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1. Glossary of acronyms

AAP Annual Action Programme

BCSDN Balkan Civil Society Development Network
BiH Bosnia and Herzegovina

CBC Cross Border Cooperation

CoA Court of Auditors

CSO Civil Society Organisation

CSP Country Strategy Paper

DG Directorate General

DG AIDCO Directorate General Development and Cooperation - EuropeAid
DG ELARG Directorate General Enlargement

DG RELEX Directorate General External Relations
EAR European Agency for Reconstruction

EC European Commission

ECD European Commission Delegation

ECS Energy Community Secretariat

EPS Electricity Power Industry of Serbia

EQ Evaluation Question

EUD European Union Delegation

EUR The Euro Unit of Currency

EUO European Union Office

FYR Former Yugoslav Republic

GDM General Directorate of Metrology

IB Institution Building

IBM Integrated Border Management

IFI International Financial Institution

IPA Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance
MIP Multi-annual Indicative Programme
MoU Memorandum of Understanding

NAC National Aid Coordinator

NIPAC National IPA Coordinator

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
PAR Public Administration Reform

ROM Result-oriented Monitoring

SAA Stabilisation and Association Agreement
SAp Stabilisation and Association process
SEETO South East Europe Transport Organisation
SME Small and Medium-sized Enterprise

TA Technical Assistance

TPP Thermal Power Plant

VET Vocational and Educational Training
WTO World Trade Organisation
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose

The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the impact and sustainability of CARDS
(Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation) funded
interventions, and provide lessons learned and recommendations for decision-making
on improvements of future financial assistance where relevant.

Background

In line with the priorities laid out in CARDS Council regulation No 2666/2000 the
European Union in the period 2001-2006 targeted assistance programmes to the
following countries in the Western Balkans: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.
Country Strategy Papers for the period 2002-2006 were formulated for each country,
along with a separate Regional Strategy Paper, which served as the principal strategic
frame for CARDS assistance and fed into the wider Stabilisation and Association
process (SAp) for these counties. European Union assistance in Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia was managed by the Delegations in those countries. The
European Agency for Reconstruction was responsible for assistance in Serbia and
Montenegro, including Kosovo, under United Nations Security Council Resolution
1244/99 of 10 June 1999, and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (hereafter
FYR Macedonia).

Key Findings

The CARDS strategic framework

The strategic framework primarily in the form of the strategy papers presented a clear
if rather general overview of needs of CARDS region. All CARDS assistance was in line
with the broad priorities outlined in the CARDS Regulation and reflected SAp
objectives, indicating that the intervention logic was largely sound. These broad
priorities facilitated flexible programming in the early years of CARDS but lacked focus
as the assistance moved from emergency needs and reconstruction to more strategic
institution-building support later in the programme. Linkages between CARDS and
national strategic objective were variable, but tended to be weak, often due to an
absence of coherent national or regional strategies within beneficiary countries.

Effectiveness in achieving results

Overall, CARDS assistance was found to be largely effective. Investments, especially in
infrastructure, generally delivered their planned results. Institutional and capacity
building support was also found to be effective, albeit to less uniform extent
depending on country and sector. CARDS also played an important role in establishing
new institutions, although their performance thereafter was mixed. Results of CARDS
in many cases laid the foundations for future Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA)
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support, and in the case of Croatia, EU accession. It was also largely effective in
creating or strengthening the institutional and legislative framework for economic
development. This was corroborated by the evaluation sample, which found that 89%
of CARDS interventions delivered at least some of their planned results, whilst the
majority of them — 57% - delivered most or all of them. Furthermore, the CARDS
regional programme represented a learning process that ultimately delivered some
useful results. Quality of outcomes was found to be good in general.

Some weaknesses were noted, however, particularly with public administration
reform where a number of factors combined to undermine effectiveness. This was
primarily related to a lack of commitment at political level to the reform process,
which was noted as a common factor inhibiting beneficiaries throughout the region
from fully accessing results, along with insufficient absorption capacities of
beneficiaries and the often over-ambitious design of CARDS projects.

Achievement of impacts

The impact of CARDS support was very mixed and dependent on the type of support
provided and the beneficiary country in question. Impact was evident for assistance
targeting reconstruction and stabilisation objectives of the CARDS Regulation. In
particular physical infrastructure for transport, energy, environment, housing
education and public administration made a major contribution to improving the
situation in the target countries and can be considered CARDS biggest single
achievement. Stabilisation has also been achieved across the CARDS region, albeit
with support from other significant sources such as the UN and NATO. CARDS also set
up much of the institutional/legal framework necessary for beneficiaries to meet their
SAp commitments and thanks to this, important progress was achieved in several key
sectors. Positive impacts were noted in the areas of education and training. Twinning
as a capacity building tool also showed positive side benefits.

As regards transnational, cross-border and interregional cooperation among CARDS
countries and other EU countries, positive impacts were observable in specific areas.
Benchmarking exercises between CARDS countries such as Sigma also promoted
awareness and stimulated the direction of reforms in the region. Institutional support
promoting economic development and reform delivered useful impacts, but overall
CARDS had little significant impact on economic growth. Likewise, micro-level impacts
were noted for poverty reduction but there is little evidence to suggest that wider
impact in this area was achieved.

Fundamental weaknesses in the performance of the state have to varying degrees
undermined the impact of the institution-building support, particularly that targeting
reform of public administrations. As a result, many of the anticipated benefits of
CARDS institution building support have not appeared. Also, assistance targeting
minorities and media also did not deliver any impacts of substance. Impacts were
identified in programming documents, but usually not quantified. This shortcoming
was found in all programming documents. Also, due to sketchy access to
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documentation and staff turnover in CARDS countries, verifying impacts presented a
specific challenge, as did directly attributing impacts to CARDS assistance.

Sustainability of results and impacts

As with impacts, the sustainability of CARDS assistance varied on the type of
assistance, the sectors supported and individual countries. Infrastructure investments
were found to be mainly sustainable. Countries had for the most part made provisions
for their operation and maintenance, although this was not the case in all countries.
The sustainability of environmental infrastructure was less clear cut. Sustainability of
IB support was found to be very mixed. In some countries, the picture was fairly
positive. In Croatia, assistance benefitted substantially from the imminence of EU
membership and the dynamics of the accelerating accession process. Evidence of the
results of capacity building support was also observable in both Serbia & Montenegro.
However, in many CARDS countries, the sustainability of IB support was often weak,
most notably in Bosnia, Kosovo, FYR Macedonia and Albania. CARDS efforts at
stimulating reforms in key areas such as the judiciary, internal market and public
administration had to varying degrees either stalled or disappeared.

Support to civil society organisations and media bodies was sustainable where existing
capacities were in place. However, in other cases, CARDS support to civil society went
to a small community of recipients strongly dependent on external funds to finance
their activities. Media freedom has also deteriorated in the region, suggesting little
sustainability of CARDs assistance.

Factors influencing impact and sustainability

Political commitment was a basic precondition for sustainability and was found to be
intrinsically linked to the ‘ownership’ of project results. Ownership was much more
likely to manifest itself among investments targeting reconstruction and related
infrastructure, where addressing an evident need prevailed over any inclusive
programming and implementation process. However, ownership was notably weaker
towards much of the IB support. This can only be in part blamed on the beneficiaries
themselves. A key factor in reducing ownership of results was the centralised
implementation system of CARDS itself, which effectively restricted the opportunities
for beneficiaries to acquire ownership of interventions.

The departure of trained staff out of state institutions and the lack of effective
strategies to mitigate this debilitating phenomenon was a common feature that to
varying degrees undermined the sustainability of capacity building assistance. In
some CARDS countries, staff turnover, whilst prevalent, was not a serious threat to
sustainability, but in others it was a serious threat to sustainability. Some examples of
measures to counter staff turnover were noted and which were to some degree
effective

Funds for operating and maintaining investments were crucial for securing their
sustainability. They were generally in place although for feasibility studies for
investments, it was found that in some cases there was no follow up funding to
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finance their implementation. Finally, any efforts to promote economic development
had been prejudiced by the declining economic climate and its impact on both
business and also public budgets.

Relevance and efficiency of implementation modalities

The CARDS implementation modality was in general both flexible and efficient in
programming and implementing assistance. No significant differences in performance
were noted between the European Agency for Reconstruction and EC Delegations as
regards management of funds, only between the CARDS countries. However, one
factor united them— nearly all funds were contracted and disbursed successfully.

The centralised approach to managing CARDS was relevant in the programme’s early
years but failed to match changing needs as assistance moved towards institution
building. It was noted that beneficiaries had too little influence on programme design
and project development, as well as its monitoring, and this consequently influenced
their ownership of the project results. More positively, participation in the
implementation of CARDS assistance provided beneficiaries with the opportunity to
acquire skills in management of projects, although this only occurred where
institutional capacity within these bodies was of adequate quality and relatively
stable.

The CARDS regional programme had a specific implementation regime with specific
challenges, namely a limited beneficiary involvement in the design of the programme
and a high degree of centralisation. Despite these shortcomings, the efficiency of the
programme was found to be acceptable.

Coherence and complementarity with other donor/ national assistance

CARDS assistance was largely complementary to other donor assistance where
coordinated by the EU. Notable differences in effective donor co-ordination by
beneficiaries are evident — positively in the case in Albania and less so in Kosovo which
remained de facto in the hands of large influential donors which had a tendency to
compete rather than complement one another. The picture became more complex as
beneficiaries strengthened their own coordination efforts and the donor landscape
streamlined, with many donors withdrawing from CARDS countries and making
previous coordination mechanisms obsolete. As regards the regional projects, these
were mainly complementary and coherent with national CARDS projects.

CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT

On CARDS implementation

A centralised and directive approach to programming, contracting and monitoring is
an effective and efficient approach under specific circumstances, such as emergency
assistance and reconstruction.

Letter of Contract No. 2012/303634 Page 8 )
EPRD

Policy & Development



Evaluation Report October 2013

On strengths and weaknesses of CARDS assistance

The main strengths of the assistance were (i) the efficiency of the EAR in programming
and delivering support; (ii) the good quality results of CARDS assistance and; (iii)
CARDS contribution to raising awareness among beneficiary officials and policy
makers of new concepts and establishing them in practice. The main weaknesses of
CARDS were (i) the lack of involvement of the beneficiary institutions in the
programming, monitoring and evaluation of the programme; (ii) its over-ambitious
institution building interventions that had objectives which were more aspirational
than realistic and; (iii) a lack of co-financing element in institution building, which
represented a missed opportunity to promote “ownership” and thus sustainability.

On better alignment of assistance with reforms

The CARDS programme took a pragmatic approach to align the assistance with
reforms. Due to the rapidly evolving political and institutional environment, CARDS in
its early years could not wait for a reform agenda to emerge. Once it did, the
programme changed in character towards institution building, which was both logical
and appropriate, given the changing needs of the beneficiary side.

On assistance that achieved the most sustainable results

Infrastructure rehabilitation and/or construction have achieved the most sustainable
results. This is because the needs were evident and acute, and required a fast and well
organised response from the programme. Assistance to infrastructure brought quick,
tangible results that were much needed at the time and which, for the most part
proved sustainable in the longer term.

Lessons relevant for future IPA implementation

A number of issues were identified in the course of this evaluation that are of
relevance for programming of future pre-accession assistance. These are:

i. A programming framework simple and stable throughout the duration of the

assistance programme underpins effective and flexible programming of
assistance.

ii. Realistic expectations of delivering assistance would have potentially ensured
more robust impact — especially for IB assistance.

iii. A focus on delivering outputs should be counterbalanced by support focused on
directly supporting decision makers via coaching, mentoring, peer-to-peer
support.

iv. Future assistance should recognise the components of ownership and actively
incorporate them in its design.

v. Timeframes for the delivery of support should have been tailored to the
challenges being tackled and local circumstances.

vi. Programming frameworks need to be accompanied by an adequate framework
for performance measurement, monitoring and evaluation.

vii. Twinning projects have been praised as being good modalities to truly assist the
government institutions in their work.
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3. EVALUATION REPORT

3.1. INTRODUCTION
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3.1.1. Background

Historical Context

The Western Balkans is the term used by the European Union for the sub-region
comprising Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Serbia, Montenegro, and Kosovo (under UNSCR 1244/99). Kosovo
declared its independence in February 2008 and has until now been
formally/informally recognised by 100 out of 193 United Nations members — including
23 EU Member States. With the exception of Albania, the countries of the Western
Balkans were all formerly constituent republics of the old Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia.

The 1990s was a turbulent decade in the Western Balkans, as Yugoslavia broke-up and
new countries were created. The armed confrontations affected all the countries of
the region, either directly or indirectly, exacting a high price. Many thousands died,
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many more thousands were displaced and economies were devastated by hostilities.
The disruption delayed the process of reform and transition from command to market
economies which other former Communist states in Central and Eastern Europe
underwent during that decade. The Western Balkan region today still faces some
unresolved conflict issues, serious post-conflict problems such as the prevalence of
organised crime, and the challenge of constructing societies based on respect for
human rights and the rule of law. Another long term threat to stability is posed by the
lack of economic development, with persistently low levels of foreign investment and
high rates of unemployment.

In order to meet respective priorities, during the period between 2000 and 2006 the
assistance programmes supporting the beneficiary countries in the Western Balkans
(Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) have been mainly financed under the CARDS
Council regulation No 2666/2000 (Community Assistance for Reconstruction,
Development and Stabilisation).

European Union assistance in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia was
managed by the Delegations in those countries. The European Agency for
Reconstruction (EAR, Council regulation No 2667/2000-05/12/2000) was responsible
for assistance in Serbia and Montenegro, including Kosovo, under United Nations
Security Council Resolution 1244/99 of 10 June 1999, and the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (hereafter FYR Macedonia).

The EAR continued its mandate until 31/12/2008. During the transitional period 2007-
2008, it continued to implement on-going CARDS programmes while Commission
Headquarters and European Commission Delegations (ECD)' remained responsible
for programming and managing interventions under the Instrument for Pre-Accession
- IPA (which has replaced CARDS as of the 1** of January 2007), with the EAR providing
the necessary support. In those countries where the EAR was not present, CARDS was
managed directly by the Delegations.

CARDS and the Stabilisation and Association process

The Stabilisation and Association process (SAp), is the EU’s overall policy framework
for the Western Balkan countries. The CARDS programmes were directly linked to
supporting the SAp, as explicitly stated in the CARDS regulation.”> A key component in

! please note that the nomenclature for this institution has changed since the period when CARDS was in existence.
European Commission Delegations are now called European Union Delegations. In Kosovo this entity was called the
EU Liaison Office and is now entitled the EU Office.

2 CARDS regulation 2666/2000, Article 2 (1)
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the process has been the conclusion of individual Stabilisation and Association
Agreements (SAA) with CARDS countries. The SAAs represent the first stage in these
countries becoming candidate countries and to start the accession process. The SAA
was signed by: Croatia and FYR Macedonia in 2001, Albania in 2006, Montenegro in
2007, Serbia and Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2008. All the countries in the region have
signed a SAA with the EU, with the exception of Kosovo (under UNSCR 1244/99). The
SAAs set out the common values and principles governing the relationship between
the EU and each country. The main elements of the SAA are: the promotion of the
free movement of goods; creation of efficient institutions; development of a market
economy; reducing crime and corruption; promotion of higher education reform;
developing democracy, human rights and an independent media, and improving the
region’s transport infrastructure. CARDS assistance broadly reflected these SAA
objectives in its strategic documents and in the assistance channelled through them.

Strategic Framework of CARDS

The CARDS programme followed 5-year Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) spanning the
period 2002-2006 and two Multi-Annual Indicative Programmes (MIPs) covering the
periods 2002-4 and 2006-6. ® The CSPs set out the overall priority sectors and areas for
the countries in the region, while the MIPs specified in more detail the objectives and
expected results of the assistance. The CSP/MIP priorities varied slightly from country
to country as the circumstances and the needs differed. Finally, annual action
programmes (AAP) were prepared for each country which detailed individual
interventions to be funded for the respective year and financing allocations. Prior to
the adoption of the CSPs, CARDS funding in each beneficiary country was channelled
through a one-off annual programme for the year 2001.

In addition to the country-specific programmes, CARDS also financed initiatives via its
regional programme. This programme followed its own strategy paper for the period
2002-6, complemented by an MIP for 2002-4 and 2005-6. For the period of its
implementation, the regional programme was managed jointly from Brussels by two
Directorates General, DG RELEX and DG AIDCO. This changed in 2005 when DG
Enlargement took over responsibility for the management of the programmes. Table 1
below illustrates this structure:

® Croatia benefitted from CARDS assistance only in the period 2001-2004. Thereafter it utilised EU funding via the
Phare instrument.
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Table 1 - CARDS principle strategic framework
CARDS Regulation 2666/2000

... 20002006 0
Country Strategy Papers 2002-2006 Regional Strategy Paper 2002-2006
Multi-annual Multi-annual Multi-annual Indicative Multi-annual
Indicative Programme Indicative Programme Indicative
2002-2004 Programme 2002-2004 Programme
2005-2006 2005-2006

AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP AAP
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 2006 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 2006

Evaluation of CARDS
CARDS has been the subject of both internal and external evaluation, as well as

external “Result-Oriented Monitoring (ROM)”. As regards internal evaluation, since its
establishment in 2001, the EAR evaluation unit completed more than 60 evaluations,
focusing on some of the key areas for sustainable development, accession and
integration into European structures. These covered only those countries where the
EAR was active.

CARDS programmes were subject to a comprehensive external evaluation in 2004. The
evaluation covered both national and regional programmes in all Western Balkan
countries concerned. In December 2007, DG ELARG completed an ad-hoc evaluation
of CARDS in Croatia and later on completed ad-hoc evaluations of CARDS programmes
in Albania and Bosnia and Herzegovina. In parallel to this evaluation, DG ELARG also
launched retrospective evaluations of CARDS programmes in Montenegro and Kosovo
as well as Serbia and FYR Macedonia. In 2008, ad hoc evaluations of CARDS regional
programmes were also undertaken. The Court of Auditors (CoA) also audited the
Commission's management of the CARDS programmes in 2007. The Court found that
devolved management (by Delegations) and indirect centralisation (by the EAR)
ensured the most efficient delivery of aid.

Finally, CARDS was subject to ROM, which reported primarily on the performance of
individual interventions funded under both national and regional programmes.

3.1.2. Objectives and scope of the evaluation

According to the Terms of Reference (see Annex 1) and in order to ensure
accountability with respect to value for money and the use of EU funds and to draw
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relevant lessons learned for decision making on improvements of pre-accession aid,
an ex-post evaluation of CARDS is essential at this stage. The ex-post evaluation is an
important instrument to inform national and regional authorities, the general public,
the European Parliament and other stakeholders and is in line with the Council
regulation No. 2666/2000 for carrying out an ex-post evaluation of completed
programmes. The evaluation will mostly focus on the impact and sustainability of
CARDS, effectiveness and efficiency will also be addressed, as will the specificities of
CARDS implementation. The evaluation will offer a series of lessons learned from the
programmes, and, where applicable, lessons for the future.

The global objective of the ex-post evaluation is:

e to provide: (a) accountability with respect to the value for money and the use of
funds; by reporting the findings and conclusions of the evaluation to the institutions
of the European Union and to the relevant interest groups of the public at large in
all member states (summative evaluation), and (b) lessons learned on financial
assistance where relevant.

The specific objectives of the evaluation are:

e to assess the impact and sustainability of CARDS funded interventions, and

e to provide lessons learned and recommendations for decision-making on
improvements of future financial assistance where relevant.

The evaluation does not specifically refer to CARDS activities that supported refugees
because at the time of this evaluation another evaluation had been launched whose
main scope has been CARDS interventions to refugees.

3.1.3. Methodology

The methodology for this evaluation is outlined in detail in Annex 2 of this report.
Hereafter is a summary of its main elements.

Approach
The evaluation is of summative character and takes a qualitative approach to answer

the evaluation questions contained in the evaluation terms of reference.

