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1. Glossary of abbreviations and acronyms

ABD Area-based Development

BPRI Best Practices for Roma Integration project

CSO Civil Society Organisation

DIS Decentralised Implementation System

DG NEAR Directorate General for Neighbourhood Policy and Enlargement Negotiations
EC European Commission

EIDHR European Instrument on Democracy and Human Rights

ERRC European Roma Rights Centre

ESF European Social Fund

EU European Union

EUD European Union Delegation

EUO European Union Office (KS)

FYROM Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

GOHRRNM Government Office of Human Rights and Rights of National Minorities
HRDOP Human Resources Development Operational Programme

IPA Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance

IPA | Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance first round (2007-2013)
IPA I Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance second round (2014-2020)
IMC Joint Monitoring Committee (MK)

MBP Multi-Beneficiary Programme

MCR Ministry of Communities and Returns (KS)

MELE Ministry of Economy, Labour and Entrepreneurship (HR)

MIPD Medium-term Indicative Planning Document

MLSP Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (MK)

NGO Non-governmental Organisation

NIPAC National IPA Coordinator

NMC National Minority Council

0GG Office of Good Governance (KS)

0S Operating Structure

OSCE Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe

OSF Open Society Fund

oSl Open Society Institute(s)

PCM Project Cycle Management

RAE Roma, Ashkali and Egyptian communities

RR Return and Reintegration
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RRK Return and Reintegration to Kosovo

SDC Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation

SIDA Swedish International Development Agency

SWIFT Sustainable Work Initiative For a healthier Tomorrow project
TA Technical Assistance

TAIB Technical Assistance and Institution Building

TAIEX Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument
ToR Terms of Reference

UNDP United Nations Development Program

UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund

UNOPS United Nations Office for Project Services

WHO World Health Organisation

Abbreviations and Country Designations ISO 3166. Note the codes for Kosovo are not
assigned by 1SO

Country 2-character code 3-character code
Albania AL ALB

Bosnia & Herzegovina BA BIH

Croatia HR HRV

former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia MK MKD

Kosovo' KS KOS
Montenegro ME MNE

Serbia RS SRB

Turkey TR TUR

" This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244 and the ICJ
Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence
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2. Executive Summary

2.1. Objective of evaluation

Roma people are widely considered one of the largest and most vulnerable ethnic minorities
in Europe. The vulnerability of large numbers of Roma people stems from their social
exclusion, societal discrimination and extreme poverty.

Roma inclusion is a high priority on the EU’s political agenda and that of Member States.
The challenge is faced both within the EU and in the Enlargement countries.

In Enlargement countries, the EU’s Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) has been
one of the most important sources of financial assistance to help tackle the problems of
Roma exclusion.

The Thematic Evaluation on IPA Support to Roma Communities was commissioned by DG
ELARG (now DG NEAR) Evaluation Unit to “provide findings and recommendations to assist
DG Enlargement [sic] in improving its programming and implementation of IPA Il assistance,
targeting support to Roma communities in the enlargement countries, based on the lessons
learned and good practices in the programming and implementation of IPA | assistance.”

The evaluation covers the eight enlargement countries for IPA | (including Croatia, now a
Member State), and the seven years of IPA | programming from 2007 to 2013. This scope
includes 80 identified interventions, with a total EU contribution of EUR 216 million. Of this
total, some EUR 150 million was thought to be for Roma inclusion. Specific focus on EIDHR
and Civil Society Facility funding was not included, although the evaluation did take these
into account. Likewise, there were no specific questions on gender in the terms of
reference, but again, the evaluation at the inception stage identified gender as a key issue to
be taken into account.

There were in total 74 evaluation questions in the ToR under five broad headings, as follows:

- Quality of intervention logic, including needs assessment, relevance, design of

individual interventions and overall coherence;
- Performance of assistance, covering impact, effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability of IPA interventions;

- Quality of monitoring, looking at mechanisms in place to assess impact of policies
and measures for Roma inclusion, and how lessons learned are being incorporated
into future actions;

- EC Cooperation with external stakeholders exploring how partners are selected,
involved and with what results.
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- Finally, the ToR asks for the overall lessons learned and recommendations for each
of the above areas, to be applied to the process of programming and
implementation for IPA 1l funding across the (now seven) enlargement countries.

2.2. Methodology

The evaluation was carried out by a team of four between July 2014 and March 2015. All
eight countries were visited once between November 2014 and February 2015. Additional
interviews were carried out in Budapest and Brussels. A total of 260 people were
interviewed in person or by phone.

Of the 80 interventions listed in the evaluation Terms of Reference (ToR), a sample of 25
projects was selected for detailed review according to agreed selection criteria.

Both desk and field research was structured using a set of specially designed research tools
to extract the necessary information and provide the basic analysis. During the synthesis
phase the team brought the basic information and analysis together, identified the key
findings and issues, and developed recommendations.

Findings and recommendations were drafted and tested at a stakeholder workshop in April
2015, which included representatives of 19 government, non-governmental and
international organisations. The draft final report was widely circulated, and comments
from some 25 organisations were incorporated into the final report where appropriate.

2.3. EU policy and funding

The key document on Roma inclusion for enlargement countries is the “EU Framework for
National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020”. Complementing this is a set of good
practice guidelines (Vademecum) known as the “10 common basic principles on Roma
Inclusion” from 2009.

All Enlargement countries except Turkey had developed national Roma inclusion strategies
and all except Turkey and Kosovo had signed up to the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-2015.

Around 1% of all IPA | funds was allocated for Roma inclusion. Nearly one quarter of this
was allocated for displacement and return projects, nearly 20% on housing, and around 12%
each for social inclusion/social services, education and employment. Less than 2% was
allocated for anti-discrimination efforts, and less than 1% for specific women/girls or gender
projects. There are wide country variations which cannot be accounted for solely by
variations in strategic priorities.
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2.4. Key findings

2.4.1. Quality of Intervention logic

The MIPD tool was not well adapted to the task of strategic programming. The MIPDs
provided very little in terms of setting objectives and priorities for IPA support towards
Roma. This vacuum had direct implications for the consistency and coherence in the
programming of Roma assistance. By contrast, the Human Resources Development
Operational Programmes (HRDOPs) in the countries with decentralised implementation
systems (DIS) provided a much better programming framework. As a result, IPA |
Component IV support to Roma had greater focus, corresponded to clearer long term
priorities and offered a longer term perspective for planning and implementing Roma-
specific support.

In some countries there was a perceived shift in programming from IPA 2012/2013 onwards
— primarily in Serbia, Bosnia Herzegovina and Albania. This was characterised by more IPA
funding for Roma, with a more strategic focus and better sequencing. This is partly due to
the Roma Seminars, Progress Reports and the more explicit link between accession
prospects and the need to address Roma human rights.

The prioritisation of IPA funding should reside with the national government bodies charged
with overseeing the delivery of the national Roma strategies. In practice, however, they
often lacked the capacity and political clout to play a proactive role in IPA programming.

Three common weaknesses were identified in project designs. These were an absence of
robust needs analyses, inadequate intervention logic and loosely defined indicators of
achievement. The project design process does not sufficiently involve either Roma civil
society or project final beneficiaries. Gender issues are rarely addressed in any substantial

way in the programming.

Statistics on Roma in IPA countries are unreliable and present major challenges for
programming, particularly in assessing the scale of the need to be addressed.

The new programming approach for IPA Il offers significant opportunities for improved
programming for Roma inclusion. More evidence, time and resources are needed for the
needs assessment, programming and project design processes. In particular, consultation
with civil society organisations and representatives of Roma communities needs to be more
substantial and thoughtful, moving towards greater involvement of Roma communities in
design.
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Effective guidance is available in the form of the “10 Common Basic Principles”, although
these need more detailed elaboration to apply in practice. Smaller countries’ policy capacity
is weak, and needs additional support to be able to link IPA support to effective policy

implementation.
2.4.2. Performance of Assistance
Efficiency

Most projects were completed to budget, either on time or with small no-cost extensions.
The major factor affecting efficiency was the difficulties of land allocation for housing
projects by municipal authorities.

Roma organisations had a very limited role in the implementation of IPA projects.
Effectiveness

Credible assessment of project effectiveness has proven difficult for this evaluation. This is
because of poor design of indicators and means of verification, together with scarce project
level evaluation.

Housing projects generally achieved their objectives in terms of providing new or improved
housing, but there have been difficulties in providing sustainable livelihoods from associated
activities.

Employment projects have not achieved any notable successes. However, there are several
employment projects under way and it remains to be seen whether these can achieve more
success.

The social inclusion projects sampled are varied, and have quite different conclusions. The
area-based modality provides a useful platform for addressing multiple concerns that are all
related and mutually supporting.

Education has achieved desired institutional changes where there were clear links between
national policy and IPA support. Evidence for improved educational attainment is piecemeal
and anecdotal — but points strongly in the right direction. The role of the Roma Education
Fund must be recognised as a force for positive policy models and practice.

Displacement projects were primarily for those displaced from Kosovo after the 1999
conflict. These projects were not designed specifically for Roma, but for all DPs, so there
were no Roma-specific activities, objectives or indicators. Specifically for the Roma
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population, sustainability is highly questionable and there are concerns that housing projects
creating (or re-creating) segregated communities.

Impact

Housing projects are expensive and relatively insignificant interventions compared to the
scale of the needs. Alternative, policy level interventions, are needed if there is to be a
substantial impact on the situation of Roma housing.

The employment projects have so far not achieved any discernible impact on Roma or wider
communities. There have been no achievements in terms of institutional change or learning,
and the success record at enabling Roma individuals to improve livelihoods either through
self-employment or formal employment is very limited.

