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Executive Summary 
Global leaders and humanitarian actors agreed on a plan to restructure the aid system to ensure more leadership, 
representation, and participation of  local and national actors in humanitarian coordination and decision-making. 
Donors, UN Agencies, INGOs, and Local and National NGOs have signed commitments such as the Grand 
Bargain, the Charter for Change (C4C), and Pledge for Change, demonstrating their willingness to actualize, take 
account, give account, and be held accountable in the implementation of  a locally-led humanitarian action. 
This study aimed to analyse the status of  C4C commitment implementation and its effects on aid localization in 
Kenya. The study's independent variables were funding models, capacity-strengthening approaches, and partnership 
relationships, while the dependent variable was aid localization in Kenya. The study was guided by Aldrich's 
resource dependence model. 

The research design was appropriate for this study because it allowed for an in-depth analysis and description of  
the various phenomena under investigation. The study surveyed all 16 signatories and 36 endorsers in Kenya, and 
the response rate was 52%. Semi-structured questionnaires administered via Kobo toolbox and in-depth interview 
guides were used to collect primary data. In relation to the first objective which focused on funding model, 43% 
of  the endorsers partnering with INGO signatories of  the C4C Kenyan Chapter reported that funds disbursement 
from the INGOs for their programmatic support was always made on time, while a combined 29% of  endorsers 
reported that funds disbursement was occasionally made on time. A similar 29% recorded funds disbursement was 
not made on time. On capacity strengthening, 71% of  LNNGOs endorsers indicated they had participated in 
capacity strengthening initiatives organized by the INGOs signatories in the previous twelve (12) months. 
This included strengthening strategic planning capacity, mobilizing resources, and co-designing project proposals. 
On partnerships, 43% of  LNNGOs reported collaborative partnerships with INGOs, and 50% reported inclusive 
partnerships with INGOs. No LNNGO reported having an accountable partnership with any of  the INGOs.

The study provides 7 recommendations targeting different stakeholders. (1) INGOs partnering with Local Partners 
are encouraged to disburse project funds at appropriate time. While recognizing that only 43% of  INGOs signatories 
disburse funds at the appropriate time, there is a need to increase this percentage in the future. (2) Where feasible, 
INGO signatories need to strive and provide flexible, unrestricted/unearmarked funding to their local partners. 
Appreciating the difficulties that arise from INGOs in enabling unearmarked funds, one way cited during the 
research is by providing a fair share of  overhead costs to local partners. Another good practice shared is through 
providing project no-cost extensions or carry-over into the following year. (3) There is an opportunity for INGO 
signatories to be intentional in introducing their local partners to donors. As this is one of  the C4C commitments, 
introducing local partners to donors increases their visibility as well as their chances of  getting funds as directly as 
possible in the future. (4) While recognizing the efforts in capacity strengthening, it is advised that these initiatives 
be tailored to the specific needs of  local actors. 71% of  local actors reported that INGOs only occasionally support 
areas identified in their capacity needs assessments. (5) There is a need for more harmonized capacity-strengthening 
initiatives from both signatories and endorsers. Several INGOs have reported that the diverse methods employed 
by different INGOs complicate the process. A unified strategy, such as "due diligence passporting," is recommended. 
Additionally, insights from Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) highlight the United Nations Partner Portal (UNPP) as 
another good practice approach. UNPP is a centralized online platform that streamlines the partnership selection 
process between UN Agencies and Civil Society Organizations by sharing organizational and project information 
and matching expertise with available opportunities. (6) In order to strengthen equitable partnerships, both signatories
and endorsers are encouraged to promote co-creation during program design (7) The C4C Working group to also 
facilitate a workshop on principled partnerships including training on communication skills and other soft skills to 
enhance partnerships. 
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1. Background Information 
1.1. Introduction

In 2016, during the World Humanitarian Summit, the persistent message from local and national NGOs 
(LNNGOs) was the unrecognition and undermining of  their voices, agencies, structures, knowledge, capacities, 
and abilities during humanitarian response and recovery efforts. During the summit, eighteen donor nations and 
sixteen international aid organisations {United Nations (UN), International Non-Governmental Organisations 
(INGOs), and the Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement (RCRCM)} agreed on a ‘Grand Bargain’ to advocate 
for localization as much as possible but to remain international as necessary as it needs. The agreement emanated 
from the recommendations to reduce needs, expand the resource base, and establishment of  a Grand bargain by 
donors and aid organizations, by the UN High-level Panel on Humanitarian Financing in 2016.  