Evaluation Questions

The evaluation is structured around a set of seven evaluation questions (EQ) that
were laid out in the original terms of reference and further refined by the evaluation
team in consultation with the DG Enlargement Evaluation Unit in the inception phase.
The EQs are:
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e What was the strategic framework and how effectively had priorities/needs of the
countries in the region been translated into programming of assistance, based on
the priorities identified in country strategy and programming documents?

e To what extent had financial assistance been effective in achieving results? What
was the quality of the outcomes? What possibly hampered its achievement? Had
there been any factors (financial, social, political, human factor) which prevented
beneficiary countries accessing the results?

e Have the results delivered by the evaluated assistance translated into the
desired/expected impacts, namely in terms of achieving the strategic
objectives/priorities stated in the relevant programme documents? Were there any
additional/unexpected impacts (negative or positive)? Can impacts be sufficiently
identified /quantified?

e Were the identified results and impacts sustainable?

e Were there any elements which could hamper the impact and/or sustainability of
assistance?

e To what extent were the EC's chosen implementation modalities relevant and
efficient? To what extent have the beneficiary countries been actively involved in
decision-making concerning CARDS Assistance orientation and implementation?

e To what extent was the support provided by the EC instruments coherent and
complementary with national and other donor assistance?

Tools
The evaluation deploys a mix of evaluation tools. These are sampling, document

review, semi structured interviews, focus groups.

Evaluation Matrix

The evaluators created an evaluation matrix to guide them through the evaluation.
This included a specific methodological tool developed by the evaluation team for
answering the evaluation questions above. This methodology ensured uniformity of
data collection in the field phase and its consistent analysis in the synthesis phase.
This is to be found in Annex 2.

Evaluation Sample

The evaluation takes into account all the assistance covered under CARDS regulation
2666/2000. However, given the volume of interventions supported under CARDS
(some 970), the evaluation made use of an evaluation sample of 56 individual
projects, which was derived using a three stage approach outlined in Annex 2. The
sample was subject to minor adjustments and several additions during the field phase
as additional information sources became available or it became apparent that the
evaluation sample would benefit from further strengthening. The final evaluation
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sample is presented in Annex 2. Of the total 56 projects selected, 14 funded
investments (works, equipment, supplies) and 29 were institution-building
interventions (technical assistance, twinning). 12 projects contained a mixture of
institution building (IB), investments and/or grants, with one project being a grant.
Graph 1 illustrates this breakdown in percentages.

Graph 1: CARDS Sample projects by type of intervention

Grant
2%

Risks

Two key risks were identified in the inception phase i.e. access to documentation and
availability of key respondents. Both these risks presented significant challenges to
the evaluation team when conducting desk review and also in the field phase. The
evaluation team counterbalanced these risks by being highly flexible especially when
gathering information during the field phase. Countering these risks demanded
considerable time and effort from the team but ultimately they did not compromise
the foundations of the evaluation findings.

3.1.4. Structure of the report

The main text of this Evaluation Report includes three sections. Apart from this
Section 1 dealing mostly with background and methodological matters, there are two
more sections:

Section 2 is devoted to the analysis of the evaluation questions mentioned above;
Section 3 presents the main conclusions at programme level and identifies lessons
learnt.

Letter of Contract No. 2012/303634 Page 16 EPRD

Policy & Development



Evaluation Report October 2013

The main text is backed by a series of Annexes, including a more detailed analysis of
certain aspects or providing background information. In particular:

Annex 1 provides the full Terms of Reference for this evaluation;

Annex 2 presents the detailed scope in respect to programme and projects, and
details on the evaluation methodology;

Annex 3 presents overall summary tables in respect to the evaluation;

Annex 4 comprises a detailed evaluation of CARDS assistance based on field findings;
Annex 5 lists the stakeholders and beneficiaries interviewed during field work;

Annex 6 comprises the list of documents reviewed in the course of this evaluation.
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3.2. RESPONSE TO EVALUATION QUESTIONS

3.2.1. EQ 1: The strategic framework

The strategic documents for CARDS present a clear overview of needs of CARDS region.
The programming of the assistance was based on the EU priorities as set by the CARDS
Council 2001 Regulation (EC) No.2666/2000 as an overarching framework for the assistance,
further elaborated in subsequent CSPs for 2002-2006, MIPs for 2002-2004 and 2005/6. The
priorities set in these documents were put into operation through APs for each country for
each year of assistance. The strategic framework for CARDS is described in section 3.1.3.

All assistance was in line with the (admittedly broad) priorities outlined in the Regulation,
indicating that the intervention logic was largely sound. This programming framework of
broad sectoral priorities that changed little over time provided a stable programming
environment for the planning of individual interventions and gave the opportunity to plan
assistance to key areas without the risk of a priority being dropped in the next programming
year. This combination of stability and flexibility facilitated the programming of assistance
against the backdrop of a rapidly changing political and institutional environment. This can
be considered as an advantage of the programme.

Also, the linkages between CARDS Council 2001 Regulation (EC) No.2666/2000, CARDS
national priorities, sectoral priorities and individual projects were for the most part clear
and consistent. There was in most countries a logical relationship in the evaluation sample
between the objectives of the projects and the sectoral priorities stated in AP and MIPs. The
tables in Annex 3 (individual country findings) give a detailed overview of the relationships
between the priorities within CSPs and MIPs and changes that took place over the duration
of the programme.

Box 1: The challenges posed to programming in CARDS countries

Montenegro, Serbia and Kosovo experienced fundamental political, constitutional and institutional changes in
the period leading up to and during the implementation of CARDS. For example, Montenegro and Serbia
moved from being federal units of Yugoslavia to partner state within a “state union”, and thence to
independent states. Kosovo became a specially administered UN territory without any institutions of
government to speak of. The multiple challenges of supporting return of refugees, delivering humanitarian
assistance, emergency reconstruction and capacity building support to rapidly emerging institutions were
formidable and extremely difficult to predict with any certainty. Also, these challenges were occurring against
a backdrop of profound political transformation that was not underpinned by any strategic blueprint to speak
of. Under such circumstances a prescriptive programme linked to rigid, predefined priorities would not have
provided programmers with the flexibility required by such a fluid and uncertain external environment.

However, this general framework was not without shortcomings. The CoA in its 2007 report
on CARDS found that the CSPs were “too broadly formulated” and that the MIPs were
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“without clear priorities”.* With the benefit of hindsight it seems unrealistic to have been
over-prescriptive in the period 2001-2003 given the challenges facing the programmers (see
Box 1). However, from 2004 onwards, a more stable external environment (supported in
part by effective CARDS assistance) offered an opportunity to link CARDS assistance to wider
strategic priorities, primarily the emerging European Partnerships and to reflect them in the
programming priorities for the 2005-6 MIPs. This was evidently not done and can be
considered a missed opportunity.

Box 2: Weakness of the CSP for Kosovo

The strategic framework of CARDS assistance only partly reflected the needs of Kosovo. This is because the
main strategic document at country level was in fact the 2002 - 2006 CSP for the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. The MIP 2002-2004, which is an annex to the CSP defines objectives and expected results for the
assistance along sectoral lines and makes no distinction between the three beneficiary countries despite their
often glaring differences in circumstances. The MIP 2005-6 explicitly differentiates between Kosovo and the
other countries covered in the CSP and as such represents an improved strategic focus for CARDS assistance
there. With hindsight a separate CSP for Kosovo from the very start of the CARDS programme would have

been more logical and made programming less abstract.

Another weakness is observable in the CSP 2002-6 for the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,
which included Serbia, Montenegro and Kosovo. This document attempted to cover all the
programming needs for all 3 countries, even though each of them, especially Kosovo, found
themselves in significantly different circumstances. As a result, the relevance of objectives
and priorities outlined in the CSP varied significantly from one country to another and for
Kosovo, many were of little use (see Box 2).

The 2001 APs, which preceded the introduction of the CSPs were more heterogeneous than
those APs that followed. This was understandable given the imperative in some of the
beneficiary countries — especially in Serbia and Kosovo - to meet emergency and
reconstruction needs in a post conflict situation, whilst in the case of others, such as Croatia
an accession focus was already emerging (see Box 3).

Box 3: Croatia — benefits of a flexible programme frame

The strategic framework for CARDS assistance in Croatia to a large extent allowed the programming of projects
that corresponded to local and changing needs. A shift in the focus of CARDS assistance is evident, reflecting
well the particularities of Croatia’s attempts to join the EU. This fostered well the quick move away from
emergency relief and reconstruction towards institution building. Upon starting CARDS in 2001 it was evident
for the European Commission Delegation that Croatia would seek candidate country status. From the
beginning of the assistance onwards elements for strengthening a possible pre-accession character of CARDS
were gradually built into programming and implementation of the assistance. This was particularly evident

when Croatia obtained candidate country status in June 2004.

* Court of Auditors Special Report No 5/2007, article 11.
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A shift in the focus of CARDS assistance is evident. The earlier years of CARDS in most
countries focused on emergency assistance and reconstruction, with substantial
infrastructure investments channelled into transport, environment, energy and municipal
sectors, and the development of strategies to facilitate such investments. From 2004
onwards, these were largely displaced by interventions targeting institution-building within
beneficiary national administrations. However, the centralised implementation system used
for CARDS (managed by the EAR in four countries and ECD in three) remained unchanged,
which had particular implications for the relevance, effectiveness, impact and sustainability
of IB assistance.

Focus on emergency needs and reconstruction in the initial programme years was
appropriate. A common focus of early CARDS assistance was emergency relief and
reconstruction. In Serbia, the CARDS assistance responded adequately to the needs and
priorities of Serbia to rehabilitate the destroyed and rundown infrastructure (particularly in
the energy sector) and to initiate important governance reforms that would enable
economic growth and democratisation of the society. In Kosovo, The needs for
reconstruction and humanitarian assistance of the country were enormous in the first years
of the programme due to the post-conflict context. Thus the CARDS programme was
deployed appropriately to meet these needs. Major investments and reconstruction works
in the areas of energy, housing and municipal infrastructure characterised this early phase
of CARDS. In Macedonia, support to local infrastructure (along with decentralisation) was
prioritised.

Once immediate needs had been met CARDS increasingly targeted institution building. In
all but the Albania programme, a notable shift can be seen in the focus of CARDS assistance
over time. Once the immediate needs were met, institution and capacity building, along
with support to the development of a market economy is evident. This reflected the
recognition on the part of the EC that there was a need to strengthen the institutional
framework for these states as they moved forwards in the SAp. Whereas reconstruction
needs were readily identified and addressed, IB support proved more difficult to
programme and implement. This was due to a combination of factors that in many cases
persist to this day.

Linkages to national strategies were variable, often weak. The extent to which the CARDS
programme linked to national strategic priorities varied from country to country. At the time
when CARDS assistance was programmed, particularly in its early years, many countries in
the region did not have coherent national or regional strategies for any of the sectors
covered by the CARDS assistance. As a result CARDS relied primarily on country needs
analyses conducted by external agencies. This was evident in Serbia and especially Kosovo,
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where no government as such existed at the start of the programme and logically, no
government strategies were at hand into which CARDS assistance could be linked. In
Albania, much of the national strategic framework was created by external expertise, with
some doubts as to how realistically they reflected the realities on the ground (see Box 4). By
contrast, evidence indicates that the strategic framework for CARDS assistance in Croatia
largely corresponded to national (accession-driven) priorities and allowed the programming
of projects that met them.

Box 4: Albania — A specific context and substantial challenges

Albania represents an anomaly in the CARDS programme. It was the only country not involved in the ex-
Yugoslav conflicts of the 1990s and as such had a wholly different political and institutional context to the
other CARDS countries. CARDS can be seen as a continuum of the PHARE assistance provided prior to its
introduction and while its strategic framework broadly corresponds with those of other CARDS countries,
distinct differences are notable e.g. the absence of emergency aid measures, no refugee or IDP return
programmes.

The challenges facing CARDS assistance in Albania were well known even in its early years. These included
extreme political interference in the civil service, changes of policy directions and lack of commitment to
reforms funded by external donors, high staff turnover within state institutions that undermined capacity
building efforts and a chronic lack of state funds to maintain investments. Despite these prevailing difficulties,
CARDS assistance struggled to take these into account in the design of assistance. As a result there were few
interventions that left durable results (see sections Effectiveness, Impact and Sustainability).

In the case of both Albania and Kosovo, and to a lesser extent in other beneficiary countries,
the weak linkage between CARDS support and indigenous national strategies resulted in
often over-ambitious programme objectives and results as expressed in MIPs and APs,
particularly for IB interventions. Their objectives failed to reflect the fact that beneficiary
institutions were often fragile and inexperienced and the changes they were funding were
often not underpinned by political or institutional support. Consequently the effectiveness
and impact of the assistance often struggled to meet these aims (see response to EQ 2 and
EQ 3).

Letter of Contract No. 2012/303634 Page 21 EPRD

Policy & Development



Evaluation Report October 2013

3.2.2. EQ 2: Effectiveness in achieving results

Overall, CARDS assistance was found to be mostly effective. Assessments of previous
evaluations and interviews with stakeholders indicate that CARDS was for the most part
effective in terms of delivering results. However, within this general assessment a number
of features are evident that illustrate variances of effectiveness, both in the types of
assistance delivered and the countries where CARDS was deployed.

The evaluation sample substantiates this assessment. To gain a better insight into the
effectiveness of CARDS, the evaluation conducted a detailed assessment based on the
evaluation sample. Each intervention in the sample was assessed against (a) its expected
results as defined in the project documentation (b) the status of these expected results at
the end of implementation, as reported in final reports, ROM reports or other sources and
(c) their observed status during the ex-post evaluation.” The interventions were classified

using the following scale:

e Highly Effective: The assistance delivered all of its planned results, which are still evident at
the time of the evaluation,

o Effective: The assistance delivered most or all of its planned results, most of which are still
evident,

o Partly Effective: The assistance delivered some of its planned results, some of which are still
evident,

e |neffective: The assistance delivered few or none of its planned results, few or none of which
are still evident.

The results of this analysis are presented throughout this section of the report and are used
to illustrate the findings related to the CARDS programme as a whole. Table 2 presents the
aggregated ratings for all the projects in the evaluation sample. As can be seen, 14% of
interventions were rated as highly effective and 43% as effective. 32% were rated partly
effective i.e. delivering some of their planned results, whilst only 11% were considered to be
ineffective. Taken globally, it can be said that 89% of CARDS interventions delivered at least
some of its planned results, whilst the majority of them — 57% - delivered most or all of
them.

Table 2: Effectiveness Ratings of CARDS projects

Rating Number of projects % of total sample
Highly Effective 8 14
Effective 24 43
Partly Effective 18 32
Ineffective 6 11
Total 56 100

> See Annex 3 (country summary reports) for a detailed assessment of effectiveness by country and interventions)
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A summary of all effectiveness ratings of all the interventions in the sample can be found in
Annex 4 and each intervention has a detailed assessment of effectiveness in the findings of
the individual CARDS country summary reports in Annex 5.

Investments, especially in infrastructure, have generally delivered their planned results.
This is underpinned by extensive documentary evidence and feedback from stakeholders on
the ground. This support delivered results across a wide range of different areas: transport
(the rehabilitation of national and local highways), energy (power generation and
distribution), education (modernisation of schools), justice (modernisation of courts),
border management (construction of border crossing points), environment (water
treatment and supply, waste management), physical infrastructure of government
(construction or rehabilitation of national and municipal government buildings). A number
of good examples of CARDS investment support were identified in the evaluation sample. In
Serbia, assistance to the rehabilitation of infrastructure, particularly in the energy sector
was very effective (see Box 5). Here, the combination of well-targeted assistance and a
beneficiary with sufficient capacity to absorb the CARDS support resulted in a series of
successful interventions that addressed an acute need and which delivered wider sustained
impacts.

Box 5: Excellent Effectiveness — Investments in the Serbia Energy Sector

At the start of the millennium, Serbia’s power sector faced the consequences of more than a decade of lack of
maintenance, under investment and damage due to air strikes. The existing generating capacity was unable to
meet peak demand in the winter periods and the deficit had to be met by importing energy from surrounding
countries. Power cuts were a common feature of the winter of 2000/1. Many thermal power plants (TPPs)
were operating at the edge of operational safety. In response to this critical situation, CARDS assistance was
deployed to address the most urgent needs arising from it. Firstly, under CARDS 2001 funds the Emergency
Assistance Programme supplied heavy oil and diesel to TPPs and municipalities, as well as covering costs of
electricity imports. Thereafter, CARDS support to the energy sector moved to address acute problems facing
the TPPs. Investments backed up by TA financed the rehabilitation and development of the main TPPs in Serbia
as well as their environmental performance.

This evaluation found that all four CARDS interventions covered by the sample (value M€ 203.3) delivered their
planned effects in full. Rehabilitated facilities are now fully operational and the power plants are functioning at
near full capacity. Also, these TPPs are more energy efficient and much safer than prior to the provision of
CARDS assistance. Additional investments into reducing the environmental damage caused by the power
plants were also effective, with groundwater contamination and air pollution from ash disposal sites curtailed.
Outcomes were also evidently of good quality. The three TPPs covered by this assistance (generating 55% of all
Serbia’s power) are now fully operational, display good reliability and efficiency, as well as having excellent
safety records.
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The success of CARDS investments is linked to several factors. The initial focus of CARDS
assistance in nearly all countries was on the reconstruction of their damaged infrastructure,
caused by war, neglect and lack of investment. These needs were evident to all and
solutions to them were easily designed and implemented. The EAR was established with a
specific mission of facilitating this reconstruction process and was staffed with suitably
qualified expertise (especially engineers and surveyors). There was also broad political
agreement on the results to be achieved and support for their delivery. In many respects
these interventions were easily identifiable, easily designed and implemented with little
difficulty.

IB support was also found to be effective, albeit to a less uniform extent. As CARDS’s focus
moved away from reconstruction towards institution and capacity building support, so the
numbers of interventions and funding for these increased. Unlike reconstruction support,
however, IB did not enjoy the same level of effectiveness as investments. It would be
incorrect to conclude that IB support was not effective — there is extensive evidence from
many CARDS countries to show that institution and capacity building interventions made
significant contributions to the performance of their sectors and this is illustrated by an
analysis from the evaluation sample. However, IB support faced greater challenges which
limited the effectiveness to some extent.

Due to the centralised approach adopted for CARDS, beneficiary involvement in the
programming process was minimal. For evident reconstruction needs, this was not a
problem, but for less tangible and more complex interventions targeting political,
institutional and economic transformation the involvement of the beneficiary side was
essential to engendering the ownership needed to secure sustainable effects and impacts.
As a result, many IB interventions were pushed through by the EAR or ECD with limited
input or commitment from the beneficiaries, which then manifested itself in difficulties in
implementation and problems with effectiveness and impact. Public finance reforms in
Montenegro and Serbia, judicial reform in Albania, environmental planning in Kosovo and
decentralisation in FYR Macedonia were all examples of ambitious IB efforts that did not
always deliver their planned results due to these problems.

CARDS also funded a wide range of strategies, master plans, legislation and feasibility
studies. Overall the impression was that their implementation has often been slow or
incomplete. Evidence was found that strategies and feasibility developed under CARDS had
to be updated from subsequent assistance programmes e.g. IPA.
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The programme also played an important role in either establishing new institutions,
although their performance thereafter was mixed. This was evident in countries that were
undergoing rapid political transformations such as Kosovo and Montenegro. In the case of
the former, CARDS provided much of the funding for the creation of the Kosovan
institutions of government. In the case of Montenegro, these institutions (for the most part)
continue to exist and function. In the case of Kosovo, however, there was a notable
shortcoming of these institutions once they were set up. Whilst many institutions were
made operational, their actual performance was often sub-optimal and required (and in
many cases continue to require) further external support, primarily via IPA.

Analysis from the evaluation sample underlines these findings. In an attempt to see if there
were any obvious differences in the effectiveness by type of intervention, all projects in the
sample were grouped into the categories presented in section 3.1.3 i.e. investments, IB,

mixed interventions and grants.

aple ARDS Proje Ra gs b pe of A 0

Rating/ Highly Effective Effective Partly Effective Ineffective
Type of Assistance No. of % No. of % No. of % No. of %
projects projects projects projects
Investments 1 7 8 57 5 36 0 0
IB 3 10 12 41 10 35 4 14
Mixed 5 42 3 25 3 25 1 8
Grant 0 0 1 100 0 0 0 0

The Table 3 shows that 64% of investments were classified as either effective or highly
effective, while 51% of IB support fell into these categories. The effectiveness of ‘mixed’
assistance is heavily influenced by the highly effective rating given to the investment-heavy
support provided to the Serbia energy sector (the TA component of these interventions
typically represented only 10% of the overall budget). Placing these projects into the
investments category sees the effectiveness of this type of assistance exceed 70% (see
graph 2 below). This adjustment, in the view of the evaluators, gives a truer reflection of the

overall balance of the type of support provided.