The one social inclusion project in the sample for which we can draw conclusions about
impact is the Albania “Supporting Social Inclusion of Roma and Egyptian communities”
example. This project is likely to achieve an impact on the target communities because of its
focus on a limited geographic area and its multi-sectoral approach.

Education projects in Serbia are likely to have substantial impact over time. Education
interventions in other countries have not been so successful at becoming institutionalised,
and therefore their impact is likely to be limited.

Sustainable return to Kosovo have been questionable but hard to assess. The biggest
challenge is because projects are not able to secure the necessary social and economic
conditions for a sustainable return. Support for displaced people in their place of
displacement is perhaps more successful than assisting returns, depending on government
policies towards integration. However, the volume of assistance for housing, employment
and livelihoods is modest compared to the needs, and there are few systematic and reliable
evaluations on impact of assistance.

Analyses of outputs and impact are rarely segregated by gender and age, and so any
differential impact of assistance for the displaced Roma on women, men, boys and girls is
not known. The assessment of the overall impact of IPA support is also hampered by the
absence of reliable time-series data on the situation in Roma communities. This is the case
at the project level, at municipality or county level, and at national levels.

Sustainability

Social housing models are rarely sustainable for those with no source of income other than
social security benefits, and do not have adequate legal frameworks. Alternative models,
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such as ‘village housing’ and legalisation and improvement of existing settlements, have
potential but need more time to prove sustainability and impact.

Sustainability of employment interventions is very low. Interventions focused on individuals
not the environment in which the individuals lived (social attitudes, discrimination, economic
development) so there were no social or systemic reforms to be sustained.

By contrasts, the social inclusion interventions focused on systemic reform and longer term
engagement with social development, hence the likelihood that they will have a long term
beneficial effect.

Where education projects focused on systemic reform — mainly Serbia — they have been
sustainably incorporated into education institutions. Short term grant-funded interventions
and projects that do not have the full support of ministries of education are unlikely to be
sustainable.

The return projects are unlikely to be sustainable. Partly this is because the context is
economically poor and still discriminatory against minorities. Partly this is also because
important factors were overlooked: houses built without thermal insulation, in inappropriate
and polluted locations, insufficient support for livelihoods and for the receiving
communities. Support for displaced Roma in their places of displacement — mainly in
Montenegro and Serbia — did tackle some key aspects that are likely to have a sustainable
impact — such as their civil documentation. There is insufficient evidence to assess the
sustainability of the housing and income generation components.

Overall, the key lesson learned was that project design determines sustainability. In
practice, this means investing more time and effort at the design stage — including greater
and more meaningful participation of Roma communities — to truly understand the problems
and the way in which potential solutions might work, in order to maximise benefits and
sustainability later. Governments and their policies have a decisive factor in whether

interventions are sustainable.
2.4.3. Quality of Monitoring

Monitoring at country, programme and project level is very poor. At country level, there are
some efforts to provide indicators and data on the situation of Roma communities, but there
is an almost complete lack of comparable information over time to show changes . This is
critical data necessary to demonstrate whether policy and programmes are having the
desired impact.
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Reporting for the Roma Decade — both government and civil society shadow reporting — was
helpful in identifying activities and policy changes, but not in demonstrating whether there
were actual changes to Roma living standards.

MIPDs, as noted above, were not well suited to the task of strategic programming, and this
included a total absence of appropriate indicators as far as Roma inclusion was concerned.
The IPA | Operational Programmes were better, but because there was little Roma focus,
there were no appropriate indicators. Programme monitoring mechanisms focused on
activities rather than impacts. At project level, again, monitoring focused on project
implementation, mostly through the ROM mechanism. Project achievements in terms of
impacts were rarely reported.

The four goals set by the EU Framework on Roma Inclusion Strategies provides a simple
minimum requirement for monitoring systems, and should be the basis for future work to
ensure that the necessary data is captured.

2.4.4. EC Cooperation with External Stakeholders

Relations between the EC and international organisations is generally positive and
constructive. In cases where international organisations implement IPA funded projects
there are concerns that they are substituting for national expertise and capacities, and not
doing enough to support development of these capacities. Where there are direct grants to
international organisations there is insufficient transparency and accountability.

With national governments, the EC and delegations/offices have good relations. Small
countries have insufficient capacity in the field of Roma inclusion to play a strong role in
strategy and programme design.

Roma civil society organisations are not sufficiently involved in programming,
implementation and monitoring of IPA assistance. Sector approaches are diluting attention
on specifically Roma issues (which cross sectors) and are undermining the potential for

coherent programming and donor coordination.

More needs to be done to promote the participation of Roma civil society organisations in
policy formulation, programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. In particular,
there needs to be investment in the capacities of Roma civil society organisations to build
their sustainable capacities to provide a voice and accountability role at both local and
national levels. Local level governments need to be more involved, especially given the key

role that they have to play in implementing the majority of measures.
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2.5. Recommendations

Based on the findings and conclusions of the evaluation, the evaluation team have identified
the following strategic priorities necessary for the IPA Il funds to perform better than those
of IPA | in terms of promoting Roma inclusion:

- Political commitment — both the European Commission and the accession countries
must demonstrate through rhetoric, financial allocations and action that they are
determined to tackle the specific problems faced by Roma communities throughout
the enlargement countries.

- Monitoring — both the European Commission and the accession countries must
monitor progress towards achieving the goals set in the EU Framework for Roma
integration.

- Civil Society — a strong, independent and sustainable civil society with effective
advocacy capacities is essential for maintaining the momentum of reform for
improvement of institutions and society necessary for greater Roma inclusion and
equal citizenship.

- Gender — the problems faced by Roma women and men, girls and boys, are not
identical; policies, solutions and monitoring must take account not just exclusion on
the basis of ethnicity, but also issues faced because of gender and age. These
dimensions must be reflected also in monitoring data.

These strategic priorities are important to bear in mind when considering the report’s
recommendations.

Recommendation 1: The European Commission should formally remind accession
countries of the obligations of future member states to comply with the EU Framework for
Roma integration and its four measurable goals. The EC should request accession countries
to ensure that they have the monitoring mechanisms in place to assess progress annually
against these four goals. (see 6.1)

Recommendation 2: Each EU Delegation/Office should ensure that there is a designated
and named Roma Focal Point. This person would be the key link between political and
operational aspects of the EU’s work to support Roma inclusion, and ensure coherence of
IPA Il strategies with national strategies for Roma inclusion. (see 6.2)

Recommendation 3: The European Commission, in cooperation with the enlargement
countries, should prepare an internal working document (‘IPA Il Roma strategy’) for each
enlargement country which sets out how the EC will use IPA Il support over the period 2014-
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2025 to assist the countries to achieve their Roma inclusion goals as defined in the national
strategies for Roma inclusion. (see 6.3)

Recommendation 4: The European Commission is urged to ensure that there is an identified
gender focal point in each delegation/office. The EC is also recommended to urge
enlargement governments to identify gender focal points in the National IPA Committee
(NIPAC), if they do not already exist. The EU Delegation/Office focal point on gender should
then work closely with the NIPAC gender focal point in order to ensure improved quality of
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation from a gender perspective throughout
the IPA 1l cycle. (see 6.4)

Recommendation 5: [PA Il should support the one or more initiatives to strengthen policy
capacities in the enlargement region. Initiatives need to be longer term, rooted in local
experience and with strong mechanisms to feed back policy findings and recommendations
to practitioners in government and civil society. Multi-beneficiary funding would be well
suited for this purpose. Roma individuals and civil society organisations should be involved
as far as possible, and collaborative links made between practitioners in civil society and
government and between countries. (see 6.5)

Recommendation 6: Strengthen quality assurance of programme design. All draft
programmes and action designs need to be reviewed by appropriately experienced and
qualified people to ensure compliance with the 10 Common Principles, and to provide input
based on relevant evidence from policy and practice. The European Commission should
develop procedures to ensure that this happens. (see 6.6)

Recommendation 7: The European Commission, for each of the enlargement countries,
should set out a strategic approach to developing the capacities of civil society in support of
Roma inclusion. The goals of these strategies should emphasise i) the role of civil society in
advocacy and accountability, ii) Sustainability of civil society organisations, and iii) the role of
civil society in service delivery and project implementation. (see 6.7)

Recommendation 8: Programming for IPA Il actions should strongly consider medium to
long term actions focusing on integrated actions in local areas with relatively high Roma
populations. Roma populations tend to be geographically concentrated, so lend themselves
to this kind of area-based (or geographically focused) interventions. (see 6.8)

Recommendation 9: The European Commission should support the enlargement countries
to develop and operationalise appropriate monitoring systems which will adequately
capture information to monitor the achievement of each of the goals set out in the EU
Framework for Roma Integration. (see 6.9)

Letter of Contract No. 2014/344098/1 Page 17

EPRD

Policy & Development




Thematic Evaluation on IPA Support to Roma Communities June 2015

Recommendation 10: IPA Il interventions for Roma inclusion should be routinely evaluated
— both at mid-term and ex-post. (See 6.10)

Recommendation 11: The European Commission should consider the following areas as of
particular priority and suitability for multi-beneficiary support: i) Regional policy
development and research, ii) Support for Roma civil society, networks and partnerships; iii)
Support for national statistical and monitoring systems. (see 6.11)
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3. Introduction

3.1. Background and Context of the Evaluation

Roma people are widely considered one of the largest and most vulnerable ethnic minorities
in Europe. The vulnerability of large numbers of Roma people stems from their social
exclusion, societal discrimination and extreme poverty.