1.2. Problem Statement 
Despite LNNGOs being a lot quicker, understanding the social, cultural, and political environment, generally 
cost-effective, and staying around even after disaster, there has been persistent unrecognition and undermining of  
their capabilities. There is a lack of  systematic implementation, investment, or demonstrated long-term impact in 
capacity strengthening (Barbelet, 2019). Jayawickrama (2018) argues that the generalization of  the existing gaps in 
capacity building in the global south serves self-interests, is paternalistic, and indeed a framing by the colonialists and 
advocated by the humanitarian systems dominated by the North.

1.3. Scope of  the Study
The study assessed the progress of  three C4C commitments i.e. 

(1) Increase direct funding to national and local NGOs for humanitarian action.
 a. INGO signatories commit that by 2020 at least 25% of  our own humanitarian funding will be passed to 
  national and local NGOs.
 b. INGO signatories commit to introduce our NGO partners to our own direct donors with the aim of  
  them accessing direct financing.
(2) Reaffirm the Principles of  Partnership: Signatories endorse and have signed on to the Principles of  
 Partnership, (Equality, Transparency, Results-Oriented Approach, Responsibility and Complementarity) 
 introduced by the Global Humanitarian Platform in 2007.

Funding to Local and National NGOs remains strictly earmarked, restrictive, short-term, and rigid and does not 
sometimes cover project core costs nor indirect costs. Historically, LNNGOs have received quite a small percentage 
of  total funding in the aid system, despite their continued presence and frontline work in communities at the centre of
 response and development activities. Direct funding to local and national actors stood at 1.2% of  total humanitarian 
funding as of  2021. Ali (2020) notes that whilst local actors implement projects, they rarely receive unearmarked 
funding nor indirect costs from donors ending up affecting their growth. 

In some cases, relations between LNNGOs, and INGOs / donors are largely transactional and contractual rather than
mutual, accountable, and equitable. Some INGOs and UN agencies have been implementing directly and sub-
contracting LNNGOs on a short-term basis. There is a need to ask how contracts are managed, what is permissible, 
what protection and privileges are there, and who gets what. 

Another framework that was established prior to the summit and champions localization is the Charter for Change 
(C4C) Initiative which is led by 39 INGOs and over 420 Local and National NGOs (LNNGOs) globally. C4C in a 
bid to complement the Grand Bargain, provides specific and targeted actions on the localization of  aid and donations.
C4C has eight commitments, operates both locally and globally, and is endorsed by 36 operating in Kenya with 
another 16 signatories. C4C is committed to transparency, direct financing, recruitment, equality, advocacy, support,
partnership, and promotion.
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(3) Robust organizational support and capacity strengthening: INGO signatories 
will support local actors to become robust organisations that continuously improve their role and share in the
 overall global humanitarian response. They undertake to pay adequate administrative support. A test of  our 
seriousness in capacity buildingis that by 2020 we will have allocated resources to support our partners in this. 
INGO signatories will publish the percentages of  humanitarian budget which goes directly to partners for 
humanitarian capacity building by 2020. 

1.4. Objectives of  the Study
1. To investigate how funding models for local and national NGOs affect aid localization in Kenya. 
2. To assess the effects of  capacity-strengthening approaches on aid localization in Kenya.
3. To examine the extent to which partnership relationships influence aid localization in Kenya.

2. The Research Methodology 
2.1. Research Design

The study used a descriptive research design. Using this method, the study attempted to describe the current state of  
affairs in Kenya in terms of  aid localisation, using in-depth analysis of  quantitative and qualitative data. Furthermore,
 the study was guided by Mugenda and Mugenda (1999) definition of  descriptive research design, which involves a 
process of  collecting data to respond to queries about the status of  subjects under investigation.

