOs, with many NGO leaders deciding to run for office or 
support specific candidates. Only a handful of NGO leaders in the NGOSS Program 
areas had been voted into office (primarily seats in the local Dumas), but the trend was 
clear and encouraging. 

Additionally, a dramatic rise in interest in NGOs on the part of the Russian federal 
government became particularly evident in the second half of calendar year 2000. In 
Siberia, the President's representative approached the Siberian Center Network with a 
suggestion for cooperation. In the Urals region, the President's representative organized 
an NGO fair and implemented a grant program modeled on foreign donor programs. 
Several NGOSS Program participants and consultants were invited to participate as 
experts on the grant review committee. Federal government representatives began to take 
part in and even initiate conferences and seminars addressing NGO issues. The federal 
government also established a new requirement for registration of all foreign aid 
programs, including those targeted at NGO development. 

Several of the so-called Russian "oligarchs" (the country's most prominent businessmen) 
were either in the process of creating or were studying the possibility of creating 
charitable foundations based on Western models. 
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NGOSS PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

The NGOSS Program was successful in achieving its objectives. World Learning and its 
implementing Russian partner, the Center for NGO Support, met all contract indicators, 
and in most cases exceeded them by at least several times over. Indicator results-in 
areas ranging from services provided to funds raised to NGO leaders trained-attest to 
the improved image of the NGO sector in Russia over the course of the NGOSS Program; 
the sector's increased ability to influence policy decision-making, particularly at the local 
level; and its increased potential for sustainability. World Learning and the Center for 
NGO Support attribute their success to the ability to build on the successes of previous 
USAID funded NGO programs, while introducing innovations to avoid prior pitfalls. 

As noted earlier, the NGOSS Program included four components. These were: 

Component 1: Provision of financial (through operational grants) and technical 
assistance to four regional NGO Resource Center networks (Siberia, Southern 
Russia, Novgorod and Samara), including supporting a program of microgrants 
implemented by each Center; 

Component 2: Provision of specialized technical assistance to a group of twelve 
NGOs pre-selected by USAID (which included the four Centers from Component 1); 

Component 3: Financial and technical assistance to the Association of Siberian and 
Far Eastern Cities; and 

Component 4: Coilection and dissemination of information vital to NGOs throughout 
Russia, including production and dissemination of publication addressing legal and 
tax issues. 

Although the four components were presented as discrete assignments in the original 
contract, World Learning and the Center for NGO Support treated them throughout the 
course of the project as interrelated parts of the whole. Moreover, the program design 
proposed by World Learning and CNGOS included a strong emphasis on monitoring and 
evaluation activities, both for internal use and as part of a training process for the 
participating NGOs. 

A major achievement of the NGOSS Program was the establishment of an agreed-upon 
system of data collection, which-perhaps for the first time-produced Russian NGO 
data that was reliable, verifiable, and that could be aggregated. This was a major 
undertaking involving professionals from World Learning, the Center for NGO Support, 
MSI, representatives of the Resource Centers responsible for collecting the majority of 
the data, and USAID. Involving the Resource Centers in the process not only helped 
them to understand why the US government requires reliable data, but also how data can 
be a valuable tool for their own organizations. 
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World Learning and MSI built upon their previous work in 1997 on another NGO project 
to create indigenous professional capacity for program evaluation in Russia. As a result 
of the efforts of the newly trained evaluators and NGOSS grant management personnel, 
the microgrant program which was implemented by the four Resource Center networks is 
arguably the most intensively documented grant program ever in Russia. The evidence 
unilaterally supports the effectiveness of the grant program in meeting program goals, 
and in improving conditions for NGO clients. 

World Learning and CNGOS approached its work in Component 1 with a clear vision 
that while participating organizations already had achieved some success in providing 
services in the predecessor project, this did not necessarily equate to their having 
achieved organizational maturity or sustainability. It is relatively simple to ask an 
organization to do something, but it is an entirely different matter to encourage it to be 
something. There was a great variation in the management styles and cultures of the four 
Network Centers, and during the course of the Program, each experienced internal 
organizational problems which required assistance or input from outside consultants. 
World Learning treated each of the Centers in&vidually. Even more important than their 
ability to provide targeted technical assistance in these cases were World Learning and 
CNGOS' abilities to be patient with normal organizational development processes. 
Progress was made consistently throughout the period of the program, but occasionally in 
the form of two steps forward, one back. Nevertheless, all of the Centers ended the 
program period at significantly more advanced levels than at the beginning. 

In the area of service provision by the Resource Centers, the Networks met all of their 
targets and dramatically exceeded the target numbers for many indicators, including 
number of consultations provided, coalitions formed, and meetings with local 
government officials. The indicator on number of meetings with local government was 
soon overshadowed by a more tangible indicator of change: the number of legislative acts 
and executive orders promoted by or relating to NGOs. Although these pieces of 
legislation were most numerous in the Siberian region, progress was made in all program 
regions. The regional Centers all successfully utilized (replicated) models including NGO 
fairs, charitable drives, public relations campaigns, and volunteer promotion programs. 

Each of the four Centers had varying levels of experience and expertise at the beginning 
of the microgrant program process, and World Learning, the Center for NGO Support 
and MSI worked with them on both individual and group bases to provide the technical 
assistance necessary. The Centers were given leeway and encouraged to create local 
microgrant programs that were adapted to the needs of their regions and the goals of their 
own organizations. 

Component 2 provided technical assistance in developing boards of directors, 
fundraising, and financial management to a pre-selected (by USAID) group of twelve 
Russian NGOs. The World Learning team quickly discovered that not all NGOs saw the 
benefit in participating in this component, and while there is no doubt that these three 
areas are crucial to organizational sustainability, the beneficiary NGOs did not all see it 
that way. NGOSS Program staff customized assistance to each of the twelve in areas that 
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each saw as highest priority. Some received assistance in all three areas, some in only 
one or two. While not an official contract indicator (rather, an expectation under the 
Program's mission), most of the thirteen technical assistance providers (ten or 77%) were 
Russian experts, while only three or 23% were non-Russian. 

The work in Component 3 with the Association for Siberian and Far Eastern Cities was 
successful and exceeded contract expectations. Though technically a public organization, 
ASFEC is structured and operates as a government entity (one USAID report refers to it 
as a "para-statal" organization). ASFEC, with technical assistance from Research 
~riangle Institute, the subcontractor for this component, used its modest grant to produce 
a standardized municinal web site. a state of the art computer classroom and curricula for 
training municipal employees, and replication of models developed under previous 
USAID programs. 

ASFEC and RTI produced the results required under their agreements with great 
professionalism, and both sides cooperated to reduce costs in order to exceed the 
expected results. In one example, RTI and ASFEC developed an Internet consulting 
relationship that was of substantial assistance in keeping within the program budget. 

ASFEC was the hardest of the four components to integrate into the program as a whole. 
Although the Association attended NGOSS Program events such as the stakeholders 
meetings, and its agreement even included the organization of two conferences on NGOs 
and local government, ASFEC did not quite perceive the connection between 
municipalities and the NGO sector. The World Learning team encouraged informal 
professional contact between the Siberian Center and ASFEC during the course of the 
program, and at a minimum, ASFEC began to appreciate the professionalism of the NGO 
sector. Additionally, the RTI consultant who worked with ASFEC on development of a 
standard municipal web site, consistently and successfully promoted the necessity of 
including the local Third Sector in this process. From the NGO perspective, several of the 
NGO representatives at the first stakeholders' meeting were "wowed" at the technical 
excellence of the ASFEC network communication and data base system, and immediately 
recognized its potential as an income generator. 

Component 4, information dissemination and production and distribution of legal and 
tax information, was affected by the slow speed at which Russian legislative changes 
occurred during the course of the program. Some of the major expected tax reforms that 
the Program had hoped to capture in an updated publication on tax law were not 
approved by the legislature until after the Program's end date. Many of the publications 
that World Learning had originally expected to collect from former USAID contractors 
and grantees were not available. World Learning ultimately decided on an original 
solution - the creation of a self-sustaining "Virtual Library" which would allow NGOs to 
not only acquire information, but to make their own publications available to a larger 
audience. Additionally, World Learning recruited over twenty regional Network Centers 
(called "information Hubs") which provided Internet access and hard copies of Virtual 
library information to NGOs who lacked Internet access themselves. The Hubs also 
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assisted in disseminating the hard copies of books on bookkeeping, taxation, and social 
marketing that were produced or purchased for NGOSS Program purposes. 

Each of the four components is discussed in greater detail in the seCtions that follow, and 
in the Annexes referred to throughout. World Learning would like to thank, first and 
foremost, the Center for NGO Support, World Learning's co-implementor, for giving 
110% over the life of the Program and for making available its deep expertise and 
knowledge of the Russian NGO sector. Thanks also to MSI and RTI for delivering their - - 
expertise and adding considerable value to the components in which they were involved. 
Finally, a debt of gratitude to the Resource Centers and the NGOs which make up their 
netwoiks, the other eight NGOs which received customized assistance, ASFEC and the 
information HUBS for enabling us to do the work of the contract. It was World 
Learning's privilege to work for two and one half years with each and everyone, and to 
learn from them. We are enriched by our association with them. 
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11. COMPONENT 1 - NGO RESOURCE CENTER NETWORKS 

Component 1 was designed to strengthen the institutional capacity of four regionally- 
based Russian NGO resource centers and their networks: 

0 Interregional Public Foundation Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Center 
(SCISC), a network of twelve resource centers with its hub in Novosibirsk; 

8 Southern Region Resource Center (SRRC), a network of two small resource 
centers and eight coordinators with its hub in Krasnodar; 

0 Povolzhe Historic-Ecological-Cultural Association (commonly referred to as the 
Povolzhe Association or Samara Center) in Samara; and 
Health and Life Foundation in Novgorod (referred to as the Novgorod NGO 
Resource Center). 

In addition, Component 1 supported these Centers to promote their abilities to provide 
training; stimulate the development and exchange of best practices and information on 
management, fundraising and advocacy techniques; and advance the professional 
development of NGO activists. Each of the four Resource Centers received a primary 
grant from the NGOSS Program to cover their operating costs that enabled them to offer 
continued services to the NGOs in their respective Networks. The World Learning team 
planned to work closely with each Center and its network to help them develop and 
implement realistic fundraising plans and to provide technical assistance in priority 
organizational areas (this latter is described in Section 111: Component 2). Each Network 
was to implement a microgrant program in its region as well, which the World Learning 
team supported in various ways. The microgrant program is described in detail in 
Section VII. 

Component 1 results and benchmarks included the following (the first three were 
designated as general project benchmarks, with the others targeted specifically for 
Component 1. However, as it was only through Component 1 that the Resource Centers 
could meet many of the general benchmarks, the general benchmarks are reported as part 
of Component 1): 

General: 

8 Increased involvement of NGOs in local government policy formulation, as indicated 
by a fifty percent increase in the number of consultations between NGOs and 
government officials, and a twenty percent increase in the number of expert 
commentaries submitted to local officials on policy issues over 1997 levels in target 
regions; 
At least fifty instances of replication of local governmenVNG0 collaboration models 
disseminated under Components 1,3, and 4 of the NGOSS Program; and 
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At least 100 new projects undertaken by NGOs with support from local government 
andlor business in target geographic areas. 

Component 1: 

Number of NGOs registered in target geographic areas will have increased by at 
least ten percent; 
At least five percent of NGOs in target geographic areas who received training or 
consultations in fundraising will have tapedp into new funding sources (other 
donors and local); 
An increased number of NGOs from target geographic areas will have 
participated in short-term, issue-based coalitions ; 
At least 20,000 consultations and referral services will have been provided to 
NGOs in target geographic areas during the contract period; 
At least eighty percent of microgrant recipients will have developed a greater 
ability to execute their organizational missions, as indicated by the number of 
recipients that expand their programs thematically or geographically, increase the 
number of individuals their organizations, or offer social services newly provided 
by NGOs rather than by government; and 
Network staff will have improved their management skills, as demonstrated by 
the presence of effective controls on operating budgets and successful 
implementation of grant programs. 

Annex I shows in graph format the life-of-project results, by Program reporting quarter, 
for these benchmarks and also indicates the results by region by Program reporting 
quarter. 

World Learning and the Center for NGO Support provided technical assistance and 
support to all of the Resource Center Networks throughout the period of the contract. 
This included drafting and negotiation of the various bridge funding and grant 
instruments that were in effect at various times during the contract period. World 
LearningICNGOS representatives attended and participated in practically all major events 
for the Networks, including quarterly meetings and regional events. World Learning 
financial specialists worked closely with the accountants of all the Networks to ensure 
accuracy and timeliness of financial reporting. World LearningKNGOS also developed 
a special training program on financial management for bookkeepers and directors of the 
Regional Resource Centers, designed to help them understand how financial information 
is used in strategic planning. World Learning surveyed the individual Resource Center 
Directors to discover the areas in which they felt they needed additional training, and 
provided training sessions in these areas at the first Stakeholders' meeting in September 
1999. 

Over the course of the contract period. each of the Resource Centers experienced 
organizational growth and accompanying growing pains. To the extent that internal 
organizational difficulties did not adversely affect the ability of the Resource Centers to 
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provide the services stipulated under their grant award, World Learning tried not to 
interfere in the organizations' internal affairs. It was clear early on that, while the 
Resource Center Networks could emulate each other's successes in program areas, they 
had greater difficulty avoiding each other's mistakes in the area of organizational 
development. This inevitably resulted in complex and often painful periods of growth. 
Both under Components 1 and 2, World Learning worked together with the Resource 
Centers to provide them with the knowledge and experience necessary to resolve their 
own problems. World Learning's approach was based upon a strong belief that 
organizational development cannot be dictated, and that ultimately, the sustainability of 
these organizations depended upon their ability to weather hard times without donor or 
partner interference. 

SCISC is a network of twelve NGO resource centers located in twelve major Siberian 
cities, with headquarters in Novosibirsk. Affiliates are located in the capital cities of two 
republics (Buryatia and Altai), two krays (Altai and Krasnoyarsk) and seven oblasts 
(Novosibirsk, Tomsk, Omsk, Kemerovo, Irkutsk, Tyumen and Chita) plus an additional 
center in the Kemerovo Oblast in the city of Novokuznetsk. The territory covered by the 
Siberian center is larger than the United States, and has a population of over 25 million, 
including over 100 different nationalities. 

The region covered by the Southern Region Resource center is comprised of the 
Krasnodar Kray, the Stavropol Kray, the Rostov Oblast, and the Republic of Adigeya. 
The SRRC had its main office in Krasnodar, and two satellites in Stavropol and Rostov 
on the Don. Additionallv there were seven affiliate centers in the followinp, cities: , - 
Novorossiisk, Taganrog, Sochi, Armavir, Pyatigorsk, Maikop and Novocherkassk. The 
population of the area served by SRRC is 15 million. The region is contiguous to the 
troubled Northern Caucasus area, and has a large refugee DG to concerns for 
American safety in the region, travel of American personnel under this contract to any of 
the above areas (with the exception of the Rostov Oblast and the city of Sochi) could only 
be undertaken with special permission from the Embassy Deputy Chief of Mission. This 
did not create a hardship, since Russian World LearningKNGOS staff members were 
able to travel to the region freely. 

The Povolzhe and Novgorod Centers were added to the program in the fall of 1999. Both 
are located in areas chosen by the US Department of State as Regional Initiative (RI) 
centers. Geographically, the Povolzhe center is located in the city of Samara in the Volga 
region of Russia, while the Novgorod center is located in the city of Veliky Novgorod in 
Northwest Russia. 

The Resource Centers' mandate included continued provision of information, training 
and other services to their members and clients; development of fundraising plans to 
cover costs as USAID funding declines; and development of microgrant and internship 
programs. 
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SCISC's grant from the NGOSS Program of $1,205,874 was in effect from September 1, 
1998 through December 10,2000. At the beginning of the program, SCISC clearly was 
the most developed of the four Resource Center Networks. The Siberian Center turned in 
a phenomenal performance during the grant period. In short: 

7524 persons participated in 406 seminars. 

Two distance education courses were offered. 

Special volunteer centers were created in all twelve network cities. 

The network resource centers provided 25,573 consultations and 38,987 other 
services. 

Donations totaling over half a million rubles were collected in charitable drives 
held thoughout the Siberian region. 

$27,233 was collected from local government and business to fund ninety-seven 
projects under SCISC's "Consolidated Budget" program (with additional funding 
from the Soros Foundation). 

Twenty-five NGO fairs were held throughout Siberia. 

Eleven Siberian regions adopted legislation on social procurement. A total of 
$92,200 was allocated to these local grant programs, and 187 projects were 
funded. 

The Siberian Center is rightfully proud of its position as innovator of many of the models 
that have been successfully used by other Resource Centers, not only in the NGOSS 
Program but throughout Russia. During the course of the NGOSS Program SCISC 
developed a long distance training program that was successfully utilized to train NGO 
leaders throughout Russia. SCISC also leveraged its experience and training in 
Monitoring and Evaluation under the NGOSS Program to initiate an international 
evaluation conference. 

The Siberian Center aggressively promoted itself and its programs, and was extremely 
successful (given the constraints on the free press in Russia) in obtaining ongoing press 
coverage for the Third Sector throughout Siberia. 
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Progress in NGO Legislation in Siberia 

One of the engines for success in the area of new NGO legislation in Siberia during the 
NGOSS Program was a series of seminars organized by SCISC throughout the region. 
Two major topics were presented: "Effective Partnerships: Government and NGOs," and 
"Creation of Coalitions and Public Relations Campaigns." 

NGO fairs were also an effective instrument for attracting the attention and involvement 
of local government officials. The twentv-five NGO fairs which were held throughout - 
Siberia during the program period withoit exception had local government members on 
the organizational committees. The Consolidated Budget program in 1999, funded by the - . .  

~oroskoundation as a result of an SCISC proposal, was extremely successful in 
involving and interesting local government in the local NGO sector. Soros provided part 
of the grant fund, but each participating region was required to raise additional funds 
from local government and business. The grant expert committees in all nine 
participating Siberian regions included members of the local government and business. In 
all, eighty-two projects were funded in the first year for amounts ranging from $80 to 
$400. 

Once involved in the grantmaking process, local governments responded to local NGO 
pressure to continue, and by the end of the NGOSS Program period, every region in 
Siberia covered by the program had established legislation relating to municipal grant 
programs or social procurement. 

Business 

During the NGOSS Program period, SCISC made a strong effort to increase cooperation 
with local business. Using additional funding from the Mott Foundation, SCISC 
performed a detailed analysis of the potential of local business to support charitable 
activities. (This information helped to locate local business donors to the Consolidated 
Budget program described above). A campaign to promote charitable giving was 
initiated thoughout the region, with the participation of 200 businesses. Although an 
attempt was made to create Community Foundations in Siberia (notably in Tyumen), the 
legislation and economic system did not yet allow for the creation of an interest-making 
endowment fund, and thus these foundations were limited to collection of donations and 
their distribution for charitable purposes. Another experimental program for charitable 
giving, sponsored by the Eurasia Foundation, provided grant money to one Siberian and 
one Southern Russia Resource Centers. Both Centers were extremely successful in 
utilizing several dozen proven Western fundraising methods over the period of the grant, 
but unfortunately, almost every method tested either was illegal under Russian law or not 
feasible because they created excessive tax liability for the recipients. 
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Training, Monitoring and Evaluation in Siberia 

SCISC and its regional coordinators trained 7,724 NGO representatives at 406 seminars. 
The seminars addressed practically all aspects of NGO development, with topics largely 
determined by the local coordinators. 

SCISC implemented a five-level training program to create twenty-four new regional 
trainers (approximately two per region). The Center also established a training program 
for project monitoring specialists, which led ultimately to thirty specialists monitoring 
over thirty projects in twelve Siberian cities. In addition, SCISC was one of several 
initiators of PEN, the International Program Evaluator's Network, and planned and 
coordinated a major international evaluation conference described in detail in the 
Monitoring and Evaluation section of this report. Six SCISC participants completed the 
World Leaming/MSI certificate training program in project evaluation. 

Distance Education 

SCISC was the only network to develop and utilize distance education in its program. 
Two courses were offered: "Management of Volunteer Programs" (presented twice), and 
"Coalition Building and Effective Partnership." Participants had the option to audit the 
courses, or do the course work for a certificate. Over 140 NGO leaders participated, with 
slightly over half auditing. Of the active participants, more than one-third completed the 
course work and received their certificates. SCISC planned to build on this successful 
experience to develop future distance training opportunities. 

Volunteerism 

SCISC developed special volunteer centers in all of the cities where it is active, and these 
centers proved successful in supporting charitable drives and creation of coalitions. 

Publications and Other Resources 

SCISC completed an Interregional Library Catalog of resources within the network. The 
Center produced several publications, including the journal "The Effect of Presence," 
which provided information and analysis of NGO sector developments. SCISC also 
created three listserves (with more than 250 subscribers) that cover topics such as SCISC 
news, training opportunities, and general information for NGOs. All of the Regional 
Resource Centers produced their own local publications, and in Irkutsk, the Coordinator 
forged an agreement with local government officials to post NGO news on special 
newsstands in public meeting places. 
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Internships 

Forty-one NGO leaders were able to intern at NGOs in other parts of Russia. .SCISC also 
accepted seven Resource Center Coordinators from the SRRC network (through a 
program funded by the Mott Foundation). 

Problems Encountered 

SCISC's success attracted the attention of the Tax Inspectorate in summer 2000, and the 
initial conclusions suggested that SCISC was liable for close to a million dollars in tax 
for grants it had received. However, with support from USAID and World Learning, 
SCISC was ultimately able to document its tax-free status to the satisfaction of the 
authorities. 

SRRC's NGOSS Program grant of $850,163 ran from September 1, 1998 through 
December 10,2000. Highlights of the Program period for SRRC are as follows: 

Over 3500 personnel and volunteers from more than 300 NGOs participated in 
154 seminars and trainings held throughout the region on topics ranging from 
organizational development to cooperation with local government. 

Over 100 leaders from eighty NGOs successfully completed the computer literacy 
courses offered by SRRC. 

Twenty NGO leaders participated in an internship program, which included 
NGOs from throughout the Russian Federation. 

The number of registered NGOs in the territory rose from 4500 on September 1, 
1998 to 10,605 as of November 1,2000. 

The SRRC NGO client base grew from around 300 to 1138 organizations. 

23,277 consultations and services were provided. 

Twelve NGO fairs were held. 

SRRC considers the following activities to be its most successful and effective in 
working to achieve NGOSS Program goals: 

School for NGO Leaders: "Sustainable and Effective Organization" 
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0 Twenty-five leaders from eighteen Krasnodar NGOs received training in 
organizational development. 
School on Public Relations for NGOs 
NGO leaders from Krasnodar and SRRC network coordinators worked together to 
develop public relations campaigns in their cities. 

0 A series of seminars on Personnel Management for NGOs 
A four-day seminar on Project Evaluation and Self-Evaluation for NGOs 

Creation of an indigenous training capacity program for local NGOs in the area of 
Organizational Development. The twelve trainers subsequently presented over 
fifty seminars and training sessions. Five of the trainers joined an international 
training professional association, and created a local chapter. 

Promotion of NGB Legislation in Southern Russia 

SRRC presented dozens of seminars and roundtables on topics related to interaction 
between NGOs and local government. Legal experts developed and presented 
recommendations for regional legislation. Though at the beginning of the program there 
existed a very limited legislative base in the area of NGO activities, norms and - 
regulations regarding the activities and support of youth and children's organizations had 
been developed based on corresponding federal law. In the Rostov oblast there existed 
several legal decrees and programs aimed at increasing the involvement of business in 
charitable activity, as well as a law concerning the right of NGOs to participate in the 
legislative process: "On the Legislative Process and Normative Legal Acts in the 
Krasnodar Kray." 

None of the Southern Russian regions had active laws on municipal grants at the start of 
the NGOSS Program period, although in specific cases direct or indirect financing was 
provided to NGOs on the basis of specific decrees or decisions of the local Duma. 

NGO participation in coordinating advisory councils to local government was somewhat 
greater, with councils established in Armavir, Krasnodar and Stavropol on such issues as 
youth, invalids, and NGO activities. 

350 NGOs took part in a discussion of the prospects for improving the current legislative 
base concerning NGOs. The results were published in a collection of articles titled 
"Legal Aspects of NGO Activity in Southern Russia-Analysis and Recommendations." 
SRRC also created a draft packet of documents related to legislation on municipal grants, 
with arguments, and distributed it to all the NGO Resource Centers in Southern Russia. 
The twelve NGO fairs organized by SRRC and its coordinators also highlighted the 
potential for successful NGO local government cooperation. 

As a result of SRRC efforts, two cities in Southern Russia (Novocherkassk and 
Stavropol) now have a law on municipal grants, and NGO representatives in six other 
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cities are promoting drafts of similar laws. In Krasnodar, NGOs helped to pass a Statute 
on a competition for implementation of municipal youth funding. 

Coalitions 

Another successful SRRC-led coalition was the program: "Changing Life for the Better," 
a campaign by thirteen Krasnodar NGOs to promote the image of the Third Sector as an 
effective player in the resolution of social problems. Each of the participating NGOs was 
responsible for organizing a specific activity to attract the attention of the press and the 
public. (For example, the organization "Or fey" created a presentation "Lessons of 
Kindness," which so impressed the head of the youth policy division of Krasnodar city 
hall that he offered to finance the presentation to local schools). The final activity of the 
campaign was the Forum of Krasnodar NGOs, "Here's an Idea," which included a 
competition for socially relevant projects. Local government and business supported the 
Forum. 

The Rostov-on-the-Don SRRC office organized a competition for journalists writing on 
NGO topics entitled "The Third Sector Through the Eyes of Journalist." In 1999 SRRC 
organized the competition on its own, but in 2000 it included several associations of 
journalists and local NGOs. Local businesses provided prizes. 

SRRC also assisted Rosbank and UNICEF to create and implement a grant program 
called "New Day." 

Problems Encountered 

At the start of the NGOSS Program contract period, SRRC had little or no entrke to 
municipal and oblast government in Krasnodar. Through persistence and steady 
promotion of their work with the local NGO sector (using all the models, tools and events 
previously described), they managed to almost completely turn this situation around. By 
the end of the contract period, SRRC had become a player in loval government issues. 

Of all the Resource Centers, SRRC experienced the greatest internal conflict in areas 
related to leadership, management and personnel issues. Throughout the contract period, 
particularly under Component 2, the Center and World Learning/CNGOS worked with 
invited consultants to resolve these issues. In its final report, SRRC management 
addressed this situation frankly, noting that while it had not resolved all issues, all of the 
participants agreed that they had acquired sufficient skills and experience to find 
solutions to these conflicts on their own. 
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3. HEALTH AND LIFE FOUNDATION (NOVGOROD CENTER FOR NGO SUPPORT) 
ACTIVITIES 

The Novgorod Resource Center received the smallest grant ($99,537 covering the period 
September 15, 1999 to December 10,2000) of the four Regional Centers. However, this 
did not prevent the staff from setting goals for themselves and the Center which 
demanded an enormous level of commitment. Between the requirements of the 
microgrant program (described in detail below) and the other requirements of Component 
1 (e.g. sewice provision, training), the Novgorod staff were running at full speed for the 
entire duration of their subgrant period. 

The NGOSS Program added the Novgorod Center to its program in the second year at 
USAID's request. NGOSS staff and an independent consultant travelled to Novgorod to 
assess the 
local NGO sector and the ability of the Novgorod Center to support and represent the 
sector. Their overall impression was quite positive: most striking was that the Center, 
which had been funded for a year under an earlier US government initiative, continued to 
provide services to the local NGO community six months after this funding had ceased. 

Throughout the course of its participation in the NGOSS Program, the Novgorod Center 
staff demonstrated this same high level of commitment, and were aggressive in seeking 
out every opportunity for additional training or education provided by the NGOSS 
Program. 

While the Novgorod Center initially was funded as a single entity, the staff decided to 
utilize the grant program to create a network of consultation points in other cities within 
the oblast. This effort (described in more detail under the microgrant program 
description) entailed monthly meetings of the three consultation point coordinators with 
Novgorod staff, as well as an ambitious training program for the coordinators. Although 
the consultation points were only funded under grant money from March to July 2000, 
they continued to provide information services to local clients after this period, and to 
meet in Novgorod on a monthly basis. 

The Novgorod Center also organized an annual NGO Fair for NGOs from the city and 
the oblast; distributed books and materials from the NGOSS Program and other sources; 
and created a local NGO resource library for clients. These clients also were given 
access to computer databases covering a multitude of topics related to NGO work. The 
Center also presented an in-depth training program for NGO leaders called "School for 
NGOs," which consisted of several hands-on trainings and seminars in areas such as 
strategic planning, publishing, and fundraising) spread out over a period of several 
months. (One of the Center's goals was to create a basis for the professions new to 
Russia-4.g. NGO marketing specialist and fundraiser). Staff experts provided 
consultations on all aspects of NGO start-up and operation to NGO clients and to 
initiative groups. 
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The Center published a bulletin entitled "Medsenat" (Patron) on activities of the local 
Third Sector, which it distributed to local NGOs, initiative groups, government officials, 
businessmen, and NGOs in other areas of Russia. It also published and distributed a 
directory of NGOs in the oblast. 

The Center was actively involved in providing consultation services to clients who 
wished to apply for grant programs sponsored by the Soros Foundation, the Eurasia 
Foundation, Charities Aid Foundation (CAF)-Holt International (the USAID-funded 
program addressing problems with Russian orphans) and other organizations. 

The Novgorod Center participated in the work of a public committee on legislation, and 
provided consultative support to a coalition of local NGOs, businesses and local 
government representatives called "Maple Leaf," which successfully spearheaded a drive 
to collect money and goods for school children and poor families in August 2000. It 
provided similar support to a project called "Umbrella," a partnership among six Swedsh 
and six Veliky Novgorod NGOs. The Center staff also were invited to participate as 
trainers and experts in a TACIS funded partnership project in 15 Russian cities. 

A key initiative of the Center was its development of the concept and model for 
"Development of Local Community: Intersectoral Cooperation." This was presented for 
the first time at a conference in Novgorod in October 2000, and then again at a round 
table in Chelyabinsk in November by invitation of the Chelyabinsk Center for Public 
Associations. This project created direct interaction and fostered ongoing cooperation 
between members of the NGO sector, local business, and local government (the 
Chelyabinsk roundtable produced an immediate result-one business representative 
decided on the spot to fund a local NGO grant program). 

Significant Novgorod accomplishments for the program period (August 1999 to 
September 2000), in short: 

152 NGO representatives and members of initiative groups took part in trainings 
on writing grant proposals and stategic planning. 

Twenty-four employees from the consultations points (Valdai, Staraya Russa, 
Borovichi) participated in two staff trainings and six training sessions of the 
School for NGOs. 

The consultation points provided a total number of 726 consultation hours, and 
assisted forty initiative groups and ninety-one NGOs. 

Forty-two NGOs used the center library, 

Four issues of the bulletin "Medsenat" were distributed (600 copies of each 
issue). 
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The Center on average answered seven questions a day from NGOs, and one from 
local government. 

The Center provided consultations to sixtv-one initiative groups, 145 NGOs, nine - 
government and two business organizations, and helped register fifty-eight new 
NGOs. 

0 Twenty-four persons participated in the training on "NGO Publishing." 

Like the Novgorod Center, the Povolzhe Association also entered the NGOSS Program in 
its second year (September 1999), and likewise had to struggle to compress an enormous 
amount of microgrant program and other Component 1 activities into a brief period of 
time. Its grant of $209,194 ran from October 1, 1999 to December 10,2000. 

The Povolzhe Association demonstrated its ability to take an NGO model which had been 
highly developed and frequently utilized by the other Resource Center Networks, and do 
it right the first time. The "First Sarnara Oblast NGO Exhibit" in November 2000 was an 
unqualified success. Its sponsors included local business (Khlebzavod No. 2 and the 
Expo-Volga Expocenter) and local government, in adktion to NGOSS Program support. 
One hundred and twenty-seven NGOs participated in the fair, which lasted for three days 
and focused on different topics (e.g. children, invalids) each day. The fair followed on 
the heels of the first Samara oblast NGO forum, which the Povolzhe Association 
organized in September 2000. 

From September 1999 to December 2000, the Polvolzhe Association served 471 NGO 
clients, including 172 NGOs considered frequent clients. 

The Povolzhe Association was active in Regional Initiative (RI) meetings and activities 
in the Samara region, and took part in the Novgorod RI "Graduation Conference" held in 
Veliky, Novgorod in October 2000. 

While the Povolzhe Association originally was quite conservative in its expectations for 
the results of a 16-month program, they were pleased to provide the following evidence 
of positive change in their final report: 

An amendment to the Samara Oblast Charter (in June 2000) giving regional 
public organizations the right to initiate legislative acts. 

Invitations from local government to NGOs to participate in drafting laws, 
including laws on workplace quotas, protection of historical and cultural 
monuments, implementation of the federal law on invalids, and implementation of 
the oblast law on youth organizations. 
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Invitation to NGOs to participate in the formulation and implementation of 
regional social programs from the Department for Social Protection of the Samara 
Oblast, the Samara Municipal Administration, and from the administrations of 
other cities in the region including Samara, Syzran, Otradny, Kinel-Cherkassk 
Regional Center and others. 

NGO recipients of the Governor's award: in 1999, E. Pecherskikh of the 
Association for Invalids using Wheelchairs, and in 2000 L. Bulatova of the 
"Wheel" organization. 

Invitations to NGO leaders to participate in local administration Advisory 
Councils (Otryadny, Samara and other cities) and to participate in local 
administration planning sessions on inclusion of NGOs in municipal programs (all 
the major regional cities, plus many smaller territories. 

Two Municipal Administrations proposed to support the creation of local NGO 
Resource Centers (Syzran and Kinel-Cherkass). 

All gubernatorial candidates in the most recent elections openly courted NGOs for 
their support. 

Five NGO leaders were elected to positions in local dumas. 

The Povolzhe Association concluded on the basis of its own research that the NGOs who 
directly participated in and received services under the NGOSS Program were 
significantly more successful in attracting new funds than those who did not. (In one 
example, of the seven organizations which received NGOSS microgrants and also applied 
for grants under the "Social Partnership" Program, five were successful). Program 
participants were also more likely to keep official books (attributed to greater confidence 
in their bookkeeping abilities and subsequent reduction in fear of being audited) and to 
participate in coalitions. 

The Povolzhe Association likewise was extremely positive about the effect of the 
NGOSS Program on the NGO network created under the microgrant program, which had 
already increased its membership beyond the original grantees and had developed a long 
term program for NGO development in the Samara Oblast. The Association was also 
extremely positive about the effect of the NGOSS Program upon its own program and 
institutional development, citing the improvement in its equipment base (allowing it for 
the first time to offer services such as computer literacy and Internet courses), increased 
grant program implementation expertise, improved personnel policies and practices, and 
greater staff professionalism in the areas of bookkeeping, fundraising, project evaluation, 
and GAAP standard bookkeeping. The Association stated confidently that its active 
participation in the NGOSS Program led to increased interest and respect from local 
government, foreign funders, and NGO networks in other regions. 
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Problems Encountered 

The increased interest and respect noted above had a flip side-increased interest from 
the tax authorities. However, the Povolzhe Association successfully passed its aumt 
without any of the problems encountered in Novosibirsk. 

Fundraising as a professional activity was slow to develop, hindered by an impoverished 
middle class, a legislative framework that discouraged charitable activity (of the several 
dozen fundraising mechanisms tested and proven successful by NGOSS Program 
participants in Southern Russia and Siberia under a Eurasia foundation grant, only a 
handful actually were legal), and continued reliance of NGOs upon the personal contacts 
of their leaders. 

Municipal governments see NGOs as an extension of local government, particularly if the 
NGO has received local budget funds. 
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111. COMPONENT 2 - SUPPORT TO SECTOR-SPECIFIC NGOS 

The overall goal of Component 2 was to strengthen a core group of NGOs by providing 
institutional slulls needed for financial and operational sustainability. As World Learning 
understands it, this Component originally was conceived as a separate project to improve 
the sustainability of USAID key Russian partner NGOs, but budget considerations caused 
the project to be included as a part of the larger NGOSS Program. 

The areas originally identified for technical assistance in the NGOSS contract were: 

Fundraising Strategy Development 
Benchmark: All participating organizations have a detailed fundraising strategy in place 
and have raised some additional funds by the end of the project. 

Financial Management and GAAP Accounting Standards 
Benchmark: All participating organizations maintain account records consistent with 
GAAP standards, and follow financial management procedures as defined in their work 
plans. 

Board of Directors Development 
Benchmark: All participating organizations have an external board of directors or 
oversight committee with clearly defined roles and functions that they follow in the areas 
of fundraising, policy setting and organizational management. 

A clause in the contract indicated that the contractor, subject to U S A ~  approval, might 
identify additional needs and provide short-term technical assistance in other areas. 

In addition, the contractor was to develop a step-by-step :'how to" manual describing 
common problems encountered by the participating NGOs, and to synthesize the 
approaches-both successful and unsuccessful NGOs-used to address the institutional 
problemslconstraints. 

Accordmg to the NGOSS contract, selection criteria for the participating NGOs were: 

Strategic significance of the sector to the USAID program; 
Sophistication of operations and a clear sense of mission; 
Expression of interest as a follow-on to previous USAID assistance; and 
Commitment to work with the contractor to achieve established objectives. 

By the end of the project, a total of twelve NGOs had participated at varying levels. Six 
of the organizations were based in Moscow, two of which had networks of affiliates or 
members in other parts of Russia. The remaining six organizations were based in 
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Khabarovsk, Ekaterinburg, Krasnodar, Novosibirsk, Novgorod and Samara. These 
twelve organizations included: 

- Moscow School of Political Studies 
- Media Law and Policy Center 
- New Perspectives Foundation (NPF) 
- Institute of the Problems of Real Estate Registration, Assessment and Taxation 
- JShabarovsk Wildlife Foundation (KWF) 
- Center for Environmental Technology.and Information (CETI) 
- The Women's Consortium 
- Woman and Family Foundation 
- Southern Region Resource Center 
- Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Center 
- Health and Life Foundation 
- "Povolzhe" Association 

Four of the non-Moscow-based organizations were the NGO Resource Centers in 
Krasnodar, Novosibirsk, Novgorod and Samara which participated in a number of NGO 
support activities, including the Component I microgrants program. The other two non- 
Moscow-based organizations, in Khabarovsk and Ekaterinburg, were involved in 
environmental issues. The Moscow-based organizations were active in the following 
sectors: 

- Media 
- Civil Society Development 
- Women's Advocacy 
- Family Health 
- Real Estate Privatization 

As part of the original work plan, World Learning proposed using its Institutional 
Assessment Instrument (IAI) to gather organizational baseline on the pre-selected NGOs. 
USAID did not approve this approach and requested instead that World Learning identify 
technical assistance needs through informational interviews with the NGOs (a cursory 
assessment) and relevant USAID activity managers. 

Because of ongoing discussions between World Learning and USADD, and the period 
during which the list of specific NGOs was being finalized, general agreement on the 
content and presentation of Component 2 was not reached until February 1999. At that 
time, World Learning submitted and USAID approved a technical assistance plan, based 
on the cursory assessment of the NGOs requested in the contract. 

In the time between contract award and Component 2 plan approval, NGOSS staff made 
first contact with the pre-selected NGOs. NGOSS staff created and expanded a database 
of local and foreign consultants in the three target areas (board development, fundraising 
and financial management), and provided the participating NGOs with resumes and other 
information to assist in the selection of technical assistance providers. 
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Not all of the pre-selected NGOs responded as anticipated to the Program's offers of 
technical assistance in the three target areas. According to the contract, the pre-selected 
NGOs had made a commitment to work with the contractor to achieve Component 2 
objectives. Many of the participating NGOs stated they were not fully aware that they 
had made a binding commitment. Thus, in some cases, it took careful and repeated 
discussions to convey the purpose and potential benefits of participation. World Learning 
developed-and signed with participating NGOs-a Cooperation Agreement that 
described the Component and outlined what assistance was available under the Program, 
as well as the NGOs's responsibilities in participating; however, this contributed only 
marginally to generating interest and commitment from each and every NGO. 

Because of such misunderstandings and initial organizational resistance, Component 2 
activity did not get off the ground until early 1999. The first Component 2 consultants 
began working with the pre-selected NGOs in May 1999. The first fundraising workshop 
took place in Moscow in June 1999. Technical assistance was ongoing during this period, 
even though not all of the pre-selected organizations were committed to receiving 
assistance in all three segments. 

Following a long period of discussions between World Learning and USAID, including a 
retrospective look at some of the difficulties in launching and then implementing this 
component, agreement on a modification to the contract was reached in March 2000. The 
modification shifted the focus of Component 2 activity from providing technical 
assistance in all three areas to all pre-selected NGOs to providing technical assistance in 
one or more of the three priority areas, depending on the needs and commitment of each 
participating NGO. In addition, the modification eliminated the contractual requirement 
to develop and distribute a best practices manual. The new language of the contract 
required instead a detailed review of assistance provided and suggestions for 
improvement for potential similar future activities. 

In the first quarter of calendar year 2000, a six-month contract extension and a not- 
insignificant contract budget cut caused additional changes to the Component 2 approach. 
All new activity was put on hold until a revised work plan was submitted and approved in 
March 2000. These changes did not significantly affect the delivery of technical 
assistance to those NGOs that had expressed interest in receiving assistance in any or all 
of the three targeted areas. NGOSS staff discontinued the practice of "selling" the 
assistance areas, and NGOs that had not expressed prior interest in one or more of the 
assistance areas were not provided with this assistance. 

The goals for Component 2 technical assistance thus were changed to reflect the March 
2000 contract modification. The new benchmarks were: 
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strategies to raise funds from other donors and local sources. 

Financial Management and GAAP Accounting Standards 
Benchmark: All organizations that receive technical assistance in financial management 
and accounting systems maintain accounting records consistent with GAAP standards 
when necessary, and follow standard financial management procedures as defined in their 
individual work plans. 

Fundraising Strategy Development 
~enchmarkl All organizatio& that receive technical assistance in fundraising have 
detailed fundraising strategies in place, and at least half have succeeded in applying these 

Board of Directors Development 
Bechmark: All organizations that receive technical assistance in development of boards 
have boards of &rectors or oversight committees with clearly defined and understood 
roles and functions that they follow in the areas of fundraising, policy setting and 
organizational management. 

Institutional Development 
Benchmark: All organizations that receive technical assistance in the area of institutional 
development (an area defined by the contractor on the basis of informational interviews 
with each NGO) have clearly defined policies and procedures to regulate the 
organization's activity (position descriptions, internal policy regulations). 

Because the participating NGOs' levels of organizational development varied greatly, 
technical assistance was tailored to their individual situations and needs. Technical 
assistance was provided through external consultants - most from within, but some from 
outside Russia (selected by NGOSS staff andlor by the organization). 

In areas where the organizations' needs were similar, group training-+.g. Financial 
Management and GAAP standards-was particularly effective. MAG consultants 
organized and conducted four financial management workshops in June and September 
1999 and in May and August 2000. NGO accounting expert Pave1 Garnolsky led a two- 
day workshop in December 1999. After the organizations participated in the workshops 
and received software, MAG consultants worked with them individually, helping them 
apply the financial management techniques in their daily work and use the software 
effectively. 

In the following section of this report, we provide a summary of activities, a summary of 
challenges and lessons learned, results of the technical assistance provided, a list of 
worksho~s and conferences offered, and a list of technical assistance ~roviders. A review 
of assistance provided to each participating NGO was submitted as a separate report to 
US AID. 
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Component 2 improved the sustainability of twelve pre-selected Russian NGOs through 
technical assistance focused on four areas: fundraising, financial management, board of 
directors development and later, institutional development. All twelve NGOs 
participated in at least two of the technical assistance areas, and those that continued to 
received technical assistance through calendar year 2000 had demonstrated success in at 
least one. Those organizations that had worked with consultants to create fundraising 
strategies had already seen the first fruits of their efforts. The six organizations that 
participated in fundraising strategy development had already raised a total of more than 
$2.5 million, through the methods outlined in the fundraising strategies developed with 
Component 2 consultants, and that they attributed to the NGOSS Program. 

Eight of the participating organizations took part in the financial management segment. 
They received comprehensive training, accounting software and ongoing consultations 
with financial management experts. By the end of the Component activity, all noted that 
they used the financial management training whenever necessary. Four of the 
organizations reported using the financial management techniques in their daily work. 

Four organizations participated in the board of directors development segment. Of these, 
one organization created a successful, active board of directors, and one was in the - 
process of creating such a board, based on the recommendations of the Component 2 
consultant. The other two organizations had working boards of directors in place at the 
outset and applied the enhancements that the consultants recommended. 

Those NGOs that did not make significant changes during the technical assistance period 
nevertheless began to understand the value of organizational development, many for the 
first time. Four of the participating organizations developed strategic plans for their 
organizations for the first time. Although they had been providing services to their 
clients and meeting the needs of their communities for several years, this was the first 
time they seriously had considered the ongoing sustainability of their organizations. 

The reach of knowledge gained through technical assistance was broadened when the 
organizations with networks or branches shared their new skills with their colleagues. 
The four Resource Centers noted that they already had begun to transfer the skills built 
through Component 2 technical assistance to their NGO network partners, as well as to 
their clients. 

Participation in Component 2 conferences facilitated the development of an overall NGO 
network in Russia. In addition to the individualized technical assistance, provided by 
consultants and through various trainings, the twelve NGOs were invited to participate in 
more than ten conferences, seminars and workshops. Ten representatives of these NGOs 
participated in courses at World Learning's School for International Training in Vermont. 
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Fundraising Strategy Development 

Six of the twelve pre-selected organizations received technical assistance in the area of 
fundraising strategy development. All of the organizations that received this assistance 
developed detailed fundraising strategies and successfully raised money from a variety of 
local and international sources. The six organizations raised a total of more than $2.5 
million in less than one year, based on the fundraising strategies they developed with 
their assigned consultants. 

Fundraising results as reported by each organization include: 
1. Moscow School of Political Studies 

Received $675,000 in funding from USAID, based on the fundraising strategy 
developed with the consultant. The amount of money raised from other sources as a 
result of the new strategy is unknown. The organization did not return the final 
questionnaire and did not agree to participate in a final Project interview. 