Roma inclusion is a high priority on the EU’s political agenda and that of Member States.
The challenge is faced both within the EU and in the Enlargement countries.

In Enlargement countries, the EU’s Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) has been
one of the most important sources of financial assistance to help tackle the problems of
Roma exclusion.

The IPA instrument began in 2007 and DG NEAR estimated that since then around EUR 150
million of assistance has been programmed with the aim of improving the situation of Roma
people in the eight enlargement countries and territories: Albania, Bosnia Herzegovina,
Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo, Montenegro, Serbia and
Turkey.

EU financial support for potential EU members is continuing during the budget period 2014-
2020 with a new instrument for pre-accession assistance known as IPA Il. DG NEAR intends
that IPA funding for Roma integration during this period will shift in focus from policy and
institution building to ‘projects directly making an impact on the lives of individual Roma
persons’.

3.2. Purpose of evaluation

The Thematic Evaluation on IPA Support to Roma Communities was commissioned by DG
ELARG (now DG NEAR) Evaluation Unit to assess the effectiveness of IPA support to date,
and to make recommendations for future assistance. Given the importance of the theme
across EU members and accession states alike, it is of vital concern that the future
programming and implementation of IPA funds is as effective as possible in supporting the
goals of improving the situation of Roma people. This evaluation aims to make an important
contribution to the body of knowledge supporting those responsible for programming and
implementing IPA funds for Roma inclusion.

Specifically, “the primary objective of the evaluation is to provide findings and
recommendations to assist DG Enlargement in improving its programming and
implementation of IPA Il assistance, targeting support to Roma communities in the
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enlargement countries, based on the lessons learned and good practices in the programming
and implementation of IPA | assistance.”

The evaluation aimed to assess the:

- Quality of the IPA intervention logic taken by ELARG since 2007, consistency with
the existing ROMA strategies and its effectiveness (e.g. implementation of the Roma
strategic policy objectives, clearly distinguishing between the national/central
government level; the regional/local level and the EU level (joint conclusions of
Roma seminars) and its translation as objectives into the IPA | programming
framework),

- Performance (efficiency, effectiveness, coherence, impact, sustainability and EU
value added) of assistance financed through IPA 2007-2013 national and regional
programmes, targeting support to Roma both at programming and at
implementation level, looking at good/bad practices in terms of operation (size of
projects, implementation modality, flexibility) as well as in terms of content
(relevance of interventions, correctness of intervention, etc.);

- Quality of monitoring systems in place in terms of used indicators, monitoring
mechanisms of results, links with the evaluation function;

- DG Enlargement/EU Delegation cooperation with external stakeholders, supporting
Roma inclusion, identifying possibilities of cooperation, best practices, taken into
account/involved important Roma actors at central and local level with special
attention to international organisations and CSOs.

3.3. Purpose of the report

This report sets out the findings, conclusions and recommendations from the evaluation
research. The scope of the evaluation is wide: seven years’ programming, around 80
projects, eight countries plus multi-beneficiary programmes, and 74 evaluation questions.
Therefore the report is substantial. We have divided it into two parts. The first part contains
the overall findings, conclusions and recommendations. These are drawn from the second
part, a detailed review of IPA support for Roma inclusion in each of the enlargement

countries.

As far as possible, both the overall section and the country sections respond to the
evaluation questions. The evaluation questions in the Terms of Reference were re-organised
at the inception stage to make them more systematic and coherent. The table of evaluation
guestions and the structure of questions followed by this evaluation report are listed in
Annex 5.
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3.4. Evaluation Questions

The evaluation questions were grouped into five broad areas, and this report follows that

structure.

Quality of Intervention logic covers the process of designing IPA interventions, from
assessment of needs, development of strategic approaches to design of individual
projects and their overall coherence. It includes reference to the involvement of
stakeholders, the relevance to country context, national strategies and institutions.

2. Performance of Assistance covers the impact, effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability of IPA interventions. It also looks at institutional arrangements for
implementation, and the added value of specifically EU funded interventions.

3. Quality of Monitoring looks at the extent to which there are mechanisms in place
and working to assess the impact of policies and measures for Roma inclusion. It also
looks at who is involved in monitoring, and the extent to which lessons learned are
being incorporated into future actions.

4. EC Cooperation with External Stakeholders explores the way in which the EU selects
partners at international, national and local levels, and the way in which it works with
these partners.

5. Finally, the terms of reference asks for the overall Lessons Learned and
Recommendations for each of the above areas, to be applied to the process of
programming and implementation for IPA Il funding across the (now seven)
enlargement countries.

1 Intervention Logic: Are the IPA programmes designed as an adequate and appropriate

response to the challenges of Roma inclusion?

1.1 Is analysis of problems adequate?

1.2 To what extent are stakeholders involved in problem analysis and programme
design? Is this involvement effective?

1.3 Are programmes selected and prioritised according to the beneficiaries’ needs and
the complementary strengths of EU assistance?

2 Performance: To what extent do the programmes successfully achieve their goals?

2.1 What have been the results (outputs) achieved by programmes so far?

2.2 How effective were the programmes in achieving their objectives (how likely will
unfinished programmes achieve their objectives)?

2.3 How efficiently were the programmes delivered? Were there more cost efficient
alternatives?

2.4 What impact did (will) programmes have on the target communities?
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2.5
2.6

2.7
2.8

3.1
3.2
3.3

5.1
5.2

53

54

5.5

5.6

To what extent are the programmes’ impacts sustainable?

What is the added value provided by the interventions being specifically
supported by the EU?

How effective were the institutional arrangements for implementation?

How coherent was the assistance?

Monitoring: Do monitoring systems and applied indicators ensure adequate information
for assessing progress, oversight of programme implementation and making future
policy/programme decisions?

National level impact monitoring
IPA programme level monitoring

IPA project level monitoring

Cooperation: How effective is EU cooperation with external stakeholders at international,
national and local levels?

Recommendations: What future action can/should the EU consider to improve the
effectiveness of its support for Roma integration?

What are the lessons learned from IPA I?

How can DG NEAR, Delegations and Beneficiaries improve programming of EU
assistance for Roma integration for IPA II?

What can DG NEAR , Delegations and Beneficiaries do in terms of cooperation
with other organisations to improve the effectiveness of overall efforts for Roma
integration?

How can DG NEAR, Delegations and Beneficiaries improve effectiveness of
programmes implemented under IPA Il for Roma integration?

How can DG NEAR, Delegations and Beneficiaries improve the monitoring of
projects, programmes and strategies, and improve the use of monitoring
information for policy and programme decisions?

What policy measures and management modes should DG NEAR, Delegations and
Beneficiaries consider regarding support for Roma inclusion?

3.5. Methodology

The evaluation was carried out by a team of four — two senior and two junior experts — and
included 210 person-days’ work between July 2014 and March 2015. The work was divided
into four phases: inception, desk research, field research and synthesis. Field work was

conducted between November 2014 and February 2015.

Both desk and field research was structured using a set of research tools to extract the

necessary information and provide the basic analysis. The synthesis phase brought the basic
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information and analysis together, identified the key findings and issues, and developed
recommendations.

For the first theme of the evaluation questions — intervention logic — all key programming
documents (MIPDs, Operational Programmes, et al.) were reviewed, plus all project fiches
available. This was structured by country, plus a separate unit of work for the Multi-
beneficiary programme and TAIEX. A comprehensive spreadsheet of all interventions was
prepared and this was used as the basis for the statistical analyses presented in this report.

The terms of reference provided a list of 80 interventions (see table below), which was used
as the basis for the second evaluation theme, performance of assistance.

AL 5 8,250,432 5,150,432
BA 6 9,599,500 5,909,500
HR 2 TAIB, 6 comp IV 7,142,312 7,142,312
KS 11 33,930,000 18,480,000
ME 5 7,250,000 5,673,000
MK 6 TAIB, 9 comp IV 15,453,958 7,830,396
RS 15 99,800,000 68,025,000
TR 2 TAIB, 3 comp IV 21,703,485 18,453,640
MBP 4 12,715,000 12,715,000
TAIEX 6 164,436 164,436
TOTALS 80 216,009,122 149,543,716

Given the time constraints, it was not possible to review all 80 projects using both desk and
field research methods. Consequently, a sample of 25 projects was selected for in-depth
review. The sample was selected so that it would represent a range of types, as follows:

- Implementation status of intervention: ongoing, completed

- Type of intervention: Institution-Building, Technical Assistance, Investments, Grant
Schemes

- Implementation modality: Centralised, decentralised (D)
- Sector: Housing, employment, education, health, documentation, other;

- Focus of the intervention: Roma exclusive/specific, Roma explicit but not exclusive,
Roma implicit/inclusive (RI)

- Location: Capital city, regional, both
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The projects selected for in-depth research, together with the selection criteria, are
presented in Annex 1.

During the course of the research, there were two key variations identified that were
important factors for the validity of the findings. First, the project list provided in the terms
of reference was not a comprehensive representation of all IPA funded interventions for
Roma inclusion. In addition to those listed, there were additional projects from IPA 2013
which had not been identified when the terms of reference was prepared, plus Cross-Border
Cooperation projects and projects funded through Civil Society Facility grant schemes. In
some countries, the EIDHR instrument provided funding for civil society organisations for
some Roma related interventions. These additional projects are not systematically assessed
for this evaluation, but are taken into account for the countries where they were an
important complement to the core IPA funded interventions listed in the ToR.