2.2. Description of  Variables 
Aid localization in Kenya was the dependent variable because it was influenced by independent variables i.e. funding 
models, capacity-strengthening approaches, and partnership relationships. The three independent variables were the 
characters that were changed to investigate how they affected aid localization in Kenya. It was also possible to predict 
how much the dependent variable would change as a result of  the independent variable changing. 

2.3. The Target Population and Sample Size
The study conducted a census of  all local and national NGOs and INGOs that have signed the Charter for Change 
and are members of  the Kenya Chapter. In Kenya, there are currently 36 and 16 endorsers and signatories, respectively. 

2.4. Sampling Technique
The researchers deployed stratified and purposive sampling techniques to identify key stakeholders as respondents for 
key informant interviews. Using these methods, they were able to obtain references on endorsers and signatories who 
had been active in Kenya. 

2.5. Data Collection Techniques
To collect primary data from study participants, semi-structured questionnaires and in-depth interview schedules/
guides were used. The semi-structured questionnaire (for signatories and endorsers), which was primarily used to 
collect qualitative data with some quantitative aspects, was appropriate since it generated uniform data and was more 
appropriate due to its ability to be deployed via kobo toolbox (an online data collection platform) and also due to the 
respondents' diverse geographical locations. The in-depth interviews were very insightful in delving into the 
respondents' perspectives on aid localization in Kenya, from the leadership level to the operational level of  the 
organizations. This provided a personal interaction between the researchers and the respondents, which was useful in 
seeking clarifications where a deeper understanding of  issues was required.

 Category of respondent  Target Population (N) Percentage 

Endorsers 36 69% 

Signatories 16 31% 

Total 52 100% 

Table 1: Target Population
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Table 2: Response Rate

Figure 1: Respondents’ Designation

2.6. Data Analysis and Presentation
The qualitative data gathered through in-depth interviews was verbatim transcribed and typed in Word. 
The data was analysed with Nvivo11 (QSR International). The analysis encompassed open coding and progressive 
categorization of  issues using inductive and deductive reasoning. Themes were modified further as new issues 
emerged from the data analysis. Frequency tables, bar graphs, and pie charts were used to reproduce and 
communicate the emerging data categories.

3.1. Response Rate

3.2. Demographic Information and Respondents’ Organizational Profiles.

Out of  the targeted 52 respondents (16 signatories and 36 endorsers), 27 respondents (7 signatories and 20 endorsers) 
participated in this study. This represents 31% and 85% of  the signatories and endorsers, respectively who 
participated in the survey. 

The majority of  respondents in the study, 85%, were heads of  the respective organizations, while others held 
managerial positions. 

3. Data Analysis, Presentation, and 
    Interpretation of  Findings.

Questionnaire & In-depth interviews Frequency Response Rate 

Signatories  16 44% 

Endorsers 36 56% 

Total 52 100% 

 



9

Figure 2: Nature of  Respondents’ organization

Figure 3: Endorsers partnership with INGOs signatories of  the C4C in Kenya. 

Figure 4: Funds disbursement from INGO signatory partners in the last 12 months.

From Figure 2 above, the majority of  respondents, (70.4%) were from NGOs, while 14.8%, 7.4%, and 7.4% were 
from CBOs, Public Community Development Foundation & FBOs respectively. 

As indicated in figure 3 above, only 26% of  the endorsers indicated that they had working partnerships with INGOs 
signatories of  the C4C in Kenya during the period January to December 2022. 74% of  the endorsers reported that 
they did not have any sort of  partnership existing. 

3.3. Funding Models
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Figure 5: INGO Signatory partners' contribution to endorsers' administrative core costs.