2. Media Law and Policy Center 
Raised more than $800,000 based directly on the strategy developed with the 
consultant. Overall, the organization has raised approximately $2.5 million since 
participating in the fundraising strategy development activity. 

3. New Perspectives Foundation 
Raised more than $700,000 in 2000-2001, mostly from private companies. NPF 
attributes all of the funds it raised to the strategy it developed with the consultant. 

4. Khabarovsk Wildlife Fund 
The amount raised is unknown, as KWF representatives did not respond to repeated 
oral and written requests for this information. - 

5. Center for Environmental Training and Information 
Increased annual budget by fifty percent in 2000, from $40,000 to $60,000. CETI 
projected a 100 percent increase in 2001 that would increase its annual budget to 
$80,000. All new funding was obtained based on the fundraising strategy the Center 
developed with the consultant. 

6. Southern Region Resource Center 
Expanded its sources of funding and raised more than $200,000 in addition to the 
fundng received through its USAID NGOSS Program grant. 

All of the organizations that received technical assistance in the area of fundraising 
reported that the consultants helped them in other areas of organizational development as 
well. Fundraising strategy development requires that an organization have a clear 
understanding of its mission, know its clients and have a strategic plan in place. In the 
process of developing fundraising plans, most of the organizations and the consultants 
recognized their needs in other areas of organizational development. As they developed 
fundraising strategies, they also clarified their own organizational strategies. 
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Four organizations-the Moscow School of Political Studies, the Center for 
Environmental Training and Information, the Southern Region Resource Center and the 
Health and Life Foundation-developed detailed strategic plans for their organizations. 

Financial Management and GAAP Standards 

Eight of the twelve pre-selected organizations fully participated in technical assistance in 
the area of financial management and GAAP standards. All received software that allow 
them to manage their f in ices  according to Russian and international standards. Each 
organization selected software based on its own needs. In addition, two organizations 
accepted some training, but refused the software and further technical assistance. 

The four NGO Resource Centers and the Khabarovsk Wildlife Fund chose 1-S software. 
The Media Law and Policy Center, the Institute for Property Registration, Assessment 
and Taxation and the Women's Consortium selected INOTEC software. 

All eight of the participating organizations reported using GAAP reporting standards 
when necessary. NGOSS Project staff received conflicting information, however, 
regarding the use of the financial management procedures developed with Component 2- 
provided consultants. At one time or another, all eight organizations reported that they 
used the procedures defined in their individual work plans. In the final questionnaire, 
however, only four of the participating organizations reported that they used the financial 
management procedures developed with Component 2-provided consultants. 

NGOSS staff attribute the high participation rate in this segment of Component 2 
technical assistance to its practical application and immediate usefulness. 

Board Development 

Four of the twelve pre-selected organizations received technical assistance in the area of 
board development. All four had some form of governing body in place before the 
beginning of Component 2 technical assistance. However, these organizations identified a 
need for further board development: 

1. Moscow School of Political Studies 
Expanded its board of directors to include US citizens 

2. Media Law and Policy Center 
Reexamined its current board of directors and considered other governance models 

3. Siberian Civic Initiative Support Center 
Completely restructured its board of directors to create a governance structure with 
clearly defined roles that contribute to greater efficiency and transparency 

4. Health and Life Foundation 
Was in the process of creating a board of directors using a model that includes clearly 
defined roles and functions for its board members 
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Many of the pre-selected organizations objected to having an outsider assess their 
governance structure and offer recommendations. The Moscow School of Political 
Studies and Media Law and Policy Center agreed to participate in board development on 
their own terms, with their own people (consultants who had worked with the 
organizationsbefore and were trusted). However, perhaps because they were so close to 
the organizations with whom they worked, it seemed that the consultants'efforts did not 
bring about significant changes in thinking about governance and the functions of an 
effective board of directors. 

In cases where the organizations were ready to create effective governance structures, 
external consultants were able to offer very positive recommendations that were applied 
with success by the organizations (SCISC and Health and Life Foundation). Although 
the Health and Life Foundation's board was not complete, in February 2001 it planned to 
implement the conswltants' recommendations. 

Institutional Development 

Once institutional development was defined as an area for additional technical assistance, 
six of the twelve pre-selected organizations requested and received technical assistance in 
this area. The four NGO Resource Centers were originally targeted for institutional 
development under Component 1. This work was enhanced by Component 2 consultants. 
In addition, two additional organizations-with the help of their USAID activity 
managers-were identified for assistance in the area of institutional development. The 
institutional development participants were: 

1. Institute for Property Registration, Assessment and Taxation 
2. Women's Consortium 
3. Southern Region Resource Center 
4. Siberian Civic Initiative Support Center 
5. Health and Life Foundation 
6. "Povolzhe" Association 

Following assistance from Component 2-provided consultants, all of the participating 
organizations had established clearly-defined policies and procedures. 

Accounting Standards Manual 

The work on Financial Management and GAAP Standards resulted in the unanticipated 
outcome of a universal Policies and Procedures Manual for Accountancy for non-profit 
organizations in Russia. Copies of the manual were distributed to all twelve participating 
organizations, including those that did not participate in the financial management 
segment of Component 2. 
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NGO Selection, Participation and Commitment 

One of the initial difficulties in the administration of Component 2 sprang from a 
misunderstanding of the pre-selected NGOs' levels of commitment. The contract stated 
that the NGOs had been selected based on their commitment to work with the contractor 
to reach the desired objectives. After first contact, however, it became clear that the 
organizations' levels of commitment varied greatly. In one case-and by mutual 
agreement with World Learning and USAID-the Woman and Family Foundation 
(WEF) dropped out of the Program in early 2000. The WFF had determined that it 
preferred to operate as a representative office for its US.  partner organization, rather than 
as an autonomous, indigenous NGO. NGOSS staff thus realized they would have to 
"sell" the Component to the participants, thereby changing the approach. 

"Selling" technical assistance hindered its overall effectiveness. The organizations truly 
committed to the technical assistance as outlined in the contract were the most successful 
in meeting the benchmarks. Those organizations that had to be "sold" on the program 
were less successful. The technical assistance they received was individualized and, 
while useful for each individual organization, did not help them to reach the 
Component's objectives, as they were rarely committed to these objectives from the 
outset. This is particularly true for organizations not committed to creating the kind of 
governance bodies envisioned in the contract. These organizations took 
recommendations from the consultants, but typically failed to act on them. 

In general, technical assistance is most effective as a collaborative effort, when both the 
organization and the provider have the same vision. One way to ensure full participation 
is to solicit work plans (or other demonstrated commitments of time and staff) for 
technical assistance, even from a group of pre-selected NGOs. Another possibility is to 
create an interest in receiving technical assistance, by tying future funding to 
demonstrated application and practice of the technical assistance received. 

Technical assistance in all four areas of Component 2 was most effective when it was 
demand-driven. When the organization, the consultant and the contractor all were 
working with the same vision, and when the organization appeared truly committed to 
reaching the technical assistance objectives, it was most successful. Component 2 
technical assistance was especially effective with organizations that had experienced 
recent growth and that recognized their need for further development. 

Startup 

A number of internal and external factors contributed to the relatively slow startup of 
Component 2. They included the August 1998 financial crisis, a misunderstanding 
regarding the readiness of some pre-selected NGOs to participate, and a lack of interest 
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on the part of the pre-selected NGOs. The lack of NGO interest at the initial stages 
forced NGOSS staff to expend significant time and effort discussing with the 
organizations the benefits to their participation in all technical assistance segments. 

When the focus moved to participation in one or more of the technical assistance 
segments, NGOSS staff were able to work with each organization individually, to find an 
area of technical assistance that would meet a need the organization itself had identified. 
This caused the participating organizations to make technical assistance a priority, which, 
in turn, increased the likelihood that the consultants' recommendations were put into 
practice. 

However, the late initiation of some of the pre-selected NGOs into Component 2 activity 
reduced the amount of time available to track results and provide consultant follow-up 
assistance. Those organizations that began early enough to receive follow-up 
consultations were more likely to be successful in their application of the consultants' 
recommendations. 

Institutional Development 

Before the consultants could work on the specific segments of Component 2 technical 
assistance, an organization had to have a basic level of institutional capacity. Many of 
the pre-selected organizations did not have the necessary capacity on which to build. To 
raise funds effectively, for example, an organization must know its mission, goals and 
methods. One of the organizations was not registered at the time technical assistance 
began. Without a sound institutional base, it could not have been expected to succeed at 
the next level of organizational development. 

One of the organizations, on the other hand, had existed for several years and was ready 
for more specific development. With the help of a consultant, it successfully created a 
strong board of directors, as envisioned in the contract. Unfortunately, however, few of 
the other pre-selected organizations were ready to take on their governance structures, 
particularly when they could not envision concrete rewards for the effort necessary to 
improve it. 

The addition of institutional development as a segment of Component 2 technical 
assistance eased the process of providing technical assistance when the organizations 
were ready for it. For many of the pre-selected organizations, Component 2 technical 
assistance was their first introduction to the vision of sustainability behind overall 
institutional development. The natural order of organizational development forced a 
number of organizations to create strategic plans. 
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Board Development vs. Financial Management 

The board of directors as envisioned in the contract fit the classic American model of a 
non-profit board of directors - one that ensured transparency and accountability, while 
assisting in fundraising and development. All of the pre-selected organizations had 
governing bodies based on different models, and even the consultants often saw these 
models as more practical for their needs and the Russia-specific conditions in which they 
were operating. NGOSS staff noted that it was difficult to "sell" the concept of a 
Western board, with board participation having no tradition of prestige in Russia. The 
idea of developing an external governance structure was unappealing to almost all of the 
organizations. 

Financial Management technical assistance, on the other hand, had a higher level of 
participation, for a number of reasons. First, the organizations could see the concrete 
application of learning these skills -it clearly made their jobs easier. Secondly, it did not 
require the same level of organizational introspection, rather, only required sending the 
accountant to training and working with the consultants as needed. 

Customized Technical Assistance: Consultants 

From the perspective of the participating NGOs, one strength of Component 2 was the 
individualized approach allowed in its selection and use of consultants. Every 
organization, at one time or another, praised the design of the Component. "No one has 
worked with us this way before," said a representative of one of the Resource Centers. 
"We felt like we were a client." Another Resource Center noted that this approach taught 
it how better to provide professional services to their own clients. 

In terms of vision and its effect on knowledge transfer, the three-way consultant 
agreement was ideal. Because the organizations had input at every step of the process, 
they were able to get the services they felt they needed. Each participating organization 
was involved with NGOSS staff from the start, in writing the consultant's scope of work. 
The consultants worked in stages, and could be replaced if the organization felt they were 
not providing the services it needed. 

NGOSS staff observed that the Russian consultants had good practical skills, but did not 
always know how to transfer them. They also were not as good at reporting on their 
interventions. The foreign consultants, on the other hand, were quite good at reporting, 
but even those who had spent considerable time in Russia did not always understand 
many Russia-specific issues. They excelled at helping organizations identify Western 
sources of funding, for example, while the Russian consultants had a better understanding 
of how to build a base of for-fee services. For any future programming, NGOSS staff 
believes a team of consultants, one Russian and one Western, would provide the best 
services to NGO clients. 
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Conferences, Seminars and Workshops 

Regular meetings at conferences provided the participating organizations with the 
opportunity to observe the results achieved by their peers. This, in turn, allowed them to 
reflect on their own needs, and to consider the possibilities of technical assistance in 
areas they had not previously recognized as priorities. 

Many of the participating organizations noted the support and encouragement they 
received from their colleagues during seminars and workshops. While the individualized 
technical assistance approach is effective in improving an organization's practical needs, 
regular meetings among the NGOs at conferences support a Russian NGO network, and 
facilitate natural coalition-building and information sharing. Many participating 
organizations commented that they themselves became more conscious of the value and 
possibilities of the Third Sector in Russia, which points to the role of conferences as tools 
for empowerment. 
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SUMMARY OF CONFERENCES, SEMINARS AND WORKSHOPS 

In Russia: 
Seminar on Fundmising, June 28-29, 1999, Moscow, Russia 
NGOSS Stakeholders Conference, September 23-25, 1999, Golitsyno, Russia 
Financial Management and GAAP, June, 1999 
Financial Management and GAAP, September, 1999 
Financial Management and GAAP, December, I999 
Financial Management and GAAP, May, 2000 
Financial Management and GAAP, August 2000 
NGOS and Civil Society Conference, November 17-18,2000, Moscow, Russia 
Proposal Writng Workshop for the Women's Consortium, November 9-10, 1999, 
Moscow, Russia 
Developing For-Fee Services: the Path to Financial Sustainability, February 9-1 1, 
2000, Novosibirsk, Russia 
NGOSS Stakeholders Conference: NGOS and Civil Society Conference, November 
17-18,2000, Moscow, Russia 

Outside of Russia (participation by selected NGOs) 

International Policy Advocacy, June 10 -July 8, 1999, World Learning's School for 
International Training, Washington, DC, New York, and Brattleboro, VT 
Conflict Transformation and Peacebuilding, June 21 -July 2, 1999, World Learning's 
School for International Training, Brattleboro, VT 
Association for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary Action 
(ARNOVA), November 4-6 1999, Washington, DC 
VII Central and Eastern European Fundraising Conference, November 11-14,1999, 
Bratislava, Slovak Republic 
Shared NGO Experiences and Future CEEINIS Partnerships, February 8-9,2000, 
Tirana, Albania 
37" International Conference on Fund Raising, March 26-29, 2000, New Orleans, 
Louisiana 
Intemational Policy Advocacy, May 18 -June 15,2000, World Learning's School for 
International Training, Washington, DC, New York, and Brattleboro, VT 
Conflict Transformation Across Cultures (CONTACT), June 5-23,2000, World 
Learning's School for International Training, Brattleboro, VT 
Sustainability 2000 Workshop, September 28 - October 1,2000, Budapest, Hungary 

US 
AnneBader 
Monroe Price 
Augustine Wilhelmy 
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Russia 
MAG Consultants 
Arkady Prigojine 
Dmitry Daushev 
Pave1 Gamolsky 
Vladimir Yakimets 
STEP (SHAG) Consultants 
Vladislav Budovnits 
Olga Alekseeva 
Aleksey Kuzmin (Process Consulting) 
Dmitry Grigoriev, Marshak Foundation 
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IV. COMPONENT 3 - MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATIONS 

USAID pre-selected the Association of Siberian and Far Eastern Cities (ASFEC), a 
Municipal Association which focuses on improving the technical skills of local 
government officials in its region, to serve as the lead Municipal Association under this 
component. The NGOSS team worked with ASFEC to develop two plans that would 
focus on: 

Providing ASFEC with technical advice, commodities (computer equipment), and 
technical information on local government administration and NGO linkages to 
enhance ASFEC's capacity to provide member services; 
Disseminating information on best practices in urban management and other 
materials from USAW's recently completed Municipal Financial Management 
Program and other local government activities, including land-use management, 
housing, utilities, public finance and budgeting, and strategic planning, as well as 
the legal guides and NGO resources to be produced under Component 4 of the 
program; 
Conducting training sessions, conferences, and informal meetings for city 
administrators on working with NGOs; and 
Training staff of other municipal associations to improve selected aspects of the 
member services their associations provide. 

The ASFEC grant of $199,903 originally was intended to run a year, from October 31 
1998 to October 31, 1999. During this period, ASFEC achieved all of the tangible 
results/benchmarks foreseen in the contract. However, ASFEC received additional 
unfunded extensions to July 28, 2000, necessitated by several factors. The first was 
primarily a response to technical problems that ASFEC had encountered in arranging 
seminars in Rostov-on-the-Don and Moscow. For various reasons, both cities had to 
back out of their commitment to ASFEC, and the seminars had to be rescheduled in 
Volgograd and Veliky Novgorod. The subsequent amendments were to allow ASFEC 
more time to complete its activities. 

In December 1999, Juliet Johnson from Research Triangle Institute traveled to 
Novosibirsk to develop a joint ASFEClRTI work plan covering the grant period. The plan 
entailed the following tasks, which were in addition to the requirements of the NGOSS 
Program contract: 

Strengthening the ASFEC web site, so that it could in turn serve as a model for 
other association web sites; 

Developing a "model" municipal web site for ASFEC member cities; and 
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0 Designing and implementing a course for webmasters to adapt the municipal site 
model to their own cities' needs. 

RTI freed up money from its own budget in order to hire local specialists to work under 
RTI supervision to assist with the above tasks, as well as to purchase training course 
materials. 

SPECIFIC ASFEC ACTIVITIES 

ASFEC achieved the following benchmarks as per the original contract: 

Benchmark: Design offive new models for improved municipal development practices, 
which included (ASFEC in fact designed and implemented a total of s k  models): 

1. Basic computer course for municipal employees 
2. Information technology and document management 
3. Modeling of municipal budgets 
4. Geoinformation systems for municipal management (a more sophisticated version 

of land cadastres) 
5. Application of computerized systems for census work 
6. Municipal web site design course. 

ASFEC created a state of the art computer classroom and special curricula for these 
courses, which are offered to municipal employees of cities in the ASFEC network (see 
Annex I1 for the curricula). 

Over one hundred municipal employees participated in these courses at the computer 
center during the period of direct funding by USAID. More impressively, eight courses 
were scheduled to be offered in calendar year 2001, with the basic computer course and 
the course on financial management (budget modelling) to be offered twice. All other 
courses were to be offered one time (see Annex IV for 2001 ASFEC training schedule). 

Benchmark: At least thirty instances where best practices or moded for improved 
urban management disseminated through municipal organizations have been adopted. 

ASFEC presented a complete list of sixteen models it had developed kor improved 
municipal management and for the increased participation of NGOs n local government, 
as well as the locations and dates for their application. By the end o the original contract 
period, these models and best practices had been successfully utilize a total of thirty-six 
times by various municipalities in the ASFEC network. (ASFEC inc uded in this count I only cases where the utilization of these models resulted in changes to local legislation). ~ 
Two examples of practical application follow. I 
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Model I: Methodology for developing municipal Crime Prevention Programs 
(recommendation package "prestup.ARJ"). The practical application of this model was: 

Decree of the Cherepovets Municipality, February 22,1999: "On the 1999 
Program for Crime Prevention 'Pravoporyadok-99'." 

Model 11: Development of mechanisms for participation of non-governmental 
organizations in the municipal government decision making process (Recommendation 
package "ngo-1-ARJ"). The practical application of this model was: 

Decree of the Mayor of Surgut, October 28, 1999, No.186: "On participation of 
youth and children's organizations in the formation of youth policies in Surgut. " 

Decree of the Mayor of lrkutsk, August 6, 1999, No. 031 -O6-1130/9: "On 
confirmation of the charter for the Kazakh Society of Irkutsk. " 

Other models include budget formation for municipalities (implemented in Veliky 
Novgorod, Tomsk and Cherepovets); socio-economic development programs for 
municipalities (implemented in Novosibirsk, Tomsk and Cherepovets); and 
methodological recommendations for creation and registration of organizational charters 
(implemented in Novosibirsk, Kemerovo and Omsk). The complete list is included in 
Annex 111. 

Over the course of the program, ASFEC also held conferences for local municipal 
employees on "Creation of a Unified Information Space for Municipalities" (including 
Volgograd, Veliky Novgorod and Yekaterinburg). 

In January 1999 in Krasnoyarsk, and in April 1999 in Novosibirsk, ASFEC held a 
conference titled "Cooperation Between Local Government and the Third Sector." The 
Novosibirsk conference was attended by seventy-seven representatives from thirty-seven 
Siberian cities, including forty-two local municipal government representatives and 
twenty-nine NGO leaders (many of whom were from the NGOSS Program). At the first 
conference it became clear that ASFEC took a big-picture, academic approach to the 
sector, which was somewhat at odds with the "in the trenches" view of many 
participating NGO representatives. (ASFEC's director expressed his surprise at finding 
out the NGO work "was more of an art than a science"). Subsequently, World Learning 
tried to increase ASFEC's interaction with operational NGOs through invitations to the 
project's annual Stakeholders Meetings, and, through agreement with RTI, by 
emphasizing the Third Sector during the development of the standardized municipal web 
site. ASFEC did include models for municipal NGO interaction in its requirement to 
disseminate improved urban management models. Moreover, while at the beginning of 
the program ASFEC had never heard of the Siberian Resource Center, by the end of the 
program period the two organizations had established a cordial, professional relationship. 
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Throughout the program period, ASFEC distributed information on legislation and other 
issues of vital interest to its almost 200 member network via its Internet site 
(www.asdg.ru) and the "GASvybory" information network. 

Achievements Above and Beyond Original Contract Requirements 

ASFEC and its team of Novosibirsk- and U.S.-based consultants (RTI): 

0 Completed the organization's web redesign; 

0 Delivered its newly developed web development training course to ten local 
government information technology professionals 

Developed a model municipal web site designed to help local governments begin 
or improve web services; and 

Began promotion of new on-line, training and web application consulting 
services. 

ASFEC also took advantage of its USAID grant through World Learning to upgrade its 
network with the incorporation of additional server software (Linux-FreeBSD) to allow 
for improved network and web efficiency and effectiveness. 

Key improvements offered in the redesigned site include: 

Friendly interface designed to help new and experienced web users find 
information and services faster. For example, the old site referenced historical 
ASFEC news bulletins by database identification numbers that meant nothing to 
new users. The new site allows users to find bulletins by publication date as well 
as through topic searches. The new site was designed to provide consistent 
content and tool bars on all pages. 

0 Addition of new services, including on-line consultations, advanced search tools 
that allow users easy access to the associations' extensive databases, and a site 
directorytmap. 

Addition of an ongoing on-line survey form and system to allow users to send 
comments and read others' comments while providing the Association guidance 
for improving on-line content and services. 

Addition of new on-line tools to reduce site maintenance requirements and 
empower ASFEC staff to use web forms to update the site. The Association's . 
Media Relations Manager originally was intended to be the first staff member 
outside the information technology group to maintain information, such as daily 
news, and services on the site. Selected news items include photos to personalize 
the site and recognize members. Over time, ASFEC will allow additional staff 
and members to contribute directly to the site via easy-to-use forms. 

Use of the site to build the Association's reputation and attract new, paying 
members. The ASFEC and web site mission - "Municipalities working together 
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to improve" - is clearly stated on the site in a promotion banner (also known as an 
"advert"). One new service--on-line consultations-has been made available to 
registered, dues-paying members. The latter development has positioned the 
Association to use the web page and services as a member recruitment tool as 
well as a development vehicle. 

Redesigned Web Site 

The site provides a running log of users' on-line consultation requests. Only registered 
members can access responses, which are provided by ASFEC professional staff. 
Queries to the site typically have addressed a wide range of municipal activities, ranging 
from a campaign for clean streets and courtyards, to civil service registration, support of 
business development, and social protection of municipal employees. The model 
municipal website, which was developed jointly by RTI and ASFEC under the NGOSS 
Program, has been applied in Tomsk under another USAID-funded project. 
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V. COMPONENT 4 -INFORMATION DISSEMINATION, NETWORKING 
AND LEGAL UPDATES 

The original intent of Component 4 was to fill the information gap that NGOs 
consistently cited as one of the problems they faced in their work. Several strategies 
were viewed as necessary to achieve this: 

maximizing interaction among the Component 1 Resource Center Networks; 
disseminating information from USAID work in all sectors by making available 
working models, publications and other technologies produced under USAID 
sponsorship to a wide range of organizations; 
identifying information gaps and devising a strategy to fill them; 
creating a network of "links" or information Hubs throughout Russia for the 
purpose of distributing information to NGOs in their region(s); 
surveying and inventorying holdings in Resource Centers and other information 
networks and related databases in Russia; and 
assessing demand for information from the NGO community and matching it with 
existing information. 

Component 4 also planned to produce and distribute a compendium of the documents and 
network resources identified; reproduce and disseminate selected materials; and organize 
conferences on information resources for network participants to promote information- 
sharing and strengthen ties among NGO activists. 

The final element of this Component intended to update existing guides on NGO 
legislation and taxation (produced under a previous USAID NGO program) and distribute 
the guides in print and electronic formats to all organizations participating in the overall 
NGOSS Program for further distribution to their client NGOs. 

Based on evolving programmatic directions, Contract Modification 4 of July 2000 
revised the Component's benchmarks to the following initiatives: 

A comprehensive handbook which may include an inventory of materials related 
to NGO sector activities and other items (as agreed upon by the Contractor and 
the USAID Activity Manager), has been developed, and those materials have 
been installed in selected resource and other centers in Russia; 
At least forty Russian organizations already operating as resource centers will be 
identified to disseminate materials provided by the NGO Sector Support Program 
to their clients and network members; 
At least twenty mailing lists and listservs of NGOs interested in similar materials, 
has been created to facilitate dissemination of available information and 
networking; these may address issues such as NGO management, financial 
management, legal and taxation problems, issues affecting women, and the 
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disabled. Lists are cross indexed where appropriate and include relevant website 
addresses. 
One updated guide on NGO legislation and one updated guide on taxation 
requirements for NGOs have been published; each edition has been dstributed in 
hard copy or electronically to at least 2,000 NGOs. 

As part of efforts to facilitate greater interaction among the Component 1 Resource 
Centers, NGOSS staff convened two Stakeholders' Conferences. Annual NGOSS 
Stakeholders' Conferences had been incorporated as a program activity in World 
Learning's initial proposal to USAID. Their purpose was to encourage professional 
exchange and interaction between all program participants, and facilitate the creation of 
informal networks conducive to sharing experiences and learning lessons. 

The two conferences, held in September 1999 and November 2000, were major events in 
the NGO sector, and were both attended by approximately 130 persons from all over 
Russia. "Stakeholders" were defined as participants from all program components (e.g. 
resource centers, TA recipients, ASFEC, organizations serving as information Hubs) 
program consultants and TA providers, and USAID representatives. 

The first conference, in September 1999, also served as an important training 
opportunity, as participants were able to attend workshops on topics of particular interest 
to them and also of particular relevance to overall program goals. The second 
conference, in November 2000, served as a wrap-up for the NGOSS Program, with a 
focus on success stories and the future of the NGO sector. 

An important aspect of Component 4 was the creation early on of an Advisory 
Committee to ensure that project efforts took into account any similar activities already 
underway, and to guide the choice of specific methodologies by which collected 
information would be housed and disseminated. In order to cast a wide net, Component 
staff made regular presentations to other USALD funded projects such as those being 
implemented by ISAR, IREX, and ABNCEELI; at donor forums; at USAID's 
Democracy Roundtables; and at many other venues. Such outreach occurred throughout 
the life of the project, in an ongoing effort to continually identify sources, collect 
information and stay in touch with (through both human and electronic means) other 
similar efforts. 

This Component commenced with the meeting of the Advisory Committee in February, 
1999, at which Committee members discussed organizational and strategic issues, 
exchanged ideas for collaboration, and identified various information gaps. The 
Committee compiled a comprehensive mailing list of members and agreed to hold semi- 
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annual meetings with electronic conferences in between for information-exchange. By 
the end of March, 1999, twenty-nine NGOs representing a broad geographic and thematic 
spectmm were identifed as viable "Hubs" (network links) for information dissemination 
under this program. The Project also commenced development of its website 
(ngo.org.ru), which housed the electronic Virtual Library, where project-collected 
information was catalogued and to which others could post their information. 

Efforts to fill information gaps were ongoing throughout the Project, and filling those 
gaps was outlined in a strategic plan developed and submitted to USAID. Some 
suggested ways to fill information gaps included establishing a system of feedback 
between provider organizations/resource centers and NGOs; proactively searching the 
Internet for basic information that NGOs lack and place it on the Program website; and 
researching useful models and "best practices" to make that information available to 
NGOs. A questionnaire, completed by each Hub, was developed to further pinpoint 
information gaps. The Strategy for Filling Information Gaps is included in Annex 5. 

HUBS AND LISTSERVS 

As noted earlier, this segment of Component 4 developed a list of twenty-nine NGOs 
from a broad spectrum of thematic interests and different geographic areas, from which a 
final twenty were selected as Hubs, or information links, through which information 
about best practices, funding, management and other topics could readily be disseminated 
to local NGOs. Information was gathered about each Hub, so that organizations all over 
the Russian Federation could access the Program website and locate the Hub closest to 
them. Hubs were very enthusiastic, and many agreed to link their websites to the 
Program site. In addition, twenty mailing lists and listservs of NGOs interested in similar 
material were created to facilitate information exchange and networking. A contract was 
signed with each Hub, and a small grant given so each one could upgrade its computer 
technology as needed. Standardized reporting was established to enable each Hub to 
collect and report information that the NGOSS Program could use to gauge usage data 
and make decisions on enhancements. For example, data on how often information was 
provided to NGOs, numbers of pages copied, numbers of discs distributed, and hours 
spent on the Internet were useful in making improvements to the Virtual Library. 

Hubs themselves assisted NGO users to become Internet "literate," located and placed 
information on the Project's website, and, where they had them, linked their own 
websites to the Project's. They helped NGOs to understand the power of information 
available and provided additional services such as assisting fledgling NGOs with 
registration and legal regulations. 

Hubs became a crucial point of dissemination for the Project and served NGOs that did 
not have the computer capacity to research information eIectronically. They maintained 
detailed program reports and client lists, disseminated information on specific topics 
when requested, and increasingly placed more material on their websites, as they were 
motivated to meet the information needs of their networks and to reach larger audiences. 
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They began to translate some materials from English to use in their regions. As word on 
Hub activity spread, they received requests not only from NGOs in their regions, but 
from outside organizations such as foundations, state libraries, researchers, students, 
ordinary citizens, and governmental bodies as well. 

Other local organizations also realized the importance of the Virtual Library and began to 
place their own materials on the Project website. This was due to a two pronged effort on 
the part of Hubs to stress the importance of using the Internet and on the part of NGOSS 
Program staff to make the Virtual Library more user-friendly. By the second year of the 
Program, each Hub regularly assisted over fifty individual NGOs, helping them in such 
areas as human rights, ecology, fundraising, training materials, organizational 
management, searching for partner NGOs and foundations, and how to approach and 
involve government and business in the Third Sector. 

The names and locations of the twenty* Hubs are as follows: 

Karelia's Greens Association, Petrazavodsk 
ISARFar East, Vladivostok 
Social Ecological Union, Moscow 
Bashkir's Republic Ecological Union, Ufa 
Tatar's Center for Economic and Political Research, Kazan 
Women Informational Net, Moscow 
Center for Civic Initiatives Support, Voronez-Center 
"Perspektiva," Moscow 
"DANKO, Vladimir 
Association of Aboriginal People &Ethnic Minorities of the North, Siberia, and Far East, 

Moscow 
"Mother's Right", Moscow 
Nizny Novgorod Association of NGO "Sluzenie," Nizny Novgorod 
Universal Resource Center, Sakhalin Oblast, Yuzno-Sakhallinsk 
Intemational Udnerstanding Center, Saratov 
"Young Journalists of Altai," Bamaul 
"Diplomathy through Families, Novosibirsk 
"Citizen's Information Initiative," Irkutsk 
Agency for Social Information, Krasnoyarsk 
Intemational Public Organisation, Moscow 
Orel's NGO "Infoculture," Ore1 

*All of the Regional Resource Centers participating in Component 1 also 
participated in dissemination of Component 4 materials to their clients, bringing 
the total number of participating organizations to over forty. 

The following table contains figures for services provided by the Hubs to their NGO 
clients during their period of participation in this component. 
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Services provided Total for Hub Contract 
to NGOs by Hubs 
NGOs which 4,854 
received 
information 
Paper copied (by 32,936 

Disks distributed 1,023 
Hours spent on 
Internet 

NGOSS PROGRAM'S WEBSITE 

When the NGOSS website started, the first things to appear were a front page introducing 
the Program and the site, articles on the growing importance of the internet as a tool for 
gathering information, and general articles on USAID, World Leaming, and CNGOS. 
The Virtual Library grew, as more materials were scanned and placed on the site. 
Success stories began to come in from Resource Centers, and were placed on the site. AS 
the site grew, feedback was received on its design and modifications were made to better 
suit the its users' needs. The development of a rubricator (vocabulary list to be used 
during online searches) was completed. Over time, the Library became more 
sophisticated and user-friendly. Russian and English versions of text grew 
simultaneously, offering users the ability to search the site for resources in English, 
Russian, or both languages. Special attention was paid to the specific needs of English 
and Russian language users. 

The site became so popular that one Hub even used it for demonstration purposes during 
a series of seminars on "Creating Self-Sufficiency for Russians with Disabilities," funded 
by the Open Society Institute. As interest grew, the site was improved to make it possibIe 
for organizations to list information about their upcoming events. A section on Success 
Stories was created, and under "Microgrants Program," users could find information 
about the number of grants given within the NGOSS Program and the regions and cities 
in which microgrant activities were implemented. In addition to adding new pages on the 
site, it enabled users to place documents on the website in "zipped" format. This meant, 
for example, that even large files with pictures could be readily accessed from the 
Library. 

The website eventually had the capability to rate the demand for specific library 
resources by number of requests and date of requests. This information proved 
enormously helpful to better track the needs of the Virtual Library clients. By the end of 
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September 2000, the site contained 2,307 Russian and 775 English language document 
annotations; 883 Russian and 289 English full-text documents; detailed information about 
sixty-one Russian and fifteen foreign organizations; had links to over 600 permanent web 
sites; and contained forty NGOSS Program success stories. A grand total of 51,464 
visitors had viewed the site. 

As of December 31,2000, the site had operated successfully for sixteen months, with 
steadily increasing demand for its services not only from Russia but also abroad. 
Although some users expressed concern about or asked for assistance in the process of 
publishing materials in the library, over half of the users who successfully placed a first 
publication on the site subsequently added additional materials. The original goal for the 
site-that it would self perpetuate itself as its users added published materials-appears 
justified. 

Publication and Distribution of Legal, Accounting, and Tax Guides 

k g a l  Guide for NGOs. The Project produced an updated version of a Legal Guide for 
NGOs and printed 3,500 copies. The Guide, entitled "Legal Regulation of Non- 
Governmental Organization Activities in the Russian Federation," was announced at a 
press conference at the National Press Institute in April 2000, which created an 
opportunity to highlight other NGOSS Program accomplishments. The event was covered 
in NGO periodicals and on radio via the Radio Foundation. For days after the Guide was 
presented in a radio broadcast, the NGOSS office phones were beseiged with book 
requests, and a constant stream of lawyers and NGO activists appeared at the Program 
office. In general, dissemination of the Guide was conducted in several ways: by hand 
through different NGO events; through requests by NGOs; and by posting it to Resource 
Centers and their affiliates and to Hub organizations. An electronic version was 
immediately made available on the Program website, and was one of the most requested 
resources. 

NGO Accountants' Guide. As publication of the Legal Guide was underway, the 
Program turned its attention to distributing a guide on NGO accounting and taxation, 
which already had been updated and published by Pavel Gamolski. An agreement was 
made to purchase a portion of the circulation (at least 2,000 copies) for distribution via 
the Resource Centers and Hubs. By the end of the Program, a total of 3,500 copies had 
been purchased and distributed. 

Legal FAQ for NGOs. After an open competitive process, Lena Abrosimova was 
selected to produce a publication on frequently asked questions on legal issues for NGOs. 
The book was published at the end of December 2000, and 3,000 copies were turned over 
to IREX for distribution by the Resource Centers. 

Tax FAQ for NGOs. A plan to produce a publication on frequently asked questions from 
NGOs on accounting and taxation issues was cancelled due to the delay in anticipated 
major changes in the tax code. The NGOSS program instead purchased and distributed 
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copies of other publications which were in high demand among program participants. 
These included: 

"Social Marketing" (2,850 copies) 
"On the Path to Social Marketing" (1,900 copies) 

Other Publications and Resources 

At the first Stakeholders' Meeting in September 1999, all stakeholders, including the 
Hubs, were presented with a CD-ROM version of the "Garant" data base on Russian 
legislation. 

At the second Stakeholder's Meeting in November 2000, all stakeholders received a CD- 
ROM copy of a multimedia encyclopedia titled "Russian Women in the 20" Century- 
Experience of an Era." 

Annexes V and VI contain the following documents to provide adchtional background: 

Strategy for Filling in Information Gaps 
Hub Lists and Contact Information 
Review of the NGO Digital Library (information on how the Virtual Library is 
constructed and accessed) 
General Statistics on the NGO Digital Library 
Monthly Statistics on Library Usage 
List of Inquiries for Library Publications 
Publications Provided by Regional Resource Centers and Microgrant Recipients in 
the Region 
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VI. MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

Monitoring and Evaluation activities under the NGOSS Program served two major 
purposes. One was to create a reliable system of data collection and reporting on USAlD 
Program Performance Indicators. The other was to provide the Regional Networks with 
basic skills in monitoring and evaluation. These two purposes were achieved through: 

1. Ongoing efforts of the World LeamingICNGOS team with support from MSI 
consultants to develop a Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP); ensure that the 
data collection system was agreed upon and clear to all the stakeholders; and that 
the data collected was compatible, reliable and timely (see Annex VII for a copy 
of the Program's approved Performance Monitoring Plan). 

2. Educational programs for Regional Network staff that included training in 
monitoring; training in Grant Program design, implementation and evaluation; 
and training in data collection. 

World LearningICNGOS implemented monitoring activities in three phases. 

Phase I focused on obtaining consensus on the definitions for the performance indicators; 
identifying baselines; and setting up a data collection and reporting system. 

At the beginning of the NGOSS Program, some data quality concerns were addressed in 
discussions with USAID as well as with the Resource Centers. It turned out that there 
was a lack of common understanding of what some performance indicators meant (for 
example, the term "coalitions" was interpreted differently by different stakeholders). 

Overall monitoring focused on USAID's performance indicators for the Program's four 
components. For data on indicators for the Component 1, World Learning/CNGOS was 
largely dependent upon the Resource Centers whose activities were to be the means to 
reach this Component's targets. 

The two Resource Centers initially included in the NGOSS Program (SRRC and SCISC) 
had both been in existence for several years. At the time the Program started, both 
Centers already had developed their own approaches for defining and gathering data on 
consultations and technical assistance they provided to NGOs within their respective 
spheres of influence. While internally meaningful, these different systems made it 
extremely difficult for World Leaming/CNGOS to aggregate data from different centers 
as it prepared quarterly reports on indicators that were of interest to USAD.' 

1 World LearningKNGOS and MSI alerted USAID to ambiguities inherent in some of the performance 
indicators for this project in discussions during MSI consultant Richard Blue's visit in February 1999. 
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When two new Resource Centers came on board (Novgorod and Samara), World 
LeamingKNGOS determined that the time was right to bring together all of the Centers 
to try to develop a common understanding of and common approach to data collection on 
those performance indicators for which the Program had to report to USAW. These two 
objectives were achieved through a Monitoring Workshop in August 1999 for the four 
Centers' staff. 

The workshop agenda and materials developed by MSI focused on the two objectives 
NGOSS staff had identified. During the workshop, each participating Resource Center 
did a considerable amount of work to develop monitoring systems for their Center. As 
part of the process, the Resource Centers developed a list ofwhat they viewed as Center 
"success criteria." Some of these were incorporated into the monitoring plans they each 
drafted during the workshop, while others may be relevant for a future evaluation of the 
Program. The "success criteria" identified by the Resource Centers were: 

Laws and legislative acts passed that were favorable to NGOs 
Number of separate funding sources 
Demand for services, as measured by requests 
The number of Center clients that became sustainable 
Number of hits on the World LeamingICNGOS website 
A Center's number of partners 
Professional growth of the Center's staff 
Number of clients from other sectors, e.g. local government, businesses 
Expansion of the geographic reach of a Center 
Reuse, or replication, of social technology developed by a Center ("models") 
Public recognition of a Center's work 
Number of times a Center is mentioned in mass media 
Number of "success stories" in the region covered by a Center 
Number of repeat clients 
Number of volunteers 
Growth in the range of a Center's services 
Improvements in the quality of a Center's services 
Financial sustainability of a Center 
Diversification of funding 

Part of the workshop involved discussions of differences in the ways in which Resource 
Centers interpreted Component 1 indicators and the data collection methods they used. 
The product of these workshop discussions was a set of definitions and procedures on 
which the Resource Centers could agree. In the week following the workshop, MSI 
consultants worked with the World Learning/CNGOS team to incorporate these 
definitions and data collection methods into the Performance Monitoring Plan format. 

In addition to finalizing a PMP format for the NGOSS Project's Component 1, based on 
workshop input, MSI and NGOSS staff reviewed the definitions and procedures that 
were used for Components 2,3 and 4. 
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Phase I1 concentrated on educating the regional Resource Center coordinators on how to 
collect and register information on indicators, and how to report on them. This was 
achieved through NGOSS staff participation at quarterly meetings for the SRRC and 
SCISC networks, as well as visits to the Samara and Novgorod Centers. USAID 
supported these efforts by speaking to the coordinators at the quarterly meetings about 
the importance to USAID of complete and reliable data. 

Phase 111 involved actual monitoring of the data collection and reporting systems each 
Resource Center used. Monitoring the Resource Centers' application of their data 
collection systems was designed to meet three main objectives: to educate the Centers on 
how to report correctly on program indicators; to assess their efforts on data collection 
and provide assistance if necessary; and to obtain feedback from the Centers' clients on 
the services provided. Due to time constraints, several independent consultants also 
participated in this process. A group of four was selected using the following criteria: a) 
familiarity with the Resource Centers' activities; b) experience in monitoring and 
evaluation; and c) understanding of USAID procedures and requirements. A special 
monitoring guide was developed for use by both NGOSS staff and outside contractors. 
From December 1999 to February 2000, ninety percent of the Regional Centers were 
monitored, and recommendations were made. In April and May 2000, those Centers 
where problems had been identified were visited again to assess whether any 
improvcments had been made. 

Most data that demonstrated the Program's progress under Component 1 was collected on 
a quarterly basis, excepting a few indicators that referred to the number of NGOs 
registered in target geographic areas (annual); the percentage of microgrant recipients 
that improved their ability to implement their missions (once at the end of each grant 
program); existence of effective controls on budgets at the Network Centers; and 
successful implementation of the grant programs. Component 2 indicators were tracked 
on the basis of consultants' reports, and their time frame was defined according to the 
schedule for technical assistance provision. Component 3 and Component 4 data were 
collected on an annual basis. 

Training in Grant Management 

All four Resource Centers were offered the opportunity to develop and implement NGO 
grant making programs using USAID project resources. Though the grant programs were 
relatively modest in size, taking responsibility for grant making was a major step forward 
in the development of the Centers' capabilities. Each Center was provided with a 
training program in grant management. The first training was held for the Siberian and 
Southern Region Resource Center staff in March 1999, and the second one (a slightly 
revised version) for the Novgorod and Samara Resource Centers in November 1999. The 
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training program was developed and delivered by Richard Blue (MSI) with World 
LearningICNGOS' participation. 

Evaluation Seminar 

In September 1999, during the First Stakeholders' Conference, MSI organized an 
evaluation seminadworkshop which provided NGO participants with an introduction to 
another important management tool. Since some participants had attended the 
monitoring training program and others had not, the seminarlworkshop made a point of 
distinguishing between monitoring and evaluation and provided those who had not 
attended the August sessions with an overview of monitoring, as well as an introduction 
to evaluation. This workshop was led by Molly Hageboeck and Richard Blue, both of 
MSI, and was based on the successful Certificate Program in Evaluation that these two 
individuals had presented for Russian NGOs in 1997 under a prior World Learning NGO - 
project. The Conference seminarlworkshop on evaluation covered the highlights of that 
course, including materials about evaluation stakeholders, evaluation questions, scopes of 
work, evaluation design, the range of data collection and analysis methods that can be 
used to gather program information, and the relationship between monitoring and 
evaluation. Both the lecture and discussion portions of the workshop focused on 
choosing appropriate methods for evaluatini programs outcomes. The attribution of 
outcomes to program "causes" also was examined, as were methods for testing 
hypotheses about programs where a "cause and effect" linkage need be demonstrated. 

Certificate Training Program in Project Evaluation 

After announcing its intention to sponsor a second offering of the Certificate Program in 
Evaluation, World Learning received approximately fifty-five requests from 
organizations and individuals who wanted to participate, including representatives from 
Russia's Ministry of Agriculture, who had heard about the course from World Bank staff. 
A total of twenty-three representatives from Siberia, Southern Russia, and the Samara 
and Novgorod regions attended Part I of the program. 

The training program approach provided by MSI, beginning in February 2000, followed 
the model used for the Certificate Program in 1997. Part I of the Program involved 
interactive classroom training, including practical exercises in preparing for the field 
exercise, as well as the actual evaluation task. Participants worked as teams in carrying 
out a real evaluation and preparing a formal report of their findings, conclusions and 
recommendations. 

At the end of Part I, MSI asked all participants to complete a course assessment sheet and 
to make suggestions. Suggestions offered for Part I1 of the Program included more work 
on data collection techniques and data analysis. Participants also indicated that the class 
as a whole wished to participate in the design of an evaluation that the "master class" 
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would perform, examining management issues at the Resource Center level of the 
program. 

Part 11 of the Certificate Program (March, 2000) consisted of field work by teams of 
participants who evaluated microgrant projects undertaken by NGOs in Southern Russia 
and Siberia. Part 11 also included the preparation of evaluation reports by participants. 
Course instructors joined teams in the field and provided coaching. They also were able 
to observe at first hand the NGO network structure through which NGOSS Program 
microgrants were being administered and monitored. 

The final phase (Part III) of the Certificate Program involved classroom discussions for 
participants on their field evaluation experience. They formally presented their findings 
and conclusions and engaged in initial efforts to assess findings across the full set of 
microgrants and grantees they had examined during Part 11 of the course. At the end of 
Part In, participantsreceived certificates showing that they had reached a competency 
level equivalent to that of the 1997 Certificate Program in Evaluation class. 

In addition to completing Part III of the Certificate Program, participants in this class 
contributed to exercises related to the start-up of an Evaluation "Master Class." The 
"Master Class" went beyond the basic curriculum for the Certificate Program in 
Evaluation. Its focus was on the grant management process, rather than on the 
effectiveness of individual microgrant projects. Its purpose was to provide selected 
graduates of the basic Certificate Program with additional experience and skills in 
monitoring and evaluation. The Executive Summary from the report on the NGOSS 
Grant Program Evaluation is provided here (the complete report is contained in Annex 
VIII). 