Field research was conducted in all eight IPA countries, as follows:

Albania November 2014 4 RA, MP
Bosnia and Herzegovina December 2014 5 RA, MP
Croatia December 2014 3 SOC, NB
FYR Macedonia January 2015 4 SOC, MP
Kosovo January 2015 4 RA, SOC
Serbia January 2015 5 RA, NB
Montenegro February 2015 2 NB, MP
Turkey February 2015 4 SOC, NB
Brussels February 2015 2 RA, SOC
Budapest March 2015 1 RA

In total, the field missions met with 260 interviewees, took place over 34 days, and required
67 person days, not including preparation and note-writing.

A full list of interviewees is presented in Annex 7.

! RA Richard Allen; NB Nicoleta Bitu; MP Melita Petanovic; SOC Steven O’Connor;
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The synthesis phase consisted of the following steps:

- Desk analysis and compilation of findings, plus additional research & telephone calls
as necessary

- 2-day evaluation team synthesis workshop to review all findings, and prepare
tentative conclusions and recommendations

- Consolidation of findings and preparation of initial documents

- 1 day workshop in Brussels to present tentative findings and recommendations to a
wider group of 34 stakeholders representing 19 different organisations —
governmental, non government and international.

- Preparation of draft report for comments.

The draft report was circulated widely to governments, non-governmental and international
organisations. Some 25 organisations provided comments, and these were carefully
reviewed and incorporated where appropriate into the final report.
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4. Response to the Evaluation Questions
4.1. Overall Findings

This section presents the overall context in which the IPA programming for Roma inclusion
took place, and provides a meta-analysis of the IPA projects under review.

4.1.1. The policy context for Roma Inclusion

The background context for developing IPA funded interventions for Roma inclusion has
evolved significantly over the time period under review — 2007-2013. At the start of the
period, the Roma Decade (2005-2015) was under way, but not all IPA countries/territories
were members from the start. By 2010, all except Kosovo and Turkey had signed up. The
Decade provided some guidance on priorities: employment, education, health, and housing
are at the top of the list, plus the ‘core issues’ of poverty, discrimination, and gender
mainstreaming.

Albania developed the region’s first national strategy for Roma inclusion in 2003. Others
followed, and by 2012 all IPA countries/territories except Turkey had Roma inclusion
strategies. Most strategies were accompanied by more detailed action plans which
identified responsibilities and indicators too.

Within the EU, there was concern that policies and actions aiming for Roma inclusion were
not having the necessary impact. In response, the 10

Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion were | “Thereisstill a tendency to focus on
single-strand solutions, such as the

promotion of Roma employment or
Commission and Member States’.  These provide | the refurbishment of Roma
settlements, implemented through
short-term projects and
particularly helpful for the design of policies, | programmes which are not
sustainable” p7 “The social and
economic integration of the Roma in
relevant for IPA programming. Europe”, Brussels, 7.4.2010
COM(2010)133 final

adopted in 2009 with the status of guidance for the

practical and widely agreed guidelines that are

programmes and projects for Roma inclusion, and are

The EU Roma Framework® was adopted in 2011 and
requires EU Member States to develop a more strategic approach to Roma inclusion, and to
pursue four main objectives:

%> On 8 June 2009 the Council of Ministers in charge of Social Affairs annexed the Principles to their conclusions
and invited Member States and the Commission to take them into account.
* “An EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020”
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- Access to education: Ensure that all Roma children complete at least primary school

- Access to employment: Cut the employment gap between Roma and the rest of the
population

- Access to healthcare: Reduce the gap in health status between the Roma and the
rest of the population

- Access to housing and essential services: Close the gap between the share of Roma
with access to housing and to public utilities (such as water, electricity and gas) and
that of the rest of the population.

While the Framework applies primarily to Member States, it is argued that Enlargement
Countries should also aspire to comply with the Framework as though it were part of the
acquis. Indeed, the Framework commits the Commission to assisting Enlargement Countries
as follows.

“The Commission is committed to help, at regional and national level, the efforts of these
countries to improve the social and economic inclusion of Roma through:

- Improving the delivery of support under the Instrument on Pre-Accession Assistance
towards a strategic and results oriented national and multi-beneficiary
programming with a focus on a sector-wide approach for social development. The
Commission is currently implementing or planning projects with a total value of
more than €50 million which could also exclusively or partly benefit the Roma
communities.

- Strengthening the involvement of civil society by encouraging institutionalised
dialogues with Roma representatives to become involved and take responsibility for
policy formulation, implementation and monitoring on regional, national and local
level.

- Close monitoring of the progress made by each country regarding the economic and
social situation of Roma and annual presentation of its conclusions in the

4
enlargement Progress Reports.”

The EU legal framework also has key documents on anti-discrimination® and gender equality6
which are also key parts of the acquis communautaire for prospective member states. These

are also important instruments in the process of Roma inclusion.

* An EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020, p12
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Through this combination of initiatives, guidance and legislation, we have a comprehensive
policy context that includes specific goals and mechanisms for achieving the goals — Roma
inclusion strategies and the 10 Common Principles

among them. A key question for this evaluation is | The 10 Common Basic Principles on
Roma Inclusion (2009)

1 Constructive, pragmatic and non-
support the realisation of these goals and mechanisms | discriminatory policies

in the Enlargement Countries. 2 Explicit but not exclusive targeting
3 Inter-cultural approach

4 Aiming for the mainstream
A key instrument that the Commission introduced for | 5 awareness of the gender dimension

Enlargement countries are the EU Roma inclusion | 6 Transfer of evidence-based policies
7 Use of European Union instruments

8 Involvement of regional and local
Turkey in 2011, and were followed up in 2013 or 2014. | authorities

9 Involvement of civil society

10 Active participation of the Roma

therefore the extent to which IPA funding was able to

Seminars. These were organised in all countries bar

These seminars provided a forum for government and

civil society to come together under the facilitation of
the EU and to discuss and agree priorities for Roma inclusion. These seminars varied in
usefulness. In some countries, interlocutors believed they were valuable and had had a
strong, positive impact on IPA programming as well as the cause of Roma inclusion more
broadly. In other countries, they were perceived as less useful. The evaluation team
concluded that the Seminars and the monitoring and follow up are very useful mechanisms
provided they are well organised, well communicated and where substantial preparatory
work has been done. Effectiveness can be enhanced by using the Seminars also as a regular
forum for setting agreed targets and providing feedback on progress every one or two years.
Seminars can also be used to share experience, update practitioners on the latest
developments in policy and practice and, crucially, to generate a greater shared
understanding of both challenges and effective solutions between policy makers,

practitioners and Roma communities

By early 2015, the Enlargement Countries, this time including Turkey, were developing or
had developed revised Roma inclusion strategies. A plan to continue some aspects of the
Roma Decade was in place, and had agreement from the EU to provide financial support
through a mechanism to be hosted by the Regional Cooperation Council in Sarajevo.

> COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal treatment between
persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin

® COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 2004/113/EC of 13 December 2004 implementing the principle of equal treatment
between men and women in the access to and supply of goods and services
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4.1.2. Guidance for IPA programming

IPA | programming was — for those countries with centralised implementation managed by
the EU Delegations — primarily through the MIPDs (the ‘Multi-annual Indicative Planning
Documents’). There were three of these documents for each country covering the
timeframes: 2007-2009, 2009-2011, and 2011-2013. For each year of IPA |, delegations and
Enlargement Countries agreed an annual programme. For most of the period, this annual
programme consisted of a list of projects to be financed through that year’s IPA funding
allocation. See section 4.3.2 for a more detailed discussion of MIPDs.

4.1.3. Guidance from national institutions

As noted above, all countries except Turkey had Roma inclusion strategies by 2010. All
countries also had national Roma coordinators — focal points in a government ministry or
agency with responsibility for coordinating the implementation of the strategies. These
Coordinators varied in effectiveness both between countries and over the period under
review. It is apparent that when these Coordinators were established their position,
influence and budget were greater than later in the period. As political interest declined —
perhaps because the focus of attention on the Decade was also declining — these
Coordinators lost status within government, were not adequately staffed and did not have
adequate budgets.

The weak resources of the coordinating bodies for the Roma strategies has meant that
implementation of measures depends largely on the level of commitment and capability
within individual line ministries.

In the countries with larger public administrations — primarily Serbia — we see greater
specialisation in national institutions. Therefore within the NIPACs, in key Ministries as well
as the leading Ministry or agency for human rights (where the Roma coordinator is usually
located) there are individuals with a greater knowledge and capability for Roma policies. In
Serbia, for example, there is a central coordinating policy unit known as SIPRU (Social
Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit) which has a specialist in Roma policy, the Ministry of
Human and Minority Rights’ Roma unit, a person in the NIPAC (Serbia EU Integration Office
(SEIO)) with at least part of her job focusing on Roma programming, and Roma policy
specialists in the Ministries of Education and Health. This greater national policy capacity is
a key factor in the effectiveness and sustainability of IPA supported interventions.
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4.2. Overview of IPA | funding

Here we present a brief analysis of the IPA | funds allocated for Roma inclusion. This analysis
is indicative; it is very difficult to give more than an indication of financial allocation to Roma
for those projects which either not Roma specific or Roma explicit but not exclusive.

For example, the refugee/IDP projects in Serbia and Kosovo are targeted at displaced people
or returnees. Around 20% of those displaced by the 1999 conflict and still in need of
assistance are Roma. However, ethnically disaggregated data is not kept systematically by
project implementers. We reviewed 14 final reports of refugee/IDP interventions and found
that Roma were not mentioned in 4 reports; of the others, the percentage of Roma
beneficiaries varied from 2% to 16% in both housing and income generation activities’.