In summary, the CARDS assistance included in the evaluation sample was largely effective in
delivering planned results (see Graph 2). Variations in effectiveness are evident both in the
individual beneficiary countries, and also by the type of assistance provided. Investment
support was notably more effective than other types of assistance.
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Graph 2: Effectiveness of CARDS assistance by type of intervention (adjusted)

100%
90%
80%
70%

60% M Partly
50% Effective/Ineffective

40% M Highly
30% Effective/Effective

20%
10%
0%

Investments 1B Mixed

CARDS was effective in creating or strengthening the institutional and legislative
framework for economic development. The assistance helped the beneficiary countries
move towards integration into the single market. Notable examples are in the areas of state
aids, competition policy, public procurement, intellectual property rights, standardisation
and metrology (see Box 6). Whilst far from complete, CARDS assistance made an important
contribution to moving the beneficiary countries in a direction that had hitherto not been
considered a priority. Structures for supporting business development at regional level
were also supported, although their effectiveness was and remains debatable.

Box 6: Montenegro — Effective Assistance to Internal Market and Trade Reforms

The project’s objective was to accelerate legal and regulatory reforms and strengthen the capacity of relevant
government structures of Montenegro in the area of trade and single market in compliance with WTO and SAA
requirements. It focused on 4 key internal market areas — trade, competition, state aid and consumer
protection. The project was responsible for the drafting of legislation in all 4 areas, especially in the areas of
product safety, state aids and competition policy. This legislation (with some amendments) remains in place
and represents a cornerstone of the Montenegrin legal base for internal market issues. It was also
instrumental in the creation of agencies responsible for state aids and competition as well as the foundations
for the government body dealing with market surveillance and consumer protection. All of these institutions
are still in place and fully operational. Also, a cadre of administrators and policymakers were made aware of
key issues to be addressed in order to meet SAA and WTO standards. Finally, based on this intervention,
several of the beneficiary institutions have developed their own IPA funded projects. This assistance directly
contributed to the following impacts: Montenegro was able to sign the SAA in 2008 (it entered into force in
2010) and is able to meet many of its obligations stemming from it. The project also made a contribution to
Montenegro being in a position to join the WTO in 2012.

Letter of Contract No. 2012/303634 Page 26 EPRD

Policy & Development



Evaluation Report October 2013

Effectiveness of assistance varied between countries. A generally positive trend across all
countries was notable with investments. However, performance of IB and other assistance
varied significantly from country to country. Those countries where CARDS fitted into a
wider political and strategic vision invariably delivered more effective assistance. This was
most evident in Croatia, Montenegro and to a lesser extent Serbia.®

CARDS assistance in Montenegro was generally effective. It resulted in the building of
physical infrastructure, the purchase of much needed equipment, the adoption of key
legislation, and implementation of many SAA and accession-related strategies. It supported
the creation of institutions that for the most part remain in place to this day. It also funded
the training of a large number of state and municipal officials which in many cases have
stayed in post and represent institutional capacity. In Croatia, assistance was also effective

and delivered many similar sorts of results. Areas which can be considered as effective due
to CARDS assistance include home affairs, border management, public finance, cadastre,
agriculture, statistics and customs. Also CARDS support provided to the employment sector
has been effective, demonstrated later by a good absorption of EU funds under IPA
Component IV.

In Serbia, effectiveness of CARDS assistance has been mixed dependent on the sector and
the type of assistance provided. Evidence gathered during the evaluation process shows
that the assistance in rehabilitation of infrastructure, particularly in the energy sector was
very effective (see box 5). However, IB assistance to reform processes in the area of public
administration, judiciary, education and social development did not deliver all planned
results in the time-frame envisaged for their achievement. In Bosnia and Herzegovina,

CARDS delivered some positive results but in other areas, especially those related to IB and
support relating to functions between state and entity administrations, effectiveness was
less good. Here the deteriorating political situation permeated the institutions receiving
CARDS support and undermined both effectiveness and also impact.

CARDS assistance in FYR Macedonia was found to have mixed effectiveness as from the

sample projects. A key priority of CARDS in Macedonia was the support to the
decentralisation process, by bringing the public administration closer to EU standards. Much
was invested into infrastructure and construction, and this was considered effective
support. Capacity building and investment projects in the environment sector were in the
main effective and provided a basis for bringing Macedonia closer to the environmental
standards of the EU. However, institutional reforms at central and local level met with less

® Detailed assessments of CARDS effectiveness for each country can be found in Annex 4 of this report.
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success with political difficulties in strengthening the decentralisation process at the time of
implementation holding back the delivery of planned results.

In Kosovo, effectiveness was sub-optimal. CARDS investments into infrastructure were
found to have delivered much of their planned results. Also, support to establishing new
institutions was considered effective, albeit with the caveat that thereafter these
institutions seldom performed to the level anticipated. The effectiveness of IB assistance
was found to be fairly weak, with little sign that it produced results that led to sustainable
changes in institutional behaviour or performance.

CARDS assistance in Albania has been only moderately effective in achieving planned
results. Sector-specific support of an investment character delivered some positive results.
Those interventions targeting institutional change experienced far greater difficulties.
Attempts at strengthening the Environmental Monitoring System for the most part met with
failure. The follow up support for standardisation and metrology from CARDS 2006 was
effective only as regards the investment component. The support given to Public
Administration Reform (PAR) was in most respects ineffective.” There is little evidence to
suggest that judicial reform efforts have delivered their planned results. Also, support to
civil society was modest in both volume and scope and was judged to have had only partial
effectiveness.

An analysis of the evaluation sample by country also provides an indication of CARDS
beneficiaries that were best able to make use of CARDS inputs. Table 4 and the supporting
Graph 3 show the ratings of individual interventions in each CARDS country, plus the
regional programme:

Table 4: Effectiveness Ratings of CARDS Projects by Country
(including regional programme)

Country/Effectiveness Highly Effective Partly Ineffective
Effective Effective
Serbia 4 3 1 0
Croatia 0 5 2 0
Montenegro 3 3 1 1
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 2 4 0
FYR Macedonia 0 2 5 0
Kosovo 1 1 2 2
Albania 0 3 2 3
Regional Programme 0 5 1 0

’ See also Ad Hoc Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Albania , paragraph 64
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Based on the sample, CARDS assistance to Serbia, Montenegro and Croatia was notably
more effective than that delivered in FYR Macedonia, Albania, Bosnia and Kosovo. Serbia
not only had the highest aggregated effectiveness assessment but also had the largest
number of interventions (4) rated as highly effective (these were investment/TA projects to
the energy sector).

Graph 3: Effectiveness Rating of CARDS Projects by Country

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
% o B
. 60% B Highly Effective
50% - |
o ® Effective
40% -
f 30% - Partly Effective

20% - H Ineffective
10% -
0% T T T T T T T
NS
& & ¥

AN .

T

-

o

w o~ 0O M -

O

Qg,@ <<*Q~

As can be seen in these charts, Albania leads the way with ineffective assistance, with over
30% of projects covered falling into this category. Interestingly, the regional programme
was also assessed as being effective, despite weaknesses evident in other aspects of its
performance.

Results of CARDS in many cases laid the foundations for future IPA support. In addition to
the above direct effects, it was noted by interviewees that CARDS IB assistance laid the
groundwork for IPA assistance in a number of areas. As such, it established the basis for
more complex IPA funded interventions that aimed at deeper and more ambitious reforms
in key sectors such as internal market, PAR and judicial reform. Furthermore, it provided an
opportunity to prepare beneficiary institutions for using EU assistance in the future.

Ensuring the effectiveness of horizontal PAR has been the greatest challenge. In many
countries PAR was encouraged by the EC and other donors keen to establish or advance
more efficient and effective national administrations. This was based on the understanding
that PAR was of critical importance to the success of the stabilisation and later accession
process. However, despite substantial funding, this approach was found to be in most
respects ineffective. The deeply entrenched political and administrative culture of the
beneficiary countries, plus problems such as endemic staff turnover in the civil service,
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acted as a brake on CARDS delivering its results in this area. This phenomenon was well
documented in evaluations conducted at the time of CARDS existence and remains a valid
negative factor today.

Box 7: PAR Reform in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) - Ambitious Support, Limited Results
CARDS Support to PAR in BiH has been part of the BiH commitments under the SAA'. Within the CARDS
assistance, the support to PAR reforms was extensive, amounting to 39.4 million EUR, also leveraged by funds

from other donors. Areas of support included public procurement, EU integration capacity building, support to
Civil Service Agency and Economic Policy Planning Unit, statistics, capacity building for fiscal policy, education,
health and agriculture policy, transport policy, energy policy and e-government.

CARDS support led to the creation of the PAR Strategy and associated Action Plan, which was approved by the
entities and the state in April 2007, as a basis for a public administration reform effort that could be taken
forward by the national authorities. The EC assistance geared the support to the role and capacity building of
the PARCO office, the coordinating body of the PAR reforms. Although PARCO’s capacity was built up quickly,
its effectiveness was limited due to its reliance on “personal political connections to the Chair of the Council of
Ministers”. In reality it “had no institutional power to drive change”1 as it was a “donor inspired unit with

minimal support from the administration””.

Even in the most advanced CARDS countries, PAR proved a challenge. In Croatia, significant
progress with PAR and wider public sector reform suffered from the lack of a coherent
framework or central driver. Consequently the sector was characterised by agencies which,
between them, covered many of the necessary functions but which did not deliver results
because of inadequate human and financial resources, constant changes in staffing and
inadequate training of newcomers and, most importantly, of lack of political support to
effectiveness: the government being willing to create EU-accession-required bodies, but not
willing to have them operate as they should where this would be uncomfortable for the
status quo of current governance®. In countries such as Bosnia, Kosovo and Albania® the
assistance was channelled into institutions that were unwilling or unable to fully make use
of the outputs (see Box 7).

Quality of the outcomes was good. The quality of the outcomes for investments overall has
been good. For other forms of assistance their quality reflected what was possible to be
delivered under the prevailing circumstances i.e. economic conditions, levels of institutional
maturity and political commitment.

A range of factors prevented beneficiaries from accessing the results. A wide range of
factors were identified in the evaluation that hindered the effectiveness of the assistance.

& MWH Consortium: Thematic Evaluation on Public Administration Reform Croatia; 2009
% See Country Summary Report for Albania, Chapter 2.3
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However, three stand out as being prevalent across most CARDS beneficiary countries and
which had significant influence over both the results as well as the impact of assistance.

Political interference in the reform process combined with a resistance to change within

institutions themselves have acted as significant brakes on the effectiveness of IB assistance,
especially that focusing on PAR. This problem is linked to the prevailing political and
institutional cultures within these countries, which for the most part have been resistant to
any meaningful institutional reforms that would challenge the status-quo.’® Only in
Montenegro and Croatia is there evidence that these problems have not had a major
influence on effectiveness of CARDS IB assistance.

Albania represents the most extreme example of this problem. Aside from chronic staff
turnover (a major problem for impact and sustainability), there is a pronounced tendency of
newly appointed senior management in the civil service to carry out a wholesale cleanout of
key staff upon entering their posts. Assistance that has supported the development of
strategies and master plans was reported as often either not being adopted, or being
revised or abandoned upon a change of government or minister. These practices very
effectively stunted any efforts at building a body of skilled and knowledgeable public
servants able to turn CARDS outputs into tangible results.™

Bosnia’s case is linked to the dysfunctional governmental systems there. The fragmented

institutional landscape combined with a deteriorating political situation left many IB
interventions stuck in limbo, with any reform processes supported by CARDS outputs stuck
in the prevailing political deadlock.

Another factor related again primarily to IB was the capacity of beneficiaries to absorb the

assistance provided. This capacity gap was manifested in a number of ways — firstly, in a lack
of skills or knowledge to understand or utilise the assistance provided, which was noted in
several cases, especially where administrations were weak or nascent (e.g. Bosnia, Albania,
Kosovo, FYR Macedonia). Linked to this was a lack of experience within some
administrations, particularly those experiencing high turnover of staff. Weak local capacities
in strategic planning and financial management issues were also a common capacity failing.
Furthermore, beneficiary staff involved in the delivery of CARDS assistance were seldom
from senior management and as such not empowered to implement the outputs of CARDS
projects without referral to the political level, which as mentioned above, often resisted
putting project results into practice.

1% These issues are covered in the Country summary reports in Annex 4. Also, the OECD/SIGMA regular assessments of
public administration provide detailed and candid analyses of this and other problems
! See the Ad Hoc Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Albania chapter 2.5
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As a result many CARDS initiatives were under the responsibility of (often young) staff with
little project management or sectoral experience. They often deferred to external experts
and were unable to work with them as true counterparts — they furthermore lacked the
authority to push through the changes CARDS projects aimed to bring about.

A further factor was the design of assistance itself. As mentioned previously, CARDS support

in IB was defined mainly by external experts linked to the EAR or EUD. In many cases the
interventions aimed to deliver changes that, due to factors mentioned herein, were often
unattainable. Contractors faced with such a scenario (and also required to meet pre-set
deliverables) in many cases focussed on delivering outputs in the hope that the beneficiaries
would be willing or able to implement them once complete. This created a predominance of
generating outputs and meeting benchmarks over a focus on institutional transformation
via less “tangible” types of support. This problem was noted particularly in Kosovo, Albania
and to a lesser extent Bosnia and Montenegro.

Other factors hampering effectiveness included land ownership issues for infrastructure in
Albania, lack of follow-up funding to implement action plans or strategies (such as for
environmental investments in Montenegro and Albania), and wider economic factors
affecting support to trade, business support and foreign investment (noted in FYR
Macedonia, Albania).

The CARDS regional programme represented a learning process that ultimately delivered
some useful results. Overall, in terms of effectiveness the regional programme can be seen
as a long learning process, for the European Commission as well as the beneficiary
countries. The former acquired a deeper understanding of the regional problems and of the
good contribution that beneficiary countries can provide if consulted in time. The latter
understood that some problems had to be tackled regionally, and developed an adequate
sense of ownership. The design of the programme by DG AIDCO was appropriate for
meeting the socio-economic development objectives of the region. Transferring the CARDS
programme to DG ELARG was beneficial for its regional component. This was then moved
under a management philosophy that was familiar with dialogue and with regional
programmes after the experience of Phare matured by DG ELARG. The increased
coordination that followed played a crucial role in ensuring better effectiveness of the
regional programme.

A particular strength of the programme was seen as its ability to foster regional cooperation
on issues with evident regional reach. Two evident effects of this were the establishment of
a number of regional agreements or memoranda of understanding and the networks that

Letter of Contract No. 2012/303634 Page 32 )
EPRD

Policy & Development



Evaluation Report October 2013

emerged from them, which have laid the foundation for future regional cooperation on a
range of key issues (see Box 8).

Box 8: Networks underpinned by regional agreements are a positive effect of regional cooperation

The establishment of networks underpinned by international agreements was an important effect of CARDS
regional programme interventions. For example, under “General policing and fight against main crimes”, an
important outcome of the project was the Joint Declaration and the Regional Strategy on tools against
organised and economic crime, made in 2005, which still builds a foundation for a harmonised regional
approach in the fight against organised crime.

Also, from the regional point of view, stakeholders and practitioners highlighted the strengthening of regional
co-operation and networking as a major result of the project. The project “Judicial Systems & International
Judicial Cooperation” led to a Memorandum of Understanding for setting up a prosecutorial network in the
region. This network was later effectively continued by the 2006 regional project “Support to Prosecutors’
Network in South-Eastern Europe”.
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3.2.3. EQ 3: Achievement of the desired/ expected impacts

At CARDS programme level, impact has been assessed against the priorities stated in the

CARDS regulation. These were:

a. Reconstruction, aid for the return of refugees and displaced persons, and stabilisation
of the region;

b. The creation of an institutional and legislative framework to underpin democracy, the
rule of law and human and minority rights, reconciliation and the consolidation of civil
society, the independence of the media and the strengthening of legality and of
measures to combat organised crime;

C. Sustainable economic development and market-economy orientated economic reform;
Social development, with particular reference to poverty reduction, gender equality,
education, teaching and training, and environmental rehabilitation;

e. The promotion of closer relations and regional cooperation among countries and
between them, the EU and the (then) candidate countries of central Europe.™

Impacts were evident for reconstruction & stabilisation assistance’>. Physical
infrastructure for housing, education and public administration has also made an
important contribution. The evaluation found that, for the most part, assistance to the
reconstruction of the CARDS countries delivered its planned impacts. The reasons for this
have been discussed under Effectiveness i.e. it represented an identifiable and addressable
need which enjoyed broad political support. Particularly significant impacts were noted in
the energy sector in Yugoslavia’s successor states. Investment support to the energy sector
in Serbia and also Kosovo illustrates how well-targeted CARDS investments can deliver wider
benefits for society (see Box 9).

Box 9: Impact of CARDS assistance in Serbia

Evidence shows the effects of investments into the energy sector in Serbia also were transformed into
impacts. In specific terms, the power plants targeted by CARDS generate 55% of all Serbia’s power. As regards
efficiency of the power generation, consumption of coal by the two main plants supported (TENT A & B) was
reduced by 4.2 million tons between 2003 and 2012 (a saving of roughly €M 240). Reliability of the supported
plants increased from 83% in 2001 to 94% in 2010 - a level that is close to that realistically achievable. Thanks
to increased performance of the sector, availability of electricity increased from 7,570 to 8,530 hours a year
over the period 2001 — 2012. In real terms, this meant that CARDS facilitated the generation of over one
additional year’s electricity supply but at a significantly reduced cost.

12 This priority is a synthesised version (taken from the CoA Report of 2007) of the 2 regional priorities stated in the CARDS
regulation, which are in fact very similar to each other. These are: “The development of closer relations among recipient
countries, between them and the European Union and between them and countries which are candidates for accession to
the European Union, in coordination with other instruments for cross-border, transnational and regional trans-boundary
cooperation with non-member countries; and “Fostering regional, transnational, cross-border and interregional cooperation
among the recipient countries, between them and the European Union and between the recipient countries and other
countries of the region”.

3 The issue of return of refugees and IDPs was, at the request of the client, not covered within the scope of this evaluation
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More widely the assistance has made a significant contribution to securing Serbia’s electricity needs, energy
generation in the country has been stabilised and power cuts are a thing of the past. This has had a knock-on
impact in contributing towards an improved business climate (a reliable energy supply being a key component

of economic growth) and an overall improvement in the quality of life of the country’s citizens.

Support to local and municipal investment was identified as being both a key focus of
assistance in CARDS countries and also an important contributor to impact in the localities
where investments were directed. This was noted in Serbia and Kosovo, where positive
impacts in social, economic and environmental spheres promoted the wider
decentralisation process in the country14. In FYR Macedonia the improved local
infrastructure — a main focus of CARDS support - provided for better working and living
conditions and contributed indirectly to diminishing inter-ethnic tensions at local level. In
Kosovo post-conflict reconstruction of municipal infrastructure delivered benefits for these
communities in terms of education, environment and economic development. Also the
investments into the physical infrastructure of government have provided Kosovan
institutions with the basis for their operations.

In Albania, available evidence suggested that impact of CARDS investments was at best
localised and sectoral (justice, border management and environment).” A further example
of this localised impact is the CARDS support to the General Directorate of Metrology
although the existence of significant barriers (which were beyond CARDS assistance to
address) diminished any wider impact (see Box 10).

Box 10: Impact of CARDS assistance to the General Directorate of Metrology

The General Directorate of Metrology (GDM) benefitted under CARDS 2003 and 2006. The assistance provided
investments to strengthen its technical infrastructure as well as TA to develop the Directorate’s staff capacity.
The support delivered some promising outcomes. There was an increase in the use of the GDM’s services by
the private sector, although this still remains comparatively small. Likewise the capacity of the GDM to support
improvements in product quality has been enhanced by the assistance (and will increase further with its move
to new premises during 2013). Also, the TA support forged networks with partner institutions in EU member
states which have given additional impetus to the GDM'’s integration into wider European networks. Thus
planned impact has to some extent been achieved.