Executive Summary 

This Report is the outcome of an internal training evaluation of the Grants Program 
implemented in 1999-2000 as part of the Non-Governmental Organization Sector Support 
Program (NGOSS) funded by the U. S. Agency for International Development through 
World Learning Inc. (US). The evaluation focused on two key objectives: 

1)  to give newly-trained evaluators experience in evaluating a multi-level program, and 
2) to identify possible ways to improve future microgrant programs. 

Although the evaluation was primarily a training exercise, the team managed to collect 
and review a large volume of information about the Grants Program both at the individual 
grantee level and at the NGOSS level. Furthermore, the team, in our view, managed to 
analyze this information objectively, and to make realistic recommendations to increase 
the efficiency of future grant programs. 

The review has shown that microgrant program goals in Southern Russia and in Siberia, 
as well as NGOSS goals, were essentially achieved. Development and implementation of 
the microgrant programs positively affected local NGO development and contributed to 
resolution of social problems within the regions. The evaluation also revealed that such 
programs increase confidence in NGOs as reliable partners and provide an opportunity to 
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test grant award and monitoring mechanisms in a real situation. In our view, regional 
microgrant programs in Siberia and Southem Russia share the following characteristics: 

social relevance of projects for the region; 
transparent process of grant awards and control over implementation and evaluation 
of the funded projects; 
detailed and documented project selection, monitoring and evaluation procedures; 
strict financial reporting and control over spending of funds; 
reasonable, measurable and objective project results. 

The team concluded that grant programs should continue to be used as an NGO 
development tool. 

During their review, evaluators identified a very interesting Grant Program result which 
had not been initially planned: implementation of regional grants programs which are 
accessible to any non-government organization in the region engages the interest of 
businesses and local government authorities, and increases their readiness to finance 
projects that are socially relevant for the region. Determination of the full extent of the 
impact made by regional grant programs on increased involvement of local businesses 
and govemment authorities in the work of NGOs requires further study. But there is no 
doubt that Regional Centers have become initiators and key sources of information about 
social project competitions both in Siberia and Southem Russia. 

International Evaluation Activities 

The American Evaluation Association accepted a proposal from MSI and the Center for 
NGO Support to present a panel on Monitoring and Evaluation Capacity Building in 
Russia at the AEA's annual convention in November 2000. Conference presentations by 
Ekaterina Greshnova and Sasha Borovikh, both Co-Directors of the Center for NGO 
Support, are included in Annex IX. 

The SCISC network also sponsored an international conference in November 2000 on 
"Evaluation and Monitoring as an Instrument for Making Social Projects More Attractive 
to Investment." The conference was organized and implemented by SCISC, and financed 
by the NGOSS Program and the Soros Foundation. 109 persons attended the conference, 
and thirteen countries were represented (Germany, Poland, Bulgaria, the US, and most of 
the NIS countries). Richard Blue and Molly Hageboeck from MSI also participated and 
made presentations. 

The conference was a major success. The participants rated it highly for both the 
information received, and for the excellent networking opportunity. SCISC concluded on 
the basis of the conference results that the theme of the conference was timely; that 
evaluation is indeed an effective mechanism for makmg social projects more attractive to 
donors or local government; that both donors and local govemment are potential 
consumers of evaluation expertise; and that it is necessary to develop a professional 
Russian evaluation society. 
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VII. MICROGRANT PROGRAM 

According to the NGOSS Program contract, the microgrant program of Component 1 was 
designed to be a competitive process managed by World Leaming/CNGOS and the 
Resource Centers and their networks in order to award grants to NGOs for activities that 
would strengthen the services they offered their clients. Not only did the microgrant 
program enable the Resource Centers to run grant competitions in their regions and 
provide much needed resources to NGOs, but it also became a powerful tool for 
strengthening the Resource Centers' capacities to run, monitor and evaluate grant 
competitions, and for measuring the levels of NGO institutional development in the target 
regions. 

USAID approved the method, geographic focus, solicitation, and resultant grants under 
the program, allowing World LeamingKNGOS and the Resource Centers much latitude 
in designing the microgrants process to reflect regional priorities, differences and 
preferences. SCISC and SRRC launched their microgrant programs first; Samara and 
Novgorod joined the program later and thus began their microgrant programs later. 
World Learning's role was to ensure that the four regional microgrant programs were 
consistent with NGOSS Program goals; complied with USAID requirements and 
regulations; met the time frame set forth in the prime contract; and that fostered 
information-sharing among the four regional Resource Centers. 

World LeamingJCNGOS tailored its role to reflect the experience level each of the four 
Resource Centers already had in managing a grants program. World Learning's 
responsibilities were delineated in a Joint Activity Memorandum signed with each 
Center, and covered aspects of microgrant program development 
(ideas/concepts/documents/information dissemination); microgrant award (review and 
decision making) and implementation (monitoring); and microgrant analysis and 
reporting. In essence, World LeamingICNGOS viewed the microgrant program as a tool 
that the Resource Centers could use to further their own strategic development plans, as 
well as to meet the needs of local communities. 

Development 

SCISC was the most experienced of the four Resource Centers and required the least 
assistance from World LeamingICNGOS. SCISC developed its own microgrant program 
concept and documentation utilizing expert and technical advice provided by World 
LearningICNGOS. 

A considerably greater amount of expert and technical advice was needed by SRRC, the 
Povolzhe Association (Samara) and particularly Health and Life Foundation (Novgorod), 
since these Resource Centers had considerably less experience in implementing grant 
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programs. In these cases, World LearningKNGOS was deeply involved in development 
of ideas, concepts, strategies, goals and objectives of the respective microgrant programs. 

Implementation 

Implementation strategies were similar in all four regions. These included World 
Learning's expert assistance to the Centers and the participation of World 
LeamingICNGOS staff speciahts on Expert Review Committees, in performing pre- 
qualification visits and in monitoring of the grantees. The only difference lay in the 
mechanism for microgrant fund transfer: SCISC, SRRC and the Povolzhe Association 
funded grantees directly, while grantees in the Novgorod region received their money 
directly from World Learning's (Moscow) account. 

INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL PROBLEMS~ESSONS LEARNED 

World Learning's involvement in the process of microgrant program administration was 
perceived differently by the Siberian and Southern Region Resource Centers. SRRC was 
satisfied with the role of World Learning and USAID in the initial design, while SCISC 
thought both institutions should be less involved in the process. SCISC staff pointed out 
in their interviews that the volume of information requested by USAID through World 
Learning for grant approval was, in their view, excessive, and that the role of each 
participant had not been clearly enough defined at the beginning of the microgrant 
program. 

Recommendations 

If the Microgrant Program requires USAID's involvement and appoval at various points 
along the way, the program design should take into account the time required for getting 
USAID to review and approve various documents. A more detailed variant of a Joint 
Activitv Memorandum should be comviled. This variant should include a more detailed . 
description of each participant's duties and responsibilities as well as approximate types 
of information and statistical data to be requested by the administrating organization. 

Microgrant Goals and Objectives 

USAID priorities were defined in a rather broad way, which allowed the Resource 
Centers to define their microgrant programs to take into account regional priorities and 
needs, and to tailor these programs to the staff resources available. 

The vision of the microgrant programs' role and place in the activities of Siberian and 
Southern Region Resource Centers was in many respects similar. Both SCISC and 

World Learning Inc 
April 2001 

NGOSS Program 
Final Report 



SRRC believed that the microgrant program should help resolve social problems in the 
regions; offer non-government organizations equal bidding opportunities; improve local 
NGOs' professionalism and activity; strengthen their fundraising capacities; and expand 
the thematic and geographical range of services provided to citizens by non-profit 
organizations. 

The SCISC program focused chiefly on training. The microgrant was expected to move 
the grantee organization to a new professional level whereby it could improve the quality 
of its services and expand its audience and range of services. At the same time, each of 
the three scheduled microgrant solicitations was intended to provide broad support to 
civic initiatives worthy of attention. SCISC envisioned its professional niche in grant 
program management, which it viewed as a separate aspect of the Center's overall 
development. This explains why the development of SCISC's own resources during the 
microgrant program implementation was included among its goals (albeit not explicitly 
stated in the documents). 

For the SRRC, priorities of its microgrant program-which originally contained only one 
solicitation-included assistance in resolving social problems in Southern Russia, and 
demonstration of NGOs' professional capacities in handling such problems. SRRC did 
not view the microgrant program management as a separate activity, but rather as an 
efficient instrument for improving NGO professionalism and the image of the non-profit 
sector in Southern Russia. Its microgrant program was expected to address such issues as 
training of the SRRC staff, testing the microgrant program model, and raising SRRC's 
prestige in the community. 

The Centers in Novgorod and Samara perceived their microgrant programs' goals and 
objectives much in the same way. Both Centers aimed to strengthen NGOs in their - 
regions through improving interaction among them, widening the scope and geographical 
coverage of their activities, expanding and increasing their client bases, and 
disseminating positive experiences. 

Despite general resemblance among these microgrant programs, their goals and 
objectives were not entirely identical. The Novgorod Center, for example, was 
particularly interested in developing interaction and partnership between NGOs, and 
nearly half of the projects implemented in the Novgorod region included this issue as 
their essential feature. In the Samara, however, the program paid particular attention to 
teaching NGOs new skills. This idea was reflected in two goals of the Povolzhe 
Association's microgrant program: NGOs were to learn new methods of implementing 
their stated scopes of activities, and they were to learn practical skills for writing 
proposals to international donors. 

Grant Program Management: Staff, Duties, Decision-Making 

At all Resource Centers, the grant managers were in charge of general microgrant 
management, including development of microgrant program 
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ideas/conce~ts/documentation; develo~ment of and oversight of the solicitations, - 
implementation and close-out procedures; performing pre-qualification, monitoring and 
evaluation visits to grantees; verification of their reporting; and compilation of reports 
(including statistics) on their microgrant programs to be submitted to the administrating 
organization. 

MicroGrant Program Implementation 

Concepts, Priorities, Development 

SCISC defined its microgrant priorities on the basis of suggestions presented by SCISC 
regional coordinators at the quarterly meeting in December, 1998. It emphasized 
regional and interregional projects aimed at solving social problems; projects teaching 
NGOs new models of interaction with government, legislative and government bodies; 
and projects improving professional levels of NGOs. SCISC decided to preserve its 
already well-known up to $500 grant competition, and to introduce two new grant types - 
up to $1,000 and up to $7,500. Grants of up to $500 were awarded to NGOs in existence 
for less than one year to implement short-term actions and events and to master the slulls 
to obtain future grants (such grants could be called "educational"). Grants of up to 
$1,000 were awarded to NGOs experienced in implementing one-to-three month projects 
to support short-term activities, to improve the quality of services provided by these 
NGOs, to expand their client bases and to improve their images in the local community. 
Grants of up to $7,500 were awarded to NGOs experienced in implementing long-term 
(up to one year) projects and well-known in their local communities in order to support 
their efforts to resolve social problems together with government andlor business 
structures, and to improve the overall image of the NGO Sector. The SCISC regional 
representative offices were heavily involved in this process. 

SRRC viewed its microgrant program as an opportunity for the Center and its NGO 
clients to improve existing skills and gain greater experience in grant program 
development and implementation. The Center originally planned only one grant 
competition. However, it subsequently proposed and received approval for from World 
Learning and USAID a second grant round in 2000 targeted at Krasnodar NGOs. The 
maximum amount of a grant during the first round was up to $5,000 and, during the 
second round, up to $1,000. In order to ensure equitable coverage of the NGO Sector in 
the Krasnodar krai, SRRC used a system of regional quotas during the first round. These 
quotas were defined on the basis of data about the number of NGOs active in respective 
regions. The following percentages were defined: city of Krasnodar - 15.4%; other cities 
of the Krasnodar krai - 15.4%; city of Rostov-on-Don - 19.2%; other cities of the Rostov 
oblast - 15.4%; city of Stavropol - 11.5%; other cities of the Stavropol krai - 15.4%; and 
Republic of Adygeya (including Majkop) - 7.7%. 

The second round of microgrant competition was a logical follow-on to the "I've Got an 
Idea!" NGO forum held in Krasnodar on April 27,2000. This forum helped to identify 
the most interesting ideas of Krasnodar NGOs. Since the amount of funds allocated for 
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the second round was limited to $5,000 in total, SRRC decided to fund only the five best 
projects of Krasnodar NGOs for up to $1,000 each. 

The Novgorod Center decided to organize microgrant competitions aimed at four types of 
projects: ;mplementation of partnership projects; establishment of consultancy stations; 
buildine of short-term coalitions; and ~ublication/dissemination of information materials. u 

The Center conducted special surveys prior to making decisions on these four project 
types. Both city and oblast NGOs were invited to take part in these competitions. During 
development of the concepts, particular attention was paid to establishing and improving 
interaction between city and oblast NGOs. The Novgorod Center developed all 
microgrant documents in close cooperation with World LearningICNGOS staff. The 
maximum amount of a microgrant was limited to $3,000, since the entire microgrant pool 
in Novgorod was much less than that in Siberia or Southern Russia. 

The Povolzhe Association included two types of microgrants: for "resource" NGOs and 
for "project" NGOs. The Association's decision to organize these types of microgrant 
competitions was made after a special survey among regional NGOs revealed a 
considerable demand for resource organizations that supported NGOs of a certain 
territory or a scope of activities. Such an approach was viewed by the Association's 
microgrant staff as more important, since they believed that the number of efficiently 
functioning resource NGOs was necessary to further successful development of the entire 
NGO sector in Samara oblast. Thus the first microgrant type (up to $10,000) was to be 
awarded to NGOs capable of performing the same functions as Resource Centers and, 
consequently, establishing a regional network of resource centers. The second 
microgrant type (up to $4,000) was to be awarded to NGOs to support expansion of their 
scopes of services and client bases, as well as to improve their equipment capacities. 

Information Campaigns 

Each of the Centers tried to make information about their microgrant programs available 
to the maximum number of NGOs in their regions. Information was delivered through 
thematic presentations, the mass media and during different NGO-sponsored events. 

SCISC distributed information through its publications, through mass media and through 
distribution of handouts in the SCISC Novosibirsk office. 

SRRC provided detailed information, including that concerning organizers, goals and 
objectives, geography, schedule, grant implementation period, grant amounts, and 
eligibility criteria. In target cities, 276 NGOs were registered as having received 
information on the program. Articles on the microgrant program were published in nine 
regional newspapers and delivered through seven local TV channels and four radio 
channels. The Center sent its newsletter, "The Success Formula," to 415 NGOs. 
Information materials sent to potential participants also included recommendations on 
grant proposal writing. Dissemination of information began two months before the ' 

program was launched. 
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In Novgorod, information dissemination about the microgrant program began as soon as 
the program was approved by USAID. The Novgorod Center reported that 755 sets of 
documents were distributed to NGOs in Novgorod and the Novgorod oblast. Information 
also was delivered through one local TV channel and one local radio channel. Some 
documents were distributed by local government representatives. 

In Samara, information about the microgrant program was detailed and included 
information about microgrant organizers, goals and objectives, geography, schedule, 
grant implementation period, grant amounts, and eligibility criteria. The Association 
reported that it had distributed 114 sets of materials at the request of potential 
participants. It also delivered information through one local TV channel and two local 
newspapers. Information materials sent to participants included the proposal form and 
recommendations for responding. 

Consultations 

SCISC provided consultations in all regions. These consultations included grant proposal 
writing and grant management seminars. A total of 1,447 individual consultations were 
provided to potential grantees in SCISC target regions. 

SRRC emphasized the fact that its microgrant program incIuded a specially designed 
training and consultative initiative. The main objective of this effort was to ensure that 
projects of the highest quality were submitted to the microgrant competition. Potential 
applicants were offered a five-stage complex training program aimed at improving the 
NGOs' abilities to raise funds. The first stage of this program covered strategic planning, 
while the second stage was dedicated to practical s l l l s  in researching and raising funds. 
During the third stage, NGOs could receive individual consultations on requirements for 
proposals, proposal structure, and project budget. Within the training program, 
representatives of 261 NGOs took part in the seminars, and representatives of 132 NGOs 
received individual consultations. These efforts proved extremely useful: only fourteen 
percent of submitted projects were declined on formal criteria. The training program's 
fourth stage was delivered to NGOs who were awarded grants. These NGOs received 
information on grant management and program and financial reporting. NGOs who 
failed to win grants also received some training, in the form of a seminar entitled "Grant 
Proposal Writing: Work on Mistakes." Seminars were held in all target cities for a total 
of 174 participants. 

Consultative work in Novgorod consisted of thematic seminars for representatives of 
Novgorod and district NGOs. Four two-day seminars on fundraising/grant proposal 
writing and strategic planninglorganizational development were organized in four cities 
of the oblast since these seminars were perceived as an important element in ensuring 
high quality projects for the microgrant competitions. A total of ninety-nine NGOs and 
twenty-three initiative groups (152 people) took part in these seminars. The Novgorod 

World Learning Inc. 
April 2001 

NGOSS Program 
Final Report 



Center noted that the grant proposal writing seminar turned out to be the most in demand 
by NGOs. 

The Povolzhe Association reported 123 consultations provided to seventy-eight NGOs, 
and nine consultations in district cities of Samara oblast. 

The Review Process 

SCISC did its best to avoid any conflict of interest between its function as a grant making 
organization, and its function as a Resource Center. It decided that no more than thirty 
percent of the Expert Committee members could be SCISC managers, and that these 
managers would be rotated. The Center used the following review schemes: for grant 
competitions of up to $500, all experts would review all projects submitted to the 
competition, making their final decision either by consensus or by voting; for the grant 
competitions of up to $1,000, each proposal was reviewed by three experts who presented 
their considerations to the Expert Committee, and if their evaluations varied too greatly, 
additional experts would be called in; and for grant competitions of up to $7,500, each 
proposal was reviewed by two experts at preliminary and final stages, and in case of any 
discord, additional independent experts would be engaged. In total, the Expert 
Committee recommended sixty-seven grants up to $500 ($28,161), thirty-one grants up 
to $1,000 ($29,696), and twenty-eight grants up to $7,500 ($158,567). Pre-qualification 
visits were made by a third pair of experts. After the list of resultant grants was agreed 
upon with World LearningENGOS, it was sent to USAID for approval. 

In the first round of its microgrant program, SRRC received 113 proposals from sixteen 
cities in Southern Russia. An Expert Committee consisting of fifteen people was created 
to review proposals. For the second round, SRRC received sixteen proposals from 
Krasnodar and formed an Expert Committee consisting of five people. In both rounds, 
SRRC took pains to avoid any conflicts of interest. First, it defined potential conflict of 
interest situations, and then took preventive measures. Thus proposals from region A 
were sent for review to experts from region B and vice versa. SRRC network member 
organizations could not themselves submit proposals for these microgrant competitions. 
Each proposal was reviewed by three experts, who evaluated it according to an 
established grading system. The experts also had to complete a special evaluation form 
on the basis of information provided by documents attached to the proposal. All results 
were submitted to the Head of the Expert Committee, which then compiled rating lists. 
The rating of each proposal was defined by an average score calculated on the basis of all 
scores given to a proposal. The rating list consisted of two parts: proposals most likely to 
be funded, and proposals put on the "back-up" list. The Expert Committee then would 
vote on which proposals to fund. After the proposal was recommended for funding, pre- 
qualification visits to the NGO were made to ensure the organization had a stable 
management system and internal controls for fund expenditures. The final list of 
resultant microgrants was agreed upon with World Learning/CNGOS and then sent to 
USAID for approval. During the first round, thirty-seven projects were recommended for 
funding in the total amount of $ 14,4629, and during the second round, five projects were 
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recommended for a total amount of $4,642. A two-step funding scheme was used. The 
first transaction was made after the microgrant agreement was signed, and the second 
transaction could be made only after the organization had submitted intermediate 
program and financial reports and these reports were reviewed and approved by SRRC. 

Novgorod received fifty proposals for four types of microgrant competitions. Experts 
(from the Novgorod Center staff, World LearninglCNGOS staff, "Nevskiy Angel" NGO 
and SRRC) and observers (representatives of the Novgorod Center staff, World 
LearningICNGOS, Regional Investment Initiative (Velikiy Novgorod), local government) 
were involved in the work of two Expert Committees. Proposals were distributed to 
experts three to five days before the first Expert Committee meeting. Both Expert 
Committees reached their final decision by a vote. No information additional to that 
reflected in the evaluation forms was taken into account at this point. After the two 
Expert Committee meetings, a preliminary list of twenty-two projects was compiled. 
Some projects wereput onto a reserve list on the condition that the proposing NGO could 
present positive answers to questions and make a good impression during pre- 
qualification visits. Finally, after pre-qualification visits to NGOs, the Center decided to 
fund twenty-nine projects for a total amount of $36,247. Recommended microgrants 
were agreed upon with World LearningJCNGOS and sent to USAID for approval. 

In Samara, seventy-six proposals were received in both microgrant competitions. Three 
proposals were declined on formal criteria. The Pvolzhe Associaiton formed a special 
Grant Committee consisting of fifteen people (three local government representatives, 
three representatives of business structures, three members of the Povolzhe Center staff, 
and six representatives of foreign foundations operating in the Samara oblast). Standard 
Procedures for preventing a conflict of interest were applied. For example, proposals 
submitted to the microgrant competition for "resource" projects were evaluated by 
representatives of SRRC and SCISC to avoid the possible conflicts of interest between 
the Povolzhve Association's functions as a resource/network organization and as a . - 
grantmaker. During preliminary review, projects were evaluated for compliance with 
formal criteria of the microgrant competition. The Grant Committee then convened three 
times: first, for an orientation meeting to explain procedures and distribute documents; 
secondly, to define eligible activities of the microgrants program; and thirdly (at the end 
of the microgrant program), to evaluate results. Proposal evaluation procedures included 
evaluation of the quality of the proposal and quality of the NGO applicant. The quality 
of each proposal was evaluated by each expert. The experts filled out a special 
evaluation form which they submitted two days prior to the main meeting of the Grant 
Committee. A special rating list was compiled on the basis of grading points from these 
forms. In the rating list, all projects were divided into four groups: 1) recommended for 
funding by all experts; 2) recommended for funding on the condition that unspent 
microgrant funds were still available after funding projects in the first round; 3) back-up 
proposals with lower scores which could be processed only after all projects from the 
second group were considered; and 4) projects declined by most experts. Each member 
of the Grant Committee was given the rating list of all projects, with no additional , 

information taken into account at this point. Final decisions on each grant were made by 
voting. Out of seventy-six projects, twenty-one were recommended for funding (five 
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"resource" projects up to $10,000 and sixteen projects up to $4,000). The total amount of 
funding on twenty-one projects was $108,079 (five "resource" projects for $44,557 and 
sixteen "non-resource" projects for $63,501). Following this decision, nineteen pre- 
qualification visits were made to the NGO winners. The final list of projects 
recommended for funding was agreed upon with World Learning and sent to USAID for 
approval. 

Monitoring 

For SCISC, all twenty-eight microgrants up to $7,500 and thirty-two percent of 
microgrants up to $1,000 were monitored. Since projects were widely spread 
geographically, many of them were monitored by regional staff. 

SRRC monitored eighty percent of all microgrants. SRRC staff, regional coordinators 
and World LeamingICNGOS representatives performed the monitoring. 

In Novgorod, thirty-seven percent of all microgrants were monitored by Novgorod Center 
staff with assistance from World LearningICNGOS staff. 

In Samara, monitoring was conducted by in two stages. Association staff made a total of 
thirty-two monitoring visits to NGOs. During the first phase, they monitored the "start" 
of each microgrant, and during the second, they monitored the activity's compliance with 
that stated in the proposal. 

Problems Encountered/Recommendations 

According to SCISC, the extended period of time required for approval of a resultant 
microgrant presented a serious problem for projects up to $500, since these typically were 
for time-sensitive events. The second problem the Center encountered concerned 
preparation of annotations for USAID approval. SCISC mentioned that new and small 
NGOs sometimes could not formulate expected quantitative and qualitative results clearly 
enough, so that additional time was required to receive this information. 

SRRC reported that monitoring activities created pressure on its grant staff since the 
amount of work turned out to be greater than originally expected. The Center also 
reported problems with submitting "success stories," as there was no unified 
understanding of what such stories were and what their formats should be. SRRC 
encountered particular difficulties in identifying and submitting "success stories" 
depicting positive changes in the life of a particular beneficiary, due to the fact that such 
"success stories" were not mentioned in contracts between USAID and World Learning 
or World Learning and SRRC. According to SRRC, requests from World 
LeamingICNGOS for individual success stories forced them to undertake additional 
activity to collect and submit such information (a problem that, in fact, all other Resource 
Centers encountered). Ultimately, SRRC came to believe that these stories of individual 
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success were the most clear and vivid examples of the microgrant program's efficiency, 
and helped to improve the image of the Third Sector on the whole. SRRC also thought it 
would be useful for all of its staff members to receive some grant program management 
training. 

The Novgorod Center reported the largest number of conceptual and technical problems. 
These included problems with disseminating information about the program; low quality 
of proposals submitted from district cities; lack of time for preliminary review of 
proposals; insufficient time for experts to review proposals; different expectations by 
partner NGOs about implementation of partnership projects; mistakes in project 
implementation and reporting on it; and delays with fund transactions. In the Novgorod 
Center's opinion, most problems could be solved by better consultative work at all stages 
of microgrant program implementation (includmg seminars on issues of proposal writing, 
grant management, and program and financial reporting) and improvement of all 
schedules related to the microgrant program, including proposal collection and review, 
grant implementation, reporting, and fund transaction schedules. 

The Povolzhe Association noted that its microgrant staff lacked necessary professional 
skills at the beginning of its program, and that there was a problem concerning teamwork 
during the initial stages. The Association recommended increasing the period for 
submitting proposals to up to two months, moving the period of the entire microgrant 
program to occur during the summer months, and introducing a two-stage system for 
grantee reporting. 

A list of microgrants awarded by each Resource Center and an analysis of the overall 
microgrant program appear in Annex X. 
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ANNEXES 

1. General Performance Indicators 

2. ASFEC Curricula for Municipal Employee Computerized Training Courses 
A) Training for Website Managers 
B) Municipal Census Systems 
C) Basic Windows 
D) Document Management 
E) Municipal Finance 
F) "Geoinformation" (Land Cadastres) 

3. ASFEC: 16 Models for Improved Municipal Management (with 36 instances of 
replication) 

4. ASFEC: 2001 Schedule for Post-USAID Funding (course offerings for the six 
computerized courses on Municipal Management) 

5. Strategy for Filling in Information Gaps 
HUBS List and Contact Information 
Review of the "NGO Digital Library" 
General Statistics on the "NGO Digital Library" 
Monthly Statistics on Library Usage 
List of Inquiries for Library Publications 

6. Publications Produced by Regional Resource Centers and Microgrant Recipients 
in the Regions 

7. Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP) 

8. Grant Program Evaluation (by Russian Evaluators Training Program) 

9. Monitoring and Evaluation: Presentations by Katya Greshnova and Sasha 
Borovikh at the American Evaluation Asosociation Annual Conference, 
November 2,2000 

10. List of Microgrant Project Activities (by Resource Center) and Analysis of 
Microgrant Program 
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q a c r ~  IV. Pa6ora B ra6nm~oM penamope MS Excel 97 
YDOK 28. ~ I H T ~ D ~ E ~  Microsof! Excel 97 
Y ~ O K  29. n o m e ~ b ~  Da6oTbl B aa6o'le~ none nwma 

YOOK 45.06.e~ U ~ H H ~ I M H  M~GV nDOrDaMMaMH Word M Excel 



UMAUMR CM6MPCKMX M MAbHEBOCTOqHblX FOPOAOg 
3, . 

Ha rnasny 

E-mail: admin@asdg.ru 
asdg@s54.nsk.ru 

flEHb 1.  MH@OPMA4MOHHblE TEXHOnOlMM B flOKYMEHTAL(MOHH0M 
06ECflE4EHVIM YnPABnEHMR 1nOYI. UlA6nOHbl IIOKYMEHTOB. 

~ ~ ~ . . . ~  \ - - ~  ,~ 
YPOK 1. MHUIOPMAL(MOHHb1E TU(HO~O~L&~ B AOY 
IIowMenTauuoHHoe 06ecne'le~ue ynpasnewn. Marepuan K ypow . .  . . . 
~ex~u.lecKoe ocnaqenne 
OmlnAaeMb~e pe3ynbrarbl 
YPOK2. C03mHME QOKYMEHTOB. UlA6nOHbl 
Mareplnan K ypoky 
PeKBH3lnTbl 
K~RHKU -. . -. . . .. . 
Ula6no~bl 
flpamu'lecwn pa60Ta. HacTpotiKa Word 

YrnoeoCi 6 n a ~ ~ ~ n  nncbMa 
TexHonornu co3na~uu wa6nona vrnoeoro 6naHKa nnu nmeM. 
c & a e ~  3arord& ua6no~a ' 
HacrpanBaeM napaMerpb. npanmud wa6noha 
OODM~TADOB~HH~  ila6nona nnn yrnosoro 6 n a ~ ~ a  nnn nmcb~a a o p ~ a r a  A4 

C O & H M ~  noky~enra no 1~a6no~y  
YPOK4 M3rOTOBflEHbiE UIA6JlOHA YrnOBOrO 6JlAHKA AJlR nMCEM 
CAMOCTOFlTEnbHAR PA60TA 
3ana~ue nnrr cnywareneit . 
YPOK 5. YrnOBOfi 06uMf i  6nAHK OPrAHM3ALJMM. TEXHOJlOrMR 
M3rOTOBJlEHMFl. 
06unR 6na~K 
~ex~onornn  cowadm 1~a6noha o6qero yrnoeoro 6nat1ma 
Onepaquu no co3nannm wa6noHa o 6 ~ e r o  6na~ua ha ocnoee yrnoeoro 6nah~a 

3a~anmn nnn cnycuarenek 
YPOK 6.  nPOAOnbHblM 6nAHKAnR flMCEM. TEXHOnOrMR 
M3TOTOBflEHMR UlA6nOHA. 

3a&~ne w n  cnyuarenea 
YPOK 7. M3rOTOBnEHME UlA6flOHA IlPOflOnbHOrO 6JlAHKA AnFl 
nMCbMA M nPOflOnbHOr0 O6L4ErO 6nAHKA C 3mHHblMA 
PEKBM3MTAMM CAMOCTOFlTEnbHAR PA60TA 
3ap.a~me Gnu cnywarenefi 
YPOK 8 C03CV\HME AOKYMEHTOB HA OCHOBE UlA6nOHOB 
CAMOCTOFlTEnbHARPA60TA 

. . -. . - . . - - - 

YPOK 9.0630P CAJI.4. BBEREHME B TPAH-AOK. 
0 6 3 0 ~  CADI1 Beenewe s rpa~- f lo~ .  MaTepuan K ypo~y 



Bsekenne B i p a ~ - n o ~  
YPOK 10. TEXHOflOrMR06PA60TKM AOKYMEHTOB 

np&ep npoxox&~lnn nucDMa ofperncrpaw! no cnncanun s neno 
YPOK 11. nOnb30BATEflbCKvlM MHTEPQEMC. nOMCK no KJiDqY 

Pa6ora co BceR ra6n~ueR 
YPOK 13. nOMCK ROKYMEHTOB no UIA6flOHY. IlOflE-MHAEKC 
CflOBAPHOE nOnE 
U a 6 n o ~  Ann nomxa noKyMewms 
3qaHUe p,nn c ~ M o C T O ~ T ~ ~ ~ H O ~ ~  pa60Tbl 
YPOK 14. CnOBAPHOE nOnE .. - ~ ~ 

CnoeapHoenona 
3ana~we Ann C~MOCTOS~T~SI~HOR Pa60Tt.l 
YPOK 15. TEKCTOBOE nOnE. 
TeKCTOBOe none 
3ana~we nnn ca~omonrenb~on pa6oTbl 
YPOK 16. nOflE-P,ATA 

4EHb 3. PErMCTPAL(MR AOKYMEHTOB 
YPOK 17. PErMCTPAUMR nOKYMEHTOB M OVIKCAUMR MX nYTM 

3 a n a ~ i e  
YPOK 19. COnPOBOflMTEflbHblE WCbMA 
ConposonuTenbHble nMcbMa (~a~epwanbl) 
HaBMrallMOHHble KHOnKM 
KOMaHAHble KHOnKU 
3a.qa~ue 
YPOK 20. nPAKTIIKA 
3maHue 94 YPOK 21. PETMCTPAL(MR IlOBTOPHOrO AOKYMEHTA 
PerulmpaqMn nosroptioro noKyMeHTa 

.. . 
3ana i~e  
YPOK 22. PA60TA C PACnOPRnMTEnbHblMM AOKYMEHTAMM 
Pa6o~a C paCflOpWIUTenbHblMU nOKyMeHTaMM 
3anon~e~ne noneR KaoTorKm. 
P&T~ c ny~lcra~w/no~nynlcra~~ 
YPOK 23. nPAKTMKA 

AEHb 4. nAnKM AOKYMEHTOB 
YPOK 25. nOHRTME nAnKM. C03AAHME BHEUlHEI-0 BMRA nAnKM 



3a~ia~vle 
YPOK 27. C03RAHME CTATM'IECKO~ nAnKM, 

CTarurlecKue n a n ~ ~  
3wa~lne 
~ ~ 0 ~ 2 8 . 3 A f l M C b  ~OMCKOBO~ nAflKM B CTATMYECKYD flAnKY. 

,. - 

3wa~lne 
YPOK 31.OllEPAL(MM Hq9 nAnKAMM. 

~ n e ~ a u u u  iap, nanKaMn 
YPOK 32. CAMOCTOFlTEflbHAFl PA60TA C nAnKAMM 
3 a a ~ n e  

AEHb 5. nOYTA TPAH-AOK. MCXOAHblE AOKYMEHTbl. OTYETbl. 
MTOrOBAfl CAMOCTOFITEnbHM PA60TA 
YPOK 33. IlOYTA CMCTEMbl TPAH-AOK!. nOnYYEHME COOSI4EHMh 
norrosblP nulln~. nonyrenHe co06qeHUA. 
n o l l ~ ~ ~ b l h  RUlUK nOnb30BaTenR 
nonyrewe coo6uie~lnn 
3 w a ~ w e  nnn cnyurarenefi. 
YPOK 34. flOqTA CMCTEMbl TPAH-nor.  OTnPABKA COO~LUEHM~~~. 
OrnoasKa coo6lue~uR. BeneHHe norlrosoro uunKa 
0rnpasne~ue coa6wen~ul 
Bene~ue nosroeoro nqbwa nonbsosarenn 
3ana~me Ann cnyruareneii. 
YPOK35. OOPMMPOBAHWE OTrlETOB M TPAOWKOB 
rlrurrrhl - . . - . - . 
O K ~ O  @op~upoBadun oweT0.s n rpaquKoa. 
npaslnna 3a~anwu napa~erpos @opMulposadnn orrleros H rpa@Mos 
YPOK 36. PASOTA C MCXOnHblMM MATEPMAnAMM. . . 
~c&Hble MaTepManbI 
no~nrne lncxonHblx Mareplnanos 
OKHO 06be~~oa  WlR  4OKYMeHTa 
YPOK 37.3AqETHM PA60TA I lO TEME "C03W\HME nOKYMEHTA" 
3 m a ~ ~ e  no TeMe "Co3na~me aokyMe~ra" 
YPOK 38.3AYETHM PA60TA no TEME "PETMCTPALWR 
PACnOPFlAMTEnbHOrO AOKYMEHTA" 
3apaHMe no TeMe "PerUCTpallUU paCnOpURMTenbHOr0 AooKy~eHTa" 
YPOK 39.3AqETHM PA60TA no TEME "WIKCAL(MFI nPOXOWEHMFI 
PACnOPRAMTEllbHOrOAOKYMEHTA" 
3 a ~ a ~ v e  no TeMe "Ou~caqmn npoxoweHUu pacnopnAnrenbHoro n o ~ y ~ e ~ r a "  
YPOK40. nOABE,4EHME MTOrOB 
AHanln3 pe3ynb~aros Kypca. A~anH3 cucreM asroMarlnsaqun 
~enonpoH3soncrBa 

T ~ X H W ~ ~ C K H ~ B O ~ ~ C I C U ~ O ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
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UMAUMR CMEMPCKMX M AAAbHEBOCTOYHbfX rOPOAOB 
/," . :  

, s  
>., 

REHb 2 (3AHRTMR 9-16) 
E-mail: admin@asdg.ru 6DmET, 
asdg@s54.nsk.ru Pa6oree ~ e m o  C n p a s o r ~ ~ ~ u  

i o x o n t i  
Pa6oree Memo Aoxo~bl 
Pa6oqee Memo n n a ~  n o x o ~ o ~  

AEHb 5 (3AHRTMF133-40) 
AOnOnHMTEnbHblE QYHKUMM 
Pa6ovee Memo BeKcenn 

REHb 5 (3AHRTMR 33-40) 
Pa6ora c BeKcennMvl 
Mrorosan caMomomenbHan pa6o~a 

TexHnqec~~e~~npocbmnocaary 



E-mail: admin@asdg.ru 
asdg@s54.nsk.ru 

REHb 1. TEOMHOOPMATMKA. TMC WINLORD 
YPOK 1-2 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
C~pymypa opra~u3auuluc TMC-npoemos 
KnaccnaulKaqMn npOrpaMMHblX CpeRCTs rMC 
YPOK 3 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
o~H0EHble CBeAeHulR 
OnpeueneHm 
YPOK 4 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
CTpytTyPa AaHHblX 
OnMcaHule OKOH 
YPOK 5 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
~ ~ H C T ~ ~ M B H T ~ I  OKHa Kap~a 
YPOK 6 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
MeHm KaDTa 
MeHm ~ e ~ a w o p  
YPOK 7 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 a ~ a ~ u l e  
YPOK 8 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
OcHoeHbre onepaqm 

REHb 2,OYHKL(klOHAJlbHblE BO3MO)KHOCTM TMC. TMC WINLORD. 
YPOK 9-10 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 

3 a ~ a ~ ~ e  
YPOK 12 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
M ~ H D  npoem 
YPOK 13 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 a ~ a ~ u e  
YPOK 14 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
M e w  MaKeT 
MHCTpYMeHTbl OKHa MaKeT 
YPOK 15 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 a ~ a ~ m e  
YPOK 16 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
MeHKI ORllMu 

AEHb 3. MCnOJlb30BAHME rMC flJlFi PEWEHMR nPbIKnq4HblX 344Aq. 
TMC WINLORD. 
YPOK 17-18 



CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
Mcn~baosanue rVlC ,qnn pewenun npu~nw~b l x  3waq 
YPOK 19 
CTPYKTYPAYPOKA 
M~H; Ta6nuua 
YPOK 20 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3ana~ne 
YPOK21 
CTPYKIYPA YPOKA 
Pa6ora c aanpocaMvl 
YPOK 22 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3wanue 
YPOK 23 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
Auanorosoe OKHO nere~na 
YPOK 24 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 w a ~ u e  

nEHb 4. KApACTPOBblE CklCTEMbl 
YPOK 25-26 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
OnpeAenenue 
BseneHue 
nonnme o Kwacrpe 
06que csenewn o WlC-rex~onorun 
3a~nloqe~ne 
YPOK 27 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
0c~OBHble CBeAeHUR 

rpa@ultec~ue~apa~epucruxu seMenbnoro y rama  
Sana~ue 
YPOK 28 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA . 
MsMenenule xapaaepucma yqacrda 
neqarb nacnopra yqacma 

Y P O K Z ~  
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
npocrpancrseHHble aanpocbl c#creMbl. 
3&a&e 
YPOK 30 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3anpOCbl K CeMaHTu'leCKulM Ta6nuLlaM 
3 w a ~ u e  
YPOK31 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
rpa@wec~oe npencrasneiivle o6beK~oB Knacca "3e~enb~ble yqacr~u". 
3 m a ~ n e  
YPOK 32 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
npasosble sonpow npu ucnonbsosanulu rklC-rexnonoruR 

AEHb 5.0630P nPOrPAMMHblX CPEACTB kl IlPMMEPbl PEAJlkl3A4klM 
rMc 
YPOK 33 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
~rcv iew 
Atlas GIs 
Maplnfo 
GeoGraphIGeoDraw 



WinLord 
YPOK 34 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
"CKeneTHaV cxeMa 
Beenewe 
ffiacCUCpL?KaLIW 06beKrOe " C K ~ ~ ~ ~ T H O R "  CXeMbl 
YPOK 35 
CTPY~TYPA YPOKA 
~ ~ H C T P ~ M ~ H T ~ I  PeRaKTOpa "CKeJIeTHOA" CXeMbl 
YPOK 36 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 4 a ~ w e  
YPOK 37 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
flOflOnHMTenbHMC! BO3MO)KHOCTH PeAaKrOpa "CKeJIeTHOR" CXeMbl 
flOIlOIlHlnTenbHble BOaMOXHOCTL? PenaKrOpa " c K ~ ~ ~ T H O ~ ~ "  CXeMbl 

YPOK 38 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
3 w a ~ l n e  
YPOK 39 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 
MHCTPYMBHT~I CO3,4aHM54 M peAaKrMPOBaHHFl CXeM 
3wanue 
YPOK 40 
CTPYKTYPA YPOKA 



I. Meronutia papa6ortiu roponcxux nporpaMM no 6opb6e c npeclynnocnm (naxer petio~emaunil - prestup.AW). 
p e m s o e a ~ a  au~~nucruaunet i  ropona 9eoenoeua npn nOnrOToBKe ropoucsoti npOrpaMMb1 no 60pb6e c . 

~ ~ 

npaBOHaPYlueHKXMII. 
PesynbmTnpamqecKoro ncnonbso~alum: 
-JIM r. 'lepenosua or  22.02.99 N9 397 0 n p o r p a ~ ~ e  npa$nnartn~a npaBonapyureHMii n 6opb6b1 c npeCrynHOCTbm 6 

ropone Ha 1999 r. "npaeonopnnox-99" (cherepov.AW). 

2. Me~oaHKa pa3pa60~~n roponcxux nporpam no 6opb6e c npecwnHocTbtc (naxer pe~o~emaqn2i  - prestup- 
1.AR.J). 

Peanusoeana amnencrpauneii ropona Ynan-Yne npn nonrotontie ropoucxoti RpOrpaMMbl no 6opb6e c 
npemynrrocrbm. 

PesynbTa~npamuqecKoroMcnonb3oeaHm: 
-ETA r. Ynan-YD OT 03.03.99 Ns 71 0 roponcxoii tio~meKcnoR nporpawe 6opb6bl c npeclynnocmc n 

nporpma~rnxe npasonapyluenuil na 1999-2000 rr. (u1an.AR.T) 

3. aMynnuunanmb~e n p o r p a ~ ~ 6 1  cou~~anb~o-3~o~o~mect ioro  pa3eurm roponas (naxe~  pexoMeHnawil - 
economic.ARJ) 

Bneape~a MyHnuUnaoUTeTaMX roponoe Hosoca6npc~a, To~ct ia  PI Y e p e n o ~ ~ a  npU pa3pa60~Ke C O ~ C T B ~ H H ~ ~ X  

FOpOnCKllX npOrpaMM COUllUbHO-3KOHOMUqeCKOTO pa3BHTlin. 
Pesynb~ar npamqecxoro ncnonb3oeasnn: 
- PapaGorana n npnHnTa <(Konuenunn paswun ManUFO npennpunmarenbcma B paMtiax nnana cmaTermecxom 

pamumn Yepenoeua>, (cherepov-1.ARJ) 
- Paoa6ora~a a nomma vKoHuenm pa?~a6omu lZnaHa crparentsecKoro pa3surm 9epenoeuaa (cherepov-2.AR.T) . . 
- Pemenue Hosocn6upc~oro TC 17.11.99 N9 277 0 nonoxenan o nopnntie pazpaBorm, npki~n~lin H KoHTpone ?a 

ucnonHenueM nnana ~ o ~ u m ~ ~ o - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ q e ~ t i o r o  pa3eurm r. Ho~ocn6npc~a (novosib.ARJ) 
- IlM r. Hosocu6upcxa OT 15.1 1.99 Nq 154i 0 6  yTsepxnemn OCHOBIMX HanpaBneHnB passu~un 

npeanpnnmarenbcrea B r. Hoeocu6npc~e Ha 1999-2000 rr. (novosib-I.AR.1) - ITM r. To~ct ia  or 12.10.99 Nc 674 0 pa3paGome npor~osa c o u u ~ b ~ o - ~ K O H O M N ~ ~ C K O ~ O  p a e n n u  ropona n npoetira 
,: 6maxera r. ToMc~a Ha 2000 r. (tomsk.AIU) 

~es-ynbrat npartwecxoro ncno&osa~m: 
- Peluenne Hoeroponc~oii mponcxoii ~ ~ b l O ~ Z 1 . 1 0 . 9 9  N9 745 0 6  YTBepXneHUU nonoXeam 0 6 m m e r n o ~  

npouecce 6 B ~ ~ M K O M  Hoeropone (velnovgorod.ARJ) 
- Peurenne To~cxoii TOPO~CKOR n ~ b l  or  28.01.99 Nt 121 0 6  Y.TeepxneHnu nonoxe~lin o 6memerno~ ycrpoilcree u 

6 m m e r ~ o ~  npouecce B r. TOMCK~ ( tom~k-1 .m)  
- nocrarroeneene iee~enoeeu~oB roooncxoil A V M ~ I  or  27.04.99 Ns 54 0 roponctioM 61omere Ha 1999 r. (cherepov- 



BHenpeHa MyHNUUilaUkiTeTOM TOpOna ~ o a o c ~ 6 l r p c ~ a  QU pa3pa60TKe H O ~ M ~ T U B H H X  &OKYMeHTOB, 
pernamemippmnx npaenna apeHnb1 nemm6rx noMemenu@, omocnqnxcn K Myuuuunanbmoti co6crae~noc~u. 

~ ~ ~.~ 
no petpop~nposasrw roponc~oro munnm~o-KOMM~HWHO~O XO~~EICTB~. 