There are also a number of projects which were not included in the list for the evaluation
Terms of Reference, which did have a Roma component. Some of these — where the
evaluators have managed to obtain additional information — have been included into the

EU Contribution allocated to actions for Roma (EUR)
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Figure 1 — IPA | contribution for Roma inclusion

” The estimate from DG NEAR was 50% of refugee projects went to Roma. We believe, on reviewing a sample
of project final reports, that this is a significant over-estimate. A more likely figure is at most 15-20%. For the
statistics presented in these graphs, we have worked on the more generous 20% figure. If we classify Return
projects as targeting refugees, we can say that about 23% of IPA goes on Roma (see the chart on the next page)

Letter of Contract No. 2014/344098/1 Page 30 EPRD

Policy & Development



Thematic Evaluation on IPA Support to Roma Communities June 2015

analysis. There may be others that are not included.

In addition to IPA country level funds, there are IPA multi-beneficiary funds and instruments
such as the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR). Multi-
beneficiary funds are dealt with in a separate section. EIDHR funding for Roma related
projects was identified where it plays a significant part in the IPA funding mix for Roma
integration, but not analysed in detail.

Nevertheless, the figures for IPA at country level give a rough overall picture of how funding
for Roma inclusion has been allocated.

Serbia has so far received by far the highest allocation of funds for Roma inclusion of all IPA
countries, both in absolute terms, and as a share of total IPA funds.

% of total IPA funds allocated to Roma inclusion 2007-2013

5.0%

4.0%

3.0%

2.0%

- I I I

11§ .
RS ME KS MK average BH AL HR TR

Figure 2 - % IPA Funds for Roma inclusion by country

Serbia, together with Montenegro and Kosovo are highest in terms of the percentage of
total IPA funds allocated to Roma inclusion. This is mainly due to the allocations of funding
for displacement and return; nearly 20% of the displaced from Kosovo in 1999/2000 and still
in need are Roma. Most are living in Serbia proper, and durable solutions for this population
are perceived as either local integration or return to Kosovo. Another reason for the higher
value in Serbia is the 2013 planned programme on social inclusion of which more than EUR
20 million will be for Roma inclusion — the largest single Roma focused intervention in the
IPA | period.

If, however, we look at the funds allocation in proportion to the population, we see a slightly
different picture. The highest allocation of IPA funds for Roma per Roma person went to
Kosovo — mainly for displacement. The highest figures — Kosovo, Montenegro, Croatia — are
a product of two factors — the provision of housing assistance combined with a relatively
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small Roma population. Housing solutions are in general expensive (around EUR 20,000 per
household), and where populations are small, we see inevitably high levels of funding per
individual. Housing projects, however, target only a small number within the country, so
allocations and benefits are not evenly distributed.

In Turkey, by contrast, partly because of the relative size of the Roma population, IPA
funding for Roma inclusion is negligable. The reasons for these variations are explored in the
next section, 4.3 Quality of Intervention Logic.

The next chart, Figure 4, shows the dominant themes of the IPA funding. We see that the
highest expenditure — more than a quarter — was for the consequences of displacement,
although the displaced Roma population is very small by comparison with the total Roma
population of the region. In part this reflects their greater needs, but it is also a consequence
of the very high spending on displacement relative to other social inclusion, employment,
and ‘softer’ reforms overall. Within the displacement measures, the majority of funds were
spent on housing and ‘income generation’ or self-reliance measures. A small proportion

Comparison of IPA funding 2007-2013, EUR per person
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Note: Roma population based on Council of Europe average estimate

Figure 3 - Comparison of IPA funding per person

went to legal aid, including support for civil documentation.
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Indicative allocations of IPA | funding by theme, EUR, 2007-2013
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Figure 4 - Allocation of IPA funds by theme

Finally, if we look at the change in funding over the IPA | period for the countries under
centralised managements, we see two distinct trends (Figure 5). The peaks for 2008/2009
are mainly due to funds for displacement, after which we see a growth in non-displacement
related funding — for a mix of employment, social inclusion, and predominantly housing
projects. The peak of 2013 is connected to the presence of large housing projects in Serbia

and Bosnia & Herzegovina.

8 Turkey, Croatia and former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia are not represented here because the sectoral
and multi-year allocation of funds does not allow for easy breakdown of funds allocated by year.
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IPA | funding allocations for Roma by year
(centralised management only)
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Figure 5 - IPA funding allocations for Roma per year
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4.3. Quality of Intervention Logic

EQ 1. Are the IPA programmes designed as an adequate and appropriate response to the
challenges of Roma inclusion?

EQ 1.1 Is analysis of problems adequate?

EQ 1.3 Are programmes selected and prioritised according to the beneficiaries’ needs and the
complementary strengths of EU assistance?

IPA assistance is structured at essentially 3 levels — EC policy/strategy for the IPA countries,
national programme level and project level. In additional, a regional dimension to IPA is
covered by the Multi-Beneficiary Programme.

4.3.1. Strategic Framework

The Strategic Framework for Programming of IPA targeting Roma inclusion is outlined in a
number of EC documents. At policy level, the European Partnerships and Enlargement
Strategy Papers identify EC policy objectives for the candidate and potential candidate
countries, with Roma issues featuring in these documents (particularly the latter)
throughout the period of IPA support under evaluation. These set the overall priorities,
within which Roma specific measures are not explicitly identified. They do, however, set the
policy context within which IPA programming for Roma can take place. The EC’s annual IPA
country Progress Reports provide assessments of performance across acquis chapters and
also identify priorities in need addressing, with Roma frequently mentioned. Whilst often
providing more detailed information on issues affecting Roma, the Project Reports do not
serve as the foundation for IPA programming, although issues raised in them can be
subsequently incorporated into IPA programmes. Thus the existing EC strategic documents
give a political mandate and policy context for IPA Roma assistance.

As mentioned in section 4.1.1, the EU Roma Framework of April 2011 and the EC's 10
Common Basic Principles on Roma Inclusion adopted in 2009 set a sound starting point for
the programming of EU assistance (both pre- and post-accession) targeting Roma.

Evidence on the ground suggests that as yet, these two important documents have not been
applied when programming IPA assistance for Roma to any notable extent. This can be
attributed to a couple of factors. First, these strategies emerged relative late in the
programming period. Secondly, they are primarily targeted at EU member states and as such
are not perceived as relating to IPA (even though the Roma Framework makes explicit
reference to Roma in enlargement countries). Nevertheless, the integration of their main
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tenets into programming for the later rounds of IPA | assistance (from 2010 onwards for the
Basic Principles and in the 2012 and 2013 annual programmes for both) would have been
feasible. Under IPA Il there seems little reason for these standards not to be mandatory for
any intervention that may affect Roma, either explicitly or even just potentially.

The IPA countries’ national action plans for the Roma Decade and the national Roma
strategies represent the strategic national frameworks for addressing the challenges for
Roma inclusion. The four priorities of the Roma Framework are covered by every national
strategy, providing a strong link between EU and national policy.

Since there is clear relationship between EU strategic priorities and national Roma strategies,
it would be logical to assume that IPA support links to EU strategy on Roma inclusion, and
directly supports measures identified in national Roma strategies and their associated action
plans. However, this evaluation has found that, whilst IPA national programmes have
supported areas covered by these national Roma strategies, explicit linkages between IPA
and national programming efforts are surprisingly limited. This is due primarily to the
weaknesses in the main IPA programming documents, the Multi-Annual Indicative Planning
Documents (MIPD). This issue will be discussed in the next section.

4.3.2. IPA Programming at National Level

MIPDs are the principal strategic programming document for IPA assistance in the
programming period 2007-2013. They exist for all IPA countries and also for the Multi-
Beneficiary Programme (MBP). These have three 3-year programming perspectives (2007-9,
2009-2011, and 2011-13). MIPDs make reference to support provided under all IPA
components.10 In those countries with decentralised management (Croatia, Turkey and
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia), funds for Roma have also been programmed under
IPA Component IV — Human Resources Development. The programming document for this is
the Operational Programme (HRDOP) which, unlike the MIPD, has one or two programming
perspectives depending on each country.11 There are no specific national IPA Roma
programmes, as result of which all related support is programmed under the MIPD and/or
the HRDOP.

? Turkey did not participate in the Roma Decade

% |pA 2007-2013 has 5 components. |) Technical Assistance and Institution-Building (TAIB); Il) Cross-Border
Cooperation (CBC); Ill) Regional Development; IV) Human Resource Development; V) Rural Development. All
IPA countries have components | & .

! Croatia had two HRDOPs (2007-11, 2012-13); Turkey and former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia have one
each for the period 2007-13.
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The relationship between the MIPD and )
Progress in MIPDs

HRDOP in terms of programming Although the MIPDs did not provide a solid steer to

priorities is not fully clear. The MIPD | programming for Roma inclusion, there was some
improvement over the period 2007-2013. Early

MIPDs identify support for Roma inclusion as one of
IPA assistance for its 3 year duration, many ‘vulnerable groups’, without providing separate
analysis or goals. The 2007-2009 MIPD for Albania is
typical: a main priority is “Support to the vulnerable
the fact that the HRDOP’s objectives and | groups (minorities.- including Roma, women,
children, handicapped) to overcome their vulnerable

. o and economic fragile situation and to protect them
to revisions to reflect new MIPD priorities. | against discrimination. Support to victims of

In practice, the MIPDs usually set the | trafficking”.
By 2011-2013, there was a little more substance.