As earlier indicated in Figure 3 above, 26% of  the endorsers had reported having existing partnerships with 
INGOs’ signatories to the C4C Kenyan chapter. 43% of  the endorsers partnering with INGO signatories to the 
C4C Kenyan Chapter expressed those funds disbursement was always made at the appropriate time, while (29% 
of  endorsers reported that funds disbursement is occasionally made at the appropriate time as indicated in figure 
4 above. A similar percentage (29%) indicated funds disbursement is not made at the appropriate time. The 
inconsistency in funding disbursement has significant implications for project planning and implementation. 
Insights from in-depth conversations with endorsers reveal that delayed disbursements disrupt scheduled activities, 
result in postponed deliverables, and often extend reporting timelines, creating operational challenges and affecting 
program credibility. Furthermore, these delays strain the working relationships between INGOs and LNNGOs, 
contributing to a lack of  alignment and trust, which can ultimately hinder the collaborative potential of  these 
partnerships. Addressing timely and predictable funding disbursements is essential to building stronger, more effective
 partnerships that allow local organizations to meet community needs reliably. 

From Figure 5 above, 100% of  the endorsers admitted that the INGO signatories they are partnering with, 
contribute partially to the organizational administrative core costs. The endorsers indicated that lack of  sufficient 
administrative support inhibits their humanitarian response capabilities due to the inability to attract a talented 
workforce, and challenges in paying for direct operational costs like office rent, electricity et al. Without adequate 
investment in administrativ infrastructure, local organizations are left to navigate operational complexities with limited 
resources, hindering their ability to scale and deliver timely and effective responses in crisis situations. 



Figure 6: INGO unrestricted funding to C4C endorsers. 

Figure 7: INGO signatory introduction of  C4C endorsers to donors in the last 12 months (Jan-Dec,2022). 
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71% of  the endorsers indicated that the INGO signatories to the C4C Kenyan chapter that they have an existing 
working partnership with, do not provide unrestricted funding. 29% reported that the INGO signatories they are 
partnering with do not provide unrestricted funding to them, however they are in the process of  developing a policy 
that will address this in the near future. 

Humentum (Breaking the Starvation Cycles, 2022) revealed that “unless funders start providing a portion of  their 
grants as unrestricted, most national NGOs will remain unable to generate the unrestricted reserves necessary to 
mitigate the financial risks they face”. 

Figure 7 above reveals that, 43% of  the endorsers highlighted that the signatories they are working with have not 
introduced them to any donors in the last 12 months. 29% revealed that the signatories have not introduced them 
to any potential donors in the last 12 months, but they have been informed of  the plans to do the same. A similar 
29% of  the respondents (endorsers) explained that the signatories they are currently working with had introduced 
them to donors with whom they are engaging on possible areas of  collaboration and possible direct funding. 



Figure 8: Participation of  C4C endorsers in capacity-strengthening initiatives organized by INGO signatories in the last 12 months. 

Figure 9: C4C endorsers capacity needs requirements for the period Jan-Dec, 2022.
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3.4. Capacity Strengthening Approaches

The study shows that a majority (71%) of  LNNGOs have engaged in capacity-strengthening initiatives led by INGO 
partners in the past year (January–December 2022). These initiatives covered strategic areas such as strategic planning, 
resource mobilization, and collaborative project proposal development, which are crucial for strengthening LNNGOs 
sustainability and autonomy. However, 28.6% of  LNNGOs reported not participating in any such initiatives, pointing 
to gaps in outreach or accessibility to capacity-strengthening opportunities. These findings highlight the positive 
impact of  current efforts while underscoring the need to expand and make capacity-building support more inclusive 
and accessible to all local partners.

The findings reveal that resource mobilization remains the top priority for LNNGOs, with 43% identifying it as their 
greatest need. This underscores the importance of  funding access and sustainability for local organizations. Financial 
management, along with project management and Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability, and Learning (MEAL), 
ranked as the second-highest needs. These areas are critical for organizational growth, accountability, and effective 
implementation, reflecting a strong demand for skills that can help LNNGOs manage resources efficiently and 
deliver impactful programs. The emphasis on these areas suggests a need for targeted capacity-strengthening efforts 
to support local organizations in becoming more resilient and self-sustaining. 