Pe3ynbm rrpammecKoro ucnonb3osa~us: 
... - n r A  r. YnaH-Yi73 OT 02.06.99 & 228 0 pa3nenesHU (PYHKULIR 110 XWLUmHO-KOMMYHaIlbHOMY 06~1ymuea~uw (dan- 
. 1 . W )  - W A  r. Yna~-Yns or  3 1 .05.99 NQ 223 0 peoprarrmawu cnyx6b1 sKcnnya.rauux ~ e ~ o 3 ~ e p r e ~ m e c ~ o r o  ~03ni ic t~a  

Ynaw-Yn3 (ulan-2.AR.I) 
- PelneHue Yna~-Yi73~c~oro TC nenyraToe OT 27.05.99 N9 395-47 0 nopmnKe npenocraeneHun rpamnaHaM 

~oMnencauuiz (cy6cnnuiz) Ha o m a w  mnnhn n icom~y~anbmrx ycnyr (ulan-3.ARJ) 
- IlTA r. Mmesc~a or  12.10.99 Ns 437 0 Mepax no cosnaum msapuurects c o 6 c ~ s e I t ~ u ~ o s  mnnbn B M X ~ B C K ~  

(igevsk.ARJ) 
- Peluexne TC 3AT0 r. Ceeepo~opcxa 08.06.99 Nc 13 0 6  onnaTe mmbn u K O M M Y H ~ ~ H ~ I X  ycnyr B MyHnUMnanbHoM 

m n n o ~  r$0Hne 3AT0 r. Ceeepo~opcx rpamnaeaMu, n e m q m u c n  C O ~ C T B ~ H H U K ~ M L I  mnnb~x nomeure~uii, HO B HUX ~e 
npOXKlIaWurUMU, M rpamaaHaMU, 3aperuCrpUpOBaHHblMU no MeCV npe6brsaaHn (severomorsk.ARJ) 

9. aPa3pa6orKa M A H M M ~ ~ ~ ~ I X  counanb~b~x HopManmom ( n a ~ e t  pe~o~eunauut i  - socnormat.ARJ) 
BnenoeHa MVHUUUnLUlItTeTaMU rOUO!lOB TOMCK~ I4 HmHem Taruna nun D ~ ~ L X ~ ~ O T K ~  HOPMaTIIBHbIX nOKYMeHTOB 

Tapur$Hoh nonUTnKe anMuHNcrpauHU r. TOMCK~ (tomsk-2.ARJ) 
- I T A  r. HmHem Tarma or  14.10.99 Ns 641 0 6  yreepmneesu ~ y ~ a q u n a n b ~ o i i  ueneeoti I l p o r p a ~ ~ b ~  " H ~ ~ a n u n b ~ "  I 

4.1-3 (ntagi1.AR.I) 

.* 10. Me~OnUqec~Ue peKoMewnanuu no pa3pa6orKe u perucrpaqm ycmsoe (naxe~ peK0MeH~alulti - ustav.ARJ) 
Peanusoeaua MyHnuunannmoM ropona Yepenosua npu pa3pa6orne ycrasa mpona, a ram= uyxsmnanureraMu 

rOpOnOU ~0nmllpyn~or0,  Hosoc~6upc~a,  Kemeposo U O M C K ~  npU M O ~ U @ U K ~ ~ ~ ~ U  rOPOnCKUX YCtaBOB. 
Pesynb~at npamiqecxoro ucnonbsosam: 
- IIrA r. UonramvnHblA O r  25.10.99 NE 822 0 uenesoii KoMIlne~c~oii nflOlDaMMe COlulaJlbHO-3XOHOMklWCKOTO 

Pe3ynbrat rrpamNsecKoro acnona3oaaHun: 
- m*I r. Cypryra OT 28.10.99 N9 186 0 6  YTaCTllU Mononemmx n neTcKnx 0 6 m e c ~ e e ~ ~ b 1 x  06aenuue~uii e peanmauun 

rocynapcrseHHoii MononemHoti nOnUTUKH B r. Cypryre (surgutAR1) 
- EM r. Mpxyrcxa OT 06.08.99 Nc 03 1-06-1 13019 0 6  yreepmneanu ycrasa Mpayrc~oro roponcKoro maqbem 

06ulecma HpKyrcxa roponoean craHuua "Cnaccxan" (irkutsk.ARJ) 



12. t<Tex~onorkin coma~nn  n oprasmaunn nenrenbsocm 061uec~ae~~oro  KoopnnHalutoHHoro cosera npn rnaee 
aiwusucrpauna roponan ( n a ~ e ~  pexomennaw11- ngo-2.ARJ) 

BHenpena ~ y m u a n a n b ~ b ~ ~ r r  opramhm O m ~ a  npn co3nam roponcKoro ynpasneHlm no xenaM ~aunoHanbHoA 
nonuman, pennrun u 06mec~se~nbrx 0 6 ~ e n m e ~ x t i .  

Pe3yflbmT IlpaKTUYeCKOI'O nClTOflh30BaHIIII: 
- n r A  r. O ~ c x a  OT 27.10.99 Jis 394-n 0 cosnamu Ynpaeneuun no nenaM HauuoHanbHoh nonmnm, penurm u 

O ~ U I ~ C T B ~ H H ~ I X  06aemernrii (omsk-1.ARJ) 

. . 
KOMnneKCHLJX COLWUlbHhIX npo6ne~ MeCTHOrO coo6mecreax (KlaKeT peKoMewamti - ngo-3.AR.l) 

Bnenpena amuHucmameti ropona Xa6aposc~a npn pa3pa60T~e HoDMaTmmm noKyMeHToB no nomepme 

14. KTex~onornn CO3UaHFW n DpTaHu3aUUH pa6om1 nma~b1  O ~ I U ~ C T B ~ H H O C T ~  npvl nCIIOJIHnTenfiHOM OpraHe MeCTHOrO 
camoynpamesnnu ( n a ~ e ~  peKoMeHnaquA - ngo-4.ARS) 

Ud PePJU30BaHa MyH&WlIIUlUTeraMU ToMcK~ N Xa6apoecKa IIpU CD3naHUU o ~ U I ~ C T U ~ H K ~ I X  COBeTOB IlpH 
ucnonnnTenbmx opranax MecTxoro caMoynpasneHHn. 

Pe3ynbmr npaK.rwecKoro ncnonmoea~nn: 
- IlM r. Xa6aposc~a 01.07.99 Ns 870 0 Cosere 06mecrse~~o-nonmmec~nx opra~n3auuil npn ~ 3 p e  ropona 

d (habarovsk-1.ARJ) - IIM r. ToMcKa 25.05.99 Ns 367 0 co3nasnn T o ~ c ~ o r o  roponcKor0 Koopnuuauuo~uoro coseTa no BonpocaM 
meHmn" (tomskJ.AW) 

opmU3aunR TpeTbero ce&opa Ha OcHose re&onornk c~n3eti c 06urem~e~~ocrbma ( n a ~ e r  peKo;e&alutti - nga-5.AR.I) 
BHenpena MYHUUHtIanbHblMll OPraHaMn Ho~ocn6npcxa U OMCKa IlPn pa3pa60~Ke HODMaTlfBHbIX BmB, . . .  

HanpameHmx Ha pa3snrne ssan~oneiicrsun opraHoa ~ e i r ~ o r o  CaMoynpasneHnn H opra~&aunti Tpe~bero cempa.  
Pe3ynbT2lT IlpaxTnYeCKOTC nCIIOnb3OBaHuol: 

d - IlM r. Hosocu6~pc~a 23.07.99 NQ 855 0 6  ytsepmeuuu c ~ p y x ~ y p b ~  Ynpaene~lm 06mec~se~ablx c~n3eii ~ s p n n  
(novosib4.AR1) 

- nTA r. O M C K ~  26.05.99 Ns 521-p 0 Bwenennn neaexrnb1x cpencm Ha npenocmsneene MywuunanfiHblx rpamoa 
O ~ U L ~ C T B ~ H H ~ ~ M  06bennHemM (omsk-2.m) 

irsi 
16. (tOpra~n3a~1111 n peopraensaulm My~mnnanbHoh wx6blx (naxer peKoMeHnanuti - munici~a1.AR.J) 

1 O T B ~ T C T B ~ H H ~ I ~  CeKpeTapb A C R  M.A. 3aRues 
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IlJlAH 
~ep0npUfiTtIR ACnr Ha 2001 rop, 

(no nanpaenenum " 0 6 ~ e ~  onblToM pa60~bl") 

MemperMoHanbnafl sblc'ras~a-flpMapKa 
"06pa30saHMe. Kapbepa. 3aHflT0CTb." 

. . 
yreTa, perwrpaUMvl npas Ha HeAsnmwMocrb M cflenoK c Heh, 
ApYrMMM cnyx6a~n. npaKTMKa M np06ne~bl" 
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12.04.2001 
-13.04.2001 Cypryr 

14, 
Ce~Mnap ACAr "Tex~onorun ssa~~opeAcTsnn opraHos Mecmoro 
CaMOynpaWleHWl kl HerOCyflapCTBeHHblX HeKOMMepWCKklX 
opra~kl3aq~R Ann peweHkln coqmanbwx npo6ne~ 
ropo~os" ( c o s ~ e m ~ o  c MHCTYIT~TOM HenpasklTenbcTseHnoro 
cemopa) 
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Strategy for filling in information gaps. 

NGO Sector Support Program (NGOSS) implemented by WLICNGOS states as one of 
the main objectives the dissemination of information , working models, publications and other 
technologies developed under USAJD funding, creation and development of information network 
links, production and dissemination of updates/supplements to existing documents and materials 
related to legal support and taxation of NGOs. 

The overall goal for this activity is to unite the third sector within a common information space. 
In order to reach targeted objectives and to address gaps in information which restrict NGOs 
potential for development, the NGOSS program continuing to provide NGO sector with 
information illustrative to NGO problems and to enhance collaboration between resource centers 
and their networks and other NGOs in Russia. This activity will provide a vehicle for 
disseminating information produced to date and will make it available to a wide range of 
organizations. 

The NGOSS program has already started a survey of current holdings and relevant materials 
produced under USAID projects. The information received from major international donor 
agencies and Russian organizations is being placed on the created NGOSS Program's Web site. 

An Advisory Committee representing Russian NGO leaders was formed in February 1999 to 
discuss different aspects of information dissemination and inventory of current holdings. The 
Advisory Committee provides guidance in the selection of "hub" organizations, defines the 
strategy for information sharing and identifies information gaps in available information. 
Advisory Committee meets twice a year and updates and tunes the related activities. 
Committee's members created several working groups to work in different aspects, which 
continue working through electronic conferences between the Advisory Committee's meetings 

The Committee's members have already identified certain information gaps, though they vary by 
region and NGO activity. For example: some regions need more information on laws, while 
others require more information about foundations and partners. 

Participants pointed out a pressing need to hear "success stories" from organizations working in 
different third sector areas. Additionally they want to receive information on best practices, 
materials on grant management, the information about grant awards used by different donors 
accounting and taxation for NGOs, fundraising and search for partners. 

The NGOSS Program suggests several ways for filling in identified information "gaps", using 
different approaches: 

It is evident that established system of feedback from "provider" organizations and resource 
centers regarding NGO requests and regional NGOs' needs is crucial. This would require 
designing a separate page on the WLbJGOSP server to accumulate requests from regions or 
individual NGOs. The information received from the regions will be placed in electronic 
library for NGOs and other pages of NGOSS Program's Web site, (ongoing activity); 
In order to tailor the strategy of filling information gaps specific to NGO needs, a special 
questionnaire would be developed. The questionnaire would be disseminated through the 
Advisory Committee's mailing list, networks and via the "hubs" channels. Local NGOs would 
also prioritize the chosen topics according with their interests and needs. The collected data 
will serve as one ofthe main reference points in h t h e r  program implementation and 



decisionmaking. This tool will be used twice - June-July, 1999 and December, 1999 to 
defining exact areas to be addressed; 
Based on the received requests from NGOs certain amount of information will be specially 
ordered from NGO sector's specialists focused on concrete topics of NGO development (as 
required). 
Searching in the Internet resources and pulling out lacking basic information and placing then 
on the NGOSSP's Web site will response to NGOs needs in the field of international "best 
practices" and methodologies (ongoing activity). 
Inventory of current publications and search for new materials will add weighty component to 
already existing informational pool (ongoing activity). 
Based on the reports received from consultants and TA providers in Component 2 of the 
project, "lessons learned" and received experience will be collected and published on Web 
site( during Year 2). 
Materials available in Center for NGO Support's library will continue to be placed in the 
electronic library for NGOs on NGOSS Program's Web site (ongoing activity); 
Collaboration with major USAID funded projects and international donors in updating 
existing information contents on their Web sites. 
Materials about NGOSS Program and implementing agencies are placed on different Web 
sites (Eurasia, Altay Young Journalists, SCISC, ASI, etc.). 

NGOSSP coordinates with organizations covering the similar areas of information distribution 
(ASI, "Strategy" Foundation from Kaluga, Marshak Foundation, etc.) in order not to duplicate 
each other. 
NGOSSP started to receive "success stories" from the regional resource centers. They will be 
included in the planned "Best Practices" publication and are being placed on the Web site. 
NGOSSP is in the process of designing Web page and is already linked with Russia based 
agencies, partner organizations and international organizations' Web pages, providing users with 
brief annotation of the contents of their sites. The NGOSS program has already received 
materials from IFES, ISAR, SRRC, SCISC, Carnegie center, Mott foundation, AHA, Mass 
media and Law Center, ASI, ALL Russia Youth Union, Center for Real Estate Analysis, etc. 
These materials are in the process of placing them on the NGOSS Program's Web site. 



HUBS. 
Contact information. 

Karelia's Greens Association 
Contact person: Dmitrii Ribakov 
Petrazavodsk 

greens@karelia.ru 
185035, Petrazavodsk, p h  159, 
T. (8142) 77-3630,70-3181 
f. (8142) 77-0602 

ISARIFar East (Vladivostok) isarrfe@,online.marine.su 
Contact person: Natalia Proskurina 690091, Vladivostok, p h  91,246 

uf(4.232) 2i-ro96,269-606 

Social Ecological Union alg@ecoline.ru 
Contact Person: Alexander Georgicvskii 117312, Moscow, Str. Vavilova 41,off. 3 
Moscow t. (095) 298-1893, f. (095) 1247934 

Bashkir's Republic Ecological Union 
Contact person: Veselov Alexander 

rinko@,ufa.ru 
450009, Ufa, p h  522 
t. (3472) 25-45201520366 
f. (3472) 24650 

epicentr(ii,mi.ru 
420015, Kazan, p/b 171 
t. (8432) 754228, f. (8432) 754228, 

Tatar's Center for Economic & 
Political Research 
Contact Person: Belgorodskii Oleg 

Women Informational Net 
TaTbs~Sl Tposwosa, Moc~sa 

wonmct(ii,,dasnet.ru 
121019, Moscow, p h  65 
t. (095) 291-2274,291-5729,284-3038 
f. (095) 291-2274 

Center for Civic Initiatives Support 
Contact person: Andrey Yurov, 

droza@&snet.ru, mscwid63,dasnet.r~ 
11 1394, Moscow, Str. Martenovskaya 30 
t, (095) 301-1810,301-1910 
f: (095) 301-7204 

"Perspektiva", 
Contact person: Denis Rosa 

danko@danko.elcom.ru 
600009, Vladimir, p h  40 
t. (0922) 254009,235-1 12 
f. (0922) 254009,237-108 

"DANK0 
Contact person: Vitalii Guinovich 

Association of Aboriginal People 
& Ethnic Minorities of the North, 
Siberia & Far East 
Contact person: Pavel Suledziga 

udege@rlasnet.ru 
117415, Moscow, 
Prospect Vemadskogo 37, Building 2, 
off. 527 
tlf: (095) 930-4468 
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"Mother's Right" 
Contact person: Veronika Marchenko 

Nizny Novgorod Association of NGO 
"Sluzenie" 
Contact person: Eugenia Verba 

Universal Resource Center 
Contact person: Iriona Zin 

International Understanding Center 
Contact person: Olga Pazina 

"Young Journalists of Altai" 
Sergey Kanarev, 

"Diplomathy through fandies" 
Contact person: Natalia Kirichuk 

"Citizen's Information Initiative" 
Contact person: Safonova Maria 

Agency for Social Information 
Krasnoyarsk's affiliate 
Contact person: Stanislav Koriakin 

International Public Organisation 
Children Social Defence Union" 
Contact person: Nina Larionova 

mrieht@&lasnet.m 
101 000, Moscow, 
Luchnikov per. 4, entrance.3, app. 4 
t. (095) 206-0581, f, (095) 206-0581 

ssluzh@po~.sci-nn0v.m 
603001, Nizny Novgorod, Markina Square 3 
t. (8312) 313564, f. (8312) 34-2806 

diva@sakhalin.m 
693000, Sakhalin oblast, Yuzno-Sakhalinsk, 
Dzerzinskii street 34, off. 42 
t.(4242) 420508,420094 
f. 30983, (4242)741850 

opaz~acii,,vahoo.com 
410017, Saratov, Shelkovichnaya street 
37/45, off. 901 
t. (8452) 21-5548, f. (8452) 72-7799 

kanarev@,vai .dcn-asum 
656038, Barnaul,, p\b 661 
T/f (3852) 26-1405 

kna@mail.nsk.ru 
630090, Novosibirsk 90, 
Solotodolinskaya street 33, off. 24 
t. (3832) 302404,342442, 
f. (3832) 100052 

citzinfo@irk.ru, maria@irim.irk.ru 
Irkutsk-33, 
Ulanbatorskaya street 1, off. 120 
t. (3952) 462429,664003 
fax: (3952) 434536, 

stas@,krsk.m 
660025, Krasnoyarsk, 
Sholkovaya street 1, apt. 13, 
t/f.(3912) 49-3586 

fice-rus@mail.ru 
125413, Moscow, 
Solnechnegorskaya street.5, building.1, 

Apt-s.1-3 
t. (095) 456-4004 
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Orel's NGO "Infoculture" 
Contact person: Yurii Ilukhin 

desim@rc.orel.ru 
302000, Orel, Gorkogo Str. 22 
(Incom) 



Review of the "NGO Digital Library" 
What it is and what it will be 

Yuri Volkov 
Chief software developer 
Center for NGO support (CNGOS) 
Last modified: 12.05.00 5:11:33 ; 180 visits since Aug 28 1999 

General characteristic 
The <NGO Digital Library,, information system (further: DL) is located in the Internet at the 
address: htt~://nao.ora.ru/naoss/defauit.as~?lana=en and it works 24 hours per day. Short 
name: NGOSS. 

The basic purpose of creation and functioning of the DL is to provide free and open information 
dissemination in noncommercial purposes for ail interested persons. 

The information dissemination occurs both when users visit the DL directly through Internet, and 
also without usage of technical means - through the network of resource centers - athe 
conductors of the information,,, which, in their turn, are a link, a window to the world for those, 
who have not an direct connection to the Internet. 

DL starts its work collecting the information accumulated by organizations of nonprofit sector till 
the present time, including working models, publications and other technologies created during 
various projects and accessible for a wide range of organizations. 

Maximal openness both for the consumers of the information, and for the potential suppliers of 
the new information are obiiaatorv conditions of successful functionina. viabilitv of a system. I n  a 
large degree just the absence of updating of the Information content &ought to nothing the 
accumulated results of previous projects. 

The Library contains the information in two languages: Russian and English. Any document can 
be submitted in both languages, or in any one. 

The interface of the library is also bilingual (Russian and English). Thus, practically any Internet 
surfer can become a user of our library. The English interface and English information are 
extremely important for getting the responses from the whoie world, since the project 
implementation is advanced for the whoie world and is unique for Russia. 

As the decision ensuring the maximal openness of system both for the consumers, and for the 
sumliers of the information, the model <<browser-server,, is chosen. According to it ail work with 
the'system, including work of ordinary users and the large part of work of the administrators of 
the svstem is carried out with the helo of standard Drotocols and standard mean of Internet 
surfing: Internet Browser. As a result'for the user: the is no need in specialized software 
installation to work with DL and no need in additional training to work with it. 

The main logic of the system is located on a server, so the main computing power is required for 
the server. The users of the system can use available hardware and operating system. Free 
distribution of Internet browsers for different platforms and operating systems allows to 
eliminate expenses on the client software. 

The use of popular and quite simple specification of information about information (metadata) 
interchange is the additional factor of the system openness. CNGOS has developed such 
specification in conformity and on a basis of the foilowhng standards: 

. Extensible M a r k u ~  Lanauaqe (XML) 1.0; World Wide Web Consortium Recommendation . Resource DescriDtion Framework Model and Svntax S~ecification; W3C Recommendation 
RFC2413; Dublin Core Metadata for Resource Discovery 

(For more details see article "Metadata for Dummies" -(in Russian)). Use of the data format 
ensures flexibility in information interchange. On the one hand, it is possible to completely 
automate information Interchange both with NGO resource centers, and with any other Electronic 
Libraries, and on the other hand - i t  is enough easy to develop software for the simplified 
information interchange with the clients who don't have anything, except Internet Browser. 



Reference to our metadata description appeared on the overview page of The World Wide Web 
Consortium, see htto:/lwww.w3.ora/RDFlOverview.html. This is, of course, the sign of the 
successful work. 

The "Uniform Resource Identifiers" (URI, see RFC2396 ; URI: Generic Syntax) are used for 
identification of the documents, that allows to identify (to establish conformity) with any 
resource in the world. I n  particular, it is possible to map documents stored in various libraries. 

For resources that don't have unique identifiers, the identification using its name plus the 
description supplier id is used. Thus, different suppliers can add and change resources having the 
same names (titles). Each resource can have any number of the names in both languages, this 
allows to use them as synonyms and simplifies an establishment of references between 
resources created by the various suppliers. 

Additional application of the given opportunity, for what, actually, it is a requirement is to import 
the information from other sources, in which the terms used for classification, are similar, but do 
not the same as the terms of our library. It is enough to add synonyms (alternative names) for 
elements of our dictionaries for qualitative import of external information. 

Consumers of the information can use a wide range of browsers and equipment; practically 
restrictions are minimal. However for the greatest convenience we recommend browsers, 
supporting the HTML 4.0 standard. Microsoft Internet Explorer (MSIE) 5.0 for various operating 
systems (including Windows 3.1) may be downloaded free-of-charge from 
htto://www.microsoft.com/windows/ie/. 

Content providers need additional functionality related to the metadata processing. 
With "Description Composer Wizard for any browser" one may publish resources in the library 
using practically any computer. 
To use all features of the library it is necessary to have MSIE 5.0 and Windows95/98 or Windows 
NT operating system. 

Resources 
Resoucce in tnts case is ~naerstood as an u,t:mate goal of search of the user In DL, havmg 
e.ectron;c oescr.otion. The resoLrce mav be a text doc~ment or a onvs:cal object, for example: 
the book stored'on a shelf of the library, or person (for example, author). 

I n  DL some various types of resources are stored, and also links (relations) between them are 
maintained: 

. Paper (pub1,catlon) - set of me  p~o.~cat~ons w II form usual eiectron~c ubrary. Tne l~brary 
stores oescr~ot~ons and references of resoJrces of ANY wDes and formats. P l ~ s  the llorary . . 
can store resources of any formats. 
I n  the long term - maintenance of the compound documents (for example, text with 
images). 
Activity (the action)- separate event in life of particular organization or, for example, 
country. Set of activities makes a "News" section of library, the documents in which are 
ordered by dates of actions (events). . Phrase (message)- the message from (electronic) conference - an analog of usual 
electronic conferences (for example, in USENET). The messages are grouped in "threads" 
(separate "conversations") according to their subjects. The section of conferences in DL is 
the most opened for information suppliers (posters) - it does not require registration of 
the user. . Person - organization or personality. It is used, for example, for referring the author of 
the publication or organizer of an event. 

Dictionaries (Vocabularies) 
These are the main heading (Theme ) and other lists - controlled vocabularies intended for 
classification of resources and narrowing the scope of search. The dictionaries are multilevel (up 
to reasonable limits) and bilingual. The dictionaries are used for classification of ail types of 
resources. I t  is possible to specify (attribute to the resource) several items from the same 
dictionary for each resource if, for example, this resource can be related to several Theme's 
items simultaneously. The majority of the dictionaries may be operatively extended by DL 
administrator. 



The main dictionaries are the following: 

Theme (main Heading) - the subject thesaurus, it contains concepts of a subject domain 
and reflects the contents of the document. It answers a question "What the document is 
about?". 
Deed (types of activities) - the functional thesaurus reflects a role of the document in 
human activity, business and answers a question: "What business activity the document 
relates to?". Contains types of activities and services offered. 
Tarqet - target, intended audience. The thesaurus answers the question: "For whom is 
theresource?. 
Region - is used to have "a geographic cut" (searchable attribute) of the information (for 
example, of persons and actions). 

Search 
The user applies to the DL with the purpose to find document(s) (resources). 

At first user chooses the type of the required resource: now there are "Publications" and 
"Organizations & People". 

Next user can specify, whether he (or she) is interested in any resources or only that accessible 
through Internet. "Publication" is considered to be accessible through Internet in the case it has 
URL, i.e. address in the Internet. Clicking on the reference with this address, user can receive 
the resource. 

"Organization or personality" is considered to be accessible through Internet in the case it has 
"home page" or "the eiectronic mail address". 

Further process of search is implemented by two basic ways, which can be combined: 

1. Browsing. A movement through the items of three dictionaries: Theme , Activity and 
Target. With each choice of the element from dictionary of each inner level the quantity 
of the resources concerning chosen categories (intersection of chosen Theme, Activity 
and Target) decreases. At any point of such "browsing of categories" the user can choose 
the reference indicating quantity of selected resources, and to receive the list with brief 
descriptions of all these resources. 

2. Search. Direct search by building Up a query to the DL. Thus the system itself selects 
documents appropriate to the search criteria, which were set by the user. 

The search can be simple (on one parameter - item of the dictionary or word) or complex - 
setting restrictions on some parameters simultaneousiy. 

These types of search are already mostly implemented: 

. Any combination of parameters defined by the dictionaries can be used for search of the 
resources: for example, theme from the heading. . Full-text search of words in resources descriptions (metadata ). 

And these types of search are to be done: 

. Search by dates: availability in the DL, date of publication etc. 
Search with respect to the relations between documents: for example, search of the 
publications by the author, publisher ... chosen from the Organizations & People list. . Full-text search of words in the whole content of resources (for eiectronic documents). DL 
performs full-text search of documents, having the following formats: XML, HTML and 
plain text. 
Full-text search is implemented with the help of the specialized search system capable to 
perform the search in an acceptable time period. 

Getting resources  and their descriptions 
After the resource is found, its heading appears in the list of resources, available for reception 
(viewing). The following choices are possible here: 



Receipt of description (metadata) of any resource 

For any resource in DL its description can be received in two basic formats: 

1. Hypertext (HTML) page, that may be viewed (and by demand - saved) by user having any 
browser. 

2. RDF/XML document (see examole). Keeps the whole initial metadata content and can be used 
in various ways, including automatically stored in other information system. Any browser can be 
used for the reception, but some additional means are required for processing, convenient 
viewing, printing etc.: 
- MSIE 5.0 - different oresentation formats and orintina: -.-. . . -. 
- some freeware programs, e.g. see htr~://www.oas,s-ooen.ora/cover/oLbl~cSW.html 
- and in general, the computer industry act~vely b e g m  ro support th:s format, see 

Receipt of the resource itself: the electronic document, accessible through 
Internet 

I f  document metadata contains reference to the document itself (URL, Uniform Resource 
Locator), e.g. of the kind: httD://nao.orcr., then user 
receives the document in the form, in which it was stored in Internet. An additional browser 
window is automatically opened, that contains the resource. 

I f  the resource is stored in the library, the information consumer may receive it in the 
compressed (ZIP-ped) form - to reduce download time. To do this, simply click on such link: 
[m], that is located near resource description. The received compressed file may be 
uncompressed (restored to its original form) by a plenty of programs (including free-of-charge, 
see InfoZIP's ZIP: htt~://www.cdrom.com/oub/inFozi~/Zi~.htmi ). 

Receipt of the resource itself: other document 

I f  the resource is not accessible freely through Internet, the user receives hypertext page, 
containing description of the resource, and description of a way (conditions) of reception of it 
instead of the resource itself. Creator of the resource description specify the way of reception of 
a resource. For example, contact telephone and/or the name of organization can be specified, to 
which it is necessary to address for reception of the resource. 

Addition (supplying), change and removal of the information 
To perform these operations free-of-charge user registration is required which serves for the 
maintenance of information system security. Metadata creators (to be exact: submitters) may 
freely change and delete the documents and their metadata (information on the documents). 

Supplying resource's metadata is an obligatory term of storing the resource in the DL. As to the 
resource itself, the user is free to decide: 
-whether to transfer resource itseif for storing in DL (if the resource is in electronic form); 
- or only to specify its URL (e.g. at content provider's own site); 
- or not to specify even URL, but specify a way of reception of the document in the description 
(see above). 

The mode of work depends on a category of the user, or, to be exact, from his technical means: 

1. Ordinary users type descriptions of the resources (and select documents for upload) 
during ONLINE Internet connection, filling simple form(s) in a browser window(s). The 
information is entered manually or is being selected from pop-up lists. 
a) User may add new resource with the help of the " DeSCriDtiOn Comooser Wizard" - 
simple step-by-step process convenient for beginners, or 
b) Resource descriotion editor - this form is intended for the experienced users and 
allows to use system potential more completely, in particular to describe relations 
between resources. 
The possibility to fill similar forms without online connection to Internet and sending of 
the filled forms by eiectronic mail is considered in the long run. 

2. Resource centers or information centers or electronic libraries, which deliver significant 
quantity of documents, are interested in automatic transfer of this information. (Including 
transfer with the help of electronic mail). For them it is necessary to use native metadata 



format: RDFIXML ~. 

This way is perspective, but requires development of the appropriate client software. 
Main advantaqe of such approach - an automated information interchange between 
organization~usin~ common open specification of the metadata format. 

Nowadays in addition to the metadata format, we are developing the protocol of 
information interchange between library and its clients (which can be people or other 
electronic libraries). The SQM protocol is used as a basis, (it's based on H n P  protocol 
and XML). 

User may, if he want to send an electronic document itself to DL. The general recommendation is 
to use wide-spread formats, I t  is possible to send both textual documents and binary files to the 
library. Before sending document to the library it Is automatically compressed using popular 
Deflate algorithm (like in ZIP-files). Thus the speed of transfer of the text documents can 
increase in more, than five times. 

Anonymous users are allowed to add new information (but not to change or delete it). This gives 
an opportunity for everyone to test system in work immediately and to see the resource stored 
in the library. 

The change and removal of the information requires additional means and administrative 
procedures (registration of the user). I n  the elementary case the change of the information is 
removai of the old version of the information (description) and addition of the new version on its 
place. Only the sender of the old version of the description or library administrator can do this. 

To become the registered user, please send a letter to naossda@nao.ora.ru . 

Security 
The means of user's identification, information protection and administration of the stored 
information are included in the DL structure. 

Identification of the users. 

For each DL visitor "the context" is created, that is stored in a database between user requests. 
This context keeps, in particuiar, the user identifier, determining his(her) rights of access to 
system; mode of connection (protected or not), language of the interface, etc.. 

Each new visitor is considered to be the "anonymous" user as long as he will not be explicitly 
identified. The explicit identification of the users is necessary, in particuiar, for sending new 
information to the library. To be identified, the user is given a login and a password, which are 
sent to the library together with the basic information. Now, in the beginning of operation of the 
"NGO Digital Library" system, the anonymous sending of the information is permitted for 
attraction of new users. 

When it is required, changing a parameter in the system set-up the administrator will forbid 
anonymous information submission and then only registered users would send new information. 

The system can also work in the protected connection mode (under SSL protocol). Some 
operations are allowed in a protected mode only. 

Protection of the information 

Information about metadata supplier is kept with each description of a resource. 

To protect data from unauthorized change or removal, only information sender and system 
administrator may change (update) it. 

I f  information was sent by anonymous supplier then only administrator may change it. 

I n  any case, when some change or removai occurs description of the previous version is kept 
intact and, if necessary, can be used to restore information. 

Administration of the stored data 

The mode of operations is stipulated, with which new information doesn't become accessible to 
the visitors immediately, but requires preliminary "approval" by the data administrator. Before 
such approval the new descriptions or the changes are not visible. 



Nowadays DL uses "an automatic approval of the information". This mode will be canceled, if 
we'll find resources to track all new receipts. It that case, however, the charm to see immediate 
appearance of the information in the catalogue will be lost. 

IS @please send questions and comments to author: yuri@nao.ora.ru 
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Questions and Answers 

. General Questions 
Whv Internet EXDlOrer 5.0 
0 
How to chanae existina resource? 

Error messaaes 
p 
ActiveX na0ssScri~tUtiis.naossFile obiect is not readv ... 

General Questions 

Q. We can not add resources because we don't have Internet Expiorer5.0. May you optimize this 
system to add resources with Internet Explorer 4.0? 

A. It is incomparably easier to get Internet Explorer 5.0, than to attempt to have similar 
functionality using IE4. 

IE4 is, actually, unfinished IE5: there is a lot of errors corrected in the subsequent version (new 
errors do not concern old features usually.) 

Internet Explorer 5.0 is distributed FREE OF CHARGE, so there is nothing illegal to write it from 
any CD. It is, in particular, in MS Office 2000 CD and for certain it will be in all following versions 

Mitt#$%;: -1 
of Microsoft operating systems. You may download it from the Internet: 

Why to not use Netscape Navigator is a separate question. The answer is about the same, as for 
Explorer 4.0. You may read interesting VB Thunder webmaster opinion on the page 
htt~:~www.vbthunder.comlnetsca~e.htm. 

Q. How to prepare HTML documents for publishing in the Library? 

A. If your HTML document consists of only one file, than there is no special requirements for its 
format. You simply select the fiie as the resource content while composing the document 
description. And of course you need to select "text/htmlM as resource Format. 

I f  your HTML document consists of some fiies (i.e. is a compound resource), for example one 
main fiie and some image fiies, then you have to meet these formal requirements: 

1. First HTML document of your compound resource must have *.htm or *.htmi extension and 
locate at the root of the archive (not inside any directory of the archive!). This First HTML 
document is called default document. 

2. Default document have to be the only HTML file at the root of the archive or it must have 
name index.htm or index.html 

3. All other fiies, comprising you compound resource, have to be located at the same directory, 
as default document, or in the directories below that directory. 

4. You have to make a ZIP archive of ail required files. This zip file have to contain the same 
structure of directories, as directory structure on your hard drive. 

5. When you're composing description, select the ZIP file as a resource content, but select 
"text/htmlM as resource Format 
(library program will understandand that this is not ordinal html file). 

A now two most common examples of compound resource creation. 
1. You created MS Word document, containing pictures. Suppose its name is "About Our 
Staff.docZ'. Save the file as a "Web Page": you will get fiie named "About Our Staff.htmN and 
directory named "About Our Staff-files", containing ail other fiies. 
So select for "ZIPpingV file "About Our Staff.htmW and directory "About Our Staff-files". Ensure 
packer options "Recursively pack subdirectories" and "Also pack path names (only recursed)" are 



both set! It 's convenient to give the name "About Our Staff.zipV for this archive. (If you're using 
Windows Commander, seiect files and press Alt+FS to make packed archive). 

2. I f  you saved some interesting Web Page with MS Internet Explorer 5.0 as a "Web page, 
complete", then you also have just the same "Root" fiie and directory with all additional files. 
Deal with them just like in previous case. 

Q. How to change existing resource? 

A. Use these step-by-step instructions 

Log in under your account (e.g.. Patrick) . Find existing resource in the library. 
Tip. You may use advanced search and fill "User" field with your user nickname and/or 
email. This will filter out only "your" resources. And, of course, use words for search. . Open fuli resource description ( [more] link ). Now you have at least 2 browser windows 
open (in each you are logged in already). 
Switch to the first browser window (that contained search results) and go to the "add 
new resource". Open form for resource description (or description composer Wizard). . Select appropriate "Action": 
"Change existing description" - if you want to change description and, optionally, 
resource itself. 
"Change or add content for existing description" - if old description is Ok and you only 
need to  update resource content (to upload new file to the library). I n  this case you won't 
need to retype the description: you will only need to  type the URI of existing resource. 
Fiii necessary fields in the description as usual, you may or may not look up sometimes 
into the window with old resource description. Select (using Browse button!!!) new fiie for 
upload, only if it needs to be changed aiso. . Look in the window, containing fuli old resource description. 
Find the string entitled "URI (identifiers)", seiect and copy one of that URIs to  the buffer. 
Leqal examples of URIs are: 
ur~:ngoss:idl3149 
urn:UUID:F70BB1F3-E4FF-11D3-BD51-00E0291B31FA . Paste that URI to  the "Identifier" field of the new Description, which you are Composing. . Now you are ready to replace old resource description (and maybe, resource itself,) with 
new one. 
Press "Send" button. 
If everything is Ok, you wili see warning "Existing resource was changed, URI: <the 
resource URb" .  . Switch to the window, containing full old resource description. Press "Refresh" (Page 
reload) button on the Browser menu. You wili see changed description. 
Select link in the Title field to make sure that Resource content changed also. 

That's all 

Error messages 

Q. I wanted to make a resource descr~pt~on, but whde the page was loaded I got some messages 
about security: 
. . Your current security settings prohibit.. . . 
What to do? 

A. To solve the problem change Security related Internet Explorer settings. 

To do this: 

1. On the page where you got the problem, double click the name of current "Web content 
zone". You may see the name in the bottom right corner of the browser window - in the 
status line. I n  most cases there wili be a picture of the Globe and "Internet" label. 
You wili see window with the "Internet Security Properties" caption. 
(You may aiso get here from the menu: Tools -> Internet Options -> Security tab). 

2. Press "Custom Level" button - new window will open with the "Security Settings" caption 



3. For action: 'Download unsigned ActiveX controls' -set 'Prompt' option. 
4. For action: 'Initialize and Script ActiveX controls not marked as safe' -set 'Prompt' option 
5. For action: 'Run ActiveX controls and plug-ins' -set 'Prompt' option also 
6. Press "Ok" buttons to close all opened windows. 
7. Refresh the WWW page ("Refresh" button or F5 key). 

At the entry of potentially risky pages (e.g. pages, containing some program components), you 
will see warnings (Prompts). I f  you trust the page (e.g., this is a page of the Description 
Composer Wizard), you should answer all warnings positively ("Yes" or "Ok"). 

B. After the window for resource description creation is opened, I see the message: 
. . ngossScriptUtils.ngosSFile object is not ready.. . 
What to do? 

0. At first check Securitv related settinas. 

Second possible cause: failure to load Visual Basic 6.0 sp3 system files to your computer. 
The point is, that once for the whole work with our library quite a long system file may start to 
download from the Microsoft Web site (VBRun60,cab, size 996,666 bytes). Please be patient and 
wait till everything,is loaded. 
I f  you have problems loading such large files from Internet, you may manually save to your local 
disk and then execute this file: VBRun60s~3,exe (for more information read 0235420). 
You may load this fiie in parts using e.g. EGgt or some other tool. After installation of this fiie 
you won't have to load any large files from our library to compose resource description. 

uJ 
Yuri VoIkov 
Chief software developer 
Center for NGO support (CNGOS), Moscow 
Last modifled: 25.05.00 11:14:19 ; 47 visits since Feb 23 2000 
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0,'"'W :;:'&; a 
w=i C T ~ T M C T ~ K ~  0 6 p a ~ e ~ ~ i i  K ngo.org.ru 
server 
np0pMMa CTapTOBajTa B nH. 8 XHB 2001 12:18. 
A ~ a n ~ 3  o 6 p q e ~ u f i  K cepsepy c nT. 1 neK 2000 00:09 no BC. 31 neK 2000 23:56 (30.99 naeii). 

(3aITUCb B KPYTJIbIX CKO~KSUL - AiuIHbIe 3a 7 A K ~ %  A0 1 XHB 2001 00:Oo). 
Ycnem~brx 06pamennii: 22,732 (3,355) 
Cpennee Kon. ycnemnblx 06pamennii B new.: 733 (479) 
CTPOK norc$ariJra He conepxamnx rcona ~ 0 3 s p a ~ a :  2,504 (0) 
Ycnemnbrx 06pameanii K cTpanuqaM: 22,124 (3,288) 
Cpennee Ken. ycnemnbxx 06pameeuti K c ~ p a ~ u q a ~  B nenb: 713 (469) 
H ~ Y C I I ~ I I I H ~ ~ X  3anpocos: 1,040 (129) 
llepeaanpasnea~brx 3anpoco~: 96,719 (5,181) 
~ O ~ A ~ ~ C T B O  3anpome~brx c$ai?JIoB: 127 (68) 
~ O ~ M ~ ~ C T B O  06cnyxeablx XOCTOB: 3,586 (627) 
Mcnopqe~Hblx C T ~ O K  B logfile: 87 
He~eJIaT63IbHbl~ logfile entries: 1,093,041 
AaHHblx nepenaao: 740.160 M6afi~ (102.223 M~&T)  
Cpen~ee  Kon. nepenannblx naHHbIx B neHb: 23.883 M6afi~ (14.603 M6afi~) 

(nepexon: m: OCHOBHSLII ~ I H ~ O P M ~ U H I I :  CT~THCTUK~ II0 MeCXUaM: CT~THCTHK~ II0 DHIIM: 
CT~THCTHK~ no AHXM Heflex: C . ~ ~ T H C T U K ~  no BUeMeHH CVTOK: CT~TUCTHK~ II0 DOMeHaM: 
CT~THCTHK~ no OUraHH3aUHXM: CT~TUCTHKZI no CCbUlKaM: CT~THCTHK~ II0 CCbIJILLIOUIIIMCX CafiTah.i: 
CT~THCTUK~ IIO IIOHCKOBbIM CJIOBaM: CT~THCTHK~ no 6pW3epaM (IIoAuo~H~X): CT~THCTHK~ IIO 

6pav3eoa~ (cYM~ap&: CT~THCTUK~ no OnepaUMOHHblM CHCTeMaM: C T ~ T M ~ T U K ~  IIO K O q  - 
BO3BVaTa: CT~TACTAK~ no BpeMeHH 06oa60TKH 3aIIDOCa: CT~THCTHK~ LIO pa3MepaM ~&JIoB: 
CT~THCTHK~ no THIIaM (!)afiJIoB) 
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J 

Kmbriir CIlMBOJI (-) 0 ~ 0 6 p a X a e T  100 o6pame~uir K CTpaHHQahn X n I l  OKOJIO 3TOrO 

I 
neHb: aanpocbi: C T ~ ~ H M U :  

"H.: 3459.  3397: 
& BT.: 3260: 3176:  

c p . :  3044: 2972: 
qT.: 3244: 3175:  
n ~ . :  4014: 3900:  
c6 . :  3493: 3330: 
BC. : 2218: 2174: 

Kanablir CUMBOJI (-) 0 ~ 0 6 p a ~ a e T  40 06pameeuir K C T p a H W a M  unu OKOJIO 3TOI'O. 
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. jp (Rnonm) 

.be (Eenbrnn) 

. f i ( O M H J ~ R H ~ M ~ ~ )  

. i t  (Vleanxn) 

. n l  (Hvmepna~ab~) 

. mk ( M a ~ e u o ~ n n )  

.ge (I'pyswn) 

. i l  (Mspa~nb) 

. i e  (Mpna~nwn) 
[He pacnoanano: 25 n o ~ e ~ o s l  
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0.08%: noaa.gov 
0.37%: aic.net 
0.78%: irtel.ru 
0.07%: tsystems.kiev.ua 
0.21%: by 
0.10%: dialup.ru 
0.29%: mi.ru 
0.17%: cnt.ru 
0.05%: t-dialin.net 
0.06%: transit.ru 
0.21%: metroCOm.rU 
0.38%: ptt.ru 
0.21%: aha.ru 
2.22%: org.ru 
0.07%: ukrtel.net 
0.34%: darial.ru 
0.06%: kubsu.ru 
0.08%: mark-itt.net 
0.12%: comset.net 
0.31%: msk.ru 
0.05%: uswest.net 
0.03%: parma.ru 
0.07%: raid.ru 
0.07%: apex.dp.ua 
0.04%: entelchile.net 
0.05%: mldnet.com 
0.27%: spb.edu 
0.03%: inar.ru 
0.09%: sibintek.net 
0.23%: ntvi.ru 
0.14%: lucky.net 
0.08%: mobikom.net 
0.27%: sibnet.rU 
0.09%: mark-itt.rU 
0.44%: ntvinet.net 
0.44%: rsuh.ru 
0.19%: uralnet.ru 
0.07%: tomsk.su 
0.02%: irex.org 
0.27%: kubtelecomru 
0.15%: vtsnet.ru 
0.08%: nnov.ru 
0.11%: yaroslavl.rU 
0.08%: telekom.ru 
0.11%: stanford.edu 
0.12% : vsi. ru 
0.05%: bezeqint.net 
0.03%: pptus.ru 
0.25%: 1ist.ru 
0.10%: atnet.ru 
0.05%: glasnet.ru 
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gazprom.ru 
mksnet . ru 
unis . ru 
mt .net. mk 
udsu. ru 
somalinternet.com 
museum. ru 
kiev. ua 
baltnet.ru 
krystech.ru 
magelan.ru 
isb. ru 
lorton.com 
sakha1in.r~ 
relcom. ru 
kamchatka.ru 
crimea.com 
vsptus . ru 
msk. su 
sibinfo.ru 
vlink. ru 
donbass .net 
omskreg.ru 
socket. ru 
relarn. ru 
ivanovo.ru 

- 
kazan. ru 
bellqlobal.com 
radio-rnsu.net 
colt .net 
home. corn 
leve13.net 
avtlg.ru 
khv. ru 
flyswat.com 
co . ru 
do1 . ru 
ssga. ru 
samtel . ru 
netvision.net.il 
lek. ru 
corbina.net 
khakasnet.ru 
vtc. ru 
dcn-asu.ru 
rk-audit . ru 
ints .net 
yucom. ru 
engec . ru 
telecet.ru 
vcom. ru 
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gu.kiev.ua 
ricor . ru 
1gt.0rg.uk 
rnediaways.net 
ssau. ru 
south.ru 
uf acorn. ru 
krsk. ru 
washington.edu 
sanet .ru 
udel . edu 
trieste.it 
itc.nl 
nkz . ru 
[ne pacno3nano: 698 opra~w3auwCIl 

URL 
- - -  
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12: npo6nemr 
12: non 
11 : COuManbHLIe 
11: 3KOHOMMKa 
11: organizations 
10: the 
lo: organization 

2256 : [He paCnO3HaHO: 1,415 IlOMCKOBLle ~blpa~e~Mn1 

3anpocb1: 6paysep 
- - - - - - -  

8212: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt) 
2950: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows 98) 
978: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 95; DigExt) 
967: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows NT 5.0) 
682: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows NT) 
631: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.0; Windows 95) 
612: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows NT; DigExt) 
548: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows 98; Win 9x 4.90) 
481: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows 98) 
412: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows 981 
405: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt; Hotbar 2.0) 
250: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows NT) 
187: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows 95) 
162: Webcraft mailto:webcraft@iway.fr 
157: Mozilla/2.0 (compatible; MSIE 3.01; Windows 95) 
151: JennyBot/O.l 
134: Mozilla/4.7 [rul (Win98; I) 
129: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; MSN 2.5; Windows 98) 
126: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows 95) 
1 1 5  Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows NT 5.0) 
114: Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows NT 4.0) 
109: Mozilla/4.51 [en] (Win98; I) 
108: Mozilla/3.0 (Slurp.so/l.O; slurp@inktomi.com; http://www.inktomi.com/sli 
104: Mozilla/2.0 (compatible; MSIE 3.0; Windows 95) 

Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows 95) 
MSProxy/Z.O 
Mozilla/4.0 (comwatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98) 
~ozillaj4.7 [en]- (win98; I) 
Mozilla/4.74 [en] (WinNT; U) 
Mozilla/4.08 [en1 (Win95; I ;Nav) 
UdmSearch/3.1.8, 
Mozilla/3.0 (compatible) 
Mozilla/4.04 [en] (Win95; I) 
Mozilla/4.05 [en1 (Win95; I) 
Microsoft Data Access Internet publishing Provider Cache Manager 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows NT; AIRF) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 95; CNETHomeBuild03171999) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.0; Windows NT) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt; AIRF) 
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Mozilla/2.0 (compatible; MSIE 3.02; Windows 95) 
Mozilla/4.0 (comoatible: MSIE 5.0; Win32) . h 

cosmos/O.3 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows 98; TUCOWS) 

~ozillaj4.7 [en] (wings; 11 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; MSN 2.5; Windows 98; Compaq) 
Mozilla/4.75 [eni (WinNT; U) 
Mozilla/4.06 [en] (Win95; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (com~atible; MSIE 4.01; Windows 98; DigExt) 
Mozrllaj3.01 (cokpati~;~.~;) 

. 