It has, however, also been handicapped by a number of other factors. Firstly, high staff turnover within the
GDM has undermined the impact of capacity building support (some 80% of those employees trained have
since left). Secondly, funds for the maintenance of equipment and operational costs are a concern. The GDM
has only very modest budgets for these items and has been partly dependent on external donor support to
cover these overheads. Given the generally poor state of public finances, this is unlikely to change in the short
to medium term. Due to these factors the GDM has struggled to build on the promising effects of the CARDS

support and play a more significant role in Albania’s integration into the single market.

1 European Commission (2009); Retrospective Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Republic of Serbia, p 16.
!> See 2008 Ad Hoc evaluation of Albania, paragraphs 77 - 80
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Stabilisation has been achieved across the CARDS region. The Stabilisation and Association
Process (SAP) has been a key reference point for the transformation of the beneficiary
countries and CARDS has played a contributory role towards its successful implementation.

However, it would be over-optimistic to attribute the bulk of this success to CARDS. Factors
such as the presence of military forces and UN administration, as well as the intensive
efforts of other donors, have all played a role in stabilising the countries of the region.

Nevertheless, aside from broader changes in infrastructure and governance targeted by
CARDS, there are also some concrete examples of how the programme successfully
supported stabilisation of communities affected by conflict™® (see Box 11).

Box 11: Impact of CARDS in stabilising minority communities in Kosovo

This and other evaluations found that CARDS played a key role in supporting the stabilisation of the situation
of minority communities in Kosovo. The CARDS support via the Support for Stabilisation of Communities
Programme provided significant assistance to minority communities that, according to both documentary
sources and interviews conducted, has stopped the departure of these groups from their homes and given
them an economic base upon which they can build a decent livelihood. As such, assistance in this area
contributed towards protecting minority rights, preventing their social and economic exclusion, and more
generally, stabilising a hitherto unstable socio-political climate in the country.

CARDS set up the institutional and legal framework necessary for the beneficiaries to meet
their SAA/European Partnership commitments. A significant volume of technical and
administrative expertise was created and was at the disposal of the beneficiary countries to
use in this process. In many state institutions, an increased awareness of important
concepts such as result-based management, strategic planning and the like have been
introduced.

In several countries, CARDS played a role in the adoption of the SAA. Assistance to the
internal market sector in Montenegro raised awareness among policymakers of key issues
that needed to be addressed which ultimately contributed towards wider impacts in terms
of adoption of the SAA for Montenegro and also its entry into the World Trade Organisation.
CARDS support to Serbia improved its legislative framework in line with European standards,
which facilitated positive steps forward in the country’s EU integration process. In the case
of FYR Macedonia, the stable institutions that benefitted from CARDS assistance not only
exist but are developing further under national and IPA assistance. Macedonia’s SAA has

'8 See Evaluation of the assistance to Balkan countries under CARDS Regulation 2666/2000, Volume |, p. 68, also EULO
2008 assessment report “Paths towards community stabilisation” especially ch.12
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been in force since 2004 and in the same year the country received candidate country
status. Serbia’s SAA was signed in 2008.

For Croatia, CARDS often directly fed into both Phare and latterly, IPA support. In
combination they have made an important contribution to preparing Croatia to become an
EU Member State. For example, stable institutions that have benefitted from CARDS
assistance not only exist but have been developed further under Phare and IPA assistance
and now are able to meet the rights and obligations of EU membership. Thus CARDS laid
much of the groundwork for this.

Even in areas where results were less evident e.g. environment, state aids, the involvement
in the implementation of projects that proved unsuccessful gave Montenegrin national and
local administration staff valuable experience for their future work. This was reported as
being evident in the performance of subsequent IPA assistance, where previous CARDS
beneficiaries were more able to make efficient and effective use of support under this
instrument than those who had not had the benefit of “cutting their teeth” under CARDS.

CARDS played an important role in supporting the creation of institutions and legislation
that are the basis for the Kosovo state. Previous evaluations found that “In several ways,
[CARDS] has contributed significantly to the upgrading of human resources” and that “the
most significant achievement may be the successful reinforcement of the structures dealing

with European approximation”.’

Important progress was achieved in several key sectors. CARDS impacts are notable across
sectors such as Internal Market, Justice and Home Affairs, Environment, Energy and to a
lesser extent Civil Society. Support to the internal market sector raised awareness among
policymakers of key issues and provided technical assistance and investments to develop
both human and physical capacities. In the case of Montenegro, such assistance contributed
towards wider impacts in terms of adoption of the SAA and also its entry into the World
Trade Organisation (WTO). For Albania, this assistance provided the basis for a functional
conformity assessment system (see Box 10 above).

In the case of home affairs, the integrated border management approach (IBM) was found
to have been successful across the region as a whole. The evaluation found IBM had made
important contributions to improving both the physical infrastructure (as well as the
institutional capacity of the beneficiary countries. Evidence indicates that IBM assistance

7 Evaluation (EU/11/051/07) Institutional Capacity Building support (Kosovo) — executive summary, p.1
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has significantly benefitted the recipient countries as CARDS assistance addressed
immediate needs and acted as a catalyst for wider and deeper institutional change (see also
Box 12).

Box 12: Impacts of CARDS Assistance — Integrated Border Management

Assistance in the area of Integrated Border Management (IBM) illustrates many of the positive aspects of
CARDS assistance in terms of impact. Funding for IBM was drawn from the Regional Programme budget but
allocated primarily via national APs. Support provided for both investments (upgrading border crossing points)
as well as institution and capacity building measures involving both border police and other key stakeholders
(customs service, veterinary inspectorate). The assistance also complemented the CARDS regional I1BM
programme, which provided technical support to drafting of national IBM strategies and coordination events.
Support to this sector was continued under IPA. CARDS assistance provided: a network of fully functional BCPs;
a cadre of trained border police, customs officials and veterinary inspectors; IBM strategies in CARDS countries
adopted and under implementation; international agreements between CARDS countries on border policing
cooperation.

All of these have led to impacts in terms of better trade facilitation at national borders and open but
controlled and secure borders between CARDS countries and their neighbours. It also delivered better
functioning institutions working in the area of border management. For example, CARDS directly promoted a
multi-agency working approach among key IBM stakeholders that had previously never existed and which is
now considered normal practice among them. It also created networks among IBM staff both within the
beneficiary administrations themselves, and also with its neighbouring states and has fostered constructive
and transparent dialogue between them. It was reported that in at least one case it has embedded the
concept of strategic planning within national administrations in relation to IBM, with a specific focus on
putting in place measures that will lead to the adoption of Schengen norms. Ultimately CARDS has helped
prepare CARDS countries to adopt the Schengen Agreement (and in the case of Croatia, to apply it).

CARDS support 2001-2004 to the Environment sector in Croatia demonstrated the value of a
consistent programming approach which helped build on previous project results and
generated cumulative impacts not only in terms of infrastructure, but also institutional
capacities.

In the case of civil society support evidence indicates that CARDS funding provided support
to civil society organisations (CSO) at a time when the sector was in its infancy. In some
countries, such as Croatia, Serbia and Bosnia, this resulted in some important changes in the
sector and facilitated the professionalisation of CSOs (in terms of their internal organisation
and service provision) and also integration of civil society issues into mainstream
government. However, it is also important to note that it was noted that in other countries
such as Albania and Kosovo, civil society was to all intents and purposes constructed by
external donors and the CSOs that emerged from their support have for the most part not
delivered any significant impact. Given this dependence on external funds and an absence
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of indigenous resources, the weak sustainability of the CSOs supported via CARDS is a
greater concern than that of its modest impact.

However, fundamental weaknesses in the performance of the state have undermined the
actual impact of CARDS assistance, especially in relation to institution building and
reform. As with Effectiveness, a range of factors has hindered the potential of many impacts
of CARDS support. Investments were to a large extent immune to this problem, although
issues of maintenance of infrastructure and operational costs have appeared in some
countries, most notably in Albania. However support to institutional change, strategic
reform and improvements in governance has encountered serious difficulties in practice and
its impact has been diminished as a result. Two major barriers to impact were observed.

Political resistance to reform and transition has played a central role in undermining impact
of CARDS assistance. It was widely reported that political commitment to the SAp was in
many countries not underpinned by serious action in implementing the reforms needed to
move these countries forward in the process — and which in many cases were financed by
CARDS.

In Bosnia, prevailing political uncertainty caused by the gridlock between the entities and
central administration has effectively stalled any institutional changes generated by CARDS.
This has had a wider negative impact on the country’s SAp — its SAA was initialled in
December 2007, and signed in June 2008. However, the political stalemate and general
failure of the state to fulfil the obligations set forth in this agreement have stalled its
ratification. Despite considerable investments from CARDS and other donors, PAR has
delivered precious little impact there (see Box 13).

Box 13: PAR in Bosnia and Herzegovina — Political Impasse, Little Impact

Support to PAR in BiH has been part of the BiH commitments under the SAA (Public Administration Reform).
The SAA stipulates that “cooperation in this area shall focus mainly on institution building, in line with
European Partnership requirements, and will include aspects such as the development and implementation of
transparent and impartial recruitment procedures, human resources management and career development for
the public service, continued training, the promotion of ethics within the public administration and the
strengthening of the policy making process”. Despite substantial CARDS and other donor support, PAR reforms
made little progress throughout the years of implementation of CARDS and subsequent IPA assistance. This
was recognised by the EC in its Progress Report, which remarked that “Little progress was made in this area”
and “The country’s administrative structures are still not capable of responding effectively to the requirements

nl

of EU integration"". The 2012 EU Progress Report states that “fragmentation and politicisation continued to

hamper the establishment of a professional, accountable, transparent and efficient civil service based on merit

and competence.”
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In Albania, the fundamental systemic shortcomings identified at the start of CARDS
assistance there remain the defining feature of the Albanian civil service today. This state of
affairs was summarised by the OECD/Sigma 2012 Assessment thus: “Despite the number of
activities carried out during the period assessed [2011-2], Albania has not made any
progress in reforming its state administration or in furthering the professionalisation of its
civil service or public employment in general. Personnel management, especially
recruitment, in all institutions remains based on political affiliation or personal affinity with
members of the ruling parties. No progress has been registered concerning the adoption of

structural legislation necessary for the functioning of a democratic state ruled by law.”*®

Even in those countries with better overall prospects for impact, difficulties were noted. In
Croatia, as concerns PAR and government decentralisation, progress on implementing
CARDS results was reported as very slow, with limited impacts due mainly to a failure at
political level to agree on the tenets of these reforms and obstruction to any changes
stemming from these proposed changes.

Analysis of EC Progress Reports indicates limited impact of PAR support. Table 5 below
provides an overview of the current state of play of PAR in the CARDS countries, based on
the EC Progress Reports since 2006."° The analysis gives an interesting comparison of the
state of play in the CARDS countries. Overall it tends to confirm the findings presented
elsewhere in this evaluation, although two points are worthy of note — firstly that the two
countries where CARDS effectiveness and impact has been perhaps best (Croatia and
Montenegro) have in fact been the most consistently criticised by the EC for their failure to
push forward the reform agenda.

Secondly, and more significantly, it suggests that the overall impact of CARDS support in the
area of PAR has not substantially improved the overall performance of the civil services in
these countries since 2006.

8 see OCED/SIGMA Assessment Albania, p. 6
¥ complete overview of PAR assessments in the Progress Reports in included in Annex 4.
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Table 5: PAR progress based on analysis of EU Progress/Analytical Reports \

Country Analysis
Albania EU Progress Reports for Albania indicate little change in the state of public administration in the period of 2006-2012. The reports continuously recognise
the issue of a lack of transparency in appointments in the public administration. The reports see the need for further efforts to enact the legislation and acts
adopted, particularly towards strengthening professionalism, de-politicisation, meritocracy, transparency and accountability.
Bosnia and EC reports note some progress has been visible in adoption of necessary strategic and institutional framework for PAR in 2006. The successive EU progress
Herzegovina | reports see some progress in the area, but recognise the impending challenge of organising and strengthening professionalism, de-politicisation,
meritocracy, transparency and accountability of the PA within the complex and cumbersome institutional structure. Also, the reports, particularly the 2012
Report, recognise the negative effects of fragmentation and politicisation, which continue to hamper reforms of the PA in the country.
Croatia Croatia faces on-going challenges to ensuring professionalism of the public service as evidenced by the EU Progress Reports. Limited progress was recorded
from 2006 to 2012. A very low assessment of the PAR was provided in 2006, and limited advancement since then is recorded. This is in spite of the fact that
Croatia is now an EU member state.
Kosovo The Kosovo public administration has faced major challenges of limited institutional and legal framework for reforms in this area. Successive EU Progress
Reports recognise the differences in service provision between national and local levels and limited capacities of the Kosovo institute for public
administration. On a positive note, the 2012 Analytical Report records the improvements of the legal framework in the area of PA, which is assessed as
appropriate and in line with latest approaches to PA. However, this report highlights the effects of delays in implementation of this new legislation, and the
need to adopt secondary legislation to strengthen the PA.
FYR The PA reforms in Macedonia were viewed as progressive in 2006, despite the challenges with police reforms. Successive reports record some progress,
Macedonia highlighting positive developments in some areas of improvement of legislation and introduction of new approaches, such as e-government. However, the
EU progress reports repeatedly highlight the need to invest additional efforts to ensure that transparency, professionalism and independence of public
administration is achieved.
Montenegro | EC reports indicate that the reforms of public administration in Montenegro have been slower than expected. While there has been some upgrade of the
administrative capacity throughout the period 2006-2012, still the reports highlight challenges to the reforms in the form of cumbersome and time
consuming administrative procedures, corruption, and structural weaknesses.
Serbia While the reform process in the area of public administration was underway in the period between 2006 -2008, there has been a slow-down in the reforms
in the period of 2010-2012. The 2012 EU Progress report indicates that the reforms are hampered by insufficient political commitment.
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As regards the energy sector in Serbia, despite the successful investment support, CARDS-
funded IB efforts are reported to have been much less successful. Assistance to reform of
the State Energy Generator EPS was reported as being hampered by institutional and
political resistance to change, while the fragile status of regulatory agencies set up with
CARDS support indicated that all impacts have not been achieved. Furthermore, the key
issues of privatisation of EPS and other energy entities and the ultimate challenge of
liberalising energy prices — a highly sensitive political issue - remain to be met. In this
respect the wider benefits of CARDS assistance have yet to be delivered, while the objective
to improve energy efficiency remains a work in progress.

Chronic staff turnover was another serious barrier to capacity building efforts generating
any sustained impacts. This prevented any significant development of skills and knowledge
from CARDS IB support within the beneficiary institutions. It also reduced the likelihood of
experience of CARDS implementation accumulating within these bodies, which in turn
hindered their ability to manage future external assistance (principally IPA) more efficiently
and effectively.

Evidence from the evaluation sample suggested that this was a region-wide phenomenon,
and that very few administrations were able to address it effectively. Training systems for
staff were seldom institutionalised, although in those countries with functioning PA
institutes (such as Montenegro) some possibilities existed for induction training and generic
skills. To some extent these helped to counterbalance this problem.

Box 14: Brain Drain in Kosovo — Planned and Unplanned Impacts

In Kosovo, the reported brain drain from the public sector has also been a factor in reducing impact of
capacity building measures. Rather than building up knowledge and experience in the civil service, CARDS
assistance appears to have served as a training ground for a generation of Kosovans to develop their
consultancy skills which they deploy on TA contracts once they leave their institutions. In this respect, CARDS
has to some extent had a negative impact on public sector capacity, but a positive, if unexpected one on the
private consultancy sector. The introduction under IPA of the “Young Cell Scheme” has acted as something of
a counterbalance to this debilitating phenomenon and helped both retain and renew capacity within the civil
service.

Otherwise, the persistent brain drain of staff to the private sector was a debilitating
influence on many institutions, with staff turnover reported to be around 80% in one CARDS
beneficiary institution since IB support had been delivered (see also Box 14 above).” In the
absence of any internal training capacities, these institutions relied to a major extent on
external support to renew their human and technical capacities. The introduction of

% GDM Albania
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scholarship programmes such as the one deployed in Kosovo appeared to offer another way
to combat staff turnover.?

Support to minorities and media have not delivered many substantial impacts. Although
CARDS explicitly targeted minority rights, evidence suggests that it had little real impact on

the ground. Although some individual interventions were judged a success (see stabilisation
of minority groups in Kosovo above) overall improvements were modest at best. Evidence
from previous evaluations supported this view. The EAR in 2008 found that “/CARDS]
interventions have consistently applied minority considerations”. However it also stated that
“a highly politicised context after an armed ethnic conflict, formal adherence to the rules of
multi-nationalism is not enough to ensure effective contribution to their materialisation.”*
i.e. that the assistance has formally recognised the need to address the rights of minorities,
but has not in practice had any real impact.

An evaluation of CARDS support to minorities by Minority Rights Group International®®
found that “despite a commitment to addressing minority rights issues within CARDS
programmes, in terms of project implementation, impact in this area was limited. The
reasons for this were the “lack of capacities inherent in CSOs that helped them to meet
selection criteria and related financial responsibility” and the “failure of programmes and
calls for proposals to undertake a realistic assessment of what can be achieved, how and
over what period of time, to ensure longer-term sustainability of outcomes.” In simple terms,
the centralised implementation system of CARDS in essence did transfer the needs of the
minorities into successful interventions and prevented them from properly participating in
the assistance and delivering change on the ground.

Media independence was reported as being weak but evidence is limited and must be seen

against the modest volume of CARDS support to this sector.

Institutional support promoting economic development & reform delivered useful impacts.
The structures and legislation supported under CARDS have contributed to the beneficiary
countries” economic reform processes. This in turn has led to an improvement in the
business climate in these countries. Many key issues however remain only partly addressed
e.g. transparent public procurement and effective state aids control. In Montenegro, CARDS
support was seen as key in securing wider economic objectives such as WTO membership. In
FYR Macedonia, CARDS assistance aiming at economic development and growth produced

1 EAR Evaluation (EU/11/051/07) Institutional Capacity Building support (Kosovo), March 2008, p.1

z Retrospective Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Kosovo p. 28

> EU FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE WESTERN BALKANS: A MINORITY-FOCUSED REVIEW OF CARDS AND IPA, Minority
Rights Group International 2010, p. 13
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in the main their impacts in terms of improved institutions, capacities and structures. There
was also progress in reform in the fields of market surveillance, consumer protection and
product safety and other issues directly relevant to integration into the Single Market as
confirmed by the various Progress Reports.

Overall, however, CARDS probably had little significant impact on economic growth. This is
due to limited amounts of funds provided to the individual countries, the relatively short
timeframe over which the assistance was delivered, the apparently weak linkage between
the legal and institutional framework and economic growth as well as wider macroeconomic
factors beyond the programme’s control. The Graph below illustrates macroeconomic
performance of the CARDS countries in the period from 2004 — 2011 i.e. the period when
CARDS assistance was most likely to have exerted any notable influence on economic

performance.
Graph 4: GDP growth (annual %)
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As can be seen from Graph 4, CARDS countries saw negative GDP growth trends in 2009,
which can be explained by the effects of the global economic crisis. In the period between
2004 and 2008, Albania and Kosovo saw an increase in GDP growth. Bosnia, Macedonia,
Montenegro and Croatia had a trend of increase in the period of 2004-2006, which started
decreasing in 2008. Serbia had uneven and fluctuating GDP growth trends (with 9.3% in
2004, decreasing to 3.6% in 2006, increasing to 3.8% in 2008, only to fall to -3.5% in 2009).
All countries show slow recovery from 2010 onwards.**

* Source: World Bank, http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG/countries
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Although the funding from CARDS was substantial, it was not in itself likely to make any
significant impression in economic growth, especially in the short to medium term. Even by
comparison to smaller CARDS countries the volumes of assistance for economic
development were very small compared to the overall size of the economies. To put this
into perspective, the total CARDS allocation for Croatia was €M 246 over the programme’s
lifespan. Compared with the value of Croatia’s net national income for 2006 alone, which
was SBn 40.24 (€Bn 30), it was just 0.82%.