Figure 10: INGOs support the C4C endorsers' capacity gaps identified in the capacity needs assessment reports 
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Figure 10 above highlights the extent to which the INGO provide capacity strengthening support towards addressing 
the capacity gaps identified by the endorsers during the capacity needs assessments conducted in the last 12 months 
(Jan-Dec, 2022). 71% of  the endorsers indicated that the INGO signatories sometimes support LNNGOs in 
strengthening gaps identified in the capacity assessment needs reports, while 29% of  the endorsers reported that the 
INGO signatories rarely support LNNGOs in strengthening gaps identified in the capacity assessment needs reports.  

Coordinating capacity strengthening has reduced duplication of  efforts and resources. The research sought to find 
out the extent of  capacity-strengthening coordination among the INGO signatories. 71.4% of  the endorsers reported 
that the INGOs sometimes coordinate capacity-strengthening efforts among themselves, while 28.6 % rarely 
coordinate. 

Figure 11: INGOs signatories’ coordination of  capacity strengthening of  LNNGOs.



Figure 12: INGO capacity strengthening working relationship with the C4C endorsers

Figure 13: Nature of  relations between C4C endorsers & INGOs
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14% of  the C4C Kenyan chapter endorsers reported having a good working relationship with the INGO signatories 
on capacity strengthening. 58% of  the endorsers reported that they had ad hoc capacity development for the 
organization and ad hoc capacity strengthening focused on the projects, while 29% of  the respondents indicated that 
they did not have any working relations with the INGOs on capacity strengthening. 

3.5. Partnership Relationships

The study also explored the quality of  relationships between LNNGOs and their INGO partners. Findings show that 
29% of  LNNGOs feel "very comfortable" in their relationships with INGOs, while another 29% describe these 
relationships as "somewhat comfortable." Notably, no respondents indicated feeling "not comfortable at all," with 
only 14% expressing discomfort in their partnerships with INGOs. This generally positive feedback suggests that 
INGOs and LNNGOs are experiencing a relatively high degree of  mutual understanding and ease in their interactions. 



Figure 14: Respecting the views of  the endorsers by the INGOs.

Figure 14: Respecting the views of  the endorsers by the INGOs.
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However, the presence of  some discomfort among 14% of  respondents highlights areas where relationship 
dynamics could be further improved to foster trust, inclusivity, and a stronger sense of  partnership. Strengthening 
these connections is essential for enhancing collaboration and supporting the localisation agenda.

The study also investigated the level of  respect INGOs showed for the perspectives of  LNNGOs. According to the 
findings, 29% of  LNNGOs felt that INGOs respected their viewpoints, while 43% felt their views were only 
"somewhat respected." Meanwhile, 29% of  respondents perceived that INGOs showed minimal respect for their 
perspectives. These responses suggest that while some INGOs value the insights of  local partners, respect for 
LNNGOs' viewpoints is inconsistent, indicating an area for improvement. Fostering greater respect and inclusivity 
in decision-making can enhance the quality of  partnerships and contribute to more equitable and effective 
collaboration.  

The data reveals varying perceptions among LNNGOs regarding INGO management of  risk for local staff. While 
43% of  LNNGOs feel that INGOs provide moderate risk coverage for their employees, only 29% believe that 
INGOs substantially mitigate these risks. Another 29% of  respondents indicate that INGO risk coverage is minimal, 
leaving employees with limited protection while on duty. These findings highlight the inconsistent levels of  support
and risk management provided by INGOs to local partners' employees, underscoring a need for more consistent and 
comprehensive risk mitigation practices to protect local staff  adequately in the field.



Figure 16: C4C endorsers' contributions to project designs with INGO signatories

Table 3:Partnership between LNNGOs and the INGOs
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This research highlights the nuanced dynamics of  collaboration between local/national non-governmental 
organizations (LNNGOs) and international non-governmental organizations (INGOs). While 43% of  LNNGOs 
report working collaboratively as equals with INGOs, a significant portion—29%—indicates that, although involved 
in project design, INGOs often retain the final decision-making authority. Another 29% of  respondents note that 
INGOs typically lead project design processes, with LNNGOs having a more consultative role. These findings 
suggest that while efforts toward equal partnerships are evident, there is still a tendency for INGOs to maintain 
control over critical project decisions, underscoring a need to deepen equitable partnerships in line with localisation 
commitments. 