Moellla/4.O (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows NT) 
Mozilla/4.0 icornoatible: MSIE 5.0; Windows 95) 

Mozillaf4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5 .O; Windows 98; DigExt; sureseeker .corn) 
Mozilla/4.51 [rul (Win98; I) 
Mozilla/Z.O (com~atible: MSIE 3.02; Windows 3.1) 
M&illaj4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0: windows 95; GlasInternet; DigExt) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt; Zenon) 
Mozilla/4.7 (Macintosh; I; PPC) 
Mozilla/4.76 Ienl (Win98; U) 
Mozilla/4.06 [en] (Win98; I) 
~ozillaj4.5 Ienl (Win98; I) 
Mozilla(3 (Unix; Listchecker v0.03) 
~ozillaf4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Mac-PowerPC) 
Infoseek Sidewinderj0.9 
Mozilla/S.O (Windows; U; Win98; en-US; m18) Gecko/20001108 Netscape6/6. 
~ozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.01; Windows 98; Hotbar 2.Oi 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows 98; ABTO~~HK) 
Mozilla/4.72 [en1 (Wings; I) 
~ozilla/4.O (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt; LanguageForceJ 
Mozilla/4.61 [en] (WinNT; I) 
~ozilla/4.6 ten] (wings; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows NT 4.0; MSSESi 
Mozilla/4.5 [en] (Win98; UJ 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; BCD2000; DigExt) 
Mozilla/4.6 Ienl (WinNT; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; MSN 2.5; Windows 98; DigExt) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0b1; Windows 98) 
DA 4.0 
Mozilla/4.5 [en1 IWinNT; I) 
Mozilla/4.73 Ienl (Win95; U) 
Mozilld4.72 [en1 (WinNT; I) 
ia-archiver 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows 98; Win 9x 4.90; AIRF) 
Mozilla/4.05 [frl iWin95; I) 
~ozillai4.74 ienl (Win98; U) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.01; Windows 95; www.auramedia.ru) 
Mozillaf3.0 (Slurp/si; slurp@inktomi.com; http://www.inktomi.com/slurp.: 
Mozilla/4.0 (Windows 4.10;US) Opera 3.60 ten1 
Mozilla/4.73 Ienl (Win98; I) 
Mozilla/4.76 [en] (WinNT; U) 
DISCoFinder 
Mozilla/B. 04 [enIC-NECCK (Win95; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0b2; Windows 95) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 4.0; Windows 95; Gameland) 
~ozillaj4.08 [eni (WinNT; I) 
Mozillaf4.73 (Windows 98; U) Opera 4.02 Len1 
Mozillaf4.08 [en] (X11; I; Linux 2.2.12 i586) 
Mozillaf3.OlGold (win95; I )  
Mozilla/4.72 Ienl (Wings; I) 
~ozillaj4.61 [en] (Win95; I) 
Mozilla/4.5 [en] (Win95; I) 
Mazilla/4.0 (com~atible; MSIE 5.5; MSN 2.5; AOL 5.0; Windows 98) 
~&&illa/3.0 (compatible; AvantGo 3.2) 
~ozilla/4.51 [rul (Win95; I) 
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Mozilla/4.01 [en1 (Win95;I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; DigExt; Zahav Local 5) 
Mozillaj4.7 Idel- (WinNT; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.5; Windows 98; Netcaptor 6.1.1) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 95; gameland 5.0) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; AIRF) 
Microsoft Internet Explorer/4.40.426 (Windows 95) 
Mozilla/4.7 [rul (WinNT; I) 
Mozilla/4.5 [en] C-CCK-MCD compaq (Win98; U) 
www4mai1/2.4 libwww-FM/2.14 (Unix; I) 
Mozilla/4.7 [en] (X11; I; Linux 2.2.14-15mdk is861 
~ozilla/4.75 [en] C-CCK-MCD (Wings; U) 
Mozilla/4.75 ldel LWin98: U) - - 

Mozilla/4.05 ienj (WinNT; I) 
Mozilla/4.0 (compatible; MSIE 5.0; Windows 98; VigExt; BCD2000) 

sanpocb1: bpaysep 
- - - - - - -  

19555: MSIE 
1903: Netscape 
162: Webcraft mailto:webcraft@iway.fr 
151: JennyBot 
150 : ~etsiape (compatible) 
91: MSProxy 
91: UdmSearch 

Opera 
Microsoft Data Access Internet Publishing Provider Cache Manager 
LECodeChecker 
cosmos 
Go!Zilla 3.5 (www.gozilla.com) 
Infoseek Sidewinder 
DA 4.0 
ia-archiver 
DISCoFinder 
Microsoft Internet Explorer 
www4mail 
[He pacno3~ano: 62 bpaysepo~l 
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N: sanpocbr: OC 
- .  - -  

21270: Windows 
14488: Windows 98 
3270: Windows 95 
2223 : Windows NT 
1143: Windows 2000 
61: Windows 32-bit 
46: Hen3secr~an Windows-c~c~e~a 
32 : Windows 3.1 
7: Windows 16-bit 

1215: Henssecrnan OC 
76: Unix 
45: Linux 
26: B S D '  
4: SunOS 
1: Rpyrne Unix-c~c~e~br 
66: Macintosh 
66: Macintosh PowerPC 
9: WebTV 
5 :  os/2 
1: BeOS 

sanpocbr: 
- - . . - - - . 
21320: 

23: 
96719: 
1389: 

8: 
9: 
46: 
971: 
1: 
5: 

%on craryc 
--...----. 

200 OK 
206 Partial content 
302 Document found elsewhere 
304 Not modified since last retrieval 
400 Bad request 
401 Authentication required 
403 Access forbidden 
404 Document not found 
406 Document not acceptable to client 
500 Internal server error 
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paaMep: 

0: 
lb- lob: 
llb- 100b: 
101b- lkb: 
lkb- 10kb: 

10kb-100kb: 
100kb- 1Mb: 

1 m -  10Mb: 
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. html [Hypertext Markup Languagel 
[R M P ~ K T O P M M I  
.zip [Zip archives1 
. txt [Plain text1 
.htm [Hypertext Markup Language] 
. xml 
. shtml 
[ ~ e  pacnosnano: 13 pacrn~pe~~fil 
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67 
68 
69 

10 
11 

10 

179 
176 

176 

64 
65 

66 

CMCTeMa O ~ D ~ ~ O B ~ H M A  M VCTOL%IMBO~ Oa3BMTMe 

BBEAEHME HOBblX clJlEHOB COBETA AMPEKTOPOB 
B KYPC REJl 
OCHOBbl MeHenXMeHTa B CO~MallbH0-KvJI~TVDHO~~ 

&!!2ps 
" X ~ H C K O ~  M ~ M ~ D ~ H M ~ "  B~IHVXLI~HHOR MMTDWMM... 

K ~ K  I4 me H ~ ~ ? T M  LleHbrM.. . 
International Centre for Distance Learnina (ICDLl 

13.08.99 
05.10.99 

02.09.99 

21.01.01 
21.01.01 

18.01.01 

175 
173 
170 

11 
11 
82 

13.09.99 
19.09.99 
21.11.00 

17.01.01 
17.01.01 
19.01.01 
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ir 

127 
128 

129 
130 
131 

-- -.- 
3KOHOMMqECKAFl PEOOPMA 
0 ~e9ercTenbHOCTM HKO B r. MOCKBe 
The Information and Content Exchanae (ICE) 
Protocol 
M E W Y H A P O ~ H ~ I ~ ~  MAPKETMHT. Y W ~ H O ~  n o c o 6 ~ e  

The Virtual Foundation 
nEPBMYHAFl nPO@MnAKTMKA HAPKO- 
M K O T O ~ ~ H O ~  3ABMCMMOCTM: KOHUeflUM9 

90 
90 

89 
88 
87 

5 
5 

7 
8 
11 

12.08.99 
26.07.99 

18.01.01 
10.01.01 

o4.01.00 
23.02.00 
07.06.00 

21.01.01 
20.01.01 
20.01.01 
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I m r a ~ ~ 3 a u ~ h  I I I I 
154lrDaWla~CKMe MHMUMaTMBbl M 6 w u e e  POCCMM 177 114 109.08.00 116.01.01 
15511~~~:1ni t ia t ive for Social Action and Renewal in 177 17 123.02.00 120.01.01 

163 

165 

168 

170 
171 

0 6 u e c ~ s a  
flpOeK~ " W K O ~ ~  HKO" 

164-s Stow - Edelweiss Children's Prooram 

"AKUMM no c 6 o w  WCTHblX 

POCCMM 
Hosan KHMra n0 ~ V X ~ ~ ~ T ~ D C K O M V  V ~ & N  M 

H ~ ~ o ~ o o ~ ~ o x ~ H M K ,  B HerOCW_CTBeHHblX 
HeKOMMeDYeCKMX ODraHM3aUMRX 

~ ~ ~ A H ~ ~ M K ~ H c K M ~  M ~ X A Y H ~ D O R H ~ I ~ ~  anbRHC 
O D T ~ H M ~ ~ U M R  3~aBOOXDaHeHMR 
MHC~ODM~LIMOHH~~~? UeHTD no nIJ06neMe 2000 rOE.3 
Pesonlou~n cose~a  lIMDeKTOp2 

74 
74 
73 

7 1  

7 1  

7 1  
7 1  

11 
7 
12 

17 

6 

5 
4 

30.06.00 
10.03.00 
21.07.00 

05.01.01 
18.01.01 
04.01.01 

21.09.00 

26.02.00 

25.10.99 
23.09.99 

18.01.01 

18.01.01 

18.01.01 
17.01.01 
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205 
206 
207 
208 

KOH~XD~HUMM <<COUMaflbHOe flaDTHeDCTB0. 
P O C C M ~ ~ C K M ~ ~  OnblT. r 0 n  2000>>. 
(DOH0 3AUIHTbl rJlACHOCTM 

MHCTMTVT Da3BMTMR MH&&~DM~UMOHHOTO O ~ L U ~ C T B ~  

KAK 03QOPOBklTb MECTHYD 3KOHOMMKY 

Panvra n n a ~ ~ ~ o s m  

57 
57 
57 
57 

6 
6 
5 
3 

28.03.00 
28.03.00 
15.03.00 
31.08.99 

31.12.00 
31.12.00 
12.01.01 
31.12.00 
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C-CEKTOPOM" 
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273 
274 
275 
276 

3TklKkl 
ROOF - 06~a30BaTenb~blL? UeHTD An9 Ae~ei -~k lp-C!~ 

ACCOUMaUM9 LkCHMUa 

-Hue B nDaB0. ClacTb 2 

Librarv Fundt&Lng on the Web 

42 
42 
42 
42 

20 
7 
6 
5 

21.11.00 
01.08.00 
11.07.00 
22.04.00 

18.01.01 
22.01.01 
31.12.00 
19.01.01 
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294 
295 
296 

297 

298 

CMHWOMOM LIavHa 
KATAnOr JlMTEPAlYPbl, MMEK)U.M~~CFI B MCAP 
Introduction t o  Success Stories 
METOLIMKA nPEAYnPEmL1EHMFI MEXJlMqHOCTHblX 
KOH@JlMKTOB 
O T K P ~ I T ~ I ~ ~  KOHKYPC no nPOrPAMME 
"AKTYAJlbHblE BOnPOCbl COBPEMEHHOCTM" 
2001 EDMUND S. MUSKIEIFREEDOM SUPPORT ACT 
GRADUATE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM &&Qlicati0~ 

40 
40 
39 

39 

39 

4 
4 
16 

10 

9 

24.04.00 
16.02.00 
08.11.00 

29.09.00 

15.09.00 

31.12.00 
31.12.00 
21.01.01 

31.12.00 

18.01.01 
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QllR HKO" HALUEJl I lOllAEPXKY 3A 
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398 

MocKse 
397oOKYMEHTbl M MATEPMAnbl 0 nPABAX qEJlOBEKA 

THE SILENT REGIONS 

I I I 
27 13 130.04.00 118.01.01 
27 13 126.04.00 117.01.01 
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U E H T P A ~ ~ H O ~ ~  M BOCTO~HOW EBPOnbl M CTPAH 
6blBLUErO CCCP B CEMMHAPAX, KOHOEPEHUMFIX, 
KOJlJlOKBMYMAX 

432 

~ ~ ~ ~ O M H A H C M P O B A H M E  YVACTMR YVEHblX M3 124 16 129.09.00 131.12.00 

24 BCEPOCCMI~CKAFI KOHOEPEHUMFI no 
HAUMOHAJI~HO~RMCKPMMMHAUMMM PACM3MY 

~MHBAJIVIRHOCTM I I I 
4621~nited Nations Scholars' Workstation a t  Yale 122 13 )26.06.00 120.01.01 

436 

437 

458 
459 

460 

461 

4631Robe~ S, McNa.m.ara.FeLo~~~s.P~ogranl 122 13 108.06.00 [03.01.01 
4 6 4 1 ~ ~ ~ ~  P R I N C I B O F  THE NO.N.P_ROIITSECF?R 122 13 (07.06.00 108.01.01 

7 

24 

24 

flPOrPAMMA "~PAWIAHCKOE 
O ~ U I E C T B O O ~ ~ ~ B ~ ~ ~ T  B C E P O C C M ~ ~ C K M ~ ~  
OTKP~IT~I!? KOHKYPC nPOEKTOB 
M e ~ n v ~ a ~ o n H b l R  6 ~ a T 0 ~ ~ 0 ~ M ~ e I l b ~ b l f i  O o ~ g  

MOJlODEXHOM TEMATMKM 
KDVr TOTanbHOrO w e b - n ~ 3 a f i ~ a  
Ho~b l f i  nDOeKT <nDaBOBOe KOHCVnbTMDOBaHMe 
Manor0 6M3Heca Ha ~ O H ~ O B O M  DblHKe> 
C03LIAHCIE MEWIYHAPOLIHO~~ 
VIHOOPMAUMOHHOI~CETM MCCJIELIOBAHVI~~CMM 
3nEKTPOHHAR KOHOEPEHUMFI fl0 flPO6nEMAM 

12.10.00 

4 

3 

21.01.01 

22 
22 

22 

22 

02.07.00 

24.06.00 

31.12.00 

18.01.01 

7 
5 

5 

5 

20.10.00 
21.09.00 

15.09.00 

11.09.00 

21.01.01 
12.01.01 

12.01.01 

10.01.01 
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1999 r0ny BCEPOCCM~CKML? KOHKYPC ilPOEKTOB 
"MHTEPHET M COBPEMEHHblE 
TEJIEKOMMYHMKAUMM AnFl POCCMkKMX 
CPELICTB MACCOBOW MHOOPMAUMM" 

30.12.00 494 

498 

499 

20 nPOrPAMMA "nOMEPXKA POCCMkKMX 
HE3ABMCMMblX CPEACTB MACCOBO~~ 
MHOOPMAUMM" nPOPOJIXAET 06bFIBnEHHbln B 

500 
501 

aJlKOrOnM3MV M H ~ D K O M ~ H M M "  

KOHKYPC COUHMbHblX nPOEKTOB L U K O M O B  
"CLIEJIAEM CBOE 6YAYUIEE" 
BCEPOCCM~CKM~~ O T K P ~ I T ~ I ~  KOHKYPC nAMRTM 
MATEPM TEPE3bl "XH3Hb 6E3 HACMJIMFl M 

514 
515 
516 

517 

518 

4 

XECTOKOCTM" 
International Career Ernolovrnent Center 
M3AAH C60PHMK MATEPMMOB H AOKYMEHTOB B 
nOMEPXKY 6JlArOTBOPMTEnbHOCTM 

08.08.00 

20 

20 

World Concern Develoornent Oraanization 
World Alliance for Citizen Particioation (CIVICUS) 
World Wide Web Desian Issues. Architectural and 
phi ioso~hical  ooints. 
TPMHflHC POCCMM M3 f lM  ATJIAC-OflPEAEnMTEJlb 
COCYAMCTblX PACTEHM~ TAEXHO~ 30Hbl 
E B P O ~ E ~ C K O ~  POCCMM 
npOeKT "M0nOLIble MHBanMD.bI 3a COUManbHble 

20 
20 

3 

3 

19 
19 
19 

19 

19 

3 
3 

20.07.00 

26.06.00 

7 
6 
6 

4 

4 

11.01.01 

31.12.00 

19.07.00 
09.06.00 

04.01.01 
05.01.01 

28.10.00 
26.10.00 
18.10.00 

11.09.00 

08.09.00 

20.01.01 
16.01.01 
17.01.01 

31.12.00 

10.01.01 
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571 
572 
573 

MACCOBO~ MHOOPMAULIkl" 06bFIBnFIET 
B C E P O C C M ~ C K M ~  OTK~blTbln KOHKYPC 
<<PACnPOCTPAHEHME MLiEfi OTKPblTOrO 
06LUECTBA CPEOCTBAMM ~EPMOLIMCIECKO~~ 

574 
575 

x 3 . a . ~ a 3 ~ ~ ~  
f l e p ~ a n 6 p a c ~ o n ~ c ~ a n  rop-o~cyan w o n a  anr~8.a 
~ O M O ~ ~ ? T _ ~ _ ~ E ~ C T M  n e ~ e X :  
United-N-aCons International..Cornputing Centre 
0 
Press Releases - United Nations Offlces in  Geneva 
IREX TO HOLD CONFERENCE ON 70URNALISM I N  

17 
17 
17 

17 
17 

4 

3 
2 

2 
2 

31.08.00 
01.07.00 
25.06.00 

08.01.01 
20.01.01 
31.12.00 

25.06.00 
15.06.00 

31.12.00 
03.01.01 



602 
603 

604 

COCTaBJleHMO CTDaTerMM Da3BMTMR nDOrDaMMbl 
MMKDO C ~ M H ~ H C M D O B ~ H M ~  B M V D M ~ H C K O ~ ~  0 6 n a ~ ~ ~  
UNAIDS 
nPOLlOflXAETCR KOHKYPC "WPHAJlMCTbl 
nPOTMB CnMLlA". 0 6 b ~ ~ n E H H b l n  ArEHTCTBOM 
COUMA~~HOL?  MHOOPMAUMM M HnO "OOKYC" nPM 
nOLlnEPXKE MMH3LlPABA PO 
MINUGUA - the United Nations Mission for the 

16 
16 

16 

2 
2 

2 

25.06.00 
23.06.00 

23.06.00 

19.01.01 
31.12.00 

16.01.01 
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06vW~Mn". 
658 
659 
660 

661 

MOCKOBCKM~ UeHTD reHLleDHblX M~~neLlOBa~klfl 

"YDaIlbc~Mfi B~CTHMK" 
KOHKYPC nPOEKTOB "803POmL1EH!AE qEPE3 
KYflbTYPY>> 06bnBneH ~ D X X P ~ M M O ~ " ~  " K V ~ ~ T V D ~ "  MOO 
n ~ o r ~ a ~ ~ a  <<3no~osbe ~ a c e n e w n  P o c c ~ ~ > ,  
0 6 b ~ ~ n n e ~  LlBa rDaHTOBblX KOHKVDCa 

14 
14 
14 

14 

3 
2 
2 

2 

10.08.00 
03.08.00 
04.07.00 

28.06.00 

31.12.00 
30.12.00 
31.12.00 

16.01.01 
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70910ffice for Social Res~onsibiiity 113 )07.06.00 (16.01.01 

710 (&&~  (13 ( L 7  (07.06.00 (31.12.00 

~ ~ M ~ J ~ M o T ~ K € !  HKO I I I I 
(13 (21.03.00 (31.12.00 

735 
736 

2000" 
XvDHan " O ~ O H ~ K "  
KOHKYPC ~ K O ~ O T M ' ~ E C K O ~  XYPHAnMCTMKM . 

REUTERS - IUCN 2000 --- 

12 
12 

1,7 
1,7 

26.06.00 
23.06.00 

06.01.01 
31.12.00 
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I j781~ubl ic Interest Law Init iative in Transitional 111 11,s 111.06.00 )31.12.00 1 

779 

780 
781 

I ~ i s o r t  C.o.n.s.o~[~~m ( 1  NTASC) I I I I 
802~~ati.on.a~1nformation .S.e~c_e~d.Systems (NISS.) 110 14 116.11.00 118.01.01 

798 
799 
800 
801 

8031~he H~ogcc3Zoject 110 13 [23.10.00 131.12.00 
8041~he Fo-undation for Internatwnal CommKnity 110 110.11.00 111.01.01 

Societies 
CnYLUAHMFl "nPOTMBOnEnCTBME HE3AKOHHOMY 
OSOPOTY HAPKOTMKOB kl IlPABA YEAOBEKA. 
nP06JlEMbl nPO@MJlAKTMKM HAPKOTM3MA, 
flE'4EHMR M PEA6MJlMTAUMM 60JlbHblX 
HAPKOMAHMEW 
THE UNION INSTITUTE 
KDMTMKa T D ~ ~ M U M O H H O ~  XDOHOnOrHM aHTMqHOCTM M 

"MHMUM~TMB~" 
3 ~ u w ~ n o n e n ~ n  ~ e c ~ ~ o r o  c a ~ o v n ~ a s n e ~ w n  

Ha nblxax c r o ~  ... RASC 
The Teacher Trainina Aaency 
The Interstate New Teacher Assessment and 

11 

11 
11 

11 
10 
10 
10 

123 

1,4 
L 4  

0,84 
9 
5 
5 

20.07.00 

31.05.00 
28.05.00 

31.12.00 

31.12.00 
18.01.01 

28.12.99 
18.12.00 
21.11.00 
23.11.00 

07.01.01 
16.01.01 
16.01.01 
18.01.01 
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820 
821 
822 

B B~ICUIMX V Y ~ ~ H ~ I X  ~ ~ B ~ L I ~ H M I I X  

The UN Workina for Women 
P O C C M ~ K O ~  DeWi l I IDHOe MaCOHCTBO 

P e r M o ~ a n b H b l f i  KOHKVDC < < 0 6 ~ e C T B e H H b l e  

MMDOTBODYeCKMe MHMUMaTMBbl H a  CeBeDHOM 

10 
10 
10 

1,4 
1,3 
1,3 

15.06.00 
06.06.00 
26.05.00 

31.12.00 
31.12.00 
31.12.00 
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9561~orp.o.catewatcn 16 10,97 121.07.00 131.12.00 
9571- Ce.n t r_~mrn i r teefor  Conscientous 00je.ctors 16 10,83 119.06.00 120.01.01 

952 
953 
954 
955 

9581~ommittee to Protect Journalists 16 13 )12.11.00 119.01.01 
9591United Nations Po~ulation Information Network 10,81 115.06.00 131.12.00 

11.11.00 
21.03.00 
12.11.00 
29.01.00 
28.12.99 

941 
942 
943 
944 
945 

01.01.01 
01.01.01 
04.01.01 
31.12.00 
01.01.01 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

Euro Citizen Action Service 
Policv.com 

E& 
The Moscow Times 
Grantmakers for Effective Organizations: Inauaural 

"IlomeDXKa 06lueC~~eHHblX MHMUM~TMB" 

"06uan ra3e~a" 
EUrODa HOtneDaae 
Court of Justice of the Euro~ean Community 
Sierra Club - Human Riahts and the Environment 

( p r o g r _ m  I I I I 
9 6 9 1 ~ ~  Agency for integat~onal  De.Leeopment 16 13 111.11.00 101.01.01 

3 
0,68 
3 
0,58 
0,53 

967The 
968 

6 
6 
6 
6 

9731~m.erican~oun.cl for vo untary 1nter"atio_nalAction_sI5 12 113.11.00 101.01.01 
14 115.01.01 120.01.01 

' M H M U M ~ T M B ~ ~  
Institute for Sustainable Communities (KC) 

US. De~artment of State, International Information 

972 

0,87 
3 
2 
3 

I 
6 13 

6 13 

-- - 

(UNIFEM) I 

30.06.00 
11.11.00 
09.11.00 
12.11.00 

I I 

31.12.00 
01.01.01 
31.12.00 
31.12.00 

11.11.00 
12.11.00 

01.01.01 
01.01.01 

01.01.01 Summer School - "The Euro~ean System of Human 
Riahts Protection" 

2 5 12.11.00 
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1 9 8 1 1 ~ m o ~ ~ n  Ycnexa - n e ~ e n ~ c ~ a  n o ~ o r a e ~  I I I 
3aKnK)!eHH,b!.M I I 1 I 

982)&ccess S t o ~  - Pen P a l P ~ m .  for Prisoners 
9831- - NGO Fair I I 1 
9841~uccess Stow - Counselina- 1 



4 

IIC@BnYsac~ue ilmoc)) T-7 2000ron 93 

M n @ o p M 6 m ~ e ~ e ~ b  flUbf0 r.Tonbnnu 

. . . ~ 

r O 0 x A c c o ~ ~ a u u n  Y ~ a ~ e W l r  
Mononemua 

T-9 2000r0n 
nomenun 
1 2 ~ ~ .  
.A4 





< < n y ~ e B O A P i ~ e n b  A M  BbIIIYCKHUKOB 

AeTCKUX AOMOB, UHTePHaTHbIX 







1. ((Km 06~UIoBaTb pemeHHe 
( o n p e n e n e ~ ~ e )  cynan, 
2. ctKa~ IIpeA5ffBHTb UCK )) i 



NGO Publications Financed by USAID through= while Implementing 
"NGO Sector Support in Southern Russia" Program 

I # I Title Publisher I Proiect I Resource Year 1 Number of 

1. 

2. 

I people. 1ssG2 
4. 1 Looking for a Job / Krasnodar: Center for Youth 99-K-04 SRRC 

3. 

A Step to Future. A Guide for the parents of 
disabled 
Bulletin of the Project "Charitable Hands" 
aimed at supporting elderly and disabled 

number Center pages 
Krasnodar: Zdravstvuite 99-K-03 SRRC 1999 72 

Taganrog: Human Rights 99-PO-02 SRRC 2000 21 
Center 

people. Issue 1 
Bulletin of the Project "Charitable Hands" 
aimed at supporting elderly and disabled 

Taganrog: Human Rights 99-PO-02 SRRC 2000 25 
Center 

5. 

( of a combined influence on teenagers with 1 1 I I 

99-PO-03 

6. 

7. 

oeovle's life in Taganrog 

. 

Zagrai L.V. A new way of young disabled 

99-P-04 

99-P-01 

8. 

9. 

10. 
- 

11. 

SRRC 
for the Disabled since 

Social Support 
Taganrog: Board of Trustees 

. & - - 

Rehabilitation of the children - victims of 
local wars. Experience of the Rostov 
Regional Movement of the Chechen Conflict 
Victims 
Experience of implementing legislation in 
Legal Aid Center of "Donskaya Association 

99-KK-03 

99-KK-03 

99-K-02 

99-KK-02 

SRRC 

SRRC 

Childhood 
Rostov-on-Don: Regional 
Movement of the Chechen 
Conflict Victims 

Rostov-on-Don: Donskaya 
Association of Migrants 

of Migrants" 
The family's contribution in rehabilitation of 
handicapped children 
Social guaranties for the family having a 
disabled child 
Fedorchenko S. Job today. The ways of 

m o b  in Russia 
Yuryeva C.M., Kustyukov V.M. Technolog 

2000 

SRRC 

SRRC 

SRRC 

SRRC 

Sochi: KRPF for Handicapped 
Children 
Sochi: KRPF for Handicapped 
Children 
Krasnodar: Club for 
Unemployed, Taiga, 
Sochi: Edelweiss 

50 

2000 

2000 

99 

60 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

28 

132 

95 

15 



I favorable environment and psychological 

12. 
training 
Proceedings of the Forum of Southern Russia 
NGOs engaged in resolving migrants' 
problems. Essentuki, Stavropol Region, 10- 
12 March 

Stavropol: Order of Mercy and 
Social Support 

99-C-01 SRRC 2000 130 



- 
.N2 

nln 

- 
1. 

- 
2. 
- 

3. 
- 

4. 

- 
5 .  

- 
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PERFORMANCE MONITORING PLAN 

OF MEASUREMENT 
USE & REPORT 

I.# of consultations 
between target Definition: Consultations are 
NGOs and professional services, providing 
government justifiable specific answers to 

officials specific questions, in writing or 
orally, when the person providing 
the service has no power to ensure 
implementine of the 

reports from 
the Centers 
and NGOSS 
quarterly 
report to 
USAID 

Target NGOs - service recipients 
under NGOSS program, who receiv~ 
one of or all the following services: 
1)  consultancy services 
2) referral services 
3) technical services 
4) training services 
5) grants. 
Unit: Number 

The centers keep track of their ~ u a r t e r l ~  for USA11 
consultations with the local government, reporting 
and consultations reported by other 
NGOs - their clients, in their region on 
ongoing basis, Mary receives reports 
from each of the centers. She simply 
adds the number of consultations 

I lsubmitted by each ofthe NGOs and 
submits this to USAID in her quarterly 
report. The related registration forms for 
each of the centers are attached to this 

I format. 

[n Centers: 
4t NGOSS Mary 
3eslin. 



Unit: Number 

. . 

I environment of NGO activities, or available at the reported on in the quarterly report. 
interests of NGOs' clients I centers 

Quarterly Copies of the expert commentaries 
reports from the (original written paper, or published 
Centers and full-text commentary or brief 
CNGOS synopsis with the names of the peopb 
quarterly report who participated in its creation) 
to USAID provided by the Centers andlor client 
Copies of the NGOs, will be kept at the centers' 
actual files. The number of commentaries 
commentaries On file are s im~lv counted and 

2. # of expert 
commentaries 
submitted to local 
officials on policy 
issues in the target 
regions. 

Definition: Target Regions include 
every oblast'lcity the four centers 
With. 
Expert Commentary is a written 

addressed and submitted 
(registered) to a governmental 
agencybody, and signed by a specialist 
in a related policy development issue. 
Policy issues include legislative process 
which affects develo~ment of NGOs, 

3.# of new projects 
undertaken by 
target NGOs with 
support from local 
government andlor 
businesses in target 

uarterly for 
SAID reporting 

areas 

!uarterly for 
ISAID reporting I to USAID 

Definition: New projects-new types of 
activity, started after September 98, 
with determined timeframe, regional 
focus, clientele and budget. Target 
areas - four regions of Russia, covered 
by NGOSS. 
Support includes both in-kind and 
financial resources provided for the 
implementation of the project. 
Unit: # of projects supported by local 
government andlor businesses 

I Centers: 
t NGOSS Mary 
:eslin. 

Quarterly 
reports from 
Centers and 
NGOSS 
quarterly 

n Centers: 
,t NGOSS Mary 
Ieslin. 



, Percent of NGOs Definition: 
iat received New Sources includes new for an 
aining or NGO sources of financial or in-kind 
onsultation in (excluding volunteers) support (both 
mdraising that has local and foreign) from which 
ped new funding additional funds were raised. 
~urces. Unit: Percent where the denominator 

is the number of NGOs who receive 
fundraising training from the NGO 
resources centers and the numerator is 
the number of those receiving 
training that did raise funds from new 
sources. 

# of NGOs 
.gistered in target 
:owphic areas. 

uaxterly for 
SAID reporting 

Definition: 
 fit non-governmental 
organizations, registered in 
accordance with Federal Law on 
Charity, Federal Law on Public 
Associations, and Law on non-profit 
organizations. 

Unit: Number of NGOs 
registered 

luarterly 
eports from 
he centers 
nd CNGOS 
uarterly 
:port to 

!uaxterly for 
ISAID reporting 

The Centers keep list of NGOs-participant: 
of their training events in fundraising with 
contact information, and check once a 
quarter if the trainee managed to raise func 
from the new sources (within 6 months 
after training for local, and up to 1 year - 
for international sources). This informatior 
is recorded in the logs (see form beIow). 
The numbers are simply counted and 
reported on in the quarterly report. 
Descriptions of the " fundraising success 
stories" will be kept at the centers' files 
and presented to NGOSS quarterly to be 
included into the "Best Practices" Manual. 

enters: 

t NGOSS Mary 
eslin. 

Government 
records kept 
by the 
regional 
Statistics 
Chumittee 
and regional 
Registration 
Chamber, 

1 

:enters: 

~t NGOSS Mary 
Ieslin. 

Figures procured from governmental 
agencies will be registered and will be kep 
at the centers' files. The number of 
registered NGOs on file are simply 
counted and reported on in the quarterly 
report 



bar I Number of coalitions 
Number of coalitions (2-3 participants) 
Number of coalitions (4-10 participants) 
Number of coalitions (more than 10 
participants) I 

In Centers: 
~t NGOSS Mary 
Heslin. 

~~~b~~ of Definition: Consultations are professional 
services, providing proven specific answers snsultations and to specific questions, in writing or orally, 

services when the person providing the service has 
xclnding training no power to ensure implementing of the 
rvices) provided 
NGOs in target 

Quarterly for 
USAID reporting 

eas 

The Centers keep list of coalitions 
and of NGOs participated in 
those(without double counting) 
created with their participation or as a 
result of their program activities. 
This information is recorded in the 
logs (see form below). The 
coalitions/numhers/coalition scales 

Referral service is provision of 
information without giving 
recommendations; these services do 
not require specific professional 
skills (excluding mailing lists and 
list-serves). 
Target areas - four regions of Russia, 
covered by NGOSS 

Quarterly 
reports from 
the centers 
and ,-NGOS 
quarterly 
report to 
USAID 

~~~b~~ of 
;os from target 
as that 
.ticipated in 
mterm, issue- 
;ed coalitions. 

Unit: Number of consultations 
number of referral services 

Definition: Issue- based coalition is a 
voluntary association of two or more 
NGOs for implementing specific 
tasksheaching specific objectives to 
advocate the interests of a client group. 

Unit: Number of NGOs 

are simply counted and reported on in 
the quarterly report. 
Descriptions of the "coalition success 
stories" will be kept at the centers' 
files and presented to NGOSS 
quarterly to be included into the 
"Best Practices" Manual. 

uarterly The Centers keep track of Quarterly for 
ports from consultationslreferral services USAID reporting 

,centers provided on ongoing basis by using 

,d CNGOS registration forms. The #s are 
~arterly calculated on the quarterly basis and 

submitted to NGOSS with quarterly port to reports. 
Mary Heslin adds the number of 
consultations/referral services 
submitted by each of the NGOs and 
submits this to USAID in her 
quarterly report. The related 
registration forms for each of the 
centers are attached to this format. 

* Excluding training events, workshops, conferences and roundtables (training event is an event, aimed at developinglupgrading professional skills) 
4 



I program that were traditionally provided by state agencies 
thematically or but not available now due to the changed socio- 

The Centers keep track of grantees' .-..r...... ~~. 

have done one of 
the following: 1. 
Expanded their 

number of persons 
reached by their 
organizations; 

3. Offered social 
services newly 
provided by NGOs 
rather than the 

9. Network 
Centers have 
effective controls 
on budgets in 
place. 

Centers' staff Site 
visit reports, 

8. % of microgrant 
recinients who 

onomic situation; b) innovative services (those 
%t were never provided in the region before). 

Definition: Persons Reached - clients served by 
an NGO 

Social Services - activities on providing 
supporr/assistance to a person in a difficult life 
situation. Newly Provided services - a) those 

lit: Percent where the denominator is the total 
lmber of grant recipients and the numerator is 
e number of those recipients that have 
hieved at least one of the three elements stated 
the indicator. (Note, regardless of whether the 
GO does all three things they are only counted 

grantees' progress on the three areas on the 
monthly basis by using grantees' NGOSS staff site 
reports as case descriptions. The #s 

ice.) 

efinition: Network Centers - the Centers at 
ovosibirsk, Krasnodar, Samara, and 
ovgorod 

ffective controls means: 1. There is a 
ritten procedure for budget controls. 2. The 
enter is using that system 

nit: yeslno 

sit reports 1 

igned written 
eport 

: calculated on the quarterly basis 
d submitted to NGOSS with 
arterly reports (Objective 3, 
dicator 4). 

NGOSS financial director 
reviews of the book- keeping 
and budgeting procedures on 
the centers according to the 
format attached 

latterly for 
;AID reporting 

In 
Centers 

At NGOSS Mary 
Heslin. 



0. Network 
:enters have 
uccessfully 
nplemented the 
rants program 

launched new types of services). 
3. The system for awarding and 
monitoring of funds in accordance with 
agreed upon budgets and procedures wac 
developed and implemented 
4. Grant reviewing/awarding 
procedures/documents were tested and 
necessary changes made 

Definition: Successfully Implemented 
means: 
1. Grant pool was used to support local 
NGOs in accordance with program 
objectives 
2. At least 80% of grantees now more 
successfully implement their missions 
(expanded areas of activity andlor 
geographical focus; increased the 
number of clients served; developed and 

Unit: yeslno 

Centers' staff 
site visits 
NGOSS staff 
site visits 

NGOSS Grant Manager will review 
of the grant making procedures to 
assess whether the programs have 
been successfully implemented 
NGOSS financial director will review 
of the book- keeping and budgeting 
procedures in the centers. Compliance 
with recommendations made by 
WLKNGOS will be checked and 
documented in project files. writing, 

Once at each 
center (1,5 
months since the 
launch of the 
Grant Program) 
for USAID 
reporting 



PERFORMANCE 
INDICATOR 

. Percent of I 

I I I 

articipating 
rganizations 
~hich have 
etailed 
mdraising 
rategies. 

INDICATOR DEFINITION AND UNIT OF 
MEASUREMENT 

EVENT I 

Definition: Participating Organizations 
are the subset of the 12 target NGOs that 
have been selected by USAID, requested 
technical assistance from NGOSS and 
have completed the TA activities for 
fundraising. 

:omponent 2 

A detailed fundraising strategy is: 

DATA 
SOURCE 

1. written, 

2. has clearly stated objectives, 

3. contains a timeline; AND 

METHODIAPPROACH OF DATA 
COLLECTION OR CALCULATION 

4. has a clearly articulated approach to 
achieving the stated objectives. 

ANALYSIS & 

REPORTING 

SCHEDULE BY RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGEMENT ERSON(S) & TEAh 

Unit: Percent where the denominator is 
the total number of participating NGOs 
2nd the Numerator is those participating 
that have a detailed fundraising strategy. 

)uarterly for 
JSAID 
eporting , "Be! 
'ractices" 
nannal 

Yritten, 
iigned 
<xpert/ 
hnsultant 
teports 
lased on 
eview of 
JGO 
undraising 
trategies. 

:eports of 
JGOSS 
taff 

:onsultant; 

lastya 
ioviadinova 

The expert consult selected and recommended by 
NGOSS and agreed upon by an NGO will prepare 
a written report. The report will contain three' 
sections. First, the consultant will identify which o 
the 12 target NGOs is receiving the fundraising TA 
and pre-TA situation with fundraising at the 
specific NGO.. Second, for each of the participatinj 
organizations, the report will outline three items: 

i. Whether each of the elements of a 
fundraising strategy are included in the NGO's 
written strategy. (Note: All 4 elements 
described in the definition must be included in 
order to be counted for this indicator.) 

ii. Why the missing elements were not in the 
strategy. 

iii. If possible, any planned next steps to complete 
the fundraising strategy. 
3. Successful mechanisms tested and 
recommended for replication 

The consultant must submit this report no later 
than within 10 days after completion of actual 
TA. SOW. 



I sources 

participating that first have a 
fundraising strategy as defined in 
indicator I* above and second, have 
received additional funds from at 
least one source. 

2. Percent of 
participating 
organizations 
(with fund raising 
strategies) that 
have raised 
funding from other 
donors or local 

1 
records of the NGO and that additional 
resources were received. 

This report must be signed by the 
consultant and submitted to Nastya 
Goviadinova within 10 days after 
completion of actual TA SOW 

Signed 
Expert1 
Consultant 
report based 
on review of 
NGOs 
financial 
records; 

NGOSS staff 
site visit 
report 

Definition: Raised funds means that 
there is at least 1 additional source of 
funds that the NGO is receivinglat 
least 1 instance of funds raised. Note, 
as stated there is no threshold for the 
number of funders or the amount of 
funds. Partici~atine Organizations 
(see indicator 1 above) 

Unit: Percent where the denominator 
is the total number of participating 
NGOs and the Numerator is those 

3est Practices" 
anual 

The selected expert consult will prepare 
a written report. The report will contain 
two sections. First, the consultant will 
identify which of the 12 target NGOs is 
receiving the fundraising TA, and pre- 
TA situation with fundraising at the 
specific NGO..(if combined with the 
above report there is no need to repeat 
this first section of the report). Second, 
for each of the participating 
organizations the consultant will verify 
whether he had access to the financial 

uarterly for 
SAID reporting. 

Consultant; 

Nastya Goviadinova 

x 



Unit: Percent where the denominator 
is the total number of participating 
NGOs and the Numerator is those 
participating that met the GAAP 
Standards. 

3. Percent of 
participating 
organizations that 
maintain 
accounting records 
consistent with 
GAAP Standards. 

Definition: Participating 
Organizations are the subset of the 
12 target NGOs that have requested 
technical assistance from CNGOS 
and have completed the TA activitie: 
for financial accounting. 

Consistent with GAAP Standards 
means that each NGO must: 

a. keep adequate expense records 

b. use double entry-hooking 
c. have internal controls 
including approval of 
expenditures 

d. produce financial statements 
annually 

The consultant must submit this report to 
NGOSS no later than within 10 days after 
completion of actual TA SOW. 

:igned 
Ixperrl 
:onsultant 
'port based 
n review of 
IGOs 
lnancial 
:cords; 

JGOSS staff 
:ports 

>uarterly for 
JSAID reporting 
Best Practices" 
nanual 

The selected expert will prepare a written 
report. The report will contain three section 
First, the consultant will identify which of 
the 12 target NGOs is receiving the GAAP 
TA, and pre-TA situation with accounting 
records according to GAAP at the specific 
NGO. (GAAP TA. Second. for each of the 
participating organizations the report will 
outline three items: 

i. Whether each of the elements of GAAP 
standards are met. (Note: All 4 elements 
described in the definition must be included 
in the system in order to be counted for this 
indicator. (See comment "* for a suggestion 
showing more incremental change) 

ii. An explanation of issues associated 
with the missing element., and 

iii. Any planned next steps to comply with 
GAAP standards. 

3. Successful mechanisms tested and 
recommended for replication 

:onsultant ; 

Jastya 
;oviadinova 



nancial 
tanagement 
rocedures as 
efined in 
rganization's 
lark plans. 

Percent of 
lrticipating 
rganizations that 
11low standard 

organization 
stating: 1. 
Whether or not 
there is a written 
workplan setting 
out the financial 
management 
procedures; 2. 
Whether the NGO 
is operating 
according to those 
standards, and if 
not why; and 3. 
Any next steps 
that will be taken 
to promote 
compliance with 
the standards. 

Signed Expert1 
consultant report 
based on review of 
NGOs work plans 
and interviews 

Definition: Participating Organizations (see indicator 3 above) Work plans are 
a written document which are consistent with the following outline provided by 
NGOSS financial consultant: 

1. Individual Trainine for Accountant (Differences between Russian accounting 
principles (RAP) and international accounting standards; RAP and GAAP financial 
statements; New Russian accounting principles and International accounting standards; 
Presentation of the Russian accounting statements in accordance with the International 
standards; Design of the Chart of Accounts and mapping tables for RAP and GAAP, 
Arrangement of the western accounting on the Russian companies; Introduction in 
financial software for the dual-standard accounting) 

2. Accounting Policv develo~ment (Chart of accounts, accounting policy; Revenue and 
Expenses analysis; Typical transactions; Financial, legislative and management 
reporting; Expected changes in accounting standards (denomination, etc.) 
3. Reorganization of accounting department and changes in accounting policy (changes 
in the chart of accounts; detailed analysis; changes in procedures; additional reports; 
introduction of additional analysis (cost centers, profit centers, etc.; changing chart of 
accounts; new transactions templates and accounting procedures; new financial and 
management reports; reorganization of accounting department, rearrangement of re- 
sponsibilities of accountants 

4. Translation Procedures (Requirements to Russian accounting policy for proper 
detailing of accounting information; Modification of Russian Chart of Accounts; 
GAAP Chart of Accounts; Mapping of Russian and Western charts of accounts (if 
necessary); Standard Transaction Templates (for GAAP); List of required correction 
transactions (re-classification, reversal, accruals, funds, etc.); Translation Procedures; 
Financial Reports Formats: Balance Sheet, Profit & Loss); Step-by-step translation 
instruction) 

5. Training for Manaeers (Introduction into GAAP Standards; Internal Procedures; 
Financial Ratios; Presentation of Developed Procedures) 

Unit: Percent where the denominator is the total number of participating NGOs and the 
Numerator is those participating implementing their work plans. 

uarterly for 
SAID 
porting , "Besl 
.acticesM 
anual 

The expert 
consultant will 
prepare a written 
report on each 
participating 

employees 
board members; 

site visit of 
NGOSS staff 

onsultant ; 

lastya 
bviadinova 



ndraising, policy setting, and 

will outline three items: 

i. Whether each of the elements of BOD standards 
are met. (Note: All 2 elements in all the three areas 

system in order to be counted for this indicator. 
(See comment ** for a suggestion showing more 
incremental change) 

ii. An explanation of issues associated with the 

Unit: Percent where the denominator missing elements, and 

is the total number of participating 
NGOs and the Numerator is those 
with a functioning board. 

iii. Any planned next steps to comply with BOD 
standards. 