Box 15: Albania’s Economic Development — a Paradox

CARDS support to economic development in Albania focused primarily on establishing a legal and institutional
framework to boost business growth and investment. The evaluation found that this framework had been
subject to significant disruption, with institutions being set up and then dissolved based on political decisions
and extremely high turnover of related staff. As a result, there was little evidence that CARDS support had
contributed to Albania’s economic development. The 2012 EC progress report found that Albania had the basis
of a functioning market economy but that many elements had to be addressed before it could be considered
sufficiently robust to be integrated into European markets. The IMF in 2012 also noted that “reforms are
constrained by limited administrative capacity and low-income levels, which make the population particularly
vulnerable to unemployment, price fluctuation, and other variables that negatively affect income.”

However, despite the dysfunctions, Albania’s economy is one of the few in Europe to have not experienced
economic recession in the wake of the global crisis. This can in part be explained by the high percentage of
GDP (20%) provided by remittances.

Despite serious dysfunctionalities of the economic frameworks of Kosovo and Albania, both
countries have experienced for the most part strong economic growth throughout the last
decade (see Box 15). By contrast, Croatia has now gained EU membership and has the most
developed business support structures in the region, yet its economic performance has
been far below that of other CARDS countries in the same period. This suggests that the
linkage between these two factors is not particularly strong and that economic growth is not
preconditioned on government support and external assistance from donors.

Micro level impacts were noted for poverty reduction. However at a macro level there is a
lack of conclusive evidence to indicate significant impact was achieved. Data available is
somewhat sketchy but seems to suggest that the poverty gap in the CARDS countries has
narrowed somewhat (see Graph 5) but was adversely affected by the global crisis in
2008/2009.
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Graph 5: Poverty headcount ratio at national poverty line (% of population)

50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10 H
0
Albania Bosnia and Croatia Kosovo Macedonia, Montenegro Serbia
Herzegovina FYR

(2}

H2002 m2003 ®m2004 w2005 m2006 m2007 m2008 m2009 2010 m2011

As can be seen from the above, most countries do not have consistent data on poverty
collected each year. The existing data show the highest poverty headcount ratio in Kosovo,
peaking to over 40% in 2006, and slightly decreasing in 2009. The lowest poverty data can
be recorded in Croatia and Serbia, even though the poverty count increased to 9.2% in
2010, from 6.9% in 2009. The data shows also that the poverty headcount ratio at national
poverty line in Albania has been in steady decrease throughout the years; a similar trend
can be found in Bosnia. Interestingly, in Montenegro the poverty count went significantly
down in 2008 (4.9%) and started increasing again from 2009, reaching 9.3% in 2011.%

In the case of Albania, the World Bank in 2012 found that “Albania made remarkable strides
in reducing poverty. The share of individuals who consumed less than what is required to
satisfy basic needs declined from 25.4 percent in 2002 to 12.4 percent in 2008. The share of
those who could not afford to cover their basic nutritional needs decreased from about 5
percent in 2002 to 1.2 percent in 2008.” It also noted that “despite the positive trends until
2008, prolonged economic slowdown during the crisis and difficult recovery in Europe puts

these poverty gains at risk.”*®

Within the evaluation sample itself, there were no projects that explicitly targeted poverty
reduction, nor was this in fact a priority expressed in any of the CSPs or MIPs. This was
explained as being the case because poverty reduction was seen as a secondary effect of
other CARDS priorities, primarily economic development. This does not appear to have paid

% source: World Bank, http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.NAHC?page=1
% See World Bank website: http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/opinion/2012/06/28/what-is-happening-with-poverty-in-
albania-op-ed-by-kseniya-lvovsky-world-bank-country-manager-to-daily-shgip
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off as a strategy, at least judging from what data is available.

In the main, CARDS projects have addressed gender and equal opportunities as crosscutting
issues during the programming process. However, there was usually no follow-up
monitoring during or after project implementation on the gender-specific effects. Therefore
the existing data do not allow any justified assessment of progress-made in relation to the
improvement of the situation of women across the Western Balkans, which can be
attributed to CARDS.

In the area of Education and Training some impacts are observable. Support to vocational
education and training (VET) and participation in community programmes such as Tempus
have created a solid basis for the transformation of this sector.

Evidence from the evaluation sample, whilst limited, underscored this generally observed
trend. Support to establishing a functional VET system had been both effective and also had
delivered observable impacts. A National VET Centre was fully operational and supported by
an Innovative Employment Programme that was an outcome of CARDS support.
Furthermore, the National Strategy for Employment and Human Resource Development for
the period 2012-2015 was in place, which had its origins in CARDS assistance and had been
subsequently followed up by IPA support.

As regards, Tempus, the impact assessment of the programme from 2009 stated that
Tempus had been successful in assisting educational reform in Montenegro, and has been
used to raise awareness, and to work on higher education reform and Bologna process
. 27

issues.

In Environment, impact is also broadly positive. Institutions and legal provisions, combined
with often extensive investments, laid the foundations of EU environmental standards in
these countries. Institutional weaknesses and sustainability issues however somewhat
constrain these impacts over the long term. This area was the subject of sustained support
in many countries and best practice is evident. In Croatia consistent support for
environmental policy and best practice accumulated impacts, which served the country well
in both accessing subsequent pre-accession funds and preparing for using structural funds
upon accession (see Box 16). It is worth noting that the rather flexible programming
framework of CARDS facilitated this approach.

*’ See http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/tempus/participating_countries/impact/montenegro.pdf
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However, impact was far from uniform. In Albania, long term systemic efforts to support
environmental planning and legislation and other key areas such as monitoring, had little
impact while funds to roll out results of CARDS assistance and deliver wider impacts have
not been available. In Montenegro, CARDS financed the development of environmental
masterplans that were not backed up with funding, which negated any potential impact.

Box 16: Accumulated impact — A typical sequence of implemented CARDS projects - Environment Croatia

2001: National Waste Management Strategy — Focus on Municipal Waste

The final report of the project was one of the starting points for preparing the Waste Management Strategy of
Croatia.

2001: Municipal Environmental Management Capacity and Infrastructure

The project contributed to the establishment of the Bikarac Regional Waste Management Centre (Centre
establishment was financed under the ISPA Programme), providing support for the construction of the input-
output zone. It also provided support to the City of Sibenik related to obtaining the location permit and
preparation of the main design for the construction of the Centre.

2002: Strategy for EU Environmental Law Approximation

The Proposal of the Strategy which determines regulatory and institutional activities, cost estimates,
implementation schedule and responsibilities for the implementation of certain parts of the acquis was made
under this project. The institutional framework for EU environmental acquis implementation was
strengthened, knowledge was improved on the alignment process through drafting educational and
information tools for identification of the legal gaps and drafting law and regulation proposals.

2002: Waste Management in Dalmatian Counties

By implementing the project, capacities for waste management in Dalmatia were strengthened. Within the
project framework, the concept for establishment of inter-municipality and inter-city co-operation, as well as
the proposal for a waste management system and establishment of new county centres was elaborated, and
proposals were prepared for transport optimization and setting up of new transfer stations, as well as
feasibility studies for establishment of the county centres for waste management of the Split-Dalmatia and
Dubrovnik-Neretva County.

2003: Environmental Impact Assessment — Guidelines and Training

The main effects of the project were resulting from recommendations for amendments to the Environmental
Protection Act and Regulation on environmental impact assessment, and procedures within EIA; a
comprehensive Manual for conducting environmental impact assessment intended primarily for authorised
bodies; guidelines for environmental impact assessment intended primarily for study developers and providing
a practical overview of the identification methods and impact assessment, as well as the material for
instruction and training of trainers on conducting environmental impact assessment and on methodology for
drafting studies.

2003: Environmental Assessment of Development Strategies

Within its framework the proposal of provisions on strategic environmental assessment for the new
Environmental Protection Act was adopted as well as the proposal of provisions for the Regulation on
environmental impact assessment, methodological guidelines for implementation of the strategic
environmental assessment, materials for training on strategic environmental assessment, institutional SWOT
analysis, cross-matrix study for the selected strategies and pilot SEA.

2004: Support for Further Approximation with the Environmental Acquis

The project consisted of three components: Component 1 — Industrial pollution monitoring, the effect of which
is strengthened capacity of authorised bodies, especially MEPPPC and of companies for implementation of the
IPPC Directive 2008/1/EC on integrated pollution prevention and monitoring; Component 2 — Climate change,
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the effects of which are the Plan on allocation of greenhouse gas emission quotas in Croatia and development
of the National system for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading in accordance with the Kyoto;
Component 3— Absorption capacity, which effected an increased national absorption capacity for investment
projects in the field of waste management.

The impact of CARDS support was diverse and dependent on the beneficiary country.
Based on the country assessments conducted for this evaluation, the impact of CARDS
assistance varied from country to country. Table 6 below summarises these. As can be seen,
positive assessments are given for Serbia, Montenegro, Croatia and (to a lesser extent) FYR
Macedonia. Impacts are less evident in Bosnia, Kosovo and Albania. The reasons for this
mixed performance relate to the specific circumstances in each country, but the factors are
in many cases common to many or all of them. To a significant extent the assessment of
impact of CARDS in each country corresponds with that for effectiveness provided in the
previous chapter.

Twinning showed positive side effects. Apart from the various outputs and guaranteed
results realised by twinning, a most valuable side-benefit achieved in the view of many
beneficiaries was the establishment of personal contacts with other partner administrations
and EU administrators in the same expert field. In many cases contacts set up under first
twinning arrangements still continue and have thus effectively led to an informal network
between EU new member state officials and administrators from previous CARDS countries.
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Table 6 — Summary Assessment of Impact of CARDS in each beneficiary country

Country Assessment

Albania Impact has been limited to specific sectors or subsectors. Of the 6 MIP objectives, only two - Ensuring adequate implementation by Albania of the Stabilisation
and Association Agreement, and Sustainable Economic Growth, Trade and Employment — can be said to have been to some extent achieved. Institution and
capacity building efforts have largely been unsuccessful due to the systemic problems of governance, political interference and associated chronic loss of staff.
Impacts from investments were at risk in the long term due to lack of national funds to either operate or maintain them. Achievements in the economic realm
were reported as being mainly due to external factors. IPA support tended to repeat unsuccessful CARDS interventions rather than build on their results.

Bosnia & Impact of CARDS assistance stemmed mainly from investment support. Strategy development and institutional/capacity building support delivered many fewer
Herzegovina impacts. IB efforts were undermined by political gridlock in the country after the 2006 elections and the resulting breakdown in policy-making. Particularly
affected were all results that depended on the entity administrations’ willingness to agree to the transfer of their authority to the state level. The SAA was
ratified by Bosnia in 2008 but it was never implemented and currently the EU integration process is stalled.

Croatia CARDS results often directly fed into both Phare and latterly, IPA support. In combination they have made an important contribution to preparing Croatia to
become an EU Member State. CARDS laid much of the groundwork for this. CARDS assistance was used largely for the purposes originally intended and had
impacts within sectors. Additional impacts occurred in the form of collaboration and networking among direct beneficiaries of CARDS assistance, thus enhancing
institutional performance. Identifiable benefits for society or the economy are observable in some cases, as are changes in political/ administrative behaviour,
procedures, and structures. Less clear are the impacts from assistance to PAR and decentralisation. Progress towards objectives stated in programming and
strategic documents as well as key international agreements has been made. For example, stable institutions that have benefitted from CARDS assistance not
only exist but also have been developed further under PHARE and IPA assistance and are now part of the rights and obligations of EU membership.

Kosovo Post-conflict support had a positive impact, as did investments into national and municipal infrastructure. IB and strategic support was evidently less successful,
with the performance of the civil service not improving noticeably. Support to the development of the economy had only modest impact. However, this has to be
viewed in the context of what was achievable in the prevailing circumstances of building a new state in a post-conflict context.

FYR Many projects delivered their desired results, but these were sometimes not transferred into substantial impacts. Impacts were delivered in some areas of
Macedonia government policy & institutions, in key sectors such as judiciary and internal market and at municipal level via infrastructure investments. However, besides
legislative and administrative impacts, actual achievement of the desired socio-economic impacts remains moderate. Some wider impact in terms of progress
towards objectives stated in programming and strategic documents as well as key international agreements, has been made.

Montenegro CARDS results were mostly used for the purposes originally intended, and directly contributed to impacts within their sectors. These impacts in nearly all cases
correspond with the planned objectives stated in the programming documents. Identifiable benefits for society or the economy are observable in some cases, as
are changes in political/administrative behaviour, procedures, and structures. CARDS has established networks within and among institutions, and encouraged
inter-institutional cooperation, which hitherto hadn’t existed or was a largely alien concept. Less clear are the impacts from assistance to PAR, where CARDS has
not fundamentally changed its performance, although it has put in place important elements to facilitate such change. Progress towards objectives stated in
programming documents as well as international agreements was made, although it is not clear to what extent this is directly attributable to CARDS.

Serbia Impact of CARDS infrastructure investments was significant. institution building and capacity building of public administration catalysed reform processes that
delivered some impacts, CARDS improved Serbia‘s legislative framework in line with European standards, while the country has made positive steps forward in
its EU integration process. Support to civil society and regional policy also brought some positive impacts. Significant barriers to impact were noted in the form of
political reticence to push through institutional and administrative reforms in areas such as PAR, public finances, market liberalisation.
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As regards transnational, cross-border and interregional cooperation among CARDS
countries and other EU countries, impacts are notable in specific areas. Benchmarking
exercises between CARDS countries, such as those done by Sigma, also promoted
awareness and stimulated the direction of reforms. In a number of cases the regional
projects provided a solid basis of achievements for further development post CARDS. Much
work was successfully completed despite the politically dynamic environment evolving in the
Western Balkans.

CARDS regional support strengthened the democratic stabilisation and development of civil
society. The programme’s support to civil society development and networking (BCSDN —
Balkan Civil Society Development Network) is likely to have an impact on its wider
environment. The programme delivered the potential for development of one of the few
successful regional initiatives. This is mostly because this network is an indigenous
phenomenon; driven by the problems, needs and priorities of its membership and not
necessarily by those of external stakeholders, such as the EC. The network also receives
policy support from various countries; it can therefore be considered a contributing element
in strengthening the democratic stabilisation process. The BCSDN has currently a network of
15 civil society organisations from 10 countries and territories in South East Europezg.

In the area of justice and home affairs, the projects added valuable inputs either to on-going
reforms or in stimulating new initiatives. Progress towards common regional benchmarks
often developed well, and many recommendations were followed up in practice. Notable
achievements were often communicated by signing of Memoranda of Understanding
between beneficiary countries. An example of this has been the establishment in 2005 of the
South East European Prosecutor Advisory Group that produced solid results regarding cross
border prosecutions.

Cards regional assistance to integrated border management (IBM) impacted positively in
terms of better understanding of EU IBM standards/practice; developing or updating
national IBM systems and structures based on EU Guidelines; developing/updating detailed
Action Plans; operational techniques and compatible information systems; enhancing
beneficiary cooperation and networking; and building institutional capacity. Most of the
assistance however, was delivered through national projects but the regional component
helped to increase the impact particularly in terms of more effective co-operation and co-
ordination across borders.

CARDS regional support on asylum, visa and migration contributed to the development of a
better and shared understanding by the beneficiaries of the EU standards and practices, the

28 http://www.balkancsd.net
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development by each of the concerned countries of detailed national strategies/action
plans, and the fostering of cooperation between the SAp countries.

Institution building is one of the areas where the impacts of the CARDS regional programme
have been most obvious. CARDS regional support strengthened institution building across
the region and contributed actively to the dissemination of best practices. Institutions are a
critical element for democracy to prevail, for the socio-economic development of the region
and for the economic competitiveness of the region. Institution building includes a wide
range of means for support — from a stricter sense of the meaning where it covers
development of technical skills in the area, by knowledge transfer, introduction of EU body
of law and practice to establishment of new regional infrastructures. The fact of establishing
a link between the national administrations of beneficiary countries and starting a
cooperative process towards the adoption of European standards and procedures is an
indisputable positive success. The national administrations of the countries of the region still
have to be modernised or in some cases built basically from scratch.

The feedback from the beneficiaries in the participating countries is consistently positive as
concerns public administration reform initiatives such as Sigma and TAIEX. Both programmes
succeeded in maintaining their brand as a quick response mechanism to the needs coming
from a variety of public organisations in the participating countries. Whilst the overall public
administration reform process in the region was often subject to delayed and incomplete
reforms, the quick and tailor-made assistance of Sigma and TAIEX provided hands-on
support to civil service shortcomings and had often positive immediate effects, notably in
terms of legislative and administrative impacts.

CARDS regional activities also supported the establishment of an effective and efficient Civil
Aviation Authority in the CARDS countries, capable of fulfilling the international, regional and
national responsibilities of the state in civil aviation matters. This has impacted in terms of
improved air safety, air traffic control and their management for the countries in the region
and has facilitated the implementation of a Single European Sky Initiative.

With the help of CARDS, beneficiary countries made progress in aligning their Intellectual
and Industrial Property Legislation and practice with the EU acquis and international
requirements, and there is anecdotal evidence that also the regional projects made a
contribution to this (especially via its numerous and high-quality capacity building and
awareness raising activities). However, previous assessments (e.g. the EC’s regular progress
reports) as well as interview feedback, indicate that there was still significant outstanding
work in the area of enforcement when the CARDS assistance terminated. Full alignment still
often requires further support in this area (e.g. coordination between enforcement agencies)
as well as additional human and operational resources for the National Intellectual and
Industrial Property Offices and other relevant stakeholders.
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Regarding cross-border co-operation (CBC) institution building activities, the projects’ impact
was considered limited by stakeholders, but the interventions were nevertheless of primary
importance in building up capacities for the future IPA CBC management mechanisms.

CARDS regional support strengthened the development of regional infrastructure. There has
been some added value of regional cooperation in this sector, promoting economies of
scope. In the case of road transport and infrastructure they have managed to cooperate
together and establish regional priorities. An example of this is the assistance provided for
the establishment and operation of the South-East Europe Transport Observatory (SEETO).
There has been some impact in terms of interest generated in investment projects amongst
IFls and beneficiaries within the region; increased awareness for the need to undertake
effective investments in sectors such as environment, transport or energy and gradual
improvements in legislative sectoral frameworks under the SAp were achieved. There
appears to be a gradual improvement of economic conditions in the region. However, in the
main the expected socio-economic impacts have not been achieved yet. Due to external
factors, notably the adverse effects of the global financial crisis, infrastructure investments
in the region remain moderate since State budgets are characterised by predominating
needs to apply austerity measures, and both IFls and EU investors remain hesitant to invest
in the region, reducing also the possibility to leverage pilot investments and to scale them up
at regional levels. This is a pity since regional infrastructure presents an area where impacts
are generally clearly visible and countries are extremely keen to work together.

The same is true for regional support given to private sector development. Some structures
and legislation supported under CARDS regional projects have contributed to the beneficiary
countries’ economic reform processes. However, evidence suggests that CARDS assistance
did not have much significant impact on economic development. This is due to limited
amounts of funds and wider macroeconomic factors beyond the programme’s control.

Political instability in certain countries can be considered as the most relevant external
factor that hampered the achievement of results and particularly affected impacts and
sustainability of regional assistance. However, there has been general confirmation that an
atmosphere of goodwill was present in almost all the steering groups and project meetings
that took place at that time. This indicates that the political tensions that affected the region
had hardly any impact on the workings of the programmes and projects. Consequently,
despite limitations, a certain extent of co-operation was reached between national
administrations even when daily political disputes affected the region. This is definitely a
major achievement of the programme and in line with the Commission’s strategy for the
region.

A caveat to this positive assessment is the extent to which these impacts are directly
attributable to CARDS assistance. The actual contributions of CARDS assistance to the
impacts stated above cannot reliably be established due to the general nature of the original
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programming documents and limited amount of supporting documentation in the form of
monitoring and evaluation reports. This is discussed in the following section.

EQ 3 sub-question: sufficient identification/ quantification of impact

The evaluation found that impacts could be identified, albeit with some difficulties. As regards
guantifying and verifying these impacts, the challenges were significant and in most cases it
was not possible to state in precise terms the extent to which CARDS support contributed to
any given programme objective.

Impacts are identified in programming documents, but usually not quantified. Impacts are
mostly identifiable. The programming documents, where available, usually describe what
types of changes the assistance is expected to make. The general quality of the programming
documentation is variable, so often the intervention logic of any given programme can be
either rather good or very poor. A common fault noted was that programmers were unable to
tell the difference between outputs, results and objectives. However, for the most part it is
possible to discern what the expected impact should have been and identity this change
during the evaluation.