Half  (50%) of  the LNNGOs perceive their partnerships with INGOs as inclusive, involving shared but often uneven 
power, an exit strategy that aligns somewhat with local realities, responsive communication, and limited access to 
information that is available upon request. Another 25% describe their relationships as top-down, dominated by a 
single controlling INGO partner, with unilateral decision-making, limited information sharing, and a risk-averse 
culture where staff  fulfil only minimal responsibilities. The remaining 25% characterize their partnerships as 
fragmented, lacking a clear framework, mutual commitment, or standardized information-sharing practices, with 
knowledge passed informally. Notably, none of  the LNNGOs reported experiencing an accountable partnership, 
indicating significant room for improvement in establishing balanced, transparent, and committed collaborations.

Nature of Partnership Rate 
Fragmented. (There lacks a clear blueprint and commonalities or exit ways in the partnership; Zero 
commitments to the partnership; the control and imparting of information are ad-hoc; Knowledge is held 
in non-formal ways and passed along throughout the partnership dissipatedly). 

25%
 

Top-down. (There exists one controlling partner; Undertaking, vision, and exit blueprint are all held by 
the dominant partner and undisputed by the other partner(s); Imparting of information is one way, from 
the controlling partner to the rest; Risk aversion culture is very common where each of the staff presents 
the attitude of, I am just doing my job and that happens to be their bare minimum.   

25%
 

Inclusive. (Power is shared, often uneven; the blueprint exit strategy is shared and aligned with the 
organizational reality and associated tasks; Partners listen and respond to each other; Access to 
information is when requested and not readily accessed by every partner). 

50%
 

Accountable. (Power and decision-making are shared; Both organizations put in substantial efforts 
(financially and technically) into the engagement, the blueprint and the action plans are shared among the 
organizations, and priorities are highlighted and shared; a culture of reasonableness exists including 
teamwork, mutual respect, and trust; Every party to the partnership has access to information they need 
to make informed decisions within a reasonable amount of time). 

0%
 

Total 100% 



4. Conclusions 
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The study reveals a complex landscape of  partnership dynamics, funding practices, capacity strengthening, and 
mutual respect between INGOs and local/national non-governmental organizations (LNNGOs) in Kenya. 
Despite progress in some areas, several findings highlight the challenges faced by LNNGOs in achieving fully 
equitable and supportive partnerships.

The data shows that only 26% of  endorsers had active partnerships with INGOs, suggesting limited collaboration 
and engagement. Even within existing partnerships, funding disbursements are not consistently timely, with only 
43% reporting funds were disbursed on time. Delays have significantly impacted project planning and strained 
relationships, underscoring the need for INGOs to streamline funding processes and reduce barriers to timely 
disbursement. Additionally, most LNNGOs lack unrestricted funding and have limited support for administrative 
costs, inhibiting their ability to sustain operations and respond flexibly to community needs. These findings align 
with broader research indicating that restricted funding structures create dependency and risk for local organizations, 
which would benefit greatly from more flexible, direct funding.

Capacity strengthening efforts led by INGOs have been positive for the majority of  LNNGOs (71%), addressing 
essential skills such as strategic planning and resource mobilization. However, gaps persist, with a significant number 
of  LNNGOs not accessing such opportunities, suggesting a need for more inclusive and coordinated approaches. 
Furthermore, the findings indicate that although resource mobilization is the top priority for LNNGOs, capacity 
support in financial and project management is also critical. A harmonized approach to capacity building, such as 
"due diligence passporting," could streamline efforts, reduce redundancy, and improve effectiveness by enabling 
multiple INGOs to coordinate and share assessments.