3. Successful mechanisms tested and 
recommended for replication 

The consultant must submit this report to NGOSS 
no later than within 10 days after completion of 
actual TA SOW. 



PERFORMANCE 
INDICATOR 

INDICATOR DEFINITION AND UNIT DATA 
OF MEASUREMENT SOURCE 

I Component 3 
I A 1. #of instances 

where best 
practices or those that are disseminated through 
models for municipal organizations (including 
improved urban 
management have 
been adopted 

government/municipality. (Note- you 
will need to confirm these definitions 
and modes for verification with 
ASFEC!) 

Unit: number of instances 
6 models and 36 instances of aplication 

METHODIAPPROACH OF DATA ANALYSIS, USE & REPORTING 
COLLECTION OR CALCULATION 

SCHEDULE BY RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGEMENT PERSONW &TEAM 

EVENT 

SFEC ASFEC will submit an annual report 
ecords, due on November, 1999. That report 
SFEC staff should include at least two elements: 
te visit First, a list of the best practices and 
:ports models that were disseminated* via the 

internal or external website during the 
past year.. Second, site visit reports or 
written reports/publications/documents 
evidencing that the models have been 
implemented. 

[ichail Zaitsev 

lexander Borovikh 



~r improved currently in use in Russia (designed 
.unicipal by ASFEC) 
:velopment 

SFEC records1 On an annual basis ASFEC submits a 
card copies of the list of New Models it has developed. 
~odels in CNGOS Attached to this list are copies of 
iloscow Resource each new model (including 
:enter/Library electronic format) These new models 

are added to the CNGOS library in 
the Moscow Resource Center. 



PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DEFINITION AND UNIT 
INDICATOR / OF MEASUREMENT 

DATA 
SOURCE 

METHODJAPPROACH OF DATA 
COLLECTION OR CALCULATION 

. A complete Definition: Complete means that 
iventory of there is a comprehensive listing of a1 
laterials related to materials, hard copy and electronic 
[GO sector is version available and these materials 
eveloped. cover all the major aspects of NGO 

development, unless identified as 
unavailable in the country. It is 
considered comprehensive as long as 
all major areas are covered and 
references to activity-specific sites 
are included. Although the inventory 
is considered complete, it will 
continue to grow over the life of the 
activity. 

Unit: Yes/No 

Hard copy of the 
inventory 

I ANALYSIS, USE & 
REPORTING I 

'he list, which is kept in electronic Allnually for R4 
orm in NGOSS is kept current by reporting 
,ens. It is undated as materials 

.ena Kordzaya 



2.# of Centers that Definition: Centerdhubs include 
have access to and partner resource centers or other 
disseminate the organizations as defmed during the 
materials listed in project. 
indicator I (above) unit: ~~~b~~ 

other organizations as defined during 

I Unit: Number 

[ubs' reports 

[ubs' reports 
IGOSS project 
:cords 

hides, which are 
ept in the 
loscow Resource 
:enter Library 

his is a report completed by Lena Quarterly for USAID Lena Kordzaya 
mply stating which centers have reporting 
xess to the resource materials on 

:rves and mailing lists that are reporting 
sed to distribute information. 
hese lists are cross-indexed and 
~clude websites were relevant. 
his is a simple count which is 
smpleted on Sept. 30 of each 
ear. 

Sasha Bogatchenkov 

'he guides are registered at the Annually for USAID Lena Kordzaya, Slava 
'NGOS library, NGOSS site reporting Novik 



requirements 

lic I Hubs' reports 
NGOSS project 

5. Each of the two 
guides, identified 
above in indicator 
4, have been 
distributed to at 
least 1,500 NGOs 
in a hard copy 

Definition: Distributed means 
received by NGOs in-hand or 
through mail 

Unit: # of NGOs, which received 
the guide on NGO legislation 
# of NGOs, which received the 
guide onNGO taxation 

m a  Kordzaya, Slav; 
lovik, Sasha 
:ogatchenkov 

l e  books' recipients will be 
gistered in the fonns (mailing 
;ts, distribution logs) kept on 
les at the hubs and NGOSS 

Annually for USAID 
reporting 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

This Report is the outcome of an internal training evaluation of the Grants Program 
implemented in 1999-2000 as part of the Non-Government Organization Sector Support 
Program (NGOSS) funded by the U. S. Agency for International Development (USAID). 
The NGOSS program is implemented by World Learning, Inc. (US) and the Center for NGO 
Support (Russia). 

In March-May 2000,23 representatives from resource centers in Siberia, Southern Russia, 
the Samara and Novgorod oblasts, and the Russian Far East took part in the Russian 
Evaluators Training Program 

The training course included a practical exercise on evaluation of Siberian and Southern 
Russia projects that had been awarded funding under the microgrant program. The results at 
the project level proved quite interesting, particularly for the resource centers that had 
designed and implemented the microgrant programs. The participants then decided to 
evaluate the microgrants at a higher program level. The SRRC and SCISC programs were 
selected since they were closest to completion 

This evaluation was expected to reach two objectives: 
1) provide the newly trained experts with direct experience in evaluating a multi-level 
program; and 2) identify possible ways to improve future microgrant programs. 
Although the evaluation of the microgrant programs in Siberia and Southern Russia is 
primarily a training exercise, its conclusions and recommendations can be used by resource 
centers while designing new microgrant bids and programs. 

2.1. Information about the Program 

The Non-Government Organization Sector Support Program (NGOSS) was launched in 
August 1998 as a follow-up to a civic initiatives support program which had been developed 
earlier by USAID. The new Program is aimed at supporting Russian non-government 
organizations in such areas as dissemination of infomation, strengthening of institutional 
sustainability, networking, and initiative group development. The Program promotes further 
expansion and strengthening of Russian NGOs' institutional capacity in providing the 
broadest possible range of services, and also sustainable continuous growth of the Russian 
non-profit sector. The Program is administered by World Learning (WL, USA) and the 
Center for NGO Support (CNGOS, Russia). 

The Non-Government Organization Sector Support Program in Russia has four components: 

Component One 

Organizational strengthening of regional networks of four Russian resource centers: the 
Southern Regional Resource Center in Krasnodar (SRRC); the Siberian Civic Initiatives 



Support Center in Novosibirsk (SCISC); the NGO Support Center of "Health and Life" 
Charity Foundation in the Novgorod oblast; and the Historical, Ecological and Cultural 
Association 'Tovolzhe" in the Samara oblast'. 

Component Two 

Strengthening and sustainable development of twelve USAID-selected NGOs that are leaders 
in particular activities, through consultations and information support in financial 
management, fundraising and Board of Directors development. 

Component Three 

4 - Assistance to the Association of Siberian and Far Eastern Cities (ASFEC) in forging 
stronger contacts between the non-profit community and local governments, expanding the 
range of their services and replicating success models developed as part of USAID programs. 

Component Four 

Replication of working models, publications and other technologies designed with financial 
support from USAID; information networking; development and dissemination of 
supplements to existing materials and documents related to legal support to, and taxation of, 
NGOs, with a view to developing the non-profit sector as a whole. 

The first Program component includes financial support to non-profits in the targeted regions 
through bid-based microgrant programs. Regional microgrant programs comprise the core 
element of the first Program component. Their outcome is an indicator of the NGO 
strengthening in the target regions (See Fig. 1 -Intermediate Result 2.1.3.2. - "NGOs are 
becoming institutionally stronger"). The microgrant program results are reflected in the 
following indicators: 

1. NGOs that have been awarded grants from resource centers are more 
successful in implementing their missions2. 

2. NGOs tap on new sources of fimancing. 
3. Resource centers expand their beneficiary audience. 

' Samara and Novgorod oblasts were included in the Program in September 1999. 

SUCCCSS 1s seen 3s rexhing at least one of rhc follvwing rcaulls: a) themaur andlor gcographtr ehplnsion of 
prugrams by the grantee; b) lsrgcr audience reached by rhc grantee; i) new sucial serviccs prov~ded by the 
grantee 



High integration of the microgrant program results in the USAID indicators system indicates 
that such programs have become an efficient institutional development mechanism. The 
Grant Program is a key element of the Non-Government Sector Support Program. 

2.2. Scope of work and structure of evaluation of mini-grants programs in Siberia and 
Southern Russia 

The scope of work for evaluation of NGOSS Grant Program was developed during the course 
of the Evaluators Training Program. All of the trainees participated in drafting the scope, 
and seven of them ultimately implemented the program level evaluation. Marina Grigorieva 
of USAID provided great assistance in defining the core issues for the evaluation. The 
following questions were selected: 

I .  Did the Grant Program implementation help to reach the NGOSP objectives? 

The evaluation was expected to determine 1) to what extent goals and objectives of the 
organizations that had been running the grant program were consistent with those of the 
USAID; 2) whether these goals and objectives were changed in the process of the Grant 
Program implementation; 3) how the Program implementers gathered and analyzed 
information about local conditions, needs and capacities, and whether this information was 



taken into account when the Grant Program's regional priorities were identified; and 4) what 
objectives inter-regional resource centers (IRRC) set for themselves while taking part in the 
Grant Program; and 5) how successful the funded projects were, and whether they met the 
targeted goals and objectives. 

2. How efficient were the Grant Program management and implementation systems? 
To answer this question, evaluators needed to identify 1) how efficiently the grant cycle was 
organized; 2) how information about bids was disseminated; 3) what strengths and 
weaknesses the project selection mechanism had; 4) whether there were threats to the Grant 
Program implementation, and how they were handled; 5) how the project monitoring process 
in Siberia and Southern Russia was organized; 6) whether there were mechanisms to identify 
and resolve problems faced by the grantees; 7) whether there were mechanisms to analyze 
intermediatelfinal program results, and what these mechanisms are; 8) how inter-regional 
resource centers combined the functions of a resource center and a grantor (whether 
difficulties arose and how they were overcome); 9) what the grant award decision-making 
process was; and 10) how responsibilities were distributed in each IRRC. 

3 .  How efficiently the Grant Program participants cooperated at all stages: USAID - 
WUNGOSS - IRRC - RRC~ - S R e ?  The focus was to be primarily on the following: 1) 
what was, is and should be the role of each Grant Program participant at each stage: USAID 
- WUCNGOS - I R K  - RRC - SRC; 2) what are advantages and disadvantages of the 
mechanism of the Grant Program participants' cooperation; 3) what are the problem-solving 
mechanisms of the Grant Program participants (USALD - WLJCNGOS - IRRC - RRC - 
SRC) and how could they be improved? 

The Evaluators Training Program participants determined that it would be reasonable to use 
the entire range of available sources of information: 
-- Grant Program documentation in the offices of WUCNGOS, SRRC and SCISC; 
-- interviews with the staff of organizations that had taken part in designing and running 
the Grant Program (USAD, WUCNGOS, SRRC and SCISC), and with the staff of other 
Siberian and Southern Russia non-profits, local governments, businesses and the media; 
-- questionnaires directed to the staff of RRC, bidder organizations that had not received 
funding and those that for some reason had not bid; 
-- results of evaluation of 16 Siberian and Southern Russia projects funded by the Grant 
Program. 

RRC - Regional Resource Center 

SRC - Sub-regional Resource Center 



2.3. Structure of evaluation 

At the time when the evaluators' training began (February 2000), the microgrant programs in 
the four NGOSS regions were at different implementation stages. The closest to completion 
(projected close-up: June 2000) were the programs run by SCISC and SRRC, which were 
chosen for the training exercise.'. The program evaluation took place when most projects 
were at or close to completion, and is considered a final evaluation as opposed to an interim 
one. 

During evaluation, both centers received USAID approval of holding yet another bid in each region. 

NGOSS overall objectives and those of microgrant programs for non-profits in the NGOSS 
target regions were formulated in conformance with USAID Strategic Objective 2.1 
"Increased, Better Informed Citizen Participation in Political and Economic Decision- 
Making" (See Fig. 1). 

A descriptive-comparative structure was used in this evaluation because its key goal was to 
find out whether the Grant Program goals and objectives in Siberia and Southern Russia had 
been reached and what aspects might be improved in the future, The evaluation had two 
stages. During the first stage, 16 projects funded by SCISC and SRRC as part of the 
microgrant program were evaluated. During the second stage, the NGOSS Grant Programs 
in Siberia and Southern Russia were evaluated. 

2.4. Project selection procedure 

The process of selecting projects for evaluation was designed to ensure that the choice would 
be random and representative, and that evaluation costs would be minimized. Grantee NGOs 
were grouped according to city of location, and then clusters were created of grantees 
operating in the same or neighboring cities. The following were excluded from this 
selection: a) clusters where fewer than two projects were implemented; b) clusters in Siberia 
where both types of projects were not represented (large, up to $7,500, and small, up to 
$1,000 and $500). 

Subsequently, three clusters in Southern Russia and three in Siberia were chosen by random 
sampling. These were Taganrog, Novorossiisk, Rostov-on-the-Don, Kemerovo, Krasnoyarsk 
and Novosibirsk. 

An additional random sampling was held within clusters which contained too many project 
for one group of evaluators to manage within the assigned time frame. Ultimately, 16 
projects were selected from 6 clusters (this procedure is described in more detail in the MSI 
report, see Attachment). 

2.5. Methods used to evaluate SCISC and SRRC activities (grant programs). 



The following methods were utilized during the second stage: 

structured interviews with the staff of USAID, WLICNGOS, SCISC and SRRC, 
government officials, businesses, and the media of Novosibirsk and Krasnodar. A 
separate list of questions was drafted for each type of interviewee; 
questionnaires to NGOs that had not taken part in the bid; 
questionnaires to NGOs that bid but were not awarded the grant; 
questionnaires to RRCs; 
analysis of the following documents: grant program concept, invitation to bid, monitoring 
reports. 

Synthesis and content analysis methods were used to process information from interviews, 
documents and questionnaires; frequency analysis, cross tabulation and other statistical 
analysis methods were employed to process two types of questionnaires for NGOs and RRCs 
(see Attachment ). 

3. STUDY RESULTS 

As has been noted above, the evaluation was a two-stage one, i.e., evaluation of individual 
projects funded as part of the microgrant programs, and evaluation of the Grants Program in 
Siberia and Southern Russia. Part I of this section focuses on the outcome of evaluation of 
the Grants Program in Siberia and Southern Russia, while Part I1 focuses on the outcome of 
evaluation of individual projects. 

3.1. Outcome of the Grants Program evaluation 

USAID, WUCNGOS, IRRCs and RRCs were involved, although to varying extent, in the 
development and implementation of the Grant Program as part of the NGOSS Program (see 
Chart 1 Grants Program Development and implementation). 

+ - In charge of organizing the event. 
* - participates, but not in charge of organizing the event 



In this context, evaluators chose the following sequence for reviewing the results: 

-- Grant Program goals and vision as seen by each of the parties concerned; 
-- Grant Program design; 
-- Grant Program implementation; -- Grant Program impactlpreliminary results. 

3.1.1. I .  Grant Program goals and vision as seen by each of the parties concerned 

Facts found 

a. USAID. By incorporating the Grant Program into the NGOSS Program's first 
component, USAID expected to continue work on strengthening the resource centers and 
non-profits that provide services to Russians, and to improving living standards for Russian 
citizens living in the target regions. It was also expected that the Grant Program 
implementation would be a training process as well: inter-regional resource centers would 
gain (or increase) practical experience in the development and management of microgrant 
programs, while non-profits would become experienced in writing project proposals and in 
grant solicitation, and in grant management (both financial and project management). On the 
whole, as USALD staff members pointed out, USAID saw the Grants Program as an 
important tool for meeting the overall NGOSS Program goals. 

At the same time, USAID priorities were defined in a rather broad way, which allowed the 
inter-regional resource centers to define the microgrant program focus at their own 
discretion, take regional priorities into account, and tailor regional microgrant programs to fit 
the staff resources available to these centers. 

b. WLNCNGOS. WUCNGOS, as the NGOSS administrator, saw the Grants Program as 
an opportunity to support resource centers' initiatives in meeting the needs of regional 
communities, and as an efficient mechanism of reaching the overall NGOSS goals. They 
additionally expected that autonomous administration of a large grant pool would help the 
centers to improve their professional skills, test hid models, and fine-tune documentation 
packages. At the same time, WUCNGOS had the task of ensuring that regional microgrant 
programs were consistent with the NGOSS goals; complied with USAID requirements and 



regulations; were implemented within the time frame set in the USAID contract with 
WUNGOSS; complied with the project review and approval process; and ensured 
information-sharing by all parties. 

c. IRRC. Most goals declared by inter-regional centers overlapped those formulated by the 
USAID for the NGOSS Program. The vision of the role and place of the microgrant 
programs in the activities of Siberian and Southem Russia resource centers is in many 
respects similar. Thus, both SCISC and SRRC believed that the microgrant programs would 
help resolve social problems in the regions, offer non-government organizations equal 
bidding opportunities, improve local NGOs' professionalism and activity, strengthen their 
fundraising capacity, and expand thematic and geographical range of senices provided to 
citizens by non-profits. Both SCISC and SRRC established a two-pronged objective while 
defining priorities of their microgrant programs: on the one hand, institutional development 
of NGOs (which implies concentration of efforts on the grantees' internal development); and 
on the other hand, expansion of the beneficiary audience, thematic range and geography of 
provided services. Both SRRC and SCISC said they were pleased with the opportunity they . . 

were given to define their own goals for the microgrant programs. 

SCISC. The SCISC program was primarily focused on institutional support and NGO 
professional development and training. The grant was expected to move the grantee 
organization to a new professional level whereby it would improve the quality of its services 
and expand its audience and the range of services. 

Bids for grants below $500 were designed mostly as an opportunity for a non-government 
organization to begin its grant history and gain experience in financial management. Bids for 
grants of $1,000 and $7,500 were targeted, to training and professional growth, and at 
providing the broadest possible assistance to civic initiatives worthy of attention. 

At the same time, SCISC staff noted in their interviews with evaluators that absence of a 
special document with clearly described USAID goals and objectives as regard the grants 
program had posed a difficulty in formulating the goals of the Siberian microgrant program. 
SCISC sees its professional niche, inter alia, in grant program management which it views as 
a separate avenue of the Center's development. Subsequently the development of SCISC's 
internal resources during the microgrant program implementation was also an important goal, 
albeit not explicitly stated in the documents. 

SRRC. For SRRC, priorities of the microgrant program, which consisted of only one round, 
included the following: assistance in solving social problems in Southem Russia and 
demonstration of NGOs' professional capacities in handling such problems. While defining 
its priorities, SRRC relied on its experience in managing a Grants Program under the Civic 
Initiatives Support Program, which had not envisioned any financial support for social 
services per se. 



SRRC does not view grant program management as a separate activity but sees it primarily 
as an efficient instrument for improving NGO professionalism and the image of the non- 
profit sector in the Southern Russia. Yet, the microgrant program was expected to address 
such issues as training of the SRRC staff, testing of the grants program model, and 
improvement of the SRRC network's prestige in the community. 

Comparative Vision of the Mini-Grants Program by SClSC and SRRC: 
Vision elements SCISC SRRC 

Grants Program - training and institutional - to solve social problems in 
focus support to Siberian NGOs Southern Russia 

- civic initiatives support - to improve NGO 
professionalism 

Mini-Grants A separate avenue of SCISC An instrument to enhance NGO 
Program role in the development professionalism and improve the 
IRRC activities image of the non-government sector 

in the South of Russia 

Conclusions: 
- each center chose its own priorities while defining the Microgrant Program goals; 
- the difference in SRRC and SCISC approaches in defining the Microgrant Program 

goals did not oppose USAW goals and vision; 
- there was a synergy between USAW interests and the goals of the inter-regional 

resource centers. 

Recommendations 

- USAID should continue to encourage the regional centers to take initiative in the 
development of their own goals for microgrant programs as part of the broader goals of a 
program targeted at strengthening civil society. A more rigid set of requirements might 
reduce independence, limit each center's specialization, and strip regional programs of their 
individuality. 

3.1.2. Grant Program design 

Facts found 

a. Concepts of mini-grants programs 

In the context of the NGOSS Program, each center could choose its own microgrant program 
model depending on available capacity and regional needs. Thus, inter-regional centers 



could design the programs themselves. Both SCISC and SRRC view the microgrant 
programs as their unique products. 

At the same time, the administrative framework of the NGOSS Program as a whole, and of 
the Grants Program in particular, was firmly set. The contract between USAID and World 
Learning envisioned USAID approval of concepts and documentation packages on 
microgrant programs, as well as projects proposed for funding. These measures were 
incorporated into the microgrant programs both in Siberia and Southern Russia, and were 
heeded when calendar plans were drawn. The procedures for approving sets of documents 
and projects proposed for funding, and technical control over microgrant program 
implementation (at all the three levels, i.e., USAID, WUCNGOS and IRRC) was unrelated 
to the size of funding awarded as part of the microgrant program. 

In each region, the degree of WUNGOSC involvement in the program development and 
implementation was different: it was much weaker in Siberia and Southern Russia than in 
Samara and Novosibirsk. This is explained by the fact that both SRRC and SCISC have 
certain practical experience in making and managing grant competitions which they gained 
while working under the Civil Initiatives Support Program, and each relied on it when 
designing their own microgrant program. WUCNGOS's involvement in the process of 
microgrant program administration and distribution of roles was defined in memoranda (see 
Attachment) with both resource centers. 

SCISC. Regional priorities of the SCISC mini-grants program were influenced by 
information obtained during conferences, seminars, NGO fairs and other events held for 
Siberian non-profits or with their participation, and during quarterly meetings of SCISC 
network coordinators. 

The SCISC microgrant program consisted of three bids targeted at two different groups of 
Siberian NGOs, i.e., beginner NGOs with no experience in grant management, and 
experienced NGOs capable of successful implementation of socially relevant projects. Bids 
for projects with funding below $500 and $1,000 envisioned operational support of 
individual events or short-term projects (up to three months), which would give the grantee 
organizations their first practical experience in grant management -that is, a non-profit's 
"grant history" should begin. These bids were to be held on an on-going basis (monthly and 
quarterly, respectively), and were targeted primarily at newly established NGOs. The bid 
for projects funded below $7,500 was targeted at more experienced NGOs; its goal was to 
assist in the solution of vital Siberia problems in such areas as environment, working with 
young people, citizens' health, etc. Only one bid was scheduled, and its projects were to be 
for a longer period (up to one year). 



The concept for all three grant bids set equal terms and conditions for participation: winners 
were selected only on the basis of their application's competitiveness. The expert council for 
grants below $7,500 was to include proposal evaluation experts and independent experts 
experienced in sitting on expert committees. For grants below $500/$1,000, expert 
committees were to include SCISC managers, (on a rotating basis, with the exception of the 
grant manager), and experienced proposal evaluators. 

SRRC. At least two types of bids were initially planned for Southern Russia -grants below 
$1,000 for beginners and grants for up to $5,000 for experienced NGOs. However, after the 
SRRC staff assessed their organizational resources and capacities, they decided to focus on 
only one bid for grants up to $5,000. The projects were to be completed within six months. 
The bid target group was NGOs with experience in delivering social services. 

Regional priorities of the SRRC microgrant program were influenced by infonnation 
obtained during conferences, seminars, NGO fairs and other events held for South of Russia 
non-profits or with their participation, and during quarterly meetings of SRRC network 
coordinators. 

The bid concept set regional quotas for Southern Russia regions. This approach, in SRRC's 
idea, was to provide equal terms and conditions for all the regions, both stronger ones where 
NGOs had successful experience in grant bids, and for weaker ones. Applications submitted 
for the bid were to be reviewed by the SRRC staff first, to sort out those inconsistent with the 
bid mandate. Then, the Expert Council including the staff of the SRRC Krasnodar Office, 
regional coordinators, WL/NGOSC and USAJD officers was to review applications, choose 
those recommended for funding, and submit them to USAJD for approval. 

Each center designed a mechanism for preventing a conflict of interests while reviewing the 
applications; all the application-reviewing experts were to be made familiar with this 
mechanism (see Attachments ). 

b. Regional indicators 

Success indicators of the Grants Program as a whole, set by the contract between USAID and 
World Learning, were universal for all four NGO Sector Support Program regions and did 
not assume that regional priorities would be taken into account, such as assistance in 
resolving social problems, civic initiatives support, improvement of the non-government 
sector image, developing project writing and management skills, etc. 

At the same time, neither SCISC nor SRRC set in their mini-grants programs any indicators 
that would make it possible to judge to what extent regional priorities had been identified 
correctly, and how the microgrant programs helped to reach goals and objectives stated by 



the centers in their proposals. Indicators that would evaluate how the microgrant program 
implementation promotes the development of IRRCs and their networks were not set either. 

c. Training for bidderslgrantees 

SRRC. SRRC planned seminars on application writing, to be held in all 10 target cities and 
towns of Southern Russia (including strategic planning and fundraising by NGOs), and a 
seminar on grant management for the bid winners. If it turned out that there was a shortage 
of acceptable applications, an additional seminar was planned on improving application- 
writing skills for those bidders whose applications would be ruled ineligible for a grant. 

SCISC. SCISC planned to hold a seminar on grant application writing and on specifics of 
each bid. Such seminars were to be held in all the 12 Siberian network cities. Additionally, 
the grantees were to participate in seminars on grant management. 

d. The role of RRCs 

SRRC. According to the initial desim, RRCs in Southern Russia were to take part in - - 
defining the priorities of the microgrant program, disseminating information. collecting 
applications, holding expert council meetings, pre-qualification visits and consultations on 
writing proposals for the grant. 

SCISC. In Siberia, regional resource centers were to take part in defining the priorities of 
the microgrant programs, disseminating information, collecting applications, holding expert 
council meetings, pre-qualification visits and consultations on writing proposals for the grant. 
The SCISC mini-grants program concept also included a special course for training project 
monitoring experts capable of monitoring the funded projects in each program region. 

( indicators 1 1 I 

Comparative characteristics of the mini-grants program design: SCISC and SRRC: 
SRRC 

NGO conferences, seminars, 
fairs and other events held for 
or with Southern Russian 
non-government 
organizations; publications in 
the media; quarterly meetings 
of SRRC network 
coordinators 
NIA 

Design elements 
Sources of information for 
defining regional priorities 

Regional grants program 

SCISC 
NGO conferences, 
seminars, fairs and other 
events held for or with 
Siberian non-government 
organizations; quarterly 
meetings of SCISC 
network coordinators 

NIA 



External monitoring experts I yes 

Conclusions: 

Regional quotas 

Number of bids 

Training of bidders 

Discussion of proposals 

Conflict of interests 
Pre-qualification visits 

Approval of grants 

"Lessons learnt" seminars 

$5.000 U__l - one 
NIA 
$7.500 -one; $1.000 - 
quarterly; $500 - monthly 
Yes (all network cities) 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

NIA 

Yes (all network cities) F[ 
Yes 
To define mini-grant program 
priorities, disseminate 
information, collect and 
register applications, hold 
expert committee meetings, 
pre-qualification visits, 
consultations.on writing grant 
application 

Role of RRCs 

- each center designed its microgrant program concept in line with its vision and 
priorities; 

- microgrant programs designed by SRRC and SCISC have much in common; 
- the design of microgrant programs had no mechanism which allowed for determination 

of the extent to which regional priorities had been identified correctly, and how 
successfully they are implemented. 

Recommendations: 
- additional indicators should be designed for microgrant programs to reflect regional 

To define mini-grant program 
priorities, disseminate 
information, collect and register 
applications, hold expert 
committee meetings, pre- 
qualification visits, consultations 
on writing grant application 

specifics; 
- IRRC mini-grants program indicators should reflect the strategy of inter-regional - - - 

resource centers' development. 

3.1.3. Grant Program implementation 
Facts found 
a. Management and decision-making. 
The structure of management and decision-making in the NGOSS Program, including the 
Grants Program, was guided by the terms and conditions of the contract between USAD and 
World Learning. As has been noted above, it stated that the centers should discuss the 
concepts and documentation packages of the microgrant prohrams with WUCNGOS and 
have them approved by USAD. Additionally, annotations o projects proposed for funding 
should be discussed with WWCNGOS and subsequently ap i roved by USAID. 



Such multi-layer approval of the microgrant program concepts and projects proposed for 
funding required much more time and labor (answering questions, reaching agreements, 
correspondence) from USAID, WLlNGOSC, SRRC and SCISC, than initially envisioned. 

Time costs. Microgrant programs were launched with a month-long delay vis-i-vis 
the initial starting date (April 1999 in Novosibirsk and May 1999 in Krasnodar). This 
affected the Southem Russia program less because it planned only one bid 
(additionally, the NGOSS Program was extended through December 2000 which 
allowed for extension of the regional grants programs). 

The Siberian center faced greater difficulties. Its microgrant program included three 
different types of bids, and two of them - a monthly bid for a grant of $500 and a quarterly 
one for $1,000 -required rapid decision-taking of the "direct action" type in order to support 
vital events or short-term projects. On average, the time frames for approving a grant were 
between three weeks and a month. According to SCISC staff, one of the bidders for $500 
had to refuse funding because the planned event was held before the grant approval. 

Labor costs. Labor costs for Grant Program management ran unexpectedly high. The need 
to approve documentation packages, concepts, their changes, and grants proposed for 
funding, as per contractual relations of USAID and World Learning, required greater 
involvement of USAID staff in the process relative to those under Cooperative Agreement, 
while the rest of the Program work load remained the same. 

WUCNGOS Grants Program staff also had to bear a greater workload than expected. 
Discussing and signing off on concepts and documentation for the mini-grants program and 
projects recommended for funding (including the smallest ones, for $500 and $1,000) 
required that additional WLlNGOSC staff be hired. 

Inter-regional resource centers also faced this problem. For the Siberian center, it was further 
aggravated by the fact that requirements to annotation formats had not been set in advance, 
and for a long time were interpreted differently by W C N G O S  and SCISC. The need to 
translate annotations into English caused additional questions from WLICNGOS, while 
SCISC, in turn, had to make repeated requests to grantees for additional clarifications. 
Clarification questions were often treated by SCISC as a proof of incompetence of the 
W C N G O S  grant department staff 7. This, of course, led to protracted and not always 
productive correspondence. 

7 
E.g., WUNGOSC asked to clarify the term "chemical dependence'' in order to have better understanding 

whether it means dependence on drugs, alcohol, toxic suhs$nces or something else, or all the above. An - 
adequate translation into English requires such clarification. 



The SRRC program envisioned only one bid; therefore, the staff load was somewhat easier. 
Nonetheless, SRRC, too, had to hire more staff to run the microgrant program. 

In addition to grant managers, each organization had the following staff by the time of 
evaluation: WLlNGOSC -Grants Program assistant and gram analyst; SCISC - microgrant 
program assistant and accountant; SRRC - microgrant program assistant and accountant. 
Additionally, both WLKNGOS and SCISC managers from other departments contributed 
actively to Grants Program management, seminars, consultations, review of applications, 
annotation writing and project monitoring. SCISC recruited regional resource centers to 
make their input in this work (see below). 

b. Accessibility of ihformation about microgrant program 

Dissemination of information was one of the key stages of the Grants Program 
implementation. Information about bids, seminars and consultations was disseminated in 
Siberia and Southern Russia through: 

local media; 
local and oblast authorities; 
events in which NGOs participated (round table discussions, conferences, seminars, 

fairs, etc.); 
direct mail to database addresses; 
resource centers. 

It would be natural to assume that the resource centers' clients, particularly regular ones, had 
more sustainable access to information about bids, trainings and consultations. To test this 
assumption, we created a sample questionnaire for NGOs that had not taken part in the bids 
(see Attachment ). 

One of the tasks was to find out whether these organizations had timely and full information 
about the bids. The number of respondents who did not know about the Grants Program but 
waned to participate was only 12 percent of the total. At the same time, 85 percent of NGOs 
that did not bid were familiar or well familiar with SCISC and SRRC activities. This means 
that being a resource center client did not affect their access tc~ information and the decision 
to bid (see Attachment ). 

In addition to accessibility of information as such, we decided to evaluate whether 
disseminated information was understandable to the potential grant bidders. Questionnaires - 
received from applicants who had not received funding showed that 90 percent of the 
respondents understood the terms and conditions of the bid, and the rules of application 
writing and submittal (see Attachment ). 



c. Training for applicantslgrantees 

As planned in the initial Grants Program design, each center provided training for potential 
bidders. This included one-on-one consultations on hid terms and priorities, writing a project 
and application, and training seminars on these themes. Consultations for those who wanted 
to bid were given by the staff of hub offices (Novosibirsk and Krasnodar) and regional 
offices, both in Siberia and Southern Russia. 

SRRC held: 1) seminars on grant application-writing in all 10 target Southern Russian towns 
(including seminars on strategic planning and fundraising by NOOs); 2) a seminar on grant 
management for bid winners, and 3 )  seminars on Lessons Leanit in all network towns for 
those bidders whose applications were denied funding. The seminar on Lessons Learnt was 
presented by the SRRC grant manager. The goal was to discuss and comment on the most 
typical mistakes made by the bidder, and thus give NGOs an opportunity to improve their 
application-writing skills. No one-on-one consultations on applications were held, but a 
letter was sent to each bidder who was denied funding, and the reasoning behind the "no" 
decision was explained. 

SCISC held seminars on the specifics of each bid in all 12 Siberian network towns in 
addition to seminars on writing a project and grant application. Seminars on grant 
management were held for the winning NGOs. The microgrant program implementers 
discovered that NGOs in some network cities (ex.. Gomo-Altaisk and Krasnovarsk) were . - 
much less experienced in project and application writing and, therefore, fewer quality 
proposals came from these regions. The Siberian center held additional seminars for NGOs 
in the regions, which had an immediate impact on the number and quality of their 
applications. 

d. Review of applications and decisions on funding 

The process of application review and decisions on funding under the Grants Program did not 
change as compared to the initial pattern described in "Grants Program Design." SRRC and 
SCISC developed procedures to review projects and documents; these were then discussed 
with WUCNGOS and Richard Blue, and finalized. All the materials on the regional 
microgrant programs were then submitted to USAID for approval. The application review 
had several stages *: 

pre-screening and sorting out of applications that did not meet formal requirements 
outlined in the Invitation to Bid; 

Different procedures were developed for different bids in Siberia. They are described in Attachment. 



meetings of expert councils that included the staff of the IRRC and RRCs, 
independent experts, the staff of WUCNGOS and USAID (SR.RC expert council did not 
include USAJD officers). Expert councils were to define the rating of applications and 
formulate clarifying questions on applications short-listed for funding; 

correspondence with applicants and pre-qualification visits targeted at receiving 
answers to clarifying questions and at making sure that the potential grantees had adequate 
funds management systems in place; 

writing annotations to projects proposed for funding, discussing them with 
W C N G O S  and finalizing annotations; 
. review of annotations by USAID and compilation and approval of a list of funded 
projects. 

Seminars were held for the experts who reviewed applications. These seminars provided 
additional clarification on bid goals and objectives, the evaluation procedure and review of 
applications, the procedure for filling in the evaluation forms, etc. At SCISC, where the 
microgrant program envisioned several bids, experts rotated. Both SCISC and SRRC 
developed procedures to prevent a conflict of interests. 

For the IRRC, microgrant programs were a good opportunity to test and improve a variety of 
grant program management mechanisms. At the same time, labor costs for reviewing and 
managing microgrants, particularly those up to $500 in the SCISC region, were quite high 
and, in fact, comparable to costs of managing grants up to $7,500. 

e. Distribution of funds 

On the whole, the application review and defined decision making process contributed to 
objective and transparent selection of projects for funding, while also meeting the goals that 
each center had set while designing the microgrant program. A review of SCISC and SRRC 
databases revealed the following: 

-- the average age of the NGOs that received grants of up to $500 and $1,000 (Siberia) 
is 2.25 years, which is 1.5 times less than the average age for NGOs in the Siberian region 
(3.33 years). 
-- the average age of NGOs that received grants below $7,500 (Siberia) and $5,000 
(Southern Russia) is statistically the same as the average age of all other NGOs in the 
respective regions. 

Although they used different mechanisms, both SCISC and SRRC had as an objective to 
ensure equitable bidding terms for all regionslorganizations. 

SRRC. In Southern Russia, this mechanism was, as has been noted before, quotas for 
projects funded for each region. Nonetheless, the final distribution of grants across regions 
and cities of Southern Russia was somewhat different from that initially planned in the 
concept of the SRRC microgrant program (see the table below). 



The SRRC grant manager pointed out that this happened because caps on project quality 
were envisioned in addition to quotas. If an application scored below 60 after review by the 
expert council, it lost its quota-linked priority. Outstanding quotas were subject to re- 
distribution. 

Region 
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In Siberia, the initial idea was to have equal terms for quality regardless of the region. When 
it became apparent that some regions would be dropped from the microgrant program 
because of lack of experience in project and application writing, SCISC held additional 
seminars in these regions. This had an immediate impact on the number of bidder and 
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3% 

16% 

3% 

15.40% 

7.70% 



winner regions, and ultimately provided for equitable conditions for all regions (see 
Attachment). 

The table given below shows distribution of funds and projects by beneficiary categories. 
Both in Siberia and Southern Russia, preference was given to projects targeted at solving the 
problems of young people, children, and the disabled 9. 

SCISC. Siberia had a large share of projects targeted at strengthening non-government 
organizations (thus, the "training component" of the mini-grants program was reaffirmed) 
and community-targeted projects. 

SRRC. In Southern Russia, where the refugee problem is known to be particularly acute, 
many projects were targeted at refugees and forced migrants. 

It tuned out that the same project was targeted at delivery of services to several categories of beneficiaries. 
At the same time, beneficiaries from one project could belong to different groups, e.g., disabled children. 



Thus, regional priorities of Siberian and Southern Russia microgrant programs were reflected 
in the project beneficiary categories. 

I SCISC grantees 

[families J 

SRRC grantees 

Farmers 
Elderly 
Unemployed 
Militam and their 

f. Monitoring 

Monitoring of the funded projects was a key element of microgrant program management 
both in Siberia and Southern Russia. 

1 
1 
1 
1 

SCISC. All grants up to $7,500 (28 projects) were monitored in Siberia. Grants up to 
$1,000 (3 1 projects) and $500 (67 projects) were monitored selectively. The initial idea was 
to involve the SCISC grant manager, managers of other areas, and specially trained experts 
(Process Consulting program, see Attachment) in the monitoring. However, during the 
microgrant program implementation closer contact with the grantees was required, so that the 
grantees' possible problems might be identified on time and a quick response could be 
arranged. Regional resource centers came to be involved in the process because they had 
easier contact with the grantees. 

1 % 
1% 
1% 
1 % 

2% 
3% 
0% 
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SRRC. In SRRC, monitoring was performed only by the grant manager and his assistant. 
Managers in charge of other areas did not take part in monitoring. 80 percent of the total of 
32 funded projects were monitored, but analytical sections in the reports did not have 
sufficient coverage of problems faced by the grantees and methods for their solution. 

g. Role of RRCs 

SCISC. According to the initial design, Siberian RRCs took part in defining the microgrant 
program priorities, disseminating information, collecting applications, in expert committee 
meetings, pre-qualification visits and consultations on grant application-writing. 
Additionally, a special training course was held in Siberia for project monitoring experts 
(including RRC staff) who would be able to monitor funded projects in each program region. 

At the same time, the role of regional resource centers increased when the microgrant 
program was implemented in Siberia. RRCs actually became the grantees' "first contact" 
when problems or questions arose, and they attempted to trouble shoot. The increased RRC 
role seems to be related to the large number of projects supported in Siberia by the 
microgrant program. 

SRRC. The RRC role remained practically unchanged throughout the microgrant program, 
from that initially planned. RRCs were expected to take part in defining the microgrant 
program priorities, disseminating information, collecting applications, in expert committee 
meetings, pre-qualification visits and consultations on grant application-writing. Regional 
resources centers made practically no input in these efforts for two reasons: 1) Southern 
Russia is a smaller territory, and travel does not require substantial time and expense; and 2) 
at the time the microgrant program was launched, the staff of regional resource centers did 
not have sufficient skills and experience. However, SRRC staff pointed out in their 
interviews that it would be useful to involve regional centers in monitoring to analyze the 
situation, provide quality control over project performance, and assist in prompt solution of 
problems. In their own view, regional resource centers would like to contribute more to 
grant program management in the future. This, in turn, would require additional training of 
RRC staff. 

h. Success stories 

Grantee "success stories" that needed to be submitted to WUCNGOS and USAID posed a 
major difficulty for the centers. Understanding on their themes and formats was reached 
only by the end of the project because "success stories" were not a requirement set in the 
USAID contract with WUCNGOS, the grant agreement between World Learning and the 
IRRC or, accordingly, the grant agreement between the IRRC and grantees. 

"Success stories" about people whose life had changed as a result of the project funded under 
the microgrant program were the most difficult. As a rule, the grantees did not monitor 
changes in people's lives, and reported only on the program results stated in the application. 



Resource centers had to make additional efforts to collect and present such information. At 
the same time, interviews with the media and government authorities showed that such 
"success stories" demonstrate the efficiency and public relevance of the grant programs, and 
broadly help to improve the NGOs' image. Thus, according to the Krasnodar-based 
correspondent of Komsomolskaya Pravda, an improvement in quality of life is of the greatest 
interest for the public, particularly if these benefits result from projects funded as part of the 
microgrant program. 

i. Technical assistance 

The MSI seminar on Grants Program Design and Management (February 1999) was of great 
help in defining a common concept approach to the Grants Program and regional microgrant 
programs. The Siberian and Southern Russia networks, WLICNGOS staff, and a USAID 
officer attended the Beminar. This seminar was the first for the SRRC network. As for the 
Siberian network, the staff of Novosibirsk hub office had received training in administering a 
microgrant program as part of CIP. However, this training event did not envision a 
discussion of the whole cycle of the grant program, e.g., the principles for designing a grant 
program concept. 

Signing-off on the need for and the scope of this work was delayed; which is why the 
seminar was held after the centers had already developed their draft concepts and document 
packages for microgrant programs. SRRC and SCISC staff also noted that trainings and 
technical assistance to the Grants Program were "supply-based," not "demand-based," and 
had not been coordinated with the plans of the centers themselves. However, the leading 
seminar trainer, Richard Blue, had a detailed one-on-one session with each grant manager to 
discuss their program concepts and documentation packages, and proposed his 
recommendations. Some of them were incorporated in the final texts of the documents. 

Conclusions: 

-- goals of the microgrant programs in Siberia and Southem Russia were achieved, i.e., 
equitable conditions were created for participation in programs in the various Siberian and 
Southern Russia regions; 
-- the administrator organization ensures concurrence of microgrant programs with 
USAID policy and contractual terms, provides necessary assistance in the development and 
implementation of IRRC grants programs, and reduces the chance of possible mistake; 
-- W C N G O S  ensured concurrence of the microgrant programs with USAID goals and 
objectives, as well as compliance of the agreements with IRRCs with the USAID contract. 
WUCNGOS also provided technical assistance; 
-- not all the parties in the Grants Program understood why andor when certain 
information was needed. 



-- the memorandum on joint activities signed by World Learning and SCISC 
representatives proved to be an insufficient mechanism for defining cooperation between 
WUCNGOS and SCISC; 
-- the overall work load on NGOSS program staff turned out to be heavier than initially 
expected; 

-- hiring more staff for the WUCNGOS, SRRC and SCISC grant departments provided 
for more efficient management of the Grants Program and streamlined information flow 
through the IRRC - WUCNGOS - USAID chain. 
-- the microgrant program management system in place in the IRRCs is generally 
efficient. Procedures for monitoring and adjusting problem projects at an early stage need to 
be developed; 
.. limited involvement of other SRRC staff (not immediately involved in the grants 
program) and regional coordinators in monitoring did not allow them to pay sufficient 
attention to the analytical section of monitoring reports; 
-- the seminar on Lessons Learnt is a useful instrument for improving application- 
writing skills and for keeping in touch with the bidders; 
-- additional trainings on grant application writing are a useful instrument for ensuring 
equitable conditions for different regions to take part in the grants programs; 
-- "success stories" were not fully used as an instrument of reporting and marketing 
microgrant programs and the Grants Program. 

-- the procedure for management, decision making and distribution of responsibilities in 
the Grants Program should be clear for all its participants from the very beginning; 
-- the following distribution of roles in the Grants Program management seems to be 
reasonable: the IRRC should be responsible for the mini-grants program vision and for the 
development of the technical plan for implementation; the administrator organization should 
be in charge of monitoring the program's overall logic and compliance with contractual 
obligations; and USAID should monitor political risks and consistency of the grants program 
with the overall USAID strategy; 
-- if the grants program is implemented on the basis of a contract between USAID and 
the administrator organization, the time required for approval of IRRC documents by USAID 
should be taken into account when the program is designed. A Cooperative Agreement or 
Grant could be the alternative agreement between USAID and the administrator, which 
would make it possible to avoid approval of grants below $500 and cut the time and labor 
costs; 
-- in the future, procedures for interaction between the IRRC and the administrator 
should be more clearly defined and stated in documents. Joint development of these 
procedures will provide for mutual understanding of each participant's role and responsibility 
in the Grants Program implementation. The staff immediately involved in running the Grants 
Program, not just the NGO leaders alone, should contribute to the development of 
procedures; 



-- small grants annotations and their format should be viewed as a means of 
communication between USA@ and program staff; these skills should be developed because 
the area of their use goes well beyond the mini-grants programs; 
-- collecting "success stories" should be a part of grant program management. In order 
to market a competitive mechanism for support of NGO and social projects, it is necessary to 
be more active in keeping track of the project "success stories"; 
-- written procedures should be developed to provide for identifying and adjusting 
problem projects at an early stage. RRC staff and external experts should be more actively 
involved in these efforts; 
-- cooperation between the grants program and other SRRC programs should be 
developed through deeper on-going involvement of the SRRC manager in running the grants 
program (through participation in monitoring, training events, public relations, etc). 
-- resource centers should focus more on explaining why a grant was denied. 
Respondents' answers show that they would like to know not only the most typical and 
common mistakes but also individual comments about their projects; 
-- RRCs should he involved in grant program management; 
-- technical assistance in the grants program management should be consistent with the 
needs of resource centers, and be provided before the program begins; 
-- it would be reasonable to consider the possibility of simplifying the management 
system while maintaining the necessary and sufficient objectivity and reliability level. 