However, whilst the impacts themselves are described reasonably well, there is a general
absence of adequately quantified indicators that would allow any impact to be measurable. At
project level, this was usually sufficient to gain an idea of whether the projects in the sample
had delivered their effects (see summary table in Annex 4 and the effectiveness assessments
in the individual country reports for more on this). However at programme level where
objectives became more general or abstract, clearly identifying and then measuring the
impact was less straightforward.

Examples of this problem were to be found in all programming documents. Below is a small
sample of the indicators provided in MIPs for the 2005-6 period (see Table 7). As can be seen,
they contain a number of basic errors which hamper quantifying any identified impact.

Table 7: Selection of MIP 2005/6 Indicators of Achievement and Comments \

Indicator of Achievement at MIP level Comment
Strengthened social dialogue Not clear what this strengthening should look like in
practice

Adoption and/or amendment? How many adoptions
or amendments? Which media are covered? Which
European standards apply?

Not stated how great an increase of cases. Which
decision making processes does this indicator refer
to?

Adoption/amendment of media-related legislation in
line with European standards

Increased number of concrete cases where the civil
society has actively participated in the decision
making process both at the central and local level

Simplified and more effective procedures in place for
increased efficiency and quality of judiciary and its
perception in public opinion

What do simplified and effective procedures look like
in reality? How can the quality of the judiciary be
measured?)

Increase in the execution rate of court sentences

How many? More than 1, 10, 100?

Modern procedures for selection of staff and

What do modern procedures look like? Which staff?
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management What institutions - All?
The relevant staff in the Ministries, departments and Not stated what the staff should be trained in.
law enforcement bodies trained

Verification of indicators presented a specific challenge. This problem was linked also to
difficulties with means of verification. Reliable documentary evidence of performance in key
CARDS activities was very variable. At strategic and programme level, documents were usually
available to check impact against stated objectives. At project level, the availability of these
documents was less than adequate, with key documentation spread across numerous
locations, stored in a variety of ways (e.g. in archives in Brussels or in CARDS countries, on the
hard discs of former EAR staff or in the cupboards of former beneficiaries.) or simply no longer
available.

In those countries where staff turnover was relatively small, verifying identified impacts
against actual changes in policy or institutional behaviour was possible by meeting with
representatives of key stakeholders — this was the case in Montenegro, Serbia and Croatia. In
other countries, especially Kosovo and Albania, the endemic high turnover of staff depleted
any institutional memory in the beneficiary institutions (see Box 17). In these countries, there
was little chance to either state with confidence that real and measurable impact occurred
and if it did, whether it was attributable to CARDS, a combination of CARDS and IPA, other
donor support or factors outside the scope of the CARDS programme. Assessing impact of IB
assistance has therefore proven to be a major challenge.

Box 17: Challenges in quantifying and verifying impact — an example from Kosovo

The evaluators found themselves in the unusual situation of struggling to establish which government building
had been refurbished under CARDS 2001 AP. The nominated respondent from the Ministry for Public
Administration was unsure about the location of this building. The EUO initially stated that two buildings were
refurbished, but later stated that it was in fact only one. It only became clear on the last day of the evaluation
mission which building was in fact rehabilitated with CARDS assistance. As no project specific documentation
was available to the evaluators (aside from the very general project description in the 2001 AP) it was initially
not possible to identify the physical location of the building, let alone verify any technical parameters of the
investment. Fortunately, the fact that the evaluators were able to conduct several meetings in the building with
representatives of various ministries during the mission meant that they could state with some certainty that

the investment had in fact made some impact in terms of enhancing government performance.

These factors, in combination meant that in many CARDS countries there is little chance to
either state with confidence that real and measurable impact occurred and if it did, whether it
was attributable to CARDS, a combination of CARDS and IPA, other donor support or factors
outside the scope of the CARDS programme. Assessing impact of IB assistance has therefore
proven to be a major challenge.
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3.2.4. EQ 4: Sustainability of results and impacts

The sustainability of CARDS assistance varies depending on the type of assistance, the
sectors supported and individual countries. For the most part, investments were found to
be sustainable. Strategies and master plans developed under CARDS have been less
sustainable, as has IB support. Notable variances in sustainability are evident between
different CARDS countries. These issues are discussed below and the factors influencing
them are analysed in the next section of the report.

Infrastructure investments were found to be sustainable where provisions for operation
and maintenance were in place. This was usually the case. For example road and energy
infrastructure, border crossings and public buildings all appeared to be sustainable in most
countries. In Serbia the CARDS investments into the energy sector have been sustainable.
EPS has an annual budget of some €M 200 to cover operational costs and maintenance of
power plants and related infrastructure. This ensures that the thermal power plants can be
operated until their decommissioning. Likewise in Bosnia, sustainable investments into IBM
and the state broadcasting service were noted.

In Kosovo, CARDS investments into municipal infrastructure were reported as being
sustainable. Site visits to two such interventions showed that the investments were
operational and in relatively good condition. The government facilities constructed using
CARDS were also evidently sustainable inasmuch as they were in good condition and being
fully utilised when visited during the evaluation.

Less positive examples were found in Albania and FYR Macedonia. In Macedonia, CARDS
investments were not always sufficiently maintained after the end of interventions and their
usefulness in some cases ended with the assistance. Also, several equipment projects were
implemented only in selected parts of the country and not replicated throughout the overall
territory, which had an adverse effect on sustainability. Due to these logical difficulties,
infrastructure and equipment supply interventions had better chances to be sustainable if
implemented comprehensively to establish a unified system in the country, and not just as
random pilot interventions. It was also found that sufficient financial sources were often not
made available by the Government or other beneficiaries such as municipalities.

Sustainability of investments in Albania was reported as being weak. The 2008 Ad Hoc

Evaluation noted that “in some sectors equipment has been delivered, but is either not used

»29

due to lack of training or funds to maintain and utilise.”” The following examples from the

sample tended to corroborate this view:

 Ad Hoc Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Albania 2008, p. 34
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° The air quality monitoring equipment procured under CARDS was considered by the
beneficiary to be too expensive to maintain.

° The metrology and standards equipments can be maintained only thanks to support
from external donors.

° Concerns were raised during the evaluation field mission about the technical failings of
key aspects of the Serious Crimes Court, which would need repair but which had
apparently not been addressed.

It was also reported that for those major transport investments financed under CARDS, IPA
funds had been programmed to pay for their repair and maintenance as their condition had
deteriorated in the absence of any national funds to pay for their upkeep.

The sustainability of environmental infrastructure was less clear cut, particularly solid
waste management. This was reported as being on the one hand absolutely necessary for
dealing with growing refuse disposal needs, but at the same time extremely expensive to
operate and maintain. Water treatment plants were reported as having less problematic
sustainability, although examples from Montenegro and Kosovo indicated that for smaller
municipalities, even these installations were a financial burden.

Sustainability of IB support is very mixed. In some countries, the picture was fairly positive.
In Croatia, the majority of CARDS IB projects were sustainable. Many projects benefitted
substantially from the imminence of EU membership and the dynamics of the accelerating
accession process. Initial CARDS institution building provided a good foundation for future
development of the supported Croatian institutions and systems via IPA. Following
accession most of these institutions are to be fully integrated into the EU institutional
structures which will facilitate sustainability and by the Croatian Government’s commitment
to the application of EU legislation and to maintaining EU standards. To a large extent,
CARDS facilitated the first steps towards modernisation, but it was often the beginning of
what will be almost constant institutional adjustment under Member State conditions.

In the case of Serbia, impacts of the assistance to public administration in the area of
strengthening policy and institutional frameworks are also considered sustainable, as Serbia
has dramatically improved its legislative and policy framework in all sectors relevant to the
CARDS assistance during the period of implementation of CARDS, and also during IPA. In
Montenegro, the evaluation found that legislation prepared under CARDS had not only been
adopted, but was either still in place or had been enhanced, or that the institutions that
CARDS had helped establish continue to exist and are fully operational.

But even here, it was not fully secured. The extensive range of reforms and capacity building
measures were not always taken forward as anticipated. For example, the Serbian
government still has to make efforts for full implementation of the legislation and strategies.
The most recent EU Progress report stated that “the government continues to lack a
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consistent, structured approach to consulting stakeholders and needs to develop its
monitoring of the preparation and implementation of new legislation”®® In the case of
Montenegro, more sensitive reforms in public finance and PAR failed, suggesting that even
here change cannot easily be brought about through external assistance. Also, whilst the
sustainability of CARDS-supported institutions seems assured, the influence that these
bodies have on overall public administration and judicial reform efforts was limited by wider
institutional and political constraints.>* Even in the case of Croatia, there was evidence that
where IB support fell outside the accession-related arena, beneficiary commitment fell away,
especially where it crossed into territory considered ‘politically sensitive’ (see Box 18 below).

Box 18: Poor sustainability of CARDS in Croatia

Concerning the CARDS 2003 Capacity Strengthening for Administrative Decentralisation project the Ad Hoc
Evaluation of CARDS (December 2007) concluded that the main benchmark for sustainability of this TA project’
was adoption and implementation of the Decentralisation Strategy. Successive Commission Progress Reports
during 2008, 2009 and 2010 stated that the capacity of public administration at central, regional and local
levels to manage decentralisation reforms had still to be significantly strengthened and that a Decentralisation
Strategy remained to be developed. However, in 2010 there was a decision that the role of the Local
Democracy Academy in training local and regional government officials was to be further strengthened and this
largely reflected the recommendation of the 2007 Ad Hoc Evaluation. Although the 2011 Progress Report
stated that the Ministry of Public Administration continued to implement the State Administration Reform
Strategy (2008-2011), that the Civil Service Human Resources Development Strategy (2010-2013) is being
implemented and that a new Code of Ethics was adopted within the state administration, it was unable to
report progress on a Decentralisation Strategy because there has not been any.

In many CARDS countries, the sustainability of IB support was weak. Challenges to IB
sustainability were evident across all CARDS countries, However, these challenges were
more pronounced in Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia and Albania. Government commitment in
Kosovo to implementing strategies and master-plans developed under the assistance, as well
as reforms linked to CARDS support in areas of justice, public finance and horizontal PAR was
widely cited as a barrier to their sustainability. This was linked to a wider problem termed
“lack of ownership” (see below). In the case of policy support in the environment sector,
extensive policy support to the relevant ministry had not been implemented due to
institutional and/political resistance. In a number of cases, these areas were the subject of
follow up IPA intervention, whose aim was essentially to revise and update these original
plans in the hope that the beneficiary would be willing this time to enact them. Evidence
from the evaluation sample indicated that CARDS in the area of institutional building and
related governmental and economic reforms failed to deliver any sustainable impact and
that most of the actual impacts beyond physical infrastructure are no longer evident.

Evidence from both primary research and secondary sources suggest that sustainability of

30 European Commission (2012); EU Progress Report for Serbia 2012, p.9
3! For more detailed analysis of the constraints on successful public administration and judicial reform, see OECD/SIGMA
Montenegro Assessment of March 2012, especially pp. 4-6 and 7-13
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CARDS support in Albania was weak. There is some evidence that strategies prepared by
CARDS were adopted. However due to absence of evidence, their application is hard to
establish. The fate of the bulk of the strategies and master plans developed under judicial
reform support couldn’t be established by this evaluation, which doesn’t augur well for their
sustainability. It was also reported that much of the strategic efforts targeting PAR had not
been taken forward, thus undermining its sustainability.

In Bosnia, support to a number of state level institutions was found to lack local ownership,
threatening sustainability.>* Support to institution building, particularly to strengthening
and/or establishment of new institutions through PAR reforms at state level, demonstrates
the challenges to sustainability due to political factors. An example within the sample
projects has been the support to the Economic Policy Planning Unit/Directorate for
Economic Planning (see Box 19).

Box 19: Uneven sustainability — the case of the Directorate for Economic Planning (DEP)
Supported by CARDS, the Economic Policy Planning Unit had a strong institutional position within the Council of

Ministers as the main body for economic and development policy planning. It had a strong role during the

development of the MTDS/PRS and later on in conducting policy studies and macro/microeconomic projections
at the national level. Later this body was transformed into the DEP independent of the Council of Ministers.
Rather than boosting its sustainability, this move led to the DEP’s marginalisation. Today, the DEP is reported
to be dislocated from the Council of Ministers office and its work and contribution is peripheral. Whilst the
institution still benefits from IPA assistance its importance as a governmental think-tank and provider of
analytical strategic information for effective policy-making has been diminished due to changed political

priorities within the current State government.

The sustainability of capacity building support in FYR Macedonia was found to be uneven at
best. In many beneficiary institutions, administrative sustainability is still adversely affected
by inadequate conditions for working and remuneration in the public service.

Sustainability of action plans and strategies was mixed. Action plans, strategies and
feasibility studies were common outputs of CARDS technical assistance. Evidence showed
that where these outputs fitted in with indigenous reform efforts, sustainability was good.
This was particularly the case in Croatia, where the linkage to accession priorities introduced
a strong incentive to maximise the value of this support.

In other CARDS countries, where there was a notable absence of drive to introduce reforms
required under the SAA, sustainability of these strategies was much lower. In Kosovo weak
government commitment to implementing strategies and masterplans developed under the
assistance, as well as reforms linked to CARDS support in areas of justice, public finance and
horizontal PAR, was widely cited as a barrier to their sustainability.

32 Ad-hoc Evaluation of the CARDS Assistance to Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2008; p. 10
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Feasibility studies were developed across a range of sectors in the expectation that these
would thereafter be used for accessing financing from other sources — so called leveraging.
Some examples were found to show that this actually worked e.g. in Serbia, where a
feasibility study for the Tamnava west coalfield was taken forward by the EBRD and
leveraged a €M 120 investment to expand the site. However, it was reported that for the
most part these studies remained unused, primarily due to lack of follow-up funds. In the
evaluation sample this was the case with environmental hotspots in Albania and
environmental investment strategies in Montenegro.

Support to civil society organisations and media bodies was sustainable where existing
capacities were in place. As was observed under the assessment of impact, CSO support in
the region has for the most part been stimulated by the presence of external donors.
However, in those countries where civil society had already emerged in the 1990s (in Serbia
and Croatia) CARDS support had a constituency that was to a certain extent able to absorb
CARDS funds and use it to develop further.

For example, in Croatia, the capacities developed under CARDS projects have enabled
institutions to increase the quality of projects from the level of actions to policy
development and policy implementation. This is especially visible through the
implementation of the grant schemes targeting civil society organisations. For example from
CARDS 2003 and 2004 Promotion of Democracy and Human Rights grant-schemes to IPA
2010 Assisting Civil Society Organisations in Developing, Implementing and Monitoring
Public and Acquis Related Policies grant scheme. These schemes not only supported CSOs in
their work, but also helped strengthen the capacities of the government agency for civil
society there. Assistance to civil society in Serbia also yielded sustainable results (see Box
20), although this has not made much difference to the overall sustainability of the sector.

Box 20: Civil society in Serbia and Croatia — Sustainable institution building

In Serbia CARDS financed the creation of new models of participation for civil society in decision making
processes. An important outcome of this support was to provide pre-conditions for a new institutional
framework for inclusion of civil society, with the Office for Cooperation with Civil society at its heart. This body,
finally established in 2011, has been integrated in the state structures and is charged inter alia with facilitating
civil society participation in the governmental decision-making process. This body, reported as having an
indispensable role in promoting civil society issues within the government, has been modelled according to the
Office for Co-operation with Non-Governmental Organisations in Croatia. The Croatian Office was already set
up in 1998 but it benefitted a lot from CARDS support, including both capacity building and grant scheme
delivery. Today, the Croatian Office is also responsible for the implementation of the EC Europe for Citizens
Programme in Croatia.

However, in other cases, CARDS support to civil society went to a small community of
recipients strongly dependent on external funds to finance their activities. This was
particularly notable in Kosovo and Albania, where it was reported that CARDS grant support
was concentrated in those CSOs with the organisational and financial capacities to apply for
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and absorb (by local standards) large amounts of money on projects that matched the
priorities defined by the external donors. Thus sustainability of the sector in these countries
was predicated on a continued willingness of donors to provide finances to these entities.
State involvement in civil society matters in these countries was reported as being minimal,
whilst concepts of philanthropy and volunteering were wholly alien. Statistical evidence
suggests that the sustainability of CSOs in the region remains fragile and that CARDS support
had little tangible influence on this (see Graph 6).

Graph 6: CSO Sustainability Index
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Source: USAID 2011 CSO Sustainability Index for Central and Eastern Europe and Eurasia
Scoring: The CSO Sustainability Index uses a 5-point scale, with 1 representing the highest and 5 the lowest level of
sustainability.

The Graph indicates a concerning trend in CSO sustainability i.e. that in nearly all cases the
sector in the CARDS countries are either making no headway in improving their sustainability
or are in fact experiencing an erosion of it. Even the most developed CSO sector in Croatia
has experienced a tail-off in sustainability since 2010 whilst the biggest country in the region,
Serbia, has seen CSO sustainability fall during the period of CARDS implementation and only
recover since IPA was introduced.

Media freedom has also deteriorated in the CARDS region. As mentioned under Impact,
support to Media under CARDS was not significant in amount and its performance not
subject to any substantial monitoring or evaluation. As can be seen from Graph 7, the overall
trend for sustainability of media in the CARDS regions is downwards. The best scoring goes
to Croatia, even though it shows that media are not yet sustainable. Other countries have
generally struggled to establish independent and sustainable media, with recent
developments in Macedonia, Serbia and Bosnia showing a notable deterioration of media
sustainability.*?

3 Source: IREX (http://www.irex.org/project/media-sustainability-index-msi-europe-eurasia)
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Graph 7: IREX Media Sustainability Index - Annual Scores
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Any efforts to promote economic development were highly susceptible to external factors,
primarily the prevailing economic climate. The global economic crisis evidently wiped out
any modest impact that CARDS may have achieved in this area. These factors were discussed
under Impact.
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3.2.5. EQ 5: Factors influencing impact and sustainability

In the previous chapter the sustainability of the CARDS assistance was assessed. In this
section the main factors influencing the sustainability of results and impacts (both positive
and negative) are presented and analysed.

Political commitment is a basic precondition for sustainability. Although often formally
stated in programming documents and at public events, political support was often found to
be absent in practice when CARDS interventions targeting institutional reforms were
evaluated. Horizontal PAR was the most frequent casualty of this problem, but it was also
evident in support to reforms of public finances, the judiciary, decentralisation,
environmental policy, social inclusion, competition policy, energy policy to name but a few.
This shortcoming can be ascribed to a lack of real “ownership” of CARDS interventions at
senior political level, which lay behind their reticence to implement the results of CARDS
support. This issue is discussed in detail later in this chapter.

The most obvious exception to this rather pessimistic landscape is from Croatia, where
political commitment stemmed from the pace of the accession process and the need to
match it with the necessary administrative and legislative reforms. It also served as a
starting point for using other EU funds (Phare and IPA) to build up capacities and put in place
legislation required for accession (see Box 21).

Box 21: Examples of Sustainability from Croatia

Many CARDS projects were sustainable through the implementation of follow up projects. For instance the
CARDS 2003 National Border Management Information System — Phase 2 is continued through the IPA 2007
National Border Management Information System — Phase Ill. During the implementation of this particular
CARDS project two border crossings have been equipped in the pilot phase and by the end of the project seven
more. As a result of previous CARDS experience, the IPA project has succeeded in equipping 25 additional
border crossings. Today in total there are 34 equipped and fully operative border crossings.

CARDS projects stimulated inter-institutional cooperation at the national and EU levels that was a pre-
requisite for accession. For example, CARDS 2003 Preventing and Combating Money Laundering —
Strengthening the Capacity of Croatian Institutions involved in the Fight against Money Laundering improved
inter-institutional co-operation between key Croatian state agencies in this field. Furthermore international co-
operation with financial intelligence units and law enforcement agencies in EU and partner countries was put in
place. This was part of Croatia’s efforts to meet their Acquis chapters 4 and 24 obligations.