Regarding partnership quality, perceptions of  comfort and respect in relationships with INGOs are mixed. While 
29% of  LNNGOs feel comfortable and 43% perceive that their perspectives are somewhat respected, a notable 
29% feel their views receive little respect. Additionally, no LNNGO reported experiencing fully accountable 
partnerships, and 25% of  respondents describe partnerships as top-down or fragmented, indicating a lack of  shared 
decision-making and mutual trust. This underscores the need for INGOs to commit more fully to equitable, 
accountable partnerships where power, responsibilities, and decision-making are genuinely shared.

In conclusion, while progress is evident in the engagement between INGOs and LNNGOs, these findings underscore 
the need for INGOs to advance their localization efforts by increasing direct funding, coordinating capacity 
strengthening, and fostering more inclusive, accountable, and transparent relationships. Building on these areas can 
lead to partnerships that are more resilient, equitable, and ultimately, more impactful in achieving development and 
humanitarian goals.
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5. Recommendations
Below are recommendations emanating from the study:

Funding 
i. INGOs partnering with Local Partners are encouraged to disburse project funds in appropriate time. While 
recognizing that only 43% of  INGOs signatories disburse funds in appropriate time, there is need to increase 
this percentage in the future. An in-depth conversation with an endorser respondent revealed that the untimely 
disbursement largely affects project implementation plans consequently leading to delayed delivery and reporting 
thus causing a disharmonious working relationship with the INGOs and other NGOs. 

ii. Where feasible, INGO signatories need to strive and provide flexible, unrestricted / unearmarked funding 
to their local partners. Appreciating the difficulties that arises from INGOs in enabling unearmarked funds, 
one way cited during the research is by providing Indirect Costs Recovery (ICR) to local partners. Another 
best practise shared on providing flexible funding is through providing project no-cost extensions or carry-over
into the following year. 

iii. There is opportunity for INGO signatories to be intentional on introducing their local partners to donors. 
As this is one of  the C4C commitments, introducing local partners to donors increases their visibility as well as 
chances of  getting funds directly as possible in future. 

iv. While recognizing the efforts in capacity strengthening, it is advised that these initiatives be tailored to the 
specific needs of  local actors. Capacity strengthening initiatives should align with the organizational requirements 
of  local actors, as this research shows that a significant number of  INGOs provide such support. However, 71% 
of  local actors reported that INGOs only occasionally support in areas identified in their capacity needs 
assessments

v. There is a need for more harmonized capacity strengthening initiatives from both signatories and endorsers. 
Several INGOs have reported that the diverse methods employed by different INGOs complicate the process. 
A unified strategy, such as "due diligence passporting," is recommended. This involves conducting a due diligence 
passporting assessment, which allows agencies to partner more efficiently by using the assessment's findings as a 
basis for their own due diligence procedures, thereby facilitating the sharing of  due diligence results. Additionally, 
insights from Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) highlight the United Nations Partner Portal (UNPP), a centralized 
online platform that streamlines the partnership selection process between UN Agencies and Civil Society 
Organizations by sharing organizational and project information and matching expertise with available 
opportunities.

Capacity strengthening
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i. An evaluation/study of  the gains made by the C4C Kenyan chapter since its inception.
ii. Conduct a comparative study highlighting aid localization approaches and documenting best practices across 
 the EAC region and 
iii. Longitudinal Study on the Impact of  Unrestricted Funding on Local NGOs
iv. Comparative Study on Capacity Strengthening Models Across Different INGOs

6. Suggestions for further studies

This study focussed mainly on the factors influencing aid localization in Kenya. Further recommendations are 
made that;

vi. Promote Co-Creation in Program Design: INGOs and local partners are encouraged to engage in co-
creation from the outset of  program design. This approach strengthens equity, ensures relevance to local 
contexts, and empowers local actors to have a meaningful voice in shaping project outcomes. Clear frameworks
 for shared decision-making at every stage of  design and implementation can solidify a sense of  partnership.

vii. Training on Principled Partnerships: The C4C Working Group could facilitate a workshop focused on 
principled partnerships, including training in communication and soft skills that foster collaboration and mutual 
respect. Equipping local and international partners with these skills can enhance understanding, address power 
imbalances, and promote respectful, effective communication.

Partnerships
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