MIPDs had adopted a sectoral approach and included
|, while making references to priorities and | slightly more in-depth description of some of the
issues. The existence of national strategies also
helped provide some guidance for the IPA priorities.
HRDOP (which remain largely constant). | However, the guidance for programming cannot be
The HRDOPs themselves provide descrlbe.d.as de‘.ca-lled or.ro.bf,lst. Wg see no gwdance

on specific policies, priorities or interventions, no
considerably more detail, and contain a indication of sequencing of actions, and no

identifies programming priorities for all

including Component IV. This is in spite of

priorities set were in 2007 and not subject

priorities for assistance under Component

expected results to be delivered by the

more comprehensive analysis of problems | 8eographical focus.

and description of objectives/measures

(see below). In principle, there seems little potential for priorities identified under later
MIPDs to be integrated into the HRDOP, even though the latter is formally subordinate to
the former. Interviews suggested that in fact the MIPD merely reflects the state of play of
the HRDOP and doesn’t influence its strategic focus. Also, it seems that changes can be made
to the HRDOP depending on circumstances. For example any important new priority (such as
the Turkish government’s agreement to use IPA HRDOP funds from 2011 onwards for
supporting Roma) can be included into the programming documents as needed.

An analysis of the MIPDs for each country shows that they provide very little in terms of
setting objectives and priorities for IPA support towards Roma. References to needs of Roma
are frequent although these seldom go into any great detail. There are no examples of
MIPDs explicitly identifying a set of Roma-specific areas to be targeted by IPA assistance, or
indeed linking IPA assistance to national Roma strategy priorities. MIPDs make no reference
to the Roma Framework or Common Principles as starting points in programming assistance.
The overall impression of MIPDs is that — in relation to Roma — they are empty in terms of
content and as such there is no programme-level support for Roma.

This vacuum has direct implications for the consistency and coherence in the programming
of Roma assistance, particularly for those countries without IPA Component IV. The MIPDs
have no programme level objectives for IPA Roma support, nor are there any indicators to
assess any effects or impacts from IPA support. IPA support is instead delivered through a
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series of individual project interventions, programmed annually, with no direct reference to
programme level priorities (as there are none). Ideally, this gap would be addressed by the
preparation of country level working papers that show explicitly how IPA funds are
supporting the implementation of the national Roma Inclusion Strategies. Such papers
should complement MIPDs (or their successors, the Sectoral Operational Programmes
(SOP)/Sectoral Strategy Papers) and explicitly outline IPA funding priorities for Roma under a
given financing period based on a thorough needs analysis and stakeholder consultation, and
provide indicators for monitoring impact. However, current IPA programming documents do
not have provisions for such Roma IPA working papers and it is questionable whether their
incorporation into SOPs would, at this stage, be feasible.

In the absence of a clear strategic or programme objectives, support to Roma in IPA
countries exhibit characteristics such as: skewing of funding allocations towards certain
sectors (varying from country to country); lack of sequencing of interventions, leading to
funding of one-off projects with no clear follow-up and an absence of synergies either
identified or exploited. Also, alignment of IPA support with national policy on Roma is not
secured as might be expected. Ideally one would expect IPA interventions explicitly
complementing national efforts to address Roma-specific issues. This would be expressed in
the programming documents (either in the MIPDs or sector/project fiches). However, there
are not the sorts of systematic linkages between national and IPA priorities (where they
exist) to be found in the MIPDs. Therefore linkages exist only at project level, which under
TAIB, are often haphazard.

By contrast to the MIPDs, the HRDOPs provide a much better programming framework.
Aside from containing a more thorough problem analysis, they also have a much stronger
intervention logic than MIPDs (at programme, priority axis and measure levels) supported by
relevant (if not always SMART") indicators. Roma are included as a target group under the
priority axes but are not the subject of any specific detailed needs analysis (which is a
weakness). Individual ‘operations’ (projects or interventions) funded from the HRDOPs must
fall within the priorities of the HRDOP and should contribute to the achievement of one of its
objectives (at measure/priority axis level). This significantly reduces the risk of IPA funding
projects that fall outside agreed programming priorities. They also have output and result
indicators that link directly to those at measure level. Finally, the longer programming
perspective allows for better sequencing of interventions. As a result, IPA | Component IV
support to Roma has greater focus, corresponds to clear long term priorities and offers

2 SMART - Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Time-bound
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programmers a longer term perspective for planning and implementing Roma-specific
support.

Despite the benefits offered by the HRDOP’s more strategic framework, evidence from the
evaluation sample suggests that IPA Component IV support tend to have the character of
individual interventions, and that the benefits of a more focused, potentially holistic
approach to addressing Roma problems with logical sequencing are not exploited to any
great extent. This can be attributed both to a lack of capacity within the bodies charged with
programming to grasp the conceptual challenges posed by such a programming approach as
well as institutional resistance to put such a holistic approach into practice.

Overall, IPA support to Roma is not constituted as a programme as such, but rather a
collection of largely disparate projects/actions financed from either IPA components | or IV,
with the latter having greater focus thanks to the existence of the HRDOP.

4.3.3. Priorities of IPA Roma Support

IPA programming priorities are only evident through the amount of funding allocated for
individual projects from each ‘sector’ or ‘thematic area’ e.g. housing, return, employment,
education, civil society etc. Funding allocations are assumed to indicate the relative
importance attached by IPA programmers (EC and national authorities) to each thematic
area in the respective IPA country: the larger the allocation of funding for individual projects,
the greater the importance of the thematic area. Using this approach, it is possible to
identify with some reliability the thematic programming priorities of IPA. Error! Reference
ource not found. on page Error! Bookmark not defined. provides a detailed breakdown of
allocated funds across all the thematic areas identified in the evaluation. The largest
allocation of funding — 23.3% — went to addressing the return of displaced Roma, followed
by housing (19.9%), social services/inclusion (13.5%) education (13.2%), and employment
(12.1%).

Displacement and return has the largest percentage of IPA funds, even though it is a target
‘sector’ in only 3 of the IPA countries (KS, MN, and RS). An analysis of national IPA funding
allocations shows that Displacement and Return consumes 76% of IPA funding for Roma in
Kosovo and 88% in Montenegro. Interestingly, Displacement and Return is not a major
priority in any of these countries’ national strategies, nor does it feature as a priority in the
EU Roma Framework.

Education and employment, the two areas most referred to during the evaluation missions
as priorities for Roma in the region, are in fourth and fifth place respectively. Other issues
such as anti-discrimination, gender and civil society have received very limited funds, even
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though they feature prominently in most national Roma strategies. One of the key areas of
the Roma Framework and national Roma strategies, health, has not featured at all in IPA
programming (see below for more on this).

Not all the IPA funding covered by this evaluation is exclusively focussed on Roma. Indeed,
at least 3 types of intervention were noted. These were:

i) Roma specific interventions, explicitly and exclusively targeting Roma communities;

ii) interventions targeting Roma explicitly but not exclusively (e.g. territorial
interventions implemented in areas of high Roma population, education
interventions targeting issues primarily but not exclusively affecting Roma children,
such as early drop-out); and

iii) interventions that might include Roma as any other citizen (e.g. social security
reforms, refugee/returnee support).

For example, an analysis of IPA funding to Kosovo found that of the EUR 33.1 million of IPA
funds covered by this evaluation, only EUR 11.76 million (36%) was allocated to measures
that fell into the first category i.e. specifically targeting the RAE community. In former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, this figure was some 47%. All other funding fell into the
latter two categories. Thus the ‘real’ amount of IPA funding for Roma inclusion is
substantially less than appears to be the case on first inspection.

As mentioned above, each country has a different project mix. Kosovo and Montenegro IPA
programmes strongly support Displacement and Return. In other IPA countries, certain
sectors dominate e.g. employment in former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (58%),
Housing in Bosnia and Herzegovina (85%). Serbia has a more balanced structure. The charts

below illustrate the varying structure of IPA support towards Roma in selected countries.
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The factors influencing this mixture of project types are specific to each country. In Kosovo
and Montenegro, political considerations related to return of RAE prevail over other Roma
needs (despite these other needs being potentially more pressing for Roma in those

countries). In former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, the principal interlocutor
for IPA assistance related to Roma is the
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy
(MLSP), which in addition to being the
body charged with coordinating the
national Roma strategy is also the
Operating Structure (OS) for the HRDOP
there. It was observed that the MLSP
sees employment as its key focus and it
is therefore unsurprising that [IPA
support in former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia reflects this imperative. In
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the reasons for
a predominance of housing projects is
not clear, but seems to have its roots in
the complex administrative structure of

Bosnia and Herzegovina — Housing as a

Programming Priority
Prioritisation of IPA funding was clearly on housing,
although the justification for this is not clear. From
interviews, there is evidence to show that IPA projects
emerge not according to the priority of the issue, but
according to the competence of units of government, the
extent to which they are able to produce convincing
project proposals, and the nature of their relationship
with the EU Delegation. Since in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
IPA projects must be formulated and approved at the
state level, there are only a few units of government that
can legitimately propose projects and these have limited
policy competences. The Ministry of Human Rights and
Refugees has a long history of developing housing
projects for displaced persons; since it has a key role
regarding Roma rights, it is natural that the Ministry
should also look at housing for Roma. Other issues, such
as education, health and social welfare, are competences
devolved to the level of entities and cantons, although
with some coordination responsibility within the State
level Ministry of Civil Affairs (See country assessment for
more on this).

the country and the prominent position
of one Ministry in IPA programming in this sector (see the box above).