CARDS projects significantly influenced efficiency of the public systems. The CARDS 2003 intervention ‘On-
going Support to a More Efficient, Effective and Modern Operation and Functioning Croatian Court System’
made a significant impact on the operation and functioning of the Courts as a whole and the pre-selected
Courts. Thus today Croatian courts are modernised and computerised as a result of equipment purchased and
installed and meet basic EU standards. The CARDS 2003 project Approximation of Croatian Water Management
Legislation with the EU Water Acquis - results of this project have been used subsequently as a main input for

development of the new Acquis-compliant Water Act and related by-laws.
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Wider political stability was also a consideration at the start of CARDS, particularly for the
Regional Programme. However, it was reported that goodwill tended to prevail during multi-
country events and that political tensions that affected the region had hardly any impact on
the workings of the programmes and projects. Consequently, despite limitations, the co-
operation achieved between national administrations remained in place. This was especially
evident in IBM support. Conversely, the political tensions prevalent since 2006 in Bosnia
have seriously undermined the sustainability of many CARDS interventions, especially any
related to national/entity competences.

In Albania, political stability was seldom in place. Sustainability of CARDS results there was
hampered by the strong tendency of successive governments to cancel or abandon the
reform efforts of their predecessors. This had evidently undermined those CARDS results
that had supported policy objectives of one government, only to be dropped by the new
government upon its election. This failure to establish any lasting political consensus on
accession-related reforms evidently prevented CARDS assistance from engendering any
lasting changes in key areas.

“Ownership” of project results was weak towards IB support. Given CARDS’ centralised
implementation this should not be a surprise. Evaluation reports of CARDS and other pre-
accession programmes are littered with statements on the importance of ‘ownership’ to the
sustainability of results particularly for IB support. However, there is little appreciation of
what this concept is made up from or how it is generated. Box 22 below summarises these
two elements.

Box 22: What exactly makes up ‘ownership’?

Ownership is expressed in a number of ways, but its three primary components are the beneficiary devoting 1)
time and 2) money to the programme’s success and then enacting its results via 3) an expression of political
commitment. How is it generated?

As regards the first factor, this is manifest in the beneficiary’s participation in the project cycle from the
preparation and implementation of an intervention through to its monitoring. In practical terms this means the
beneficiary devoting staff to design the programmes or interventions, partner the expert teams working on
implementation, and actively participate in the monitoring exercise, including follow up of project/programme
results once the assistance is finished. Secondly the commitment of national funds to co-finance the assistance
is a simple measure to ensure that the beneficiary really wants what it is getting. Should the first two elements
of ownership be in place, the third element — putting the results into practice — should follow automatically, as
the beneficiary has a project that directly addresses its needs and into which it has invested into own time and
money.

For CARDS, the implications of this have been significant. Firstly, the centralised
programming approach largely excluded beneficiaries from the preparation of the
programmes and projects they were to benefit from. Interventions were mainly donor-
defined and designed. At best, beneficiaries were consulted, at worst they were presented
with a ready-made project or programme. Thus they were unable to devote the kind of time
needed to ensure that they felt the programme or project was their own.
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Secondly, it was very often the case that beneficiary institutions didn’t have the capacity to
participate in implementation of the assistance. This resulted in TA support focusing on
delivery of outputs to ensure contractual compliance and demonstrate ‘effectiveness’.
Finally monitoring was carried out both internally by the EAR and/or externally via ROM. In
neither case were the beneficiaries involved in any way and seldom had access to its
outputs.a4 Furthermore, CARDS did not contain any co-financing element. Therefore it was
“free assistance” which the beneficiary could accept without any real financial (and by
extension political) implications for themselves. Therefore beneficiaries felt little concern in
not implementing CARDS-financed reforms which they often perceived as alien and into
which they had not invested any national funds themselves.

Given the set-up of CARDS, there was little chance that it could, in itself, build ownership.
Indeed, it was designed in such a way to discourage ownership of results. It should therefore
be no surprise to see such limited sustainability among IB interventions in countries where a
driving factor like EU accession is absent. This shortcoming has been a defining factor in
nearly all the CARDS IB assistance covered in the evaluation.

Ownership was much more likely to manifest itself among investments targeting
reconstruction and related infrastructure. Here, the evident need prevailed over any
inclusive programming and implementation process and the beneficiary had their (usually
tangible) need met quickly. Also, ownership was also stronger where it coincided with a
strategic objective of the beneficiary government or beneficiary institution. The case study
of the Serbian energy sector provides a good example of this (See Box 23). The CoA also
identified this as good practice of ownership in its 2007 report on CARDS management.>”

Box 23: Sustainable CARDS support and ownership in action

In the case of investments into the energy sector in Serbia, wider ownership of CARDS support was evident in a
number of ways.

Firstly, political support for the stabilisation of energy supplies was unconditional. Secondly, the technical
capacity of the beneficiaries was at a level that was compatible with the assistance provided by CARDS. The
initial failure on the part of the EAR to recognise this competence led to a problematic implementation of the
2001 TENT A3 project.

Once this was overcome, the support provided by CARDS was easily absorbed by the EPS staff, with the result
that the investments are now fully operational and properly maintained by EPS independent of any external
assistance.

Thirdly, Serbian government funds have been used to co-finance CARDS investments e.g. Kolubara A5
rehabilitation in 2001/2 was funded with €M 18.5 from CARDS and €M 10.0 from EPS. The rehabilitation of
TENT A5 unit was funded €M 58.0 from CARDS and €M 7.0 from EPS. This co-financing was not obligatory but
ensured that the intervention met its goals and demonstrated the state’s willingness to commit funds to this
area. This is linked to the fact that CARDS assistance directly complemented government strategy devised at

* Ibid paragraph 107 p. 25
% see No 5/2007 CoA Special Report on CARDS, article 47 and box 6
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the start of the 2000s. It was also followed up by further IPA support that continued to upgrade these facilities
and improve their environmental performance.

However, the picture is not wholly positive. Where CARDS support attempted to reform the
functioning of EPS and initiate reforms in the sector that did not coincide with political or
institutional interests, these interventions met with little success and for the most part
delivered few sustainable results. The objective of CARDS to bring about the liberalisation of
the Serbian energy market in this respect is likely to remain unfulfilled for some time to
come.

There is evidence that in Montenegro, this centralised approach to delivery of CARDs did not
seriously undermine ownership, although this appears to be largely due to specific
conditions prevailing there (see Box 24).

Box 24: Better ownership of CARDS results in Montenegro

As elsewhere, CARDS in Montenegro reduced the local beneficiaries to passive partners in the programming
exercise. This may have been expected to have reduced the buy-in from local stakeholders into the individual
projects themselves and thus negatively affected ownership of results. Indeed the previous country CARDS
evaluation noted “mixed ownership” of the assistance that it assessed. Whilst caution is necessary in
generalising findings based on the evaluation sample, evidence both from ROM reports and the evaluation field
mission indicated that ownership was, for the most part, fairly strong. Aside from outputs from assistance
(such as training programmes, guidelines etc.) still being used by their final beneficiaries, wider ownership at
governmental level was also apparent. The reasons for this were given as primarily the good quality of
expertise in the EAR office in Podgorica and the close informal links between them and their counterparts in

the Montenegrin administration, which facilitated extensive informal consultations on project preparations.

Funds for operating and maintaining investments were crucial for securing sustainability.
As noted in the previous chapter, investments into reconstruction were for the most part
found to be sustainable thanks to a range of factors, not the least of which was the
willingness of beneficiaries to finance their operation and maintenance after their
completion.

Nevertheless this issue posed a major challenge for many beneficiaries, especially
municipalities, whose budgets are traditionally limited. This problem was observed in certain
sectors such as environment and in specific countries. In Albania especially, it was evident
that beneficiaries had very little money to cover the costs of running equipment purchased
under CARDS (the evaluation sample contained two examples of this from metrology and
environmental monitoring equipment). It was also reported that investments into transport
and environmental infrastructure had not been maintained and, in the absence of national
funds, IPA and other donor funds had been approached to finance their repair.

The challenge was particularly evident with major environmental investments, particularly
for waste management. Whilst not directly included in the evaluation sample, it was clear
that such facilities now face major challenges for sustainability. This is due to their expensive
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operational and maintenance costs, the limited funds of their operators (usually
municipality-owned companies) and problems related to passing these costs onto the end
users. This final factor is linked to political willingness to increase the prices paid for
municipal services to local residents. More often than not, this was reported to have not
happened due to short-term political considerations prevailing over broader long-term
benefits. This problem also noted in Montenegro with water investments and municipal
infrastructure in FYR Macedonia.

In Kosovo, however, CARDS-funded local infrastructure (non-environmental) was reported as
being sustainable thanks primarily to a change in legislation. Kosovo municipalities have for
the last four years been able to set aside part of their annual budgets for maintenance and
operational costs of investments, including those financed under CARDS and successor
interventions.

The departure of trained staff out of state institutions and the lack of effective strategies
to mitigate this debilitating phenomenon was a common feature that to varying degrees
undermined the sustainability of capacity building assistance. Staff turnover was a
common feature of the civil services in CARDS countries. This problem influenced the
sustainability of capacity building efforts as it reduced the effectiveness of knowledge-
building interventions and prevented an accumulation of experience in the management of
EU and other donor assistance.

In some CARDS countries, staff turnover, whilst prevalent, was not a serious threat to
sustainability. In Montenegro and Croatia, loss of staff was not perceived as a serious
problem. In Montenegro evidence suggested that staff turnover, whilst a reality, had not
fatally eroded the sustainability of the assistance. It was found that many of the key
individuals who had been involved in CARDS were either still in post, or had moved from
expert level to middle or senior management within their institutions. As a consequence, the
knowledge acquired by the institutions in question under CARDS had not been lost. Indeed,
it seemed as though this knowledge was being maintained and extended internally through
the state public administration training centre or externally though IPA-funded institution
building interventions.

In both countries (as well as in Serbia) it was observed that several key staff involved in
CARDS assistance had either become senior administrators or politicians and had taken not
only the skills with them and applied them to their new positions, but had also increased
their awareness of the need for change and had used this to influence administrative and
political behaviour. This increased political commitment boosted ‘ownership’ and by
extension CARDS sustainability.

In other counties, this issue was noted as being a serious threat to the sustainability of
capacity building assistance. High levels of staff turnover have seriously undermined the
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sustainability of CARDS IB assistance in Kosovo and Albania and other CARDS countries to a
lesser degree. This was evidenced by the difficulties encountered during the evaluation in
locating representatives of CARDS beneficiaries in these countries. In the case of Kosovo and
Albania very few of the officials involved in the evaluated CARDS projects (some of which
had finished only in 2010) were still in post and this loss of staff had largely erased any
institutional memory within these institutions. In the case of one beneficiary, it was reported
that 80% of staff had left the institution since the completion of CARDS assistance in 2009.
This phenomenon was not new - the ad-hoc evaluation of CARDS in Albania, written in 2008,
found that “High staff turnover has very damaging effects on sustainability and dilutes the
impact of the assistance as key outputs and knowledge may be lost or training may have no

or little effect on the institution when the trained staff are no longer there”.>

Despite this gloomy assessment, some bright spots still were noted. In the beneficiary
countries, this brain drain resulted in CARDS-trained public officials leaving for jobs in the
private sector — reportedly often to work as consultants on other donor-funded projects. In
this respect their capacity has not been lost totally and the knowledge and skills base in the
CARDS countries has been boosted somewhat.

In Croatia and Kosovo, efforts to prevent the loss of skilled staff were noted as having met
with some success. In both cases a programme of scholarships for young public officials to
study at EU universities on the condition that they return to their home institutions seemed
effective at ensuring that these public administrations had a cadre of well educated (albeit
fairly inexperienced) staff at its disposal for a period of up to 5 years after the completion of
study.

Any efforts to promote economic development were highly susceptible to external factors,
primarily the prevailing economic climate. The global economic crisis evidently wiped out
any modest impact that CARDS may have achieved in this area. It also forced CARDS
countries to introduce budget cuts into areas such as the public service resulting in wage
cuts and layoffs as well as smaller budgets to cover maintenance and operating costs of
investments. It was reported as having the additional effect of stalling any moves on the part
of the government to push through any wider reforms in the area of privatisation, de-
regulation and pricing of public services.

%p 24, paragraph 146
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3.2.6. EQ 6: Relevance and efficiency of implementation modalities

CARDS was implemented using the de-concentrated implementation system. The national
programmes were managed through either EC Delegations or European Agency for
Reconstruction offices located in the beneficiary countries. The regional programme was
managed centrally at EU Headquarters in Brussels. Table 8 below provides an overview of
this arrangement.

Table 8 — Bodies responsible for CARDS implementation in Western Balkans ‘

Country Implementing body

Albania EC Delegation (devolved to two external implementing agencies via Indirect
Centralised Management from 2008-9)

Bosnia EC Delegation

Croatia EC Delegation/Central Finance and Contracting Unit

Kosovo European Agency for Reconstruction

FYR Macedonia European Agency for Reconstruction

Montenegro European Agency for Reconstruction

Serbia European Agency for Reconstruction

Regional Programme Central Management (Brussels)

The CARDS implementation modality was in general both flexible and efficient in
programming and implementing assistance. In general, CARDS was implemented very
efficiently and effectively by the ECDs and the EAR.*” It was particularly good at addressing
the urgent need to contract assistance quickly at the start of the CARDS programme, when
reconstruction and humanitarian needs in many countries were acute and speed of delivery
was essential. The bulk of assistance at this time involved provision of emergency
assistance, and overseeing the repair or construction of physical infrastructure. This good
performance was also recognised by the CoA report of 2007.%®

The EAR played a central role in the efficient delivery of CARDS early on. Evidence indicates
that the EAR in particular responded well to the challenge of providing rapid assistance in a
fluid and unpredictable environment. Its offices were invariably well staffed and had at their
disposal experts such as engineers well suited to these challenges. As a result, the period
from 2001 to 2003 was reported as being a time when CARDS was delivered swiftly and
largely successfully to the beneficiary countries.

No significant differences in performance between EAR and ECD, only between the CARDS
countries. However, one factor unites them — nearly all funds were contracted and

3 This finding was corroborated elsewhere. For example, the EC 2009 ANNUAL REPORT ON PHARE, TURKEY PRE-ACCESSION
INSTRUMENTS, CARDS AND THE TRANSITION FACILITY found that “management performance of CARDS programmes in the
beneficiaries was overall, satisfactory” (paragraph 2.1)

% See CoA “Special Report No 5/2007 on the Commission’s Management of the CARDS programme” articles 31, 34, 35
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disbursed successfully. There were no notable differences in the performance of the two
entities (ECD vs. EAR) implementing CARDS. However, there were variances in the efficiency
of the implementation in the individual CARDS countries. These are outlined below:

The implementation modality used for CARDS in Montenegro was efficient both in
programming assistance and in its implementation. As regards the contracting of assistance,
there was no consistent evidence where assistance was seriously delayed due to difficulties
in the contracting process.

In Croatia CARDS was managed by the EUD. In the main the process of both programming
assistance and implementation was efficient, there were no indications that projects were
seriously delayed due to contracting difficulties. Elements of the DIS were gradually
introduced from CARDS 2002 onwards. This helped to prepare for the requirements for the
upcoming PHARE programme and supported the development of the Central Finance and
Contracting Agency of the Ministry of Finance (CFCA), which managed pre-accession support
thereafter. The contracting of remaining CARDS assistance under DIS resulted in high
percentages of commitment compared to the first generation of pre-accession programmes.
Implementation of the CARDS projects in Croatia finished by the end of 2009.

Channelling the CARDS funds through the EAR in Serbia was a good and efficient approach to
enable swift response to the needs of the country at the time CARDS was operational, which
was also confirmed through interviews with relevant stakeholders in the country. However,
the previous CARDS country evaluation found that “efficiency was moderately

39 The Evaluation reveals that the “availability of inputs and resources for the

unsatisfactory.
analysed sectors was generally satisfying” and that the implementation started in the
majority of cases on time, while there were no substantial delays in receiving EC or national
funding. However, the evaluation finds that the delivery of outputs was delayed mainly due

to influence of political changes in the country (national elections, government changes).

The ECD to Bosnia and Herzegovina led the activities for programming and implementation
of the assistance, with limited inclusion of the Bosnian government until the 2005
programming year. Efficiency of the programmes was reported as good, with rates of
contracting and implementation high due primarily to the minimal involvement of the
national authorities in the procurement process.

In the case of Macedonia, the involvement of the performance of the EAR was considered
beneficial. In the main, efficiency was as good as in other countries where the EAR was

active. The delivery of outputs was sometimes delayed across the various sectors, despite

39 Retrospective Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Republic of Serbia, p 2
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timely delivery of inputs and no delays being noted in receiving EC or national funds*’. There
were sometimes long periods between the planning and implementation stage that slightly
influenced the implementation of interventions in the field. There were also delayed
procurement procedures caused by repeated tenders and lengthy equipment delivery
caused by prolonged EAR administrative procedures. In some interventions, implementation
was hampered by slow decision-taking of Macedonian stakeholders and late signing of
required documents (notably tender documents), which delayed project progress. However,
the professional work of the EAR usually was able to cope with all these challenges and thus
ensured largely efficient operations.

CARDS was implemented in Kosovo primarily through the EAR. This body was reported as
being efficient at contracting assistance. The EAR was evidently well suited to programming
and implementing CARDS support to a post-conflict society (especially the renewal of
infrastructure). The absence of local counterparts on the Kosovo side — due to the national
administration’s nascent character —justified this approach.

In Albania CARDS assistance was under the EC (now EU) Delegation using the de-
concentrated implementation regime. Prior to this the assistance programme under Phare
was fully centralised. The process of de-concentration of the programme to the ECD in the
early years of CARDS was lengthy and resulted in a substantial backlog of projects stuck in
the contracting phase.** This in turn delayed the actual implementation of the individual
interventions, eroded their original relevance and necessitated their updating at the start of
(and in some reported cases in the course of) implementation.42 This was a persistent
characteristic of CARDS implementation in Albania and dogged the delivery of nearly all the
assistance. This persistent inefficiency was ultimately resolved in 2008/9 by outsourcing the
contracting of assistance to an external implementing agency via the so-called Indirect
Centralised Management (ICM) procedure.”® This cleared the backlog of un-contracted
assistance and improved the efficiency of the contracting process. Ultimately this ensured
that the bulk of CARDS funds were contracted and disbursed in line with original allocations,
albeit with significant delay.

Statistical evidence backs up these assessments. The evaluation gathered figures from the
most consistent and up-to-date source available i.e. the European Commission’s 2010
Annual Report on Phare, Turkey Pre-Accession Instruments, CARDS and the Transition
Facility to assess whether feedback from documentary sources and the field corresponded
with hard facts. As can be seen from the Tables below, this is the case.

see Retrospective Evaluation FYR Macedonia

1 see synthesis report of “Evaluation of the assistance to Balkan countries under CARDS Regulation 2666/2000”, p. 19
2 see Ad Hoc Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Albania, pp. 12-14

* the EUD ‘cedes’ the management and implementation of part of the IPA intervention to a member state
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Country/Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
Albania 97.55 96.48 98.26 91.08 94.48 95.84 95.62
Bosnia 93.24 93.44 91.09 96.86 97.25 96.58 94.74
Croatia 97.44 92.82 96.07 94.96 95.51 94.74 95.26
Kosovo 99.65 80.78 93.38 95.44 95.15 96.32 93.45
FYR Macedonia 97.95 98.55 96.18 95.43 94.72 92.52 95.89
Montenegro 100.00 95.83 99.08 97.49 87.46 93.67 95.59
Serbia 100.00 96.65 97.16 99.17 97.89 91.50 97.12

The Table 9 above shows that contracting rates of CARDS assistance were universally high,
irrespective of whether the programme was managed by the EAR or ECD (EAR countries are
shaded). Serbia performed best overall, with Kosovo the “worst”. These differences are not
of great significance given the volumes of funds managed and complexity of the
implementation approach.

apile 10 ARDS disp

Country/Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Total
Albania 94.60 95.34 97.14 84.18 80.12 64.12 85.92
Bosnia 93.24 93.44 91.05 96.55 95.34 92.97 93.77
Croatia 97.44 92.73 96.07 94.96 95.51 92.91 94.94
Kosovo 99.65 80.78 92.81 95.39 94.59 95.29 93.09
FYR Macedonia 97.95 98.55 96.18 95.33 94.56 89.69 95.38
Montenegro 100.00 95.83 99.08 97.49 87.28 93.67 95.56
Serbia 100.00 96.65 97.11 98.13 95.26 82.10 94.88

Disbursal rates are also for the most part high, although here the figures are not the same
across the board (see Table 10). For example, Albania has by some distance the lowest total
rate of disbursement (86%) whilst Montenegro has the highest (95.56%), which is a 10%
better performance.