3.1.4. Program impact 
Facts found 
a. Impact on the Grants Program managing organizations 

Interviews with IRRC staff, government authorities and the media, and RRC questionnaires 
(Attachment ) showed that SCISC, SRRC and their regional offices improved their image 
among regional NGOs and government authorities as a result of the Grants Program. 

The Deputy Mayor of Krasnodar noted in her interview that non-government organizations 
and the city government are highly appreciative of SRRC's activities and the professionalism 
of its staff. She also said that SRRC's experience in the development and implementation of 
the grants program would be used by the city government in a competition to support NGOs' 
social projects according to the city Regulations on Municipal Grants. 

The head of the public relations department of the Novosibirsk oblast government highly 
rated SCISC's role in the development of the non-profit sector of the oblast. He noted that 
the oblast government is closely cooperating with SCISC in arranging such events as social 
project competitions, NGO fairs, and various conferences. The oblast government provided 
support (e.g., privileges in rental of premises) to NGOs that bid in the SCISC mini-grants 
program and submitted projects consistent with the oblast's social priorities. 

RRC leaders said regional offices managed to expand their audience as a result of the Grants 
Program. Thus, 4 (31%) of 13 regional resource centers that answered the work sheet 
questions pointed out that the number of their permanent clients had increased (one center 



reported a tenfold increase of its RRC's clients). Six centers (46%) reported improved image 
of RRCs in the community and higher confidence in its work. 

Most organizations involved in the Grants Program (WUNGOSC, IRRC, RRC) pointed out 
that work in the Program helped them to substantially raise the professional level of their 
staff. Five of 13 regional resource centers noted either increased staff professionalism or 
development of new special skills (e.g., in project monitoring and evaluation). 

b. Impact on the community 

The evaluator team made the following assumption: implementation of regional grant 
programs accessible to any organization in the given region encourages interest and 
readiness of businesses and the government authorities to fund projects that are socially 
relevant for the region. This assumption was not empirically tested during this evaluation. 
Some facts underlying the assumption are given below. 

1. In Southern Russia, the mini-grants program encouraged and facilitated the development 
of regulations on municipal grants and social procurement in Stavropol, Armavir and 
Novorossiisk (2000). The Krasnodar Deputy Mayor announced the city government's 
intention "to promote the passing of the Regulation on a Municipal Grant by the City Duma" 
with a view to holding a competition for social projects of Krasnodar NGOs. 

2. SCISC experience in running the mini-grants program was used in bids for municipal 
grants and consolidated budget; SCISC staff were invited as experts to hold such bids. Thus, 
in the spring of 2000, Novosibirsk approved provisional regulations On Municipal Grants of 
Novosibirsk City, and the city budget allocated Rub 1.5 million for bids of socially relevant 
projects run by the city NGOs. The SCISC Office, guided by the Agreement on Cooperation 
with the Public Relations Department of the City Hall, took part in preparing and holding a 
bid for municipal grants: it drew a set of documents for the bid and wrote proposals on the 
hid panel's work, held a seminar on Applying for a Municipal Grant and about 50 
consultations on project-writing. In 2000, regulations on municipal and social grants were 
approved or developed in Ulan-Ude, Kemerovo, Mariinsk (Kemerovo oblast), and Omsk; 
municipal grants competitions were held in Novokuznetsk and Mezhdurechensk (Kemerovo 
oblast). 

3. Regional resource centers were initiators of these processes and the chief sources of 
information on organizing and holding competitions for social projects both in Siberia and 
Southern Russia. The SRRC experience was of great interest to large businesses operating in  
Southern Russia. The NestleKhladoproduct spokesman said in his interview that Nestle 
intends to tap SRRC experience not only in organizing a competition for NGOs working with 
the disabled children but inadvertising the results of the funded projects. 

4. Thus, grants programs, on the one hand, increase confidence in NGOs as reliable partners 
and, on the other hand, create and test a funding mechanism and control over the use of 



funds. In our view, the regional mini-grants programs in Siberia and Southern Russia have 
the following characteristics: 

-- social relevance of projects for the region; 
-- transparency of distribution of funds and control and evaluation of the funded 
projects; 
-- detailed and documented procedures for project selection, monitoring and evaluation; 
-- strict financial reporting and control over spending of funds; 
-- reasonable, measurable and objective project results. 

In our view, testing the assumption that the grants programs have an encouraging impact on 
increased government and private investments in the non-government sector could be useful 
for defining the Grants Program long-term results. 

Conclusions: 

-- microgrant program implementation allowed SRRC, SCISC and their regional offices 
to improve their image with regional NGOs and municipal and regional authorities. 
-- the Grants Program was an opportunity for the IRRC to gain additional experience 
and knowledge of local NGOs. 

Recommendations: 

-- It would be advisable to replicate the experience of running mini-grants programs 
through resource centers in other Russian regions. This model would help to enhance the 
focus of bids on addressing concrete community problems and adapt them to the needs and 
capacities of NGOs in particular regions. This would also help improve the resource centers' 
image in the community and give them an opportunity to acquire new professional skills. 
-- The grants program experience should be advertised among local donors. 

3.2. Project evaluation results 
3.2.1. Processing the outcome ofproject evaluation results 

The following information was obtained on 16 projects completed by the grantees in Siberia 
and Southern Russia: 

-- 6 reports on evaluation of 16 projects (Attachment ); 
-- 16 questionnaires on NGO institutional development (Attachment ); 
-- 16 NGO fact sheets on cooperation with IRRC and RRC (Attachment ); 
-- 5 questionnaires for Siberian NGOs awarded mini-grants (Attachment ). 

A comparative analysis was made, including identification of any tendencies and factors that 
had an impact on project success/failure. The following summary tables were made for 
collation and processing of information: 



-- indicators of successful project implementation at different logical levels (Activity, 
Direct Results, Impact, Purpose) (Attachment ); 
-- summary table of indicators to reflect institutional development and cooperation with 
resource centers (Attachment ). 

3.2.2. Impact on grantees 
a. Institutional development of grantee organizations 

The evaluation identified the extent of impact of the grant work on the grantees' institutional 
development. All the indicators were split into two groups: internal management (11 
indicators)1° and external contacts (4 indicators)". 

All the 16 grantees reported changes as a result of their grant work in at least one external 
contacts indicator and in two internal management indicators. 

Positive changes in the grantees' institutional development 
(16 projects) 

According to information obtained from work sheets of 16 grantees whose projects were 
subject to the training evaluation, 50% of the respondents made changes in their 
organizations' strategy during the project implementation. The largest changes were in large 
projects ($7,500 in Siberia and $5,000 in Southern Russia). 

lo Decision-TAng Process; Stratcg) or Plans; Personnel. Documents. Equlpmcnt Max!agemcnt Proccdurcs. 
cic., Resulti, Monitormg System, Increased Membership or V o l ~ n r ~ ~ r s .  NGO Staff, StafCPerformance, 
Audience. Geography. Financ~al Management Procedures, Funding Situation (new sour~xs, more wallable 
sources). 

" Approaches to Public Relations and Informing the Public, Relations with Authorities, Relations with Other 
NGOs (closer), Advocacy Activity. 



-- Nine out of 16 grantees improved their internal management systems substantially 
(by over a half of indicators) as a result of the project, and only one grantee reported slight 
changes (less than a quarter of indicators) in this area. The grantees said the greatest success 
was achieved in improving their staff performance (88% of evaluated projects). The number 
of volunteers and clients increased in 69% of the projects. Grantees were successful in 
developing personnel, document and equipment management procedures (63% of projects) 
and financial management (63% of projects). 
-- The greatest success was reached in strengthening contacts with other NGOs (88% of 
projects) and in working with the public and awareness building (69% of projects). On the 
whole, small projects -up to $500 -had weaker impact of NGO organizational 
strengthening. This is most probably related to their short duration (up to three months) and 
their focus on a single event. Major successes in organizational development, reached by 
these projects, were related to improved staff performance and strengthening of relations 
with other NGOs. 
-- If the Grants Program overall results are discussed, 80% of 16 evaluated projects 
managed either to increase their audience (69% of projects), expand their geography (50% of 
projects, or do both (38% of projects). Increased audience and expanded geography are two 
of the three indicators defined by USAID (the third is launching services that are new for the 
region"), and any of them is sufficient for saying that an organization had improved its 
ability to fulfill its mission. 

b. Reaching the planned results 

The probability of reaching direct results planned by the project and having the expected 
impact often depended on the area of activity (building a civil society or solving social 
problems), the target group, and on whether the project had only direct beneficiaries or direct 
and secondary ones (see Attachment). The following logic was revealed: 
-- The size of a grant does not affect reaching the planned results at either of the 
following levels: Impact/Purpose, Direct Results/Outputs, and Activity/Inputs. 
-- The area of activity affects reaching the planned results in the following way: 
a) at the "Activity" level: the area of activity does not affect reaching the planned results; 
b) at the "Direct results" and "Impact" levels: projects targeted at the civil society 
development more frequently reached all direct results (4 of 6 evaluated) and had the planned 
impact (5 of 6) than those targeted at resolving social problems (3 of 10 and 5 of 10 
evaluated, respectively). 
-- The target group affects reaching the planned results in the following way: 
a) at the "Activity" level: the greatest success was achieved by the projects targeted at 
"Age/Gendern (addressing the problems of young and elderly people, women, etc.) (5 of 6 
evaluated), sufficient success was achieved by projects targeted at the risk groups (3 of 7), 
and least success was reported by projects targeted at solving the community problems (1 of 
3 evaluated projects); 

" This indicator was not discussed during evaluation of individual projects funded by the mini-grants program. 



b) at the "Direct results" and "Impact" levels: the type of the target group does not affect 
reaching the planned results. . 
All four projects targeted at young people, teenagers and schoolchildren achieved all the 
planned results. 

-- Beneficiaries (direct and secondary). Most projects with activities falling into the 
"Social sphere" category have direct beneficiaries. Projects of the "Civil society" category 
have both direct and secondary beneficiaries. Projects that had only direct beneficiaries were 
more successful. The fact that a project has only direct or direct and secondary beneficiaries 
affected reaching the planned project results in the following way: 
a) at the "Activity" level: projects targeted at direct beneficiaries (8 of 12) were more 
successful than those targeted at "secondary" beneficiaries (1 of 4); 
b) at the "Direct results" level: projects targeted at direct beneficiaries (6 of 12) were more 
successful than those targeted at "secondary" beneficiaries (1 of 4); 
c) at the "Impact" level: projects targeted at direct beneficiaries (8 of 12) were more 
successful than those targeted at "secondary" beneficiaries (2 of 4). 

The following assumptions were suggested on the basis of the above information; they allow 
for an explanation of the identified circumstances. 

1. Failure to reach the planned results might be related to the following determinants: 

a) not all the grantees can clearly formulate project goals, expected results and evaluation 
criteria (indicators). For example, only 3 projects out of 10 that reached the main results at 
the "Impact" level had appropriate indicators; 

b) not all the grantees can realistically assess their capacity while designing the project. The 
grantees might think that more impressive expected results and a broader scope of project 
activity improve the chances for winning a grant. Therefore, we would recommend that 
seminars and consultations with would-be grantees should draw their attention to feasibility 
of the project activity and results. 

2. Projects in the "Social sphere" category mostly focus on direct beneficiaries (clients). 
Therefore, their success is directly dependent on the number of covered beneficiaries, clients' 
demand for services, and the quality of services. Thus, good knowledge of the client group 
and its needs is the determinant for social sphere projects. If the applicant cannot make an 
additional study of his client group, the risk level of the project would go up substantially. 

3. Better indicators in reaching the planned results were reported by projects that fall into the 
"Civil society" category by their activities area; this might be related to the types of project 
activities. Projects in the "Civil society" category are mostly related to dissemination of 
information (e. g., making and broadcasting TV programs, making social advertisement 
video clips, forming positive public attitude towards orphan children and developing a 
mechanism for raising donors' funds for the needs of orphan children, etc.). Only a half of 
the projects that fall into the "Civil society" category have direct beneficiaries. Thus, the 



success of implementing projects of this type (carrying out all the planned activities) does not 
depend directly on work with clients (beneficiaries) and on exact knowledge of their needs. 

Another reason of better success indicators in reaching the planned results by projects that 
fall in the "Civil society" might be in the fact that projects in this group had less clear 
outcome evaluation indicators as compared to projects in the "Social sphere" category. Any 
deviation from indicators is viewed as underachievement of a result. If a project has more 
vague indicators, reporting is easier. 

Of course, the above assumptions need to be further adjusted. But they could be useful in 
planning subsequent grants programs and in the development of training events for resource 
center clients. 

Conclusions: 

-- implementation of the projects funded by microgrant programs allowed more than a 
half of grantees to raise their institutional development level substantially. Differences in the 
level of this development and its concrete forms depend on different sizes of grants and 
different specifics of bids in regions; 
-- development and implementation of microgrant programs is an efficient tool for the 
development of local NGOs and for solving regional problems. 
-- small grants - up to $500 - are less efficient as an organizational strengthening tool. 

Recommendations 

-- grant programs should be further used as an NGO development instrument. 
-- skills in formulating project ideas, expected results and evaluation criteria (indicators) 
should be developed and mastered during the training seminars held for grant bidders. 

ABBREVIATIONS: 

USAID -The U. S. Agency for International Development 
WLh'GOSC -World Learning and Center for NGO Support 
IRRC - Inter-regional Resource Center 
RRC -regional resource center 
SRC - sub-regional resource center, a resource center for one of the cities of an oblast, 
republic or krai in Siberia 
SRRC -South of Russia Resource Center 
SCISC -Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Center 
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On a worldwide basis, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are filling in gaps in the 
social service networks of nations. This is true in both developed and developing countries. 
While the emergence of an NGO sector in Russia is a relatively new phenomenon, the work of 
these NGOs is today remarkably similar to that of their counterparts elsewhere. Russian NGOs 
are active in health care and education and on environmental issues, as are NGOs almost 
everywhere. 

Interestingly, NGOs in Russia are also similar to NGOs elsewhere in terms of their 
growing interest in monitoring and evaluation. 

In 1997, a study camed out by Finland's Ministry of Foreign Affairs in collaboration 
with the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization of Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) in Paris reported that - on a worldwide basis -the 
decade of the 1990s represented a turning point for monitoring and evaluation in NGOs. During 
this decade, NGOs in both developed and developing countries, can be viewed as having shifted 
from perceiving monitoring and evaluation as external requirements to valuing them as tools for 
improving NGO operations and program management. 

This shift, which characterized NGOs in developing countries by mid-decade, has 
emerged in the past year or two in Russia. While it cannot yet be said that the majority of 
evaluations in Russia are initiated by the NGOs themselves, as is now the case in the West, 
Russian NGOs are moving in this direction. 

Evidence of this shift is visible in growing interest in these disciplines among members of 
the NGO co&unity. It is also visible in the demand for the services of those who have had 
training in this field. 

1. Growing Interest in Monitoring and Evaluation in the NGO Community 

A simple measure of a change in interest in these disciplines is a growth in demand for 
training in monitoring and evaluation. As a consulting center for NGOs in Russia, the Center for 
NGO Support (CNGOS) has been in a good position to monitor interest within the country's 
NGO community. 

A second indicator of this sort is the strong interest shown by NGOs in the first regional 
conference on Evaluation held in September 2000 in Siberia. This conference grew out of work 
begun by a small nucleus of individuals who have been working with monitoring and evaluation 
for several years and who have formed a "network" for evaluators in Russia and other countries 
in the region and have established a web-site to serve this network. The conference itself was 
hosted by the Siberian Civic Initiatives Support Center (SCISC) with funding from the USAID 
and the Open Society Institute (Soros Foundation). 

When it planned conference, the SCISC thought it was overestimating attendance when it 
planned for roughly 100 participants. By the time the conference was held, with 110 in 
attendance, it was clear that at least 140 more interested individuals had been turned away for 
lack of space, which is itself an indicator of strong interest. 



Additional data on conference participants -- and their clear expectation for the expansion 
of the "network" and future conferences -- further suggest the speed with which interest in 
monitoring and evaluation is growing in Russia and in countries throughout the region. 

Organizational representation at this first regional conference on evaluation showed the 
strength of NGO interest, but participants were not exclusively from this sector, as Table 1 
indicates. 

Table 1. September 2000 Evaluation Conference Parficipation by Sector 

1 1 Number of I 
Type of Organization 

NGOs 
Donor Organizations 
Government 
Businesses 
Educational 

Equally indicative of the breadth of interest in these topics was the regional distribution 
of conference participants, as shown in Table 2. 

Institutions 

Organizations 
Represented 

60 
12 
8 
4 
3 

Percentage (%) 

68 
14 
9 
5 
3 1 
1 Media 

+- Table 2. Distribution of Participants by Country 

2. Demand for the Services of Trained Russian Evaluators 

1 

Russia 
Kazakhstan 
Kyrgyzstan 
Tadzhikistan 

One of the factors that seems to be fueling this shiff in Russia is a growing understanding 
of monitoring and evaluation as substantive disciplines and as practices that are potentially 
useful to NGO managers. Simply put, it appears that training in monitoring and evaluation - 

Percentage (%) Country Number of 
Participants 

8 1 
7 
3 
3 

74.3 
6.5 
2.8 
2.8 



from a variety of sources - is sparking interest in the NGO community in strengthening this 
aspect of its work. 

To examine the impact that training is having on the development of monitoring and 
evaluation in the NGO community, CNGOS and MSI surveyed graduates from the 1997 class of 
the Certificate Program in Evaluation, most of whom work in the NGO community, to determine 
whether there appears to be a demand for their skills in their organizations and in the broader 
NGO community in which they are working. The results of this survey, from roughly two thirds 
of the 1997 class, demonstrate a fairly strong demand in the NGO community for the services 
these trained individuals are able to provide. 

Ten out of the thirteen respondents to this survey work in the NGO community. Of the 
other three. two are self-emuloved and one is working at a universitv. When asked about how 

A .  - 
they have used their skills in monitoring, all survey respondents indicated that they have been 
involved with the design of monitoring systems as well as personally active in data collection - - .  

and analysis, as the Figu're 1 below indicates. (Several individuals indicated involvement with 
more than one of these activities.) 

Of the thirteen respondents, 5 (28%) indicated that at least some of the monitoring work 
they are doing is part of their regular job at the NGOs and in other organizations whke they 
work. At the same time, all thirteen indicated that some of the monitoring activities in which 
they are involved are being carried out on a contract basis. While many (56%) of the 
respondents said that they work alone on some monitoring activities, some of this work is also 
done by teams on which>espondents have participated (44%). 

Designed fhernonitaing Collect& mnlaing data Analyzed m ~ t a i n g d ; t a  
sys tm f a  t k  mject a and prepared reprts 

program 

Figure 1. Monitoring Activities of Course Graduates 

Parallel questions were asked about respondent experiences in evaluation in the three 
years since their training. ' All thirteen respondents reported that they had been involved in 
evaluation teams since completing their training and among them they provided information on a 
total of 33 evaluations. Of these evaluations, 10 (30%) were carried out by respondents as part 
- 



of their regular job, while 23 (70%) were carried out under special contracts and other 
arrangements. Most of the time (for 55% of the cases), course graduates served as evaluation 
team leaders or carried out the evaluations on their own. In the other 45% of the cases, course 
graduates served as evaluation team members. 

Asked to describe the focus of the evaluations in which they had participated, 
respondents indicated that the cases split almost evenly between mid-term and final evaluations, 
as Figure 2 illustrates. As to the type of effort evaluated, Figure 3 shows that project evaluations 
were more common than program evaluations among the 33 evaluations carried out by course 
graduates. 

For both monitoring and evaluation, the "on the job" cases described by course graduates 
offer the strongest proof of demand within the NGO community. Narrative descriptions of the 
evaluations canied out by course graduates show, however, that many of the "under contract" 
evaluations were also evaluations carried out by and for the NGO community. 

Figure 2. Evaluation Timing Figure 3. Evaluation Focus 

Another signal of growing demand for monitoring and evaluation that is apparent from 
the surveys of Certificate in Evaluation program evaluations is the volume of training they are 
doing. Of the 13 respondents, 62% have provided training in monitoring and evaluation since 
completing the course. Together they described 18 training instances. Of these, 14 were courses 
that dealt exclusively with monitoring and evaluation. The other four included these topics as 
part of a broader course. The median length of these training programs was three days and 
participants in them ranged from 12 to 100. 

3. Summary 

Interest in monitoring and evaluation has grown rapidly in the NGO community in Russia 
and Russian NGOs are beginning to view monitoring and evaluation as valuable practices that 



can help them strengthen their own organizations and programs. The expansion'of interest and 
commitment is intuitively obvious to those who are working in this community. Evidence for 
this trend, however, goes well beyond anecdotes as data reviewed in this paper indicated. 

Among those who are most involved in monitoring and in Russia and throughout region, 
there is a strong feeling that support from the donor community and from evaluators in countries 
with stronger traditions in this field is essential if the advances made to date are to be spread 
more broadly across the NGO community. 

In its 1997 study, Finland made similar recommendations, and its points are well worth 
reiterating here. 

- Within the NGO community, efforts should he made to increase the 
exchange of evaluation reports, methods, and lessons, i.e., to Ieam from 
the total NGO experience. 

- Further efforts should be made to build NGO evaluation capacity. 

- NGOs should experiment with indicators of project performance and 
measurement methodologies 

- Donor investments should be made in all of the above. 

These are sentiments with which we agree and toward which we will continue to direct 
our work. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation Capacity Building in Russia 

by Ekaterina Greshnova, CNGOS, and Richard Blue, MSI 

A. Overview 

Techniques for monitoring and evaluating the performance of social programs that are widely 
used in North America are relatively new in the Russian context and in countries that were part of the 
former Soviet Union. The same is true of non-governmental organizations which are an integral part of 
social service delivery systems in the West, but which only emerged as an important element of the 
equation in Russia and Eastern Europe during the past ten years. 

Today there are more than 300,000 non-governmental organizations in Russia, and a significant 
number of these provide health and mental health, education and environmental action, and other services 
in communities across the country. The Center for NGO Support (CNGOS) in Moscow stands at the 
center of an informal but increasingly wide network that links Russian NGOs together and tries to ensure 
that NGOs throughout the country are improving their basic organizational development skills as well as 
their skills in program management. As part of this overall effort, CNGOS has made a systematic effort, 
since 1997, to build NGO capacity in monitoring and evaluation. 

CNGOS staff, together with staff from Management Systems International (MSI), created an 
evaluation training course - the Certificate Program in Evaluation - that in 1997 and again in 2000 
provided NGO leaders with practical as well as classroom training in evaluation.' In addition to this 
formal training program which more than 50 NGO leaders have now completed, CNGOS has provided 
shorter monitoring and evaluation workshops for regional NGO Resource Center personnel in Siberia, 
Southern Russia, Archangelsk, Moscow and Novgorod and MSI has done the same for regional Resource 
Center staff in the Russian Far East. 

Before turning to a more detailed description of the Certificate Program in Evaluation which has 
become the CNGOS-MSI flagship evaluation capacity building program, it is important to note that our 
organizations are not the only ones that are working to introduce monitoring and evaluation concepts in 
Russia. 

Some of the graduates of the CNGOS-MSI Certificate Program in Evaluation have gone on to 
present training in these areas to organizations with which they work. 

Eurasta Foundat~on IS another o rgan~~mon  that is enterm8 thts field Last year Eurasta 
brought academ~c prnonncl to Russ~a from l w r a  to !ram 119 local staif in these techn~ques 

= On another front, the World Bank is exploring ways to introduce monitoring and evaluation 
as management tools for government ministries. 

Independent consulting firm$ such as Process Consulting, are providing training in these 
fields when it will be helpful to their clients. 

During the past few years, a number of key individuals involved in these efforts have taken 
the first steps toward creating a professional organization of evaluators in Russia, Ukraine, 
Georgia, Moldova and other countries in the region. At this point in its evolution, this 
emerging structure is a network that is open to everyone. It is not yet aformal association 
like the American Evaluation Association - and that is deliberate. We are deliberately 
learning to walk before we try to run. 

1 The development and presentation of this course was funded by USAID under two grant programs for 
strengthening Russian non-governmental organizations (NGOs) run by World Learning, a U.S. private voluntq 
organization (PVO) and the Center for NGO Support; a Russian non-profit oq?anization, between 1997 and 2000 
MSI has also been a pan of this consortium. 



In September 2000 one of the Centers that participated in the NGO strengthening program 
held the first Conference on Evaluation in Russia and CIS .Over 100 participams from 
Russia, as well as Armenia, Bulgaria Germany, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kirgiztan, Moldova, 
Poland, Tadzhikistan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine and United Statcs participated in this event - and 
the AEA sent an  observe^ to participate in this innovative event. 

These developments are all positive from a capacity building perspective 

The depth of evaluation capacity in Russia- as well as how widely these concepts take hold in 
the social services senor - 1s an issue that has been of primary importance to CNGOS It is central to the 
focus of the Certificate Program in Evaluation that CNGOS and MSL developed 

B. CNGOS-MSI Certificate Program In Project Evaluation 

Year 1997 

The Certificate Program described above grew out of the experiences of World Learning-CNGOS 
Moscow ofice and its NGO grantees. In 1996, near the end of the first grant program for NGO 
strengthening that World Learning and CNGOS managed, over 30 projects had reached the point where 
they could benefit from the information that could be provided by mid-tern and final evaluations. Under 
its cooperative agreement with USAID, World Learning has a special n:sponsihility for ensuring that all 
of the programs it sponsors benefit from such evaluations. 

In those years, there were few Russians who had the skills and experience needed to carry out 
professional evaluations of NGO projects - or any other projects, for that matter. Recognizing this gap, 
CNGOS together with several other interested organizations and individuals prepared a concept paper for 
a course on project evaluation which was needed in Russia to stimulate the development of agroup of 
professionals with skills in this field. 

In the Fall of 1996, World Learning discussed their interest in an evaluation wurse with 
Management Systems International (MSI), a Washington-based consulting firm with extensive experience 
in project evaluation. Out of these discussions came a plan for a three phased certificate program that 
would combine academic and practical training and resulted in the award of certificates to approximately 
25 Russian NGO staff and other professionals. The plan was realized in March-May 1997. 

The course combined academic work on evaluation theory and methods with practical 
applications of approaches and techniques to case examples and to projects that were currently on-going 
in Moscow and the surrounding area A number of intensive teaching and workshop sessions, of three 
days duration each, established the wurse framework. Outside of theso intensive sessions, course 
participants worked as teams on real evaluations. Those teams worked independently as well as met with 
course instructors to define the studies they undertook. Teams were al:;o responsible for the development 
of written products and for oral presentations to their classmates during the courses intensive sessions. 
Certificates were awarded upon completion of the course. 

The initial intensive teaching and workshop sessions as well as the first assignments to be carried 
out by teams were covered during Phase I of the Program. Phase I was carried out between March 5-15, 
1997. Twenty-four individuals completed this aspect of the course curriculum, which covered over a 
thousand pages of slides on topics ranging from the history of evaluation, to the definition of evaluation 
questions, preparation of evaluation scopes of work, management of the evaluation process, evaluation 
design, data collection methods, data analysis and evaluation report preparation. The course workbook 
was produced with Russian and English text on facing pages. The instuctors for the academic portion of 
the curriculum were Dr. Richard N. Blue and Ms. Molly Hageboeck, who were also engaged for Phase I1 
of this effort. 

Upon completion of the academic portion of the certificate program, participants began work on 
the ~ractical application aspect of the program. Phase 11, the practical aspect of this course, required that 
participants undertake an evaluation of a real project. The projects selected for evaluation were all grant 



projects which had been funded by World Leaming. Eight teams of three particpants each were assigned 
to cany out these evaluations. During the last few days of Phase I of the curriculum participants 
completed rough designs for the evaluations they would undertaken in preparation for the classroom 
portion of Phase U of the program. 

Phase Il of the certificate program curriculum focused heavily on the review and critique of 
evaluation products prepared by participants during the eight week interim between classroom sessions 
In addition to reviewing participant reports, this session included a discr~ssion of what the participants did 
and did not like about conductinn evaluations. and what thev found difficult: oresentations and - , . 
discussions on doing business as an evaluation specialist; characteristics of national and multinational 
evaluation associations around the world and the possibility of forming :such an association or group in 
Russia; evaluation standards and norms, as developed els&here, and &a potential need forlmerits of 
developing a set of evaluation standards for Russia; and individual and j:roup plans for continuing to 
develop evaluation skills and experience. 

During the majority of the classroom sessions that made up Phase U, participants presented their 
evaluations to the course staff and their classmates, and on which they received an oral review of their 
evaluation's strengths and weaknesses. After reviewing each evaluation report and listening to all of the 
participant presentations, one of the instructors for the course prepared ;i comparative review of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the particpant's evaluation products using a "checklist" which participants 
might use, in the future, to critically review their own work. Twenty-two Certificates were awarded upon 
completion of the course. 

Year 2000 

The second iteration of the Certificate Program was designed for :he needs of a USAID's NGO 
Sector Support (NGOSS) Program, which is administered by World Leaming and the Center for NGO 
Support (CNGOS). The NGOSS Program incorporated a grant prograrn component to be managed by 
Russian Resource Centers in Siberia, South Russia, Russian North-West and Volga Region. Though the 
Centers had some experience in managing grant competitions, they had no experience at all in evaluating 
results of small grants. 

In February, 2000, MSI consultants Molly Hageboeck and Richard Blue, of Management 
Systems International (MSI),presented Part I of a three part Certificate Program in Evaluation for 23 
Russian participants. Participants in the Spring 2000 Certificate Program in Evaluation work with N O  
Resource Centers that are linked to a USAID's NGO Sector Support P1.ogram. 

Part I1 of the Certificate program consisted of field work by teams of participants on evaluations 
of grant proiects undertaken by NGOs in Southern Russia and Siberia. Part I1 also included the 
prejarationbfeva~uation rePo& by participants. Course instructors joined teams in the field and provided 
coaching as well as viewed first hand the NGO network structure through which NGOSS program grants 
were being administered and monitored 

Pan 111 of the Certificate program involved participants in classroom discussions of their field 
evaluation experience. It also gave them an opportunity to formally present their findings and 
conclusions and engaged them in initial efforts to assess findings across the full set of grants and grantees 
they had examined during Part Il of the course. At the end of Part I11 of the Certificate Program, 
participants received certificates showing that they have reached a competency level equivalent to that of 
the 1997 Certificate Program in Evaluation class. 

In addition to completing Part IIl of the Certificate Program, participants in this class contributed 
to exercises related to the start-up of an Evaluation "Master Class." Its purpose was to provide selected 
graduates of the basic program with additional experience and skills in monitoring and evaluation. The 
"Master Class" went beyond the basic cumculum for the Certificate Program in Evaluation. It's focus, in 
this instance, was on the "program" level ofthe NGOSS grant program, i.e., the grant management 
process rather than the effectiveness of individual grant projects. 



Participants in the "Master Class" included seven of the graduates of the Spring 2000 Certificate 
Program in Evaluation and two CNGOSS staff members, who were also graduates of the 1997 Certificate 
Program. "Master Class" participants were implementing their evaluation using the Scope of Work, 
which all 23 participants in the Certificate Program 2000 helped to deveiop. "Master Class" participants 
also completed the comparative analysis of grant projects that the full Certificate Program in Evaluation 
class was only able to begin. 

C. Lessons in Evaluation Capacity Building 

Evaluation training courses in Russia and Eastern Europe face a laymed set of challenges, only a few 
of which exist for professionals who offer similar types of courses in the West. 

In Western countries, performance measurement is an integral element of the culture and it is 
generally viewed positively. At universitie$ students in social science fields routinely read about 
what evaluations of programs in their fields have found. Businesses in the West constantly 
monitor their performance - their sales, their market position, And newspapers are full of charts 
and graphs that measure trends that include but also reach well beyond political poll data. 
Exposure to the use of monitoring and evaluation tools that is inevitable in Western cultures is 
simply not pan of the daily fare with which Russians have grown up. As a result, courses on 
monitoring and evaluation that are taught for adults in Russia may need to do more to establish an 
understanding of the practical utility of these tools than may beihe case in the West. 

Course evaluations by participants indicate that practical experience - of the type CNGOS-MSI 
built into the Certificate Program in Evaluation -is not only hig,hly valued, it may he the key to 
locking in an understanding of the import of monitoring and evduation findings for project and 
program design and management. 

The Certificate Program twining pattern proved to be effective not only for new knowledge and 
skills development and application, but also served as an incentive to transfer the evaluation 
concept to more groups. 



( Network l ~ r a n t  code) Organization 1 Project title 1 Amount I Begininq date 1 End date I Location I 
<Roanrks Borov~chi chddren's scout Borovlchi. Novgorod 

Novgorod KK-99/07 publ~c organlzatlon dopnan Mcra-2000n 
"Vera. Nadezhda. Lvubog Novaorod 

$I,78i'.OO 03/01 12000 05/31 12000 oblast 
~ ~ - 

oblast women's public charitable I Staraya Russa, 
: ~ o v ~ o r o d  nn-99/10 organization of invalids :~naprnepcrso - BO bnaro K ~ U ~ H T O B ! ~  0 /2000~~ovgorod  oblast 

"Staraya Russa Women's Assembly" lStaraya Russa, 

Novgorod 'nn-99/09 :Local public movement . n p o r p a ~ ~ a  aHosan peanbnocrbs 1 /2000~~ovgorod  oblast 

:Pa3sn~ue nauxenun 9auurb1  npaa u 
UHTepeCOE norpe6ureneR necroacKoro 

:Consumers' Society Pestovo district lpairona Ha ocnosanuu naprnepcwx !Pestovo, Novgorod 

Novgorod ,fl~'-99/03 public organization o r n o ~ ~ ~ e ~ u b  
."SpravedlivostV ("Justice") Staraya ; 
Russa society for consumers' rights ~M~@op~aquo~no-npaaosoe obecneqenue 

Novgorod :nn-99/01 protection local public organization :3aqUTbl no~pe6urenbc~ux npas Hacenennn 
IOT KOHCynbTnyHKTa - K UeHTPY 
~ ~ ~ o n p o c a e q e ~ u n  (Co3nanue B ropone 
, K O ~ O B U ~ U  ~ e m p a R o ~ ~ o r 0  KOHCYflbTnYHKTa 

"Ecolog" ("Environmentalist") iHKO nnn ux opranu3auuo~noro YKpenneHUn 'Borovichi. Novgorod 

:Novgorod 'Kn-99/02 Borovichi city club 'n pa3surun) 
tCo3nanue KOHcynbTaUMOHHOrO nYHKTa Valday, Novgorod 

ovgorod Kn-99/01 ~Valday district society o f  invalids 'nonnepx~u HKO s ropone BannaA 06/30/2000oblast 
:nposenenue u~@opMauuoHnO- 

,The Union of Valeologist~ Novgorod jnpocse~vl~Wlb~K0~ KaMnaHvlM aMbl nPOTMB 
gorod >KK-99/13 'city non-profit organization /HapKOTUKOSa 

~Rodnichok. - Center for 
Psychological Support to Invalids ; 

Russia interregional charitable non- j :Veliky Novgorod. 
vgorod 'KK-99/12 profit institution d e r ~ u e  Py~un 05/31 12000 Novgorod oblast 

Novgorod Women's parliament public i Veliky Novgorod. 
I 

ovgorod ~KK-99/09 regional movement ! < n ~ ~ b  X~HUIMH npoBuHqMu B XXI Ben, 31 12000 Novgorod oblast 

Novgorod oblast office of the ~uss ian  ;BblnycK u ~ ~ o p ~ a q u o ~ ~ o - o 6 p a 3 0 ~ a ~ e n b n o C i  Veliky Novgorod, 

ovgorod &+~-99/i i Chiidfen's ioiiildatioil 5 p o ~ : o p t :  .e -e:~e-k refie, s ~ ! n y c r u ~ r l ~  05/31 12000 Novgorod oblast 
M ~ n a ~ u e u  pacnpocrpanenue 

"Kovcheg" ("The Ark") Novgorod u~@op~auno~~o-uerom~vec~oro c 6 0 p ~ u ~ a  Veliky Novgorod, 
Novgorod MM-99/09 oblast public foundation :K@epa> (sblnyc~ *B nouc~ax  sblxonau) 05/31 /2000'Novgorod oblast 

"lstochnik C'Spring") Club of nature ! 

sanitation Valday district public Valday. Novgorod 

Novgorod MM-99/04 organization 'a3~0posbe -  TO noHnTue 0 X M ~ H M ~  05/31/2000 oblast 
' ~ P e 6 e n o ~  c o c o 6 e ~ n o c ~ n ~ u  B P ~ ~ B M T U H .  Veliky Novgorod. 

~ o v g o r o d  ;MM-99/14 "Gefest" regional public organization .Bonpocbl u orserbln $995.60 03/01 05/31 /2000Novgorod oblast 
~ 3 a q u r a  npaa u unrepecos norpeburene~ B 

pernonax HoaroponciioA 06nacrun 
"Novgorod Consumers' Societf (Pacnpocrpa~e~ue o c ~ o s  norpebu~enbc~n 

Novgorod MM-99/06 Novgorod oblast public organization 3naHuA) 



E ' I  I SE h E_ E E E e 0. L IC E. c L t L c 

Novgorod MM-99/05 "Ecology" Novgorod Club w o x p a ~ ~ a n  rpauo ra~  
"Vlta" Center for soclal assistance t o  
invahds from childhood Novgorod 

hovgorod !AM-99/03 public Organlzatlon of lnvahds &ain u y ~ e ?  - He3asncnua~ XU3Hbn 

Novgorod oblast diabet~c socletv of Hacronbwaa mnura nua6ern~a nnouoru ce6e 
Novgorod MM-99/01 lnvahds cam 

"The Novgorod oblast unlon of 
Novgorod MM-99/10 lawyers" publlc organtzation S ~ ~ U ~ ~ I B H H K ~  

"Uspekh ("Success") Center for the 
support o f  women's entrepreneursh~p CosAaHne J@@eKTueHo ~e i k r symuero  
Novgorod reglonal p u b k  KOHCynbTaUUOHHOrO nyHKTa nOAAePmKU HKC 

Novgorod Kn-99/07 organization B r o p o ~ e  C~apan Pycca 

Sarnara C-53 

Samara T-17 

Samara T-13 

Samara T-10 

Samara T- l  

Samara C-36 

Samara C-21 

Samara C-33 

Samara C-46 

Samara T-6 

Samara T-7 

Samara C-6 

Samara C-14 

1Samara Youth Union, oblast territoty 
:public organization of the Russia .Peruo~anbnb~in LleHTp no,w,epmKu 
,Youth Union ~ononexnoro 0 6 q e c r a e ~ ~ o r o  nsuxe~un  . 
Regional human rights public 

:movement of civil selv-governi,ng nDpucr B KangblCIUA AOMD 

Tolyatti - Healthy City movement, 
:public organization Kny6 ~~3nopqeblR renoee~u 
laparents Against Drugs* public ~ c u x o n o r n ~ e c ~ a n  n o ~ o u b  ponurenn~ 
or~anizatio.9 no~pe6ureneCi n c u x o a ~ ~ u e ~ b ~ x  seuecrs 
the Avtozavodskydistrict of Tolyatti xCouuanb~o-ncuxonoru~ec~an u npaaosan 
women's union 3auura me nun^^ 

nOMOUb D.eTnM M3 CeMeA C A~CTPYKTMBHO~ 
ncuxonorueA (uuemuux U H B ~ ~ M A O B -  

"Prism" Samara regional public po~nrenek) B @opMnposaHnH nnvnocTHMx 
organization o f  disabled people KaqeCTB. 
<Parents against drugs,, Saamra n o s b ~ u e ~ u e  ponu poAu~eneA B p e u e ~ u u  
regional public organizafion npo6ne~bl HapaoMaHnu. 
aAltairn Center for youth initiative, 
youth public organization Pecypcnblk uenTp HKO B r. OTpaAHoM 
Federation of chiidren's organizations 

'of Samara oblast Aerc~uR UH@OPM~LIMOHH~~L? MMP (AMM) 
<The Third Sectora autonomous non- Pa3eu~ne HeKoMMepqecKoro ceKTopa 
profit Organization r.Tonbnrrn 
dchastie plusr Consumers' union of Pa3sur~e norpe6u~enbc~oR ~ p e n u r ~ o i  
mutual financial assistance ~ o o n e p a u n ~  
"Citizen of Kinel-CHerkassy - Citizen C o 3 ~ a ~ u e  ycnoauR Ann 06be~u~enMn u 
of Russia" Foundation for a~TuBu3aUun MOnOAWKM KUHenb-%pKaCCKOI 
social/patriotic upbrining p a i o ~ a  Ca~apcxo i  o6nac~n 
rRavenstvoa (aEqualityn) Samara city 
public rehabilitation organization of Cneuuann3upoaa~~oe uH@opMauuoHnoe 
disabled people 60p0 Ann HKO MHB~J~UAOB 

Vel~ky Novgorod, 
$999.60 03/01 12000 05/31 12000 Novgorod oblast 

Vehky Novgorod, 
$903.20 03/01 12000 05/31 12000 Novgorod oblast 

Vehky Novgorod, 
$997.83 03/01/2000 05/31 12000 Novgorod oblast 

Vehky Novgorod, 
$900.95 03/01 12000 OS/3l/2OOO Novgorod oblast 

Staraya Russa, 
$2.995.50 03/01 12000 06/30/2000 Novgorod oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Samara, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Toiyattl. Samara oblast 

03/01 /2000 08/31 12000 Tolyatt~. Sarnara oblast 

03/01 12000 0711 512000 Tolyatt~. Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Tolyatt~, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Samara, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 /2000 Samara. Samara oblast 

03/01/2000 08/31/2000 Otradny, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Samara. Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Tolyatt~, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 06/30/2000 Tolyatt~, Samara oblast 

Klnel-Cherkassy, 
$3,999.95 03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Samara oblast 

$9.650.73 03/01 12000 08131 /2000 Samara, Samara oblast 



'Samara 

iSamara 

isamara 

;Samara 

lSamara regional public organization i 
;of disabled people ill with multiple i~ny r tue~ue  Karecraa rnu3~u nmneR- 

'UHBanUnOB. 60JlbHbl~ paCCe?HHblM FKneP030M 
Association of studying youth, city 
,public organization jM~@o:qenrp eBuecre" ~ ~ 

uKolosn section of the nRavnya 
'(~Equaln) interregional public 
organization of infalids of the Ail- I 
'Russia union of NGOs of disabled I 

j~amara oblast federation of sport 
.u KpaeaeneHun 

:"Desnitsa" Samara public organization/ 
Samara C-7 of wheel-chaw d~sabled people Ycroirrusocrb opra~u3auuu - nyrb K ycnexy 

"Be Healthy" Samara reglonal publlc 
orqanization for social rehabilitation C o 3 ~ a ~ n e  unacca LU~onb! 60nb~t.1~ CaxapH61M 

:~amara $-I 7 ofdisabled people Aua6ero~ ~ , i 
: K O M ~ ~ ~ K C H ~  npOrpaMMa ~ O K H O  8 MUPn PllR 

jnpreodolenies medicai/rehabilitation :pea6unura~uu Monoablx UHBannnoa c 
jcenter of disabled people, regional :~apyrnenueu onop~o-nsurarenb~oR 

iSamara IT-2 ;public organization .cncTeMbl. 
laMastoravaa Shentaly disicict Mordva :Cosna~ue smorpa@nrecuoro My3en UM. M.M 

Samara 'C-41 cultural/educational society L(y~atuosa 
SCISC .- ~ 

(Siberian ;"Siberian Ecoiogical Foundation", a 
Region) .T500-11 ;Regional NGO 
~SCISC : !.Social rehabilitation center of 
(Siberian :children invalids. (Borozdin Ce 
Keglon) Tl000- 14 clty publlc organlzatlon neQe~ronoros 
SCISC ~ ~ 

,(Siberian j ,Civ i l  initiatives of the Popuiationx 
%$ion! 'T1000- 12;8arnaul city public organization :uB XXI BeK -6e3 HaPKOTUKOsL! 
SClSC 
(S~berran nReg~on. pubhc foundation of the 
Region) T I  000- 13:~ltay kray rad~o and N development 'npecc-ue~~p 06uecrse~~blx opra~u3auufi" 
SCISC . - 

(Siberian :<The Leaders' Clubi. Novosibirsk city M3na~vle cnpaeorHoir ~ P O ~ K I P ~ I  ' " K ~ K  He 
Region) T I  000- 15 public organization 6onrbcn nposepo~ ..." 
SClSC 
(Siberian :Novosibirsk oblast committee on 
Region) T1000-16 lwater resources protection dhyrenue coc~on~un B O ~ H ~ I X  06be~TOB. 
w s t  - - - -  
(S~ber~an M ~ Q o p ~ a q o l o ~ ~ b ~ A  ~arepuan aPa6oramulue 
Regton) T500-I0 "Dem Club, an NGO CTYReHTbl HOBOCH~UPCKUX BY30Br 

03/01 12000 07/31 12000 Samara. Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Tolyatti, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 06/31 12000 Syzran, Samara oblast 

03/01/2000 08/31 12000 Samara. Samara oblast 

03/01 12000. 08/31 /2000i~amara, Samara oblast 

I 
03/01 12000: 07/31 /2000$amara, Samara oblast 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Tolyatti, Samara oblast 
Shentaly dlstrrct, 

03/01 12000 08/31 12000 Samara oblast 

Novos~blrsk, 
09/01 11999 11 / I  5/1999 Novoslb~rsk oblast 

,Novosibirsk. 
31 /1999,Novosibirsk oblast 

31 12000jBarnaui. Altaysky Kr 

01131 /2000,Barnaul. Altaysky Kray 

Novosibirsk. 
31 /1999Novosibirsk oblast 

:Novosibirsk. 
0311 999 Novosibirsk oblast 

.Novosibirsk, 
0/29/1999 Novosibirsk oblast 



(Siberian : Altay Regional Branch of the Russian ! 
:Region) IT500- 12 Visually Impaired Society, an NGO 93a Kpyrnbfu cronoun 
jSClSC i <National heritage o f  Siberia* 
(Siberian : .Tobolsk city regional public 
:Region) .TIOOO-7 organization 'anOTOCp 7i 11 101 119991 12/30/1999/~obolsk. Tumen oblast : 

; " ~ U C T ~ R  peKan, O ~ U ~ C T B ~ H H O -  3KOnOrMWCK ! 
I ; M O H U T O ~ U H ~  ~aqecrsa aonu B p e ~ e  Manan 

:SCISC .; :Mua M ee npurorax, 3~onornrec~oe 
'(Siberian ~npoc8eqenue mureneR C. nacnayn M 'Paspaul. Choy district. 
,Region) :T1000- 11 ERI School public establishment /OKP~CTHUX AepeaeHb 11/01 /I 999  01 131 /20001Republic of GornyAlta 
jSClSC ! 
!(Siberian !Krasnoyarsk, 
'Region) -T500-09 "Znak", an NGO laUeru, roponu p u c ~ s  11/01 11999 12/31/1999~rasnoyarsky Kray 
;SCISC j ! ! i 

:(Siberian i 'lrkutsk oblast council of nature jAnanraqun nereii K couuanbnoCi cpe ! 
!Region) iT1000-22 protection societies Ino3~a~rne npuponb( 02/25/2000, 05/25/2000~lrkutsk,lrkuts 
iSClSC i i u ~ 6 o p  seqeR nnn nereR u3 ! i 
:(Siberian ; *In protection of childhoodn ;~e6narononyq~blx u ~anoo6ecneqe~~b lx  
Region) :T1000-8 ,Foundation iceueCi. 11 101 11999: 12/31 /1999;Chita, Chitaoblast 
iSClSC i I I 

! 
:(Siberian iT7500- NS "Region -Trade", Charity Foundation 1 iNovosibirsk, 
:Region) '1  S f o r   entrepreneurs^ iCo3nanue U e ~ ~ p a  "CeueCI~oe ~ o c n u  09/01 119991 04/30/2000~~ovosibirsk oblast 
iSClSC : 1 
:(Siberian iT7500- NS1"VERA". Novosibirsk Regional NGO of i " ~ ~ 0 6 b l  SOPOT~CR - HWO w a n !  Hoaan !Novosibirsk, 
Region) 3 Oncologic Patients :@opuyna 3nopoabn" 09/01 11999; 04/30/2000~~ovosibirsk oblast 

iSCISC I 
i,, '(Siberian ! ~ 7 5 0 0 -  i Mononemb B p e u e ~ u u  uenu~o-couuanb~blx I 

:Region)  OM^ "CHARITY. Omsk Regional NGO jnpo6neu nomunblx nmnei? 09/01 /1999\ 04/30/2000'0msk, Omsk oblast 
,'SCISC 1 
'(Siberian i ~ K O O ~ A U H ~ U U O H H ~ ~ C ~ T ~ ~ O ~ ~ O B O ~ ~ ~ ~ C K U X  i 
Region) :TI  000-31 .People's Patriotic Youth Union> jnporpauM 02/01 /2000' 03/31 /2000;Barnaul, Altaysky Kray 
j i i s C  i 

:(Siberian : :Aginskoye. Buryatsky 
Region) T1000-30 .Kind Sun. public organization iTperbn aonna 02/01/2000: 04/30/2000~autonornous okrug 
m s c  
:(Siberian iPacnpocrpa~e~ue u ~ @ o p ~ a u u u  0 Novosibirsk. 
:Region) ,T1000-28 =Own Pressn city public organization irpawancKux npaaax cpenu crynenrosn 02/01 12000' 04/30/2000 Novosibirsk oblast 
~SCISC Foundation for the development o f  : 

(Siberian , local public self-government o f  the IOT o6qnx npo6ne~  - K CosMecTHblM 
Region) 1T1000-27 Sovetsky district :neRcrsnnu $895.00 02/01 12000 04/30/2000~0msk. Omsk oblast 

:scisc 
(Siberian i awomen's Business Centen, regional KoH@epeHqun a6u3nec u 
'Region) iTl000-29 public organization 6naroreopu~enbnocrba 03\01 12000 05/31/200Oi~arnaul. Altaysky Kray 



SClSC 
(Siberian <Let US Protect the Future. city public 13auvlra 3 ~ o n o r u ~ e c ~ u x  npas xunbuos 

,Region) .T1000-25 jorganization ir.Hoso~y3~euras 
SCISC 
(Siberian T7500- ULiBuryat Regional Association in the . MononewHblR npecc-ue~rp "Are~rcrso 
'Region) 5 4aikal Region, an NGO : ~ O ~ H T M E H ~ I X  HOBOCT~A" 
SCISC 
(Siberian 

SCISC Tomsk Reglonal Branch of the "Bblbpancn cau - n o ~ o r u  npyrouy' (Co3na~ut 
(S~ber~an T7500- Russ~an Chantable Foundation "No to cnymbbl KoHcynbraHros no XMMuqeCKoA 
Reglon) TOM-1 alcohol~sm and drugs " 3asucn~ocru B r. ToMc~e n TOMCKOR 06nacrn 
SClSC . - 

(Siberian ,NAN. Novosibirsk regional 
Region) T1000-20 :department ~ K O H C ~ ~ ~ T ~ ~ M O H H ~ I ~  WHTp 
SCISC 
(S~berian uTelekeyn Republ~can publlc 
Reglon) T1000-18 educat~onal foundat~on q e n o ~ e ~  u 3 e ~ n n  
SCISC 
(S~berian <<Ach~evments of Young People to 
Reglon) T1000-26 Russtan publlc organizatlon '06nacr~an Kopnopauun WKonbHblx K O M ~ ~ H U R  
SClSC 
(SI ber~an Omsk center for independent 
Region) T1000-21 consumer expertise Rc~ynamue~y B X M ~ H ~  

SClSC 
(Siberian *Partner> City public organization on i 
Region) T1000-19 human rights, issues :PaAoHHblA ueHTp npa8060Ci 3 a u ~ r b l  
;SCISC ! 