Evidence suggests that strong institutions are best placed to lead the prioritisation process
for IPA Roma assistance and as a result IPA programmes in these countries reflect the
priorities of these institutions. Logically, the prioritisation of IPA funding should reside with
those institutions charged with overseeing the delivery of the national Roma strategies. In
practice, however, these bodies often lack the capacity or political clout to play a proactive
role in IPA programming. One exception was in Serbia, where the national Roma
coordination body, the Office of Human and Minority Rights, together with a strong
centralised social policy unit, the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit (SIPRU) and an
effective NIPAC (Serbia EU Integration Office (SEIO)) were able to provide balanced

prioritisation and continuity through the IPA programming cycle.

Issues that are considered critical to Roma inclusion and which figure in national Roma
strategies — health, gender, anti-discrimination and civil society support — are conspicuous by
their virtual absence among the programming priorities for IPA.
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Health, one of the four Roma Framework priorities, received very little IPA funding during
the period covered by this evaluation. One of the reasons for this appears to stem from the
view held among several EC staff involved in programming that this is not an area covered by
the acquis and therefore not eligible for funding. This is a moot point. Acquis chapter 28
covers public health. Support for Roma health mediators and mobile testing units for Roma
in rural areas was provided in Bulgaria and Romania prior to their accession in 2007. Thus
limited acquis coverage was no barrier to Phare funds targeting health elsewhere. Another
factor is the reported peripheral involvement of national health ministries in Roma-related
issues in IPA countries. Non-use of IPA funds for health would be understandable if the EC
had made a strategic decision to leave this area to other donors (either bilaterals or
international organisations like the WHO). However, only in Serbia was this found to be case
(SIDA and the World Bank provided substantial support in both grant and loans for
investment in the system of health mediators, and therefore meant the EU/IPA could focus
elsewhere). Elsewhere, there was no evidence to suggest this had happened and this
represents a serious oversight.

4.3.4. IPA Programming of Gender Issues

This evaluation committed to examining the extent to which gender issues had been
tackled by IPA. It is well recognised that Roma women and girls face particular challenges
that require specific and sensitive approaches. MIPDs, project fiches and HRDOPs
consistently make references to gender and

equal treatment of women. However, these Serbia — Gender issues and programming
priorities

The approach taken in Serbia to addressing gender is

are of little use for programming specific typical for the whole IPA region. The situation of

actions. This was an endemic problem for | Roma women in Serbia is, on the whole, very
difficult. Early marriage and early childbirth is very
frequent, literacy rates are lower, and the
reproductive health situation is significantly poorer
HRDOPs tended to be better in this respect. | than for the general population. However, this
situation is rarely reflected in programming
documents, and there are few gender disaggregated
analyses of gender problems (albeit with indicators. There were also no projects or actions
that had as a primary objective an improvement in
the situation of Roma women or girls. Interlocutors
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, however, | describe gender as a cross-cutting issue that should
be addressed in every action. However, the absence
of gender specific analysis and gender specific
measure 3.2 and funds specific actions to indicators in most project and programme fiches
suggests that there is much work to be done in this

are almost always general statements that

interventions covered under IPA | TAIB.

MIPDs for all three DIS countries provide

little reference to Roma). Only former

explicitly targets Roma gender issues under

address them. This evaluation looked at one

project — employment of Roma women -
funded from this measure to understand how effective in practice IPA had been. The
evidence suggested that the challenges were far more complex than had been anticipated
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(see case study 9 from former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia for more on this). Overall,
gender has been treated as a secondary consideration by IPA programmers; where it has
been targeted it has not been successful in delivering planned benefits.

4.3.5. Civil Society and Anti-Discrimination Programming

Most civil society support has been channelled through EIDHR, which has not been directly
covered by this evaluation. Funding for Roma through the EIDHR has been primarily through
larger grants disbursed centrally or through in-country calls run through EU Delegations
(with relatively smaller funding allocations). Feedback reported that these funds, whilst
important, tended to favour larger, better organised NGOs which in many cases were not
Roma-led (due to their limited capacities). Specific country IPA funding for Roma civil society
was in fact a rarity. Involvement of Roma civil society in the programming process is
discussed below, whilst more general interaction between the EU and civil society is
discussed under section 4.6 EC Cooperation with External Stakeholders.

Anti-discrimination sits outside the concept of ‘social inclusion’ but is considered critical to
achieving it. Indeed, discrimination affects poor and well-to-do Roma alike. However, with
only 1.6% of IPA funding targeting this, it is evidently not viewed with any great importance
by IPA programmers. The reasons for this appear to be partly institutional — the government
bodies dealing with this issue, where they exist, tend to be less well-placed to access IPA
funding than established IPA beneficiaries such as line ministries (see below for more on
this). Additionally, stakeholders expressed the view that solutions for addressing this deep-
seated problem are thin on the ground, and long-term in character. In other words, it posed
too great a challenge for them to tackle, at least on their own and with their limited

resources.

4.3.6. Coherence of IPA Programming

EQ 2.8 How coherent was the assistance?

Attempting to understand whether there is any implicit coherence in the programme
objectives of IPA assistance in those countries without IPA Component IV and associated
HRDOPs is difficult. To gain some appreciation of what IPA programme objectives might be,
the evaluators examined the overall objectives of the projects supported in each country.
Following PCM methodology, these should lead us to higher level (programme) objectives to
which the individual project interventions should contribute. It found that only in two
countries — Kosovo and Montenegro — was there clear coherence in programme objectives.
This should not be a surprise, given the overwhelming focus of IPA funding to the area of
return and reintegration (RR) in these countries. Interestingly, in the other main focus of IPA
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support in Kosovo, education, the three interventions in the sample each had differing
overall objectives indicating much less coherence of programming objectives. In Albania,
most of the support for Roma inclusion was delivered by means of competitive grant
schemes for which there was no overall programme coherence. Choice of projects
depended primarily on applications submitted and overall quality of applications.

This corresponds with the general trend among IPA programme objectives in non-DIS
countries, which is one of mixed but generally limited coherence. In those countries with
HRDOPs, Roma project objectives clearly link to OP objectives and coherence is much better.
This is not, however, always a guarantee of good quality project design or of good project
performance, as detailed assessments of projects in the sample illustrate (see Case Study 9
from former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia as an example).

There was also little evidence of coordinating programming with other EC funding
instruments such as Cross-border Cooperation, Western Balkans Investment Framework and
EIDHR. The impression gathered from this evaluation was that interventions under these
instruments have been designed in isolation (see section 4.3.7 below for more on this issue)

There was little coherence in programming between IPA components | and IV. In Croatia,
no explicit linkage in programming between IPA | and IV assistance for Roma was noted. IPA |
funds under the Government Office for Human Rights and Rights of National Minorities
(GOHRRRNM) has been used primarily for housing and capacity building for local minority
councils and makes no specific reference to IPA IV support to education and employment.
The GOHRRNM stated that it has had minimal input into the programming of the HRDOP.
The evaluation found some synergies stemming from the two funding strands (e.g.
rehabilitation of settlements and educational support), but these were coincidental, not
planned. There was limited appreciation within the programming institutions of how
harmonising these funds could deliver wider, sustainable benefits, despite the efforts of the
GOHRRNM to achieve this. (See case study 5 from Croatia for more on this).

In former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, programmers understood the possible benefits
of mixing the two components. Here, the MLSP intended to use TAIB to strengthen
institutions delivering actions funded from HRDOP. Although this made sense, it was
undermined by the failure to secure the TAIB-funded technical assistance contract in time
and the subsequent loss of IPA funding. Nevertheless, it is hoped that this one setback will
not deter programmers from trying such an approach in future. In Turkey, Roma have not
been included as a target group under Component |, which has led to IPA Roma assistance
being delivered exclusively through the prism of social inclusion.
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In the case of Croatia, there was little evidence from IPA programming documents or the
evaluation sample of projects that IPA funds had been used specifically for piloting models of
Roma inclusion for scaling up under Structural Funds, to which Croatia now has access.
Structural funds have apparently been programmed without the feedback of the main
sectoral institutional player (GOHRRNM) being sufficiently taken into account. (See Croatia
country assessment for more on this).

4.3.7. Mixing of Financing Sources

Mixing of financing both within IPA and between IPA and other financial instruments in
theory should ensure complementary funding to address complex Roma-specific challenges
and deliver wider benefits, particularly for geographical locations where the interventions
take place. Potential for such mixed financing is evident within IPA TAIB (e.g. Return and
Reintegration interventions combined with IPA municipal infrastructure funds in Kosovo to
upgrade infrastructure in municipalities where Roma have been returned), between IPA |
and IV components (strengthening institutions, both national and local, that then receive
Component IV funds for social inclusion), between IPA | and Il components (e.g. addressing
cross-border Roma migration), between IPA and other EC funds such as EIDHR (civil society)
or Western Balkans Investment Framework (housing and social infrastructure) and also
through joint initiatives with other donors.

Evidence to date shows that this potential has not yet been fully explored. In some cases this
has stemmed from lack of awareness of such possibilities; in others it is a result of a ‘silo
approach’ to programming i.e. programmers focusing narrowly on specific interventions

rather than taking a more holistic view of the
problem to be addressed by IPA.

As regards collaborative programming with
other donors in the field, IPA has not done this in
general. The observed practice is for bilateral
donors to take note of the areas which IPA is
funding and then programme around them to
avoid overlap. This is a rational approach given
the size of the IPA programme in comparison to
other donor budgets. However, it also diminishes
the possible synergies that could be achieved
from closer cooperation as bilateral donors with
comparative advantages (e.g. support for civil

society). Where collaboration has taken place,

Donor coordination in Serbia

The evaluation found good coordination of
IPA and other donor assistance, largely as a
result of the expertise within Serbia EU
Integration Office (SEIO), and the very useful
(if detailed) ‘NAD’ document (Needs
Assessment for International Assistance).
Donors including the Swedish International
Development Agency (SIDA) and the Swiss
Cooperation  Office/Swiss  Agency for
Development and Cooperation (SDC)
generally refer to the NAD document and the
plans of the EU when they decide their
project priorities. At a higher level, their
strategic  priorities are informed by
government priorities as well as their own
strategic objectives, with less reference to
IPA programming.

While donor coordination for Roma inclusion
is not systematic, it functions reasonably well
through a network of individuals and based
on the guidance from the NAD.
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this is thanks to the work of the NIPAC to raise awareness of donors of IPA programming
priorities (see box for an example from Serbia). For the most part, however, collaborations
are uncommon, sporadic and not systematic.

Interviews with international organisations carrying out important work in the areas of, for
example employment and monitoring (UNDP) or indicators (UNICEF MICS) suggested that
they carried out their work irrespective of IPA priorities and that, while cordial, their
relationship with the EU was not collaborative. Given the particular weaknesses of IPA in the
areas of monitoring and indicators, a closer partnership with these bodies would make

sense.
4.3.8. Sequencing of IPA Programming

The quality of the sequencing of projects was found to be again mixed. Many of the projects
in the sample were one-off interventions that did not fit in with any previous or future
planned assistance. There were several examples of projects that had been programmed to
follow on from previous interventions (such as the sequences of refugee/IDP support
projects in Serbia, Kosovo and Montenegro, and the social welfare reform projects in Bosnia
and Herzegovina). In the case of the refugee return projects the follow-on projects
replicated the approach taken from previous interventions and had not been adapted to
reflect any lessons learned (despite the existence of a section in the project fiche dedicated
to this). This aspect of sequencing was particularly problematic — the lack of a systematic
monitoring approach and the timing constraints imposed by the IPA annual programming
cycle seriously hampered both the ex-post assessment of projects and also the development
of follow-up projects reflecting the successes and failures of their predecessors.

Kosovo and Serbia both have strong evidence of sequencing of assistance. For Kosovo, this
is illustrated in the schematic diagram included in the country assessment (see 9.4.3). It
shows the linkages between the RRK interventions, and also the relationship between the
projects supported under the ‘Education’ umbrella. As can be seen, the RRK is programmed
almost annually, but has no specific RAE element (although RAE are among the final
beneficiaries). The MRSI 1 & 2 projects (RAE specific) also display elements of sequencing.
Whilst this approach offers a clear programming logic, it is questionable whether this
sequencing provided enough time for assessing the benefits or shortcomings of preceding
interventions and then reflecting them in successive projects. Education interventions also
interlink, although only in some limited respects (Roma teaching curricula, Roma learning
centres and Roma educational mediators). See Case Study 8 from Kosovo for more on this.

In Serbia, a good example of sequencing is the link between the IPA 2012 TARI/”Ovde smo
zajedno” project and a forthcoming IPA 2013 intervention. One component of the 2012
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project would prepare urban plans and project documentation for rehabilitation of Roma
settlements, and the 2013 intervention would provide funding for infrastructure
improvements based on these plans.

4.3.9. Quality of Project Design

Quality of project design was dependent on the bodies responsible for preparing the
designs. Usually international organisations were able to develop well-structured designs
that met all formal quality criteria. Designs originating from national institutions varied
considerably in quality, but tended to be less good than those developed by external actors.

Three common weaknesses were identified in designs, irrespective of their originator.
These were an inadequate intervention logic, loosely defined indicators of achievement and
absence of robust needs analyses. As regards intervention logic and indicators, under TAIB,
project fiches (sometimes called sector fiches depending on the scope of the assistance)
tend to be fairly lengthy documents that give a general description of the challenge the
intervention aims to address. In some cases, fiches contained a series of individual projects
‘bundled’ into one fiche. This made sense where these projects had shared objectives.
However, this was not always the case, with for example, preservation of cultural heritage in
Kosovo and closure of IDP camps in Kosovo included in the same programme document
without any obvious relationship between the two. Often the intervention logic of the
projects was found to be flawed and the projects lacked quality indicators to assess their
performance.

Thanks to the HRDOP’s programming framework, the interventions funded under
Component IV have generally better intervention logic and indicators (as they have to link
into the hierarchy of objectives defined in the HRDOP and use the indicators given therein).
Also, the Operation Identification Sheet (OIS) used for projects funded under the HRDOPs
are briefer documents that explain the relationship of the project to the OP measure and
identify the relevant output and result indicators. Nevertheless, the OIS needs analysis was
seen as a weakness (see next paragraph).

Weak quality of the needs analysis was found to be a problem common to both IPA
components. With the OIS, this is to some extent understandable, as the main needs
analysis is contained in the HRDOP (although it generally lacks anything Roma-specific).
Project/sector fiches generally describe the problems rather than analyse them. They state
that for example, school dropout is a problem, but do not try to analyse why this is a
problem. Therefore it is not clear whether the proposed solutions are designed as an
effective response to the real problems.
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A more robust assessment based around a thorough problem analysis is considered a pre-
requisite for developing projects that target Roma needs. Without such assessments, sub-
optimal performance of IPA has to be expected. Related to this point is the strong tendency
of HRDOPs to make extensive use of grant schemes to address problems affecting Roma.
Evidence from the field suggests that the complexity of these issues require a more long-
term and complex approach from programmers than one-off grants. As such, the validity of
this mechanism for Roma support has to be questioned. (See also case study 9 from former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia).

In some countries there was a perceived shift in programming from IPA 2012/2013 onwards
— primarily in Serbia, Bosnia Herzegovina and Albania. This was characterised by more IPA
funding for Roma, with a more strategic focus and better sequencing. Interlocutors have
attributed this in part to the Roma Seminars delivered by the EC in the period from 2011
onward, which raised Roma issues high on the agenda. The explicit link between accession
prospects and the need to address Roma human rights issues also helped to increase
prioritisation of measures for Roma support.

4.3.10. The Role of the EC Roma Seminars in Programming

Roma Seminars were initiated in 2011 with the intention of putting Roma issues at the top
of the EC agenda in IPA countries. Seminars were held in all IPA countries except Turkey and
feedback suggests they had a positive impact in terms of generating debate on how best to
address Roma-specific problems. The extent to which this then translated into the
programming of IPA assistance varies from country to country. In Serbia, the 2012 TARI
project was programmed directly as a result of Seminar conclusions. In former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia a series of locally organised seminars were held as follow-up, but
stakeholders reported that these had only limited added value and there was no evidence
that Seminar conclusions had resulted in IPA programming taking a new direction.

4.3.11. Statistics as a basis for IPA Programming

Statistics on Roma in IPA countries are unreliable and present major challenges for
programming. Estimates on the total number of the Roma residing in each country are
drawn from a variety of sources. National governments have to rely on official census data,
in spite of the fact that this is recognised as inadequate. Other agencies such as UNICEF and
Open Society Foundations offer their own estimates on Roma population based on surveys
and research, while the Council of Europe (CoE) figures are used by the EC for programming
purposes. The problem is not simply one of counting people. Issues affecting the statistics
include: whether people want to self-identify as Roma (or Ashkali or Egyptian); who is doing
the counting and for what purpose — there is a prevalent suspicion of motives for counting
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the number of Roma people; and frequent, often seasonal migration, meaning that numbers
are affected depending on the time of year and the state of the economy.

This poses a problem for programmers when assessing the scale of the need to be addressed
— for example, is the challenge to put 50,000 Roma into employment, or only 15,0007 Is the
training of 10 teachers in inclusive education sufficient to meet the need of primary schools,
or would 100 more accurately match the actual need?

In Albania, this problem was highlighted during the evaluation mission. The official census
identifies 8,301 Roma and 3,368 Egyptians.
Roma (not including Egyptians) at 18,276. NGO estimates go up to 200,000, and the Council

Recent research by OSF puts the number of

of Europe average estimate puts the number of combined Roma and Egyptians at 115,000.
This last figure is used for EC programming, despite the Albanian government Roma inclusion
strategy being aimed exclusively at Roma, and not Egyptians.

The text box below describes the situation in former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. In
Turkey, there are no official figures of the number of Roma, although estimates place them
at between 2.5 and 5 million. Without solid

Roma Numbers in former Yugoslav Republic

baseline data on Roma numbers, it is
impossible to measure the effectiveness and
impact of IPA support with any certainty.
Project indicators have no reliable baselines,
and this affects IPA TAIB and HRD alike.
Without such data it is very difficult to
demonstrate that IPA funding for Roma has in
fact made any difference at anything other
than at a micro level (see sections 4.4.2* on
Effectiveness and 4.4.3 on Impact).

On a more positive note, it was observed
that, while actual numbers of Roma and their
needs are a problem, identifying locations
where Roma live is less problematic -
locations with greater numbers of Roma

recorded in censuses are usually those

of Macedonia

Similar to other countries in the region the
figures on number of Roma residing in former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia are diverse and
provide problems when assessing the size of the
target group for IPA support as well as their likely
needs. According the latest available Census
figures from 2002, the country has 53,879 Roma
(2.66%) and 3,713 (0.18%) of Egyptians. Other
estimates put these figures much higher — the
European Roma Rights Centre claims 150,000
Roma reside in the country while the needs
assessment study of the Roma Education Fund
from 2004 put the figure at some 260,000. The
Council of Europe estimate of 2012 is 197,000
However, the National Roma Strategies (both old
and current) have used the 2002 Census figure of
2.7% Roma & Egyptians indicating no change for
over a decade. Also, none of these figures take
into account the reported rapid migration of
Roma out of the country that has been ongoing
since late 2013

l