(Siberian I 

Region) T1000-17 'Red Cross Altay Republican society :noMorn pe6e~Ky 
SClSC Ukona ~ o n o n o r o  3 ~ 0 n o r u ~ e c ~ o r o  
ijiberian - 0 .  : -  ...A?... I -.....-. :^" , ..., -" ,,~,,,..,,.....,,. g ,,..,,,,; ,,,,, ,,- ,u,,i ,n c r v l v r 4  SLUUEII, IIII,,CCIIVII, ..., . ..-... "v". ...... 
Region) T1000- 06 an NGO bceR Poccnu 
SClSC Siberian Center for Investment Policy 
(Siberian and Collective Investments, a M m a ~ u e  exe~ecnworo  u ~ @ o p ~ a u u o ~ ~ o r o  
Region), T I  000-03 Foundation 6mnnere~n a A ~ q u o ~ e p ~ o e  o6qecrso* 
SClSC 
(Siberian "HOSPIS", a Tumen Regional Public : 
Region) T1000-02 Charitable Foundation :anouoru y x o n n ~ e ~ y  u3 nawero u ~ p a u  

nCo3na~ue suneo@unbua o ~OunneKc~oR 
pea6unu~auuu nonpocrKos srpynnbl pucKau 

:SCISC ~ O C P ~ ~ C T B O M  ux~osneqe~un  scounanb~o- 
(Siberian The Lake's Guards Club, an ecological 3~aquublx ~ e p o n ~ u n ~ u n x  no OxpaHe 
Region) T I  000- 05 NGO npupoAbln 

Novokuznetsk. 
02/01 12000 0413012000 Kemerovo oblast 

Ulan-Ude, Republlc of 
09/01 11999 04/30/2000 Buryat~ya 

03/01 I2000 05/31 12000 Ch~ta, Ch~ta oblast 

09/01 11999 04/30/2000 Tomsk, Tomsk oblast 

Novos~btrsk, 
03/01 12000 04/30/2000 Novos~b~rsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk. 
02/01 12000 04/30/2000 Repubi~c of Gorny Altay 

Novokuznetsk, 
02/01 12000 03/31 12000 Kemerovo oblast 

02/01/2000 04/30/2000 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

Novoslblrsk, 
02/01 12000 0413012000 Novoslblrsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk, 
02/2012000 0512012000 Republlc of Corny Altay 

08/01 I1999 09/30/1999 Tomsk. Tomsk oblast 

Novosibirsk, 
08/01/1999 1013111999 Novos~b~rskoblast 

08/01 / I999  1 O/3O/l999 Tumen, Tumen oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk. 
07/25/1999 10/25/1999 Repubilc of Corny Altay 



10131 11 999j~hita. Chita oblast i 
! i 

04/30/2000 Tumen, Tumen oblast 1 
0413012000~0msk. Omsk oblast 

I 

01 131 12000~0msk. Omsk oblast 

I 
01 131 12000 Omsk. Omsk oblast 

,Gorno-Altaysk. 
0413012000 Republic of Gorny Altay 

1 

Novoslblrsk, 
0413012000 Novosibirsk oblast 

Kemerovo, Kemerovo 
0413012000 oblast 

0413012000 lrkutsk. lrkutsk oblast 

.(Siberian ' ~ 7 5 0 0 -  :aliga-Shtrikha. Association for Youth . : 

Region) .OM-4 /and Children Fashion, an NGO "Mononen~blR no6poaonbrec~uR qeHrp" 1 04.906.00i 09/01 11999 04/3012000:0msk, Omsk oblast 
!~ wtr ; 

(Siberian iT7500- KR,nAURUMa. Student Chemical Counanbnan p e ~ n a ~ a  u a ~ ~ u a n a n  ~Krasnoyarsk. 
Region) 2 ,Association rpamnanc~an no3uunn 00! 10101 11999 02129/2000Krasnoyarsky Kray 
SClSC 
(Slber~an T7500- NS 
Reg~on) 9 "Voskhozhdenye", an NGO "LU~ona X M ~ H M  nnn n e ~ e X  
c n c r  --.<- 

(Stberlan T7500- Publlc Foundation for Youth lnltlatives 
Reg~on) KEM-5 Suppon and Development '"OKHO" 

i Novosibirsk. 
1 $5.567.00~' 09/01 11999. 0412212000Novosibirsk oblast 

Len~sk-Kuznetsky. 
$5.1 14.00 09101 11999 0413012000 Kemerovo oblast 



SCISC 
(S~ber~an nPeuenue npo6neu 3noposbn ~acenettun K ~ K  

Regton) T500-07 Ecosotskultura, a reglonal NGO o b u e c r e e ~ ~ a n  npo6ne~aa $389.47 
SClSC 
(Slber~an T7500- dNV-EKO-SPORT>, Sport Club for 
Region) BAR-I Disabled, Altay Regional NGO "Aesu npuponbl" $6,592.00 
SClSC 
(S~ber~an T7500- <Women Inltlatlven. Omsk Regional 
Region) OM-2 NGO "npaaosan nonnepm~a xenuun r .0uc~a" $6.21 1 .OO 
SCKC . . 
(Siberian T7500- Center for Information for Youth i n  
:Region) B A R 4  , the Altaysky Krai llnn ~ o n o n e x u -  ~ u e c r e  c ~ononexbm $4.680.80: 
;SCISC : " ~ u ~ H ~ c - u H K ~ ~ ~ T o ~ "  - OpraHU3aUUn yqebnoro' 
:(~iberian T7500- IR-uBaikai Ecological Waveu, an lrkutsk $enspa nonnepmnu npennpnHuMarenbcraa B 

:Region) ,4 Regional NGO ir. 6aG~anbc~e $5.660.00! 
5CISC --.- 
(Siber~an T7500- IR-~The Press and the Soc~etp, lrkutsk I 
Region) 10 Publlc Foundat~on, an NGO %opyu rpwaHCKuX MHUUU~TMB" $7,184.80 
SCISC 
(S~ber~an T7500- IR-nkalkal Tallsmann, Adaptation and "Bo3~om~ocrn  nere6~oR nenaroruKu B 

,Reglon) 6 Pedagoglcai Center, an NGO pabore c nmnbuu c ~ a p y w e n u e ~  unrenne~~a"  $6,500.00 
ZCISC . . 
(Siberian T7500- %Ring-Buoy*, Chit Regional Non- 
Region) Ch-1 profit Charitable NGO I"B 21 s e ~  be3 ~ a p n o r u ~ o s "  $6.290.00, 

. w S c  i"B~eCre Mbl CMOXeM 60nbllle*.To~c~ui( 
:(Siberian ' ~ 7 5 0 0 -  !obnacrnoR MH@O~M~UUOHHQ-nocyroablA 
'Region) .TOM-8 Russian Society of Disabled ;Uenrp obqecrsa u~sanunoa $5.631.40, 
SCISC ! .. - 

(Siberian T7500- , ~Perspectivax, Rubtsovsk Branch of i 
Region) :BAR-1 3 the Russian Society of Disabled "nepcne~~usa"  

.SCISC 
'(Siberian T7500- IR-'lrkutsk Regional Branch o f  the 
p.ezic5) :$ R m l i n n  Red Cross Society i W~ona ~ o n o n o r o  nnnepa 1 $5,654.50: 

SCISC New Generation. City Non-Profit 
(Siberian T7500- ULiFoundation o f  Support o f  Programs Seuunap npasoaoro o6pa3osa~un A ~ T ~ R  
,Region) 3 and  Initiatives for Children and Youth I"Pe6eno~ nonme~  3nan C B O ~  npasa" 
SCISC 06bennne~ne MHO~OA~THUX ceueR, 
.(Siberian .T7500- NS:Association for Large Families in ,noablweHue nx s~onoMnrecKoR, couuanb~oR 
;Region) '14 Kalininsky District in Novosibirsk aKTuaHocru 
.SCISC Center for Improvement of Parents' 
(Siberian Culture. Novosibirsk city public 

.Region) 1TS00-56 organization "llpaaoaan nonnepm~a menuun" 
'SCiSC '"Omsk House of Scientists ~"Opra~u3aunn ~emay30sc~ux C ~ M U H ~ P O B  no 
:(Siberian I Environmental Club. Public 3 ~ o n o r n q e c ~ u ~  npo6ne~au O M C K O ~ O  p e r u o ~ a  
Region) TS00-17 Organization c YqacTueM C T Y ~ ~ H T O B "  

I 
Mezhduretchensk, 

08/01/1999 08/31/1999 Kemerovo Obiast 

09/01 11 999 04/30/2000 Barnaui, Altaysky Kray 

09/01 11999 04/30/2000 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

09/01 /I 999 04/30/2000 Barnaul, Altaysky Kray 

Ba~kalsk, lrkutskaya 
09/01/1999 03130/2000 oblast 

09/01 / I  999 04/30/2000 lrkutsk, lrkutsk oblast 
I 

09/01/1999 04/30/2000 lrkutsk, lrkutsk oblast 

09/01 11999 04/30/2000 Ch~ta, Ch~ta oblast 

09/01 11999 04/30/2000 Tomsk. Tomsk oblast 

Rubtsovsk, Altaysky 
09/01/1999 02/29/200OrKray 

09/01 11 999 04/30/2000 lrkutsk. Irkutsk oblast 

Uian-Ude. Republlc of 
10/01/1999 03/31 12000 Buryatlya 

Novoslb~rsk. 
09/01 11999 04/3012000 Novoslblrsk oblast 

Novos~blrsk, 
06/01 12000 08/01/2000 Novoslb~rsk oblast 

10/15/1999 11130/1999 Omsk, Omsk oblast 



SClSC . i 
I I (Siberian 

. ' ~ e ~ i o n )  .T500-44 nByeiovodjes non-profit partnership ;3ene~bl8 AOM : $500.00! 04/01 12000 05/31 /2OOO'Chemal 
:sCISC -~ ~ 

,Russia Women's Union public , !(Siberian iKpyrnbl8 cron nCe~bn, n y x o a ~ o c ~ b  u 
'~eg ion)  '~500.45 organization iKynbrypau i , $324.001 04/01 /20001 05/31 /20000msk, 0msk oblast . 
:sClSC 
(Siberian .VOSVOD Novosibirsk public : f l o n r o m ~ ~ a  u n p o ~ e n e ~ n e  a ~ u u u  ,Novosibirsk. 
:Region) lT500-47 organization ia6e30nac~oc~b ne~e iw  $500.00i 04/01 12000. 04/30/2000,Novosibirsk obi 
ScISc iCeMMHaP <~OCHOBbl KOHCYnbTUPOBaHYIIl I 
.(Siberian ~Kuzbass against drugsa charitable lo~a3anun KPU~MCHOG ~OMOIUM B pabore < i~emerovo, Kemerovo 
.Region) ,T500-48 regional public foundation ~~06poaonbues~ $490.00 04/01 /2000, 05/31 /2000;oblast 
CClCC i .,-.-- 
(Ziberian ; :sYuvenai> Krasnovarsk children's ;klmanue ~ D O W ~ D U  & a ~  nonvqu~b nocobue :Krasnovarsk, 

~~ . . .  
Region) ,T500-49 legal rights krai center \ ~ a  p e b e n ~ a ~  

:&ridae of H o ~ e a  Tvumen reaional ! 
8487.21, 04/01 12000 04/30/2000 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

charitable organization of humanistic j 
and legal support of minors and 1 
others under arrest or finished their 1 

!.;~ercrso c ~anemnotiu 

/ n o ~ o x e ~  Buecre 

Association of social pedagogues and , f l p o @ u n a ~ ~ u ~ a  acoUuanbHor0 nosefieHun 

derendeiu oblast children and youth MononexHan ao~@epe~uun "MOB 

%The Siberian Alternative. Omsk :06y'iamquGI c e ~ u ~ a p - r p e ~ u n r  no 
inporpauue sMononexb nporua CflMAn 
iyaa ~ O M O U M  - uouioiolaa aoiioiirepoa a 

:SCISC pabore arenrcrsa no o~a3anum ~ O M O U U  

(Siberian <Mothers Against Drugs:. Kemerovo ,nmnnM. u ~ e m q u ~  an~oronb~y10 u 
:Region) TS00-30 public organization HapKornqecKym ~ ~ B U C U M O C T ~  

'SCISC NSU Center for Legal Protection 
(Siberian Novosibirsk oblast public 
Region) TS00-34 organization :npaso~oe n p o c s e q e ~ ~ e  W K O ~ ~ H ~ K O B  

scisc 
(Siberian Omsk Division of the Youth Attorney 
Region) T500-16 Union of the Russian Federation "npaso pebenra - npaao rpaxnaH 
SCISC 
(Siberian nlnitiativen environmental public : 
Region) T500-63 organization 14opbl: TaGra. qenoseK. 6e30nacnocrb.~ 

I 
i i 

$500.00/ 04/01 12000' 05/31 /2000iTumen, Turnen oblast 

!Mayma. Republic o f  
$473.101 04/01 12000; 05/31 /2000.Gorny Altay 

I 

$353.20 04/01 12000 04/30/2000 Barnaul, Altaysky Kray 

$200.00 01 101 12000 01 / 3 l  12000 Omsk. Omsk oblast 

8500.00 01  101 /2000 01 131 /2000 Omsk. Omsk oblast 

$500.00 01/01 12000 01 131 /2000 Yurga. Kemerovo oblast 

Novos~b~rsk. 
$303.1 5 01 101 12000 02/29/2000 Novos~b~rsk oblast 

$500.00 1011 511999 11 /30/1999 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

Mezhduretchensk. 
$398.87, 08/01 12000 09/30/2000 Kemerovo Oblast 



SClSC 
(Siberian Bijsk Center for NCO Supports Bijsk 
Region) T500-68 :city public organization dluwocrb, 06uecrs0, snacr 

dy~anu3auun nenurenuuap 
SClSC !The =Palliative Medicine and repe3 ne-M~~UUUHCKUA nep 
(Siberian Rehabilitation o f  Sick Peoplen y ~ p e u e n w i  u c n o n ~ e ~ u n  ~ a ~ a 3 a ~ n n  n y ~ e u  
Region) TS00-67 foundation u e n u u u ~ c ~ o r o  npocseqenu~,~ 
SClSC 
(S~ber~an 
Reg~on) T500-70 The aHarmonp, communlcatlon club <Ha pasnblxx 
SClSC 
(Siberian I 6EF. Novosibirsk regional @ecrusanb r l l o ~ o r u  p e ~ e  M ce6e!n Aerc~an 
Region) TS00-62 ,environmental public organization ,npuponooxpannan u~uuuaru8a $499.10. 

.SCISC : 
(Siberian aSorina* (Rodnik) Center for creative . ~~ 

Region) :TS00-66 :rehabifitation of disabled children d l y w w  
SClSC 'public reaional foundation for - 
(Siberian support of scientific research on non-:aCu6upc~an msao sneneroworo 
Region) T500-33 ,pulmonary tuberculosis ry6epayne3ar 
SCISC 
(Siberian 
Region) T500-64 kaikalsky charitable Foundation SaK Hesasucnuoir mu3HMu 
SCISC ;npoaenenue c e ~ u ~ a p a  no o6ueny o n b ~ r o ~  
(Siberian : =Social Innovations Foundationn non- ; "3@@e~rns~an couuanbuan n o ~ o u b  ceubnu 
Region) 'T500-55 profit organization ~ ~ ~ T ~ M M - U H B ~ U ~ ~ M U "  

SClSC 
(Siberian The nRainbown Omsk city public 
Region) T500-61 .children's organization nMbl suecren 
SClSC The ~Tomsk Environmental Students' 
(Siberian Inspection TTESl)a obiast public r l l l rona u o n o ~ o r o  3aonoru'4ec~oro 
Region) ,TS00-60 organization ~uncne~ropa 2OOOx 
SClSC i 
(Siberian Altay Regional Public Foundation 
Region) T500-05 "FEZU" .;Te6e, nonpocroKa 
SClSC 
(Siberian The .Capital of Siberia. A Step in the 
Region) T500-58 Futuren non-profit partnership !Acropu~o-3r~orpa@u~ec~u~ napr Cu6upu 
SClSC "Memorial", aTumen Regional 
(Siberian Historical, Human Rights and aPacnpocrpanenue HH@OPM~UMM 0 npasax 
Region) T1000-01 Charitable Society rpamnaw 

=Center for Educational 
Technologies. interregional public 

SCiSC organization with support from the 
(Siberian Committee on youth affairs of "Pa3~u~ue uononem~b~x HKO 8 cenbc~ux 
Region) TS00-57 Novosibirsk oblast administration paironax HCO" 

09/01 12000 09/30/2000 B~rsk, Altaysky Krat 

09/01/2000 10131 /2000 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk. 
09/01 12000 09/30/2000 Republlc of Gorny Altay 

Novoslblrsk, 
08/01 /ZOO0 09/30/2000 Novoslblrsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk, 
08/01 12000 09/30/2000 Republlc of Gorny Altay 

Novos~b~rsk. 
01 101 12000 02/29/2000 Novoslblrsk oblast 

Ulan-Ude, Republlc of 
08/01/2000 09/30/2000 Buryatlya 

Krasnoyarsk. 
07/01 12000 08/01 12000 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

07/01 12000 08/31 12000 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

08/01 11 999 08/31 11999 Barnaui, Altaysky Kray 

Novoslblrsk. 
07/01 12000 08/31 12000 Novosibirsk oblast 

08/01 11999 10/31/1999 Tumen. Tumen oblast 

Novosl blrsk, 
06/01 12000 07/31 12000 Novoslblrsk oblast 



;nAopora B mn3Hb> 

"NOMAD. Ecological and 
Humanitarian Center. an NGO InHepna - nurn 6aA~anaa 

:.Our Time. Kemerovo regional youth i 

Buryatskaya regional organization of ~opra~u3aqnu paborbl no pea6n 

nHighwaw Innovation and Computer ~Ocnoabl pa60rbl B rnobanb~oin ceru 

uH@opMaquu, cnoco6cr~ym1uei 
iAeMOKpaTU3aUUM 06qecrsa. 

dyuvenan Omsk public association of~Pacnpocrpa~e~ue uH@opMauuu o 

Children and Youth Environmental 
al public organization :"Po~alu~a" 

!Wlpnaeneume $ouyc-rpynn u Kyrnoro  CTOn 
,oConnect~ Siberian :c uenbm pa3pa60r~u u 8~enpennn 
~educational/consultancy center, non- 'nporpa~ubl  counanb~oin ananraunn nnn 

~Conynains 

table Foundation ."Ce~unap AIM no6poBonbues" 

(S~berlan People's Patriottc Youth Un~on, an 
Reg~on) T500-01 NGO " ~ ~ A ~ O C T O K  B ropone" 5342.00 

Novos~bmk. 
06/01 12000 09/30/2000~Novos1b1rsk oblast 

Ulan-Ude. Republlc of 
08/01 11999 09/30/2000 Buryatlya 

Novokuznetsk, 
10/25/1999 11 /30/1999 Kemerovo oblast 

iulan-~de. Republic of 
12/01 / I 9 9 9  01 131 12000'~uryatiya 

Krasnoyarsk, 
12/01/1999 12/31/1999KrasnoyarskyKray 

Krasnoyarsk, 
12/01 11999 01 131 12000 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

Novokuznetsk, 
12/01/1999 12/31/19991Kernerovo oblast 

11 I 01  11999 12/31 11 999 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

,Novostblrsk, 
07/01 11999 08/01/1999 Novoslblrsk oblast 

12/01/1999; 12/31/1999~omsk, ~ornskoblast : 

jNovosibirsk, 
:Novosibirsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk. 
08/01 / I  999 08/31 11999 Republlc of Corny Altay 

07/01 11 999 08/01 11 999 Yarovoye, Altaysky Kray 

06/01 11999 09/05/1999 Barnaul. Altaysky Kray 



'SCISC 
:(Siberian : '"The Generation", Altay Krai Public M rbr  (npaaa pe6en~a c o r p a ~ u ~ e n n b t ~ ~  
'Region) TSOO-I 5 'Organization ~ M O X H O C T M M M ~  

'SCISC The .Women-Mothers 
(Siberian ; protection of children 
'Region) T500-59 addictionn public orga POCTO 0 CnOmHOMu 

<We Are Against Drug Addictionn, ae~~nenuin, 3anu~amuuxcn 
Region) T500-27 lrkutsk regional association o@unanru~oii HapKouaHun 
,SCISC kAngara Plusn women's business 
(Siberian center, autonomous non-profit 

:Region) .TsOO-40 ,organization ~ a ~ l  MHMUH~TMB~-2000" 

Broadcasting Development of 
~ W M M C R  be3 noneqenun ponureneu 

e paborarb BMecre. 

06qecrsennblx cnywa~uti n 
R nporpaM~e ropona 

"Familf', Municipal Public 

*Society-Environment. Problems of 
the Tomsk oblastu Tomsk 6qecrso-s~onor~n. npo6ne~b1 TOMCKOA 

~Eco-Press-CIubu Novokuznetsk 
Region) T500-35 regional public organization 
SClSC Emelyanovo district public O Q ~ O T O S K ~  u nposemenue 

'Region) T500-38 Russia society of invalids M ~ C T ~  M ~ I  B C ~  npeononee~" 

0910111999 11/15/1999 Barnaul, Altaysky Kray 

08/01 I2000 08/31 12000 Omsk, Omsk oblast 

I 

12/01/1999 01/31 I2000 irkutsk, lrkutskoblast 

02/01 12000 03/31 12000 lrkutsk, lrkutsk oblast 

10/10/1999 11 /30/1999jlrkutsk, lrkutsk oblast 

07/01 11999 08/01 11999 Barnaul. Altaysky Kray 

Krasnoyarsk, 
11 101 11999 12/30/1999 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

Novos~btrsk, 
03/01 I2000 04130/2000 Novosibirsk oblast 

Gorno-Altaysk, 
02/01/2000 03/31/2000 Republtc of Corny Altay 

Mezhduretchensk. 
02/01 12000 04/30/2000 Kemerovo Oblast 

1011 511999 11/30/1999 Bmk. Altaysky Kral 

02/20/2000 03/20/2000 Tomsk. Tomsk oblast 

Novokuznetsk. 
02/20/2000 03/20/2000 Kemerovo oblast 

Emelyanovo, 
02/20/2000 04/20/2000 Krasnoyarsky Kray 



'SCISC .Center for Environmetai lnitiativeu Coma~ue yqe6~o-~e;onuqec~or 
'(Siberian Novosibirsk city children's public su~eo@unbua "Aeru 3 e ~ n u  3a oxpany 
,Region) ' ~ 5 0 0 - 3 6  organization npuponb~ Cu6upuW 

CeMuHap no rewe "CauocTonrenbHan 
SClSC .Crafts Center. Association of .aKTflsHocTb 6 xynoxecTseHHoM Tsopqecrse. 
(Siberian masters of decorative art and K ~ K  cpencrso sblxona u3 K~H~MCHOR 
Region) T500- 21 homecraft curyaunu" 
SCISC : 

<The Siberian Court of Arbitration* nposenenue ceMuHapa "Pa3pewe~ue (Siberian 
Region) T500-20 Autonomous non-profit organization KOH@~HKTOB'' ( $388.10. 
SCISC I . - - ~  
(Siberian %The Russian Red Crossu Krasnoyarsk 
Region) TSOO- 23 krai regional organization : C e ~ u ~ a p  nnoMoru ce6e c a ~ u  1 $323.421 

:SCISC 
(Siberian Khernobyb the Siberian regional IM3na~ue 6powmpb1 ~CeuunanaTuHcn- I 
'Region) T500-43 union, public organization Cu6upbu. . ~ i $SOO.OOI 

I .SRRC 

, Krasnoyarsk, 
11 I01 I 1  999 11 13011999 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

4 ~ o v o s ~ b ~ r s k .  
11 101 11999 11 /30/1999 Novos~b~rsk oblast 

Krasnoyarsk, 
11 I01 11 999 12/30/1999 Krasnoyarsky Kray 

Novos~birsk, 
03\01 12000 04/30/2000 Novos~blrsk oblast 

(Southern 
Russia) K 006 "Club for Unemployed, an NCO "Kan ~ a i r u  pa6ory" 
SRRC "Youth Soc~al Support Center", 

Krasnodar. 
$5,000.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

(Southern Krasnodar Regional Youth Publ~c Krasnodar. 
Russia) K 031 Organizat~on "MH~OPM~U~OHH~IR UeHTp"MlUy pa60ry" $4.01 8.00 0911 511 999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 
SRRC 

. . (Southern "Don Association for Migrants", an : 

Russia) P 006 NGO Rostov "Opunuqec~an cerb - u n r p a ~ ~ a ~ "  i $4,962.00) 0911 511999 0311 5 /200 i~os tov ,  Rostov oblast 
SRRC "ODA", Non-governmental charitable i 
(Southern Organ~zat~on for Phys~caily D~sahled Krasnodar, 
Russia) K 003 Chlldren "Aeru-~~sanunbl  8 BeK ~ H @ O P M ~ U U M "  $2,700.00 09/15/1999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 
SRRC I 

(Southern "ILATAN, Center for Soclal and 
Russia) P 01 5 Psycholog~cal Adaptatlon "Bepnyrb ynb16ny n e r n ~ "  
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) PO 01 5 
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) P 007 
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russla) K 035 
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) K 030 
SRRC 
(Southern K-2000- 
Russia) 14 

Assoclat~on Defense of the Totally 
Blmd "Cnenoii yueneu - rsopeu csoeii xu3nu" 
"FENIX', Rostov Reg~onal Non- 
governmental Organmation for "U~HTP couuanbuo-npaaosoi nonnepxuu 
lnvahds u~sanunos" 

$4.931 .OO 0911 511 999 0311 512000 Rostov. Rostov oblast 

"South Wave", Krasnodar Regional "Buneoponu~u ~ H T U H ~ ~ K O T M ' ~ ~ C K O ~  

Youth NGO Krasnodar Inponara~nbl" 
"Cnyx6a coquanb~o-npaaoaoii u ncuxonoro- 

"Modus-Veli". Association of Children nenarornrecnoii 3aqurb1 u anew "War s 
with Facial Deformities, an NCO .6ynyqeem 
aHopeu Krasnodar public , . 
organization of birth disabled people 
and parents of disabled children a X e ~ c ~ u e  pyvun 

Novocherkassk. Rostov 
$4,950.00 0911 511999 0311 5/2000 oblast 

$4,990.00 0911 511 999 0311 512000 Rostov. Rostov oblast 

Krasnodar, 
$4.301 .OO 0911 511999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

Krasnodar. 
$4.999.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

Krasnodar, 
$896.00 0811 512000 11 11 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 



ders of  the New Generationu 
me 6 y ~ y q e e  B nawnx pyKaxa 

th inborn face defects 

ne uH@opuauuonno- 
raTusHoCi cnym6bl *War ~aacrpesyn 

apmue M unmmue" 

:(Southern i 

(Southern 

SRRC : 

'Russia) CK 004 
SRRC 
'(Southern opol Gerontologic Scientific 
Russia) C 010 "H(u3nb - HBW ~t.160~" 

Russia) ;C 001 

Pa3BUTUH) MOAenU "He3a~ucu~an X M ~ H ~ "  

(Southern : 

ym6a npo@unaKmw u pea6nnu~a~un 
Russia) :KK 002 o~epwen~onernnx rpynnbt pnc~a" 
SRRC 

Krasnodar. 
09/01 12000 11 11 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

Krasnodar, 
0811 S/2000 11 11 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

Krasnodar, 
0811 512000 11 11 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 

0911 511 999 0311 512000 Rostov. Rostov oblast 

Pyat~gorsk, Stavropolsky 
09/15/1999 0311 512000 kray 

Krasnodar. 
08 l l5 l2000 11/15/2000 Krasnodarsky kray 

0911 511999 0311 512000 Taganrog. Rostov oblast 

Essentuki, Stavropokky 
09/15/1999 03/15/2000 kray 

Stavropol, Stavropolsky 
0911 511 999 0311 512000 kray 

Stavropol, Stavropolsky 
09/0S/1999 0311 512000 kray 

Arrnavir. Krasnodarsky 
0911511999 03/15/2000 kray 

Novorossmk, 
0911 511999 1211 511999 Krasnodarsky kray 

Sochi. Krasnodarsky 
0911 511999 0311 512000 kray 

Novoross~~sk. 
0911 511 999 0311 512000 Krasnodarsky kray 



SRRC 
(Southern "Mfneralnye Vody - a Clean C~ty", an " l lncr~e p e ~ u  - nyrb K pewe~nm 
Russla) CK 001 ecolog~cal NGO Kavkazskye 3~onorurec~ux npobneu" 
C R R C  

:(Southern I 
Russia) K K  006 

SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) PO 009 
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) rP 01 2 
W R C  

Krasnodar Regional Public Foundation rMaona Ann ponnreneb7 nerei-nneanunoa 
:for Disabled Children ["BEPA, HAAEWA, n060Bb" 

;"ncuxocoquanb~an ananTaqnn u 
:pea6unnrauun nuu co crpeccosblMn u nocr 

Russian Servicemen Social Defense ;crpeccosb~~u paccrpoRcrsa, B ~ I ~ B ~ H H ~ I M M  

'Committee, an NGO 'soopyme~~bt~n K O H @ ~ ~ K T ~ M U "  
i 
I 

Rostov Reg~onal Publlc Movement of "Bep~eM 3uoposbe nenM - meprsau 
the Chechen War Vlctlms qere~c~oi?  B O ~ H ~ I "  

'(Southern : ."HumanRights Center", Regional 1 
'Russia) :PO 005 Invalid NGO ~"Pynn ~nnocepnnn" 
;SRRC : 
;(Southern i '"Help the Children'', Charitable :'rnus~u ~asc~pery"  (~ounbmrep~an Ulaona 
Russia) !PO 014 Foundation unn nerek-n~sannnos) 
' Z R R C  

iMlneralnye Vody. 
$4,662.00 0911 511999 0311 5/2000'Stavropolsky kray 

I :Sochi, Krasnodarsky 
$1.678.00\ 09/15/1999. 0311512000ikray 

ivolgodonsk. Rostov 
$4.800.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 oblast 

84.988.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 Rostov. Rostov oblast 

$4.962.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 Taganfoy, Rostov oblast 

Novocherkassk. Rostov 
$5.000.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 oblast 

- 
(Southern Novocherkassk Committee for Red i'ncuxonornrec~an peabnnnraqnn Novocherkassk. Rostov 
Russia) PO 004 C~OSS S0clety OCYW~HH~IX" $3,163.00 0911 511999 0211 512000 oblast 
SRRC 
(Southern Republican Unlon for Women of 
Russia) PA 001 Ad~geya "Uenrp no,qnepmKn mencwx u~uuna~ne"  

,SRRC 1 "Federation for Aquatic and Technical : 
(Southern 8 Sports and Methods of Surviving in i"fleicrsymqan Monenb oaa3anun nououn 
'Russia) :P 023 External Situations", an NGO ne~nu-6eme~uau" 
:SRRC 1 
(Southern 
Russia) PO19 
SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) P 017 
SRRC , 
(Southern 
Russia) P 013 

SRRC 
(Southern 
Russia) PO 01 6 

Human Inbtlatwes Support Foundatlon 'BepHeu u e r m  n o ~ a w ~ n f i  ovar" 

"Rostov Reglonal D~abetlc Society". 
Rostov Reglonal Invalid NGO 

"UeIi~p nonnepmw n 06IqeHun uarepeir- 
"Guadeamus", a Youth NGO 0.4u~oqe~" 
"Buratlno", Novocherkassk Branch of 
the Rostov Reglonal Non- 
governmental Organlzat~on for Soc~al 
Defense of D~sabled Ch~ldren "Mbl ~e OUHU" 

Ma~kop. Adlgeya 
$4.983.00 0911 511 999 0311 512000 Republfc 

I 

$3,850.00' 0911 511999: 0311 5/2000~ostov, Rostov oblast 

$4.704.00 0911 511999 0311 5/2000 Rostov, Rostov oblast 

$4.999.00 0911 511 999 0311 5/2000'~ostov, Rostov oblast 

$4.982.00 09/15/1999 0311 5/2000 Rostov, Rostovoblast 

Novocherkassk, Rostov 
$3.573.00 0911 511999 0311 512000 oblast 



MICROGRANT PROGRAM ANALYSIS 

Eleven solicitations were held in four target regions as part of the Microgrant Program, and 204 
projects were funded in eighteen Russian regions in the total amount of $507,420. Following is a 
chart mapping the distribution of projects and funding by regions. 

Distribution of Microgrant funds by 
regions 

SClSC 
(Siberian 
Region) 
43% 

Distribution of projects by regions 

SRRC 
(Southem Noqomd 
Russia) i 10% 

(Siberian 
Region) 

62% 

The following direct results were achieved upon completion of the fnnded projects: 

Trainings and training seminars 
Number of students who acquired new knowledge at these seminars 6,209 6,422 

I I 

19,981 One-on-one consultations on different issues 16,354 



llnformation and awareness-building events (lectures, conferences, 1 2,100 1 I ,274' 1 

Seven projects used electronic media (TV and radio) as their tools. The total audience of these 
projects was assessed at about four million people. 3,513 volunteers were recruited for the 
projects. Key beneficiaries were the disabled, children, young people, other NGOs and the local 
community. Distribution of grant amounts by categories of beneficiaries is shown below2. 

Distribution of Microgrant funds by beneficiary categories 

Army 

The most common types of activities were legal assistance, social adaptation and rehabilitation, 
and public awareness-building. The chart below shows the number of projects (as percentage of 
the total) that planned one or another activity.' 

' The shortfall vis-bvis the planned number of lectures occurred because of one project, in which grantees 
held only 217 out of the planned 1,500 lectures. 

One project could have several beneficiary categories, and some beneficiaries fell into several categories, 
e.g. disabled children. Consequently, the total amount for all categories is larger than the total distributed 
amount. 
The percentage sum of all types of activities exceeds 100% because one project could include several 

activities (average number of activities per project was 1.6). 



Distribution of projects by type of activity 

he table below shows project I 

Children 
Amen 

Disabled 



W 

!d 

J 

a 
The table reveals that the following projects were the most typical: 

- social adaptation of children and the disabled (disabled children because almost one half 

KI of beneficiaries were disabled children), and legal and psychological assistance to these 
groups; 

- legal assistance both to different identified categories of beneficiaries and to everybody in 

4 need of this assistance; 
- public awareness-building on different problems in the local community; 
- NGO institutional development, mostly through training their leaders and providing a full 

d 
set of services. 

The average funding per one beneficiary per month is recorded below. 

Network 
Siberia 
Southern Russia 
Sarnara oblast 
Novgorod oblast 
Average across all networks 

Arnounffone beneficiarylmonth 
$1.17 
$1.70 
$1 .I 1 
$2.94 
$1.36 



The following chart shows the costs of services for different beneficiary categories in the grants 
program. 

Funding per.one'beneficiary per month, by category of 
beneficiaries 

L 

A 
while low-income and senior citizens were the least expensive. 

.s indicated in this chart, businessmen and orphans were the "most expensive" beneficiaries, 

Impact on the Grantees 

To assess whether or not the microgrant program had been successfully completed, the contract 
between World Learning and USAID set the following three indicators: 

1. Recipients have expanded their program thematically or geographically. 
2. Recipients have increased the number of persons reached by their organizations. 
3. Recipients have offered social services newly provided by NGOs rather than by the 

government. 
In contractual terms, the microgrant program was viewed as successfully completed if at least 
eighty percent of the projects complied with at least one of the three indicators. As a result of 
program implementation, there were ninety-six percent of such projects. Detailed results are 
provided in the table below. 



Projects Expanded their Increased the 
(total) programs number of indicators indicator 

geographically or individuals 
thematically reached by 

their 

The table below illustrates the number of projects that planned training workshops and seminars 
targeted at developing,new skills in beneficiaries; the number and share of projects that held the 
planned number of such training seminars; and the number and share of projects that exceeded or 
failed to reach the planned level substantially (by more than ten percent). 

The following table employs the same pattern for projects that planned a certain number of 

' The number of projects that planned to train a certain number of individuals was not always the same as 
the number of projects that planned training events, largely because some projects did not envision such 
events as separate from the overall work on the project. Such projects wen: particularly typical in Southern 
Russia. 



Tables below use the same pattern to provide an overview of projects that planned consultation 
services; information and awareness-building events (lectures, round-table discussions, 
conferences); copying of printed materials; and projects that envisioned the staffs personal 
contacts with beneficiaries at seminars, lectures and consultations. 



I Copying of Materials 
I I Number of I 

The fact that a rather large share of grantees overestimated and underestimated their capacities 
and the demand for their services is explained by the reality that, for many grantees, this project 
was their first experience in targeted grant management. The grantees and regional network 
coordinators pointed out that project implementation improved their FJGOs' image and allowed 
some of them to raise additional funds. See the table below for details. 

Siberia 
Southern Russia 
Samara oblast 
Novgorod oblast 
Total for the program 

The above tables indicate that grantees faced the greatest problems while projecting the number 
of clients that would ask them for services, particularly for consultations. The key reason was 
that planning of results often was "supply-based" rather than "demand-based." 

Number of projects 
that planned such 

activity 
77 
14 
17 
16 
124 

I 
.. .~ 

I I I I 
Samara oblast 21 11 52% 8 I 38% 1 

Number of projects th 
met the target withi 

f 10% of the planned le 
50 
10 
8 
7 
75 

Participation in GP was 
the first experience in 

targeted grant their projects 

Network 

management 

Projects 
(total) 

Siberia 
Southern Russia 

One other mandatory microgrant program indicator was the number of female beneficiaries who 
(by contractual terms) should have constituted at least 50% of the total number of beneficiaries. 
The actual share of female beneficiaries after the microgrant program ended was 56%. Their 
distribution by region is shown below. 

Network 

126 

37 

Novgorod oblast 

Total for the program: 

Novgorod oblast 

Total for the program: 

55% 

51% 

60 

10% 

22% 

20 

204 

48% 

11 

104 

22 59% 



In addition to providing services to their clients, some projects planned events targeted at 
strengthening the entire Third Sector, as revealed in the following table. 

[~etwork I Proiects. 1 Had an imoact on local I Promoted NGO I Established models of I 
governments' decisions coalition-building and cooperation with the 
on problems vital to their partnership relations public and private 1 ' 1  client and local 1 sector; models are new 

Siberia 
Southern Russia 

Samara oblast 

Impact on Inter-Regional and Regional Resource Centers 

~ovgorod oblast 1 20 1 2 

Besides having an impact on beneficiaries and grantees, the microgrant program promoted the 
development of network member organizations. Different networks had different impacts. 

126 

37 

21 

Siberia: The key impact on the Resource Centers (network members) in this region was 
skills development of staff of the regional representative ofice and other region-based 
NGOs; training in monitoring and evaluation of funded projects; and their attendance at 
expert council meetings. Improved image of the Regional Resource Centers and the 
entire non-profit sector was reported, a change which facilitated the passing of laws on 
municipal grants in some Siberian cities. 
Southern Russia: An improved image of Resource Centers with the local governments 
and other NGOs was the most important result in this region, a change which facilitated 
the passing of regulations on municipal grants and social order in four cities, and helped 
to increase Resource Center clients overall. In addition, a high level of synergy between 
the microgrant program and other Resource Center activities was reported. 
Samara oblast: As a result of the microgrant program, the work of five Resource 
Centers who are partners of oblast-based NGOs was funded. Grants helped to improve 
technical equipment and support, raise pattners' professional level and smooth out 
cooperation between them. 
Novgorod oblast: Three consultation outlets in oblast districts were funded as pa t  of the 
microgrant program; these outlets became the basis for the regional Resource Center 
network. The grant amounts helped to provide these outlets with office equipment which 
has been used by the Resource Centers and NGOs even after project end. The microgrant 
pogram allowed NGOSS staff to raise their professional level and improve the 
organization's image with the authorities, businesses and local NGOs. 

Total for the oroaram: 1 ma I i!i 1 7% I 53 1 26% 1 40 1 20% 
10% 

Conclusion 

The microgrant program was successfully completed, and reached its program indicators. 

9 1 45% 1 6 1 30% 

27% 22% 

1 

9 43% 29% 

community 
11 

2 

0 

9% 

5% 

0% 