Graph 8: CARDS Funds Contracted vs Disbursed (%)
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To illustrate this variance, Graph 8 above gives a comparison of overall contracting and
disbursement rates. It shows that there is a notable performance gap in Albania and to lesser
extents in Kosovo, Bosnia and even Serbia.
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The centralised approach was relevant in the early years of CARDS, but failed to match
changing needs as assistance moved towards institution building. This modality was well
suited to the earlier years of the CARDS programme, as the needs on the ground were
evident and immediate and there was often an absence of capacity in counterpart
institutions. There was, however, an evident trade-off between efficiency and inclusivity.
With the move away from emergency relief and reconstruction towards institution building,
such a modality became less appropriate, as there was an increased need for a more
participative and inclusive approach that encouraged the beneficiary side to take a more
active role in decision making over the assistance.

This posed a challenge in particular for EAR — it was established to primarily ensure the
physical reconstruction of the target countries and had limited experience of institution
building and the types of assistance used to deliver it, especially twinning. This
transformation of assistance and the change in the nature of CARDS support for the EAR is
highlighted in the graph below. Although this change didn’t have any significant impact on
the efficiency of the contracting process, it was reported that it did influence the way in
which assistance was prepared.

Graph 9: Proportion of institution building projects in Delegations and in the EAR by programming year™
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A key element was how needs assessments were conducted in the preparatory phase of
projects where it was reported that these were often conducted only superficially. In the
early period of CARDS the humanitarian and reconstruction needs were evident and the
programmed assistance for the most part successfully targeted these. Once the shift moved
away from these investments, the need for more rigorous needs assessments of the
conditions to properly absorb the institution-building (IB) and other forms of ‘soft” assistance

* Source: CoA “Special Report No 5/2007 on the Commission’s Management of the CARDS programme”
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grew (see Graph 9). However, this was evidently not done to the extent required. Previous
evaluations (both external and EAR’s own internal) as well as primary sources confirmed
this.”

With the change of focus to institution building, the appropriateness of the CARDS
implementation system reduced. While it had its positive sides in responding to urgent
needs, the centralised implementation approach used for CARDS diminished the potential as
a learning tool and for building ownership of results of beneficiary governments. The role of
beneficiary institutions tended to be consultative or passive, and the government was not
systematically included in programming and monitoring of the assistance. Their involvement
was invariably limited to being consulted on programming priorities and cooperating with
implementing agencies in the process of implementation of projects. As noted in the 2004
CARDS evaluation “Government stakeholders, contractors and EU Member State
representatives indicate that beneficiaries had too little influence on programme design and

project development.”*®

Furthermore, beneficiaries had no involvement in or access to the monitoring function. This
seriously restricted their chances to accumulate knowledge from learning by doing and
deprived them of the chance to develop their own programming, contracting and monitoring
capacities. Furthermore, the tendency to provide beneficiaries with ready-made solutions to
their perceived problems often led to a troubled implementation of interventions and, to
varying degrees, affected their ownership over results.

In some cases, the situation improved with the programming of 2005/06 assistance,
whereby the governments were included more systematically into the process. While these
measures came rather late in the CARDS programme, still they were beneficial in preparing
to some extent the governments for IPA programming. However, this was not a common
feature for all countries.

Participation in the implementation of CARDS assistance provided beneficiaries with the
opportunity to acquire skills in management of projects. Once CARDS interventions entered
the phase of implementation, beneficiaries had the opportunity to participate directly in the
delivery of the assistance. Evidence from ROM reports and from direct interviews with
former CARDS beneficiaries indicates that this aspect of CARDS was highly beneficial from a
number of perspectives. It encouraged their planning and strategic thinking, posed practical
challenges in implementing the assistance and also in making the best use of the project
outputs. Thus it provided skills and experience that would serve the CARDS beneficiaries well
for their own work as well as for making use of future EU assistance. It was reported to the
evaluators that as a result of CARDS assistance, the transfer from EAR to IPA implementation

* See for example EAR evaluation (EU/11/051/07) on Institutional Capacity Building support (Kosovo), March 2008 p. 26
“6 CARDS evaluation Synthesis Report: Volume |, June 2004 p. 27
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was not as difficult as expected, as the beneficiaries in a number of countries had evidently
leant valuable lessons from CARDS implementation. This benefit was noted both within the
direct beneficiaries of the assistance (such as ministries, agencies and municipalities) and
among those bodies coordinating external assistance.

However this only occurred where institutional capacity within these bodies was of
adequate quality and relatively stable. This positive benefit of experiential learning was
only possible where there was sufficient capacity on the side of the beneficiaries to absorb
the skills on offer and to retain these skills (in the form of trained staff). The evaluation
identified these inhibiting factors primarily in Kosovo and Albania.

In the case of Kosovo, the shortage of experienced staff, a public administration in its infancy
and a country lacking human capacities in all fields, reduced the absorption capacity of
beneficiaries to a bare minimum. This would have been possible if the cadre of staff training
in project management had remained stable. However, this was not the case and meant that
benefits of implementation were not felt to any great extent.

In Albania severely limited capacity within beneficiaries was observed both during this
evaluation and in previous ones,® both in terms of programme coordination and
management. Although Albania had potentially better absorption capacity, this was seriously
undermined by the endemic staff turnover within the Albanian civil service and the lack of
consistent policy focus at governmental level. Just to illustrate this problem, it was reported
by ECD staff that, on average, SPOs held this position for roughly 12 months before being
replaced.

The regional programme had a specific implementation regime with specific challenges. As
with other regional or multi-beneficiary programmes, the CARDS regional programmes, with
some exceptions, were managed directly by the Commission via centralised direct
management. During most of their implementation, the regional programmes were
managed jointly by DG RELEX and DG AIDCO. In the beginning of 2005, DG ELARG took over
responsibility for the management of the programmes from the other two Directorates-
General. In order to manage the CARDS regional programmes, the Commission consulted
regularly with the governments of the CARDS countries, civil society and other stakeholders
and donors (Council of Europe, United Nations, Organisation for Security and Co-operation in
Europe, bilateral donors, IFls, Stability Pact later Regional Co-operation Council).

Limited beneficiary involvement in the design of the programme was evident. The fact that
beneficiaries were not sufficiently involved in the design of the priorities of the programme
has been confirmed by various evaluations and stakeholders. This was due to the lack of a
mechanism of consultation, but was introduced later on by DG ELARG. In the first years of

7 See Ad Hoc Evaluation of CARDS Programmes in Albania 2008, pp. 6, 14, 18 for examples of this.
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CARDS the EAR was perceived as the main point of reference for the regional programme in
the countries under the EAR mandate, although in practice their actual involvement was
limited. This was pointed out by the CARDS Evaluation carried out in 2004. The level of
involvement of the EC Delegations in designing the regional programme was very low or
non-existent. The situation improved somewhat when DG ELARG took over the CARDS
programme from DG AIDCO in 2005. From 2007 onwards National Aid Coordinators (NACs)
and (later National IPA Coordinators - NIPACs) were more involved in the process and took
part in regular coordination meetings organised by the regional programmes’ unit of DG
ELARG.

A high degree of centralisation of the CARDS regional programme was a key weakness of
the programme. The CARDS regional programmes are perceived as having been too
centralistic and it did not facilitate “buy-in” from beneficiaries, particularly due to the lack of
consultation that characterised the programme in the early days. It is worth noting that in
the course of the current evaluation it was evident that although the current IPA regional
programme is also a centralised programme, the stakeholders stated that they felt more
involved.

Otherwise, the efficiency of the programme can be considered acceptable. As confirmed by
various ROM reports at that time, the results and outputs delivered by the regional projects
were normally produced at a reasonable cost, considering the peculiar aspects of the
regional projects. A comparison with national project cost structure would be misleading
since the particularities of regional projects make them more expensive owing to high travel
and logistics costs and other coordination costs (translations etc.). When delays occurred
they were caused by procurement procedures lengthier than expected or by contractors that
sometimes struggled to hire the human resources needed for the project or meet deadlines
agreed with the Commission.
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3.2.7. EQ 7: Coherence and complementarity with other donor/ national assistance

CARDS assistance was largely complementary to other donor assistance where coordinated
by the EU. In particular during the first years of CARDS, donor co-ordination was particularly
challenging in the Western Balkans because of the high number of donors and the existence
of two agendas: the accession agenda of the EU; and the development, poverty reduction
agenda of the World Bank, UN and an increasing number of agencies of EU Member States.
Complementarity of CARDS national programmes was usually ensured by the European
Commission Headquarters and EUDs in the recipient countries. This has been observed
particularly in the early years of the programme where strong donors and weak beneficiaries
were the norm and donors for the most part managed the coordination process themselves.

In those CARDS countries operated by the EAR the presence of the EAR Operational Centres
played a constructive role in donor co-ordination and in general ensured that a high degree
of complementarity and coherence was achieved in the delivery of CARDS assistance. Often
the EAR local branch was the starting point for discussing complementarity and synergies
with other donors.

Notable differences in effective donor co-ordination by beneficiaries are evident. In 2007
the CoA Special Report found in the various CARDS countries almost no evidence of
leadership by the recipient countries or of any actions by donors to encourage beneficiary
country leadership. The only initiative at that time was visible in Albania. Albania, through its
donor coordination mechanism based at the Department of Strategies and Donor
Coordination at the Council of Ministers, had been able to effectively coordinate the inputs
of external donors. Albania had a strong interest in an indigenous donor coordination
mechanism which proved rather effective.

On the other hand, coordination of external assistance programmes in Kosovo including the
CARDS programme was almost wholly donor-led. This was inevitable at the start of the
programme, with UNMIK running the national administration. Kosovo remained de facto in
the hands of large influential donors which had a tendency to compete rather than
complement one another. Other CARDS countries had certain donor coordination
mechanisms but these did not always work satisfactorily, mostly due to prevailing internal
political arrangements.

The picture became more complex as beneficiaries strengthened their own coordination
efforts and the donor landscape streamlined, with many donors withdrawing from CARDS
countries. Over time the EU called for more intense efforts from the beneficiary countries to
better coordinate their policies with other donors active in the same sector or liaising with
the same government counterpart. In most countries the donor co-ordination process
prevailing at the beginning of the first generation of IPA implementation has been found
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better organised and the donor dialogue more structured compared to the early days of
CARDS. However, with the phasing out of many donors from the Western Balkans the
achieved progress in donor coordination might become largely redundant in the view of
beneficiary countries.

In the main the regional projects were complementary and coherent with national CARDS
projects. The prevailing strong centralised approach ensured that the Commission
Headquarters could safeguard a strong degree of coherence and complementarity both of
national and regional programmes in the target region. Following the transfer of
management responsibilities to DG ELARG, the Commission made significant efforts to
enhance coordination and cooperation with IFls operating in the region. Within this context,
in March 2007 an IFl Advisory Group was created focusing on South Eastern Europe, which
later on received technical support under IPA (IFlI Coordination Office in Brussels). Most of
these activities in the longer run positively impact on the quality of investment policies and
support programmes for the Western Balkans. Increased coordination and cooperation of EC
and IFIs will also allow for a more efficient use of public funds being delegated to the target
regions.
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3.3. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT

3.3.1. On CARDS implementation

A centralised and directive approach to programming, contracting and monitoring is an
effective and efficient approach under specific circumstances, such as emergency
assistance and reconstruction. The programme was well suited to responding to the urgent
needs of countries in a post-conflict setting. However, there has been also some downside.
The lack of inclusion of beneficiary governments in these key aspects of programme
management reduced the potential for building their ownership over results and also
diminished the potential for learning by doing. The centralised nature of the programme,
whilst essential in its very early years, should have been changed once the main
humanitarian and reconstruction challenges had been met.

3.3.2. On strengths and weaknesses of the assistance

The main strengths of the assistance have been threefold. Firstly, the efficiency of the EAR
in programming and delivering support was clear. This was very much the case in the earlier
stages of CARDS especially with infrastructure, but was also evident in later programme
years. Although it did this at the expense of greater beneficiary participation, the evidence
indicates that not only did the EAR do its job efficiently, but it also developed interventions
that in the earlier years of the programme addressed real needs and delivered sustainable
results.

Secondly, CARDS for the most part delivered good quality results and has left much behind
that is still in place. This is related to good quality programming, where actual needs on the
ground were identified and translated into largely effective assistance.

Thirdly, CARDS made a contribution to raising awareness among beneficiary officials and
policy makers of new concepts and establishing them in practice. These include inter-
institutional cooperation among departments, ministries and in the case of certain sectors
such as IBM, national administrations; making these institutions aware of issues that they
themselves were unable to fully perceive or conceptualise; and establishing basic concepts
of planning and strategic thinking that had been hitherto absent.

The main weaknesses of the assistance have been also threefold. A lack of involvement of
the beneficiary institutions in the programming, monitoring and evaluation of CARDS was a
major failing. They were thus unable to develop their own capacities in these areas ahead of
IPA, which demanded of them much greater participation (especially in programming). Partly
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as a result of this, the capacity of beneficiary institutions to programme IPA assistance
remains weak to this day.

CARDS often programmed over-ambitious IB interventions that had objectives which were
more aspirational than realistic. There was also a heavy focus on outputs and benchmarks,
where less ‘tangible’ but more effective and sustainable approaches would have been
appropriate.

The lack of a co-financing element in IB represented a missed opportunity to promote
“ownership” and thus sustainability. On a case-by case basis, obligatory co-financing, based
on realistic financial possibilities and the nature or the characteristics of the assistance
provided could have helped to develop a stronger-buy by those institutions benefitting from
IB support.

3.3.3. On better alignment of assistance with reforms

The CARDS programme took a pragmatic approach to align the assistance with reforms.
CARDS was developed and implemented in a rapidly evolving political and institutional
environment, where beneficiary institutions were often either non-existent or starting to
emerge. Thus the programme in its early years could not wait for a reform agenda to
emerge. Once it did, the programme changed in character towards institution building,
which was both logical and appropriate, given the changing needs of the beneficiary side.
Later programmes and projects contained more realistic objectives that reflected the reality
on the ground. Evidence from this evaluation tends to suggest that CARDS assistance was
fairly successful at supporting reform processes within the various national administrations.
The extent to which it was successful in this refocusing varies by country, sector and even
individual beneficiary.

3.3.4. On assistance that achieved the most sustainable results

Infrastructure rehabilitation and/or construction has achieved the most sustainable
results. This is because the needs were evident and acute, and required a fast and well
organised response from the programme. Assistance to infrastructure brought quick,
tangible and sustainable results that were very much needed at the time of assistance. The
institutions to a large extent show (even today) an ability to maintain and upgrade the
infrastructure. This is particularly evident in the energy sector. However, even more fragile
IB support often appears to have delivered surprisingly durable results. Those IB projects
supporting politically sensitive issues (such as public administration reform) seem to have
encountered greatest difficulties and it can perhaps be said that CARDS did least well here.
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3.3.5. Lessons relevant for future IPA implementation

A programming framework simple and stable throughout the duration of the assistance
programme underpins effective and flexible programming of assistance. A simple and
stable programming framework facilitates the development of assistance programmes that
can react flexibly to a rapidly changing external environment and also allow for the
development of successive interventions based on the performance of previous assistance.

Setting realistic objectives and designing appropriate interventions to deliver them would
have potentially ensured more robust impact — especially for IB assistance. |t is essential to
take into account the fragile environment in which assistance is being implemented and the
limited capacities of the counterparts. Linked to this, the design of assistance should not be
too ambitious or fail to take account of the realities in which the interventions are going to
be implemented. This is particularly important in countries with particularly weak or
unstable public administrations, where limited administrative capacity and high staff
turnover appear as endemic problems.

Programmes should be built on individual interventions that focus on a clear and achievable
change that may only to a limited extent contribute to meeting the wider objectives of the
programme. By implication this means that, if necessary, project objectives need to be
modest in both scale and budget, and set against longer timeframes for both the delivery of
assistance and the manifestation of effects/impacts.

As discussed extensively within the report, a notable characteristic of CARDS IB assistance
was a focus on delivering outputs and meeting benchmarks at the expense of engendering
real results or effects. Future programming efforts need to take this issue into account,
particularly in countries where absorption capacity of assistance is likely to be low. For
example, standard forms of expert-driven technical assistance should be counterbalanced by
support focused on directly supporting decision makers via coaching, mentoring, peer-to-
peer support and the like. This is particularly appropriate where beneficiaries are weak or
the environment in which the assistance is being delivered is susceptible to risks. Twinning
assistance has demonstrated that it offers significant potential for the provision of support
of this kind.

Furthermore, a couple of related factors are also worthy of consideration. Firstly, limiting
interventions that target multiple beneficiaries (due to weak coordination mechanisms and
entrenched institutional competition) would reduce the risk of assistance being bogged
down in coordination difficulties and help strengthen ownership; the beneficiary would
better identify with the desired change addressed by the intervention and thanks to the
more participatory nature of IPA programming, the beneficiary would have much greater
opportunity to build ownership of results as the intervention moves through the project
cycle.
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Secondly, making maximum use of feedback provided from monitoring and evaluation
exercises when preparing such interventions/programmes would further reduce the risk of
low impact and sustainability. E.g. the EAR evaluation of IB in Kosovo clearly stated that EU
assistance to the country should be more developmental and long term in nature, and less
input/output focussed, which in turn would increase the chances of larger visible impact.

The evaluators recognise that in the intervening period since the end of CARDS assistance,
much has changed in the beneficiary countries as well as in terms of how EU assistance —
primarily IPA - is structured. Also, the sectoral focus of IPA Il makes some of the above
proposals challenging to implement in practice. Nevertheless the volume of evidence from
this and other evaluations suggests that these points are worthy of serious consideration
when formulating sectoral programmes or specific interventions for IPA support.

Future assistance should recognise the components of ownership and actively incorporate
them in its design. The programming and implementation approach used for CARDS reduced
the local beneficiaries to passive partners. The tendency to provide beneficiaries with ready-
made solutions to their perceived problems often led to a troubled implementation of
interventions and, to varying degrees, affected their ownership over results. Design of future
similar programmes should strongly consider the need to ensure an adequate buy-in from
local stakeholders and thus avoid poor ownership.

Timeframes for the delivery of support should have been tailored to the challenges being
tackled and local circumstances. In practice this would have meant often longer periods for
the delivery of assistance. Project implementation, like overall development processes,
hardly follows linear trends but is characterised by uncertainty and temporary instability.
Building up trust and understanding takes time particularly in complex reform processes.

Programming frameworks need to be accompanied by an adequate framework for
performance measurement, monitoring and evaluation. Better quality programme and
project documentation is a prerequisite for good quality monitoring and evaluation. Often
poor programming documentation (sectoral and project fiches) made it difficult to measure
the planned effects and impacts of assistance even at project level. Performance and result-
orientation of the programme should be objectively assessed on the basis of a proper system
of indicators of achievement.

Twinning projects have been praised as a good modality to truly assist the government
institutions in their work. CARDS introduced successfully the twinning instrument to a
number of countries and administrations. Twinning is a preferred option to Technical
Assistance as it entails true exchange of experiences and models, and demands more
beneficiary commitment during preparation and delivery.
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4. Annexes
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference

1. BACKGROUND

In order to meet respective priorities, during the period between 2000 and 2006 the
assistance programmes supporting the beneficiary countries in Western Balkans (Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia) have been mainly financed under the CARDS Council regulation No
2666/2000 (Community Assistance for Reconstruction, Development and Stabilisation).

European Union assistance in Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia was managed by
the Delegations in those countries. The European Agency for Reconstruction (Council
regulation No 2667/2000-05/12/2000) was responsible for assistance in Serbia and
Montenegro, including Kosovo, under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1244/99 of
10 June 1999, and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

The Agency had its headquarters in Thessaloniki, and operational EU centres in Pristina,
Belgrade, Podgorica and Skopje. The Agency continued its mandate until 31/12/2008. During
the transitional period 2007-2008, it continued to implement on-going CARDS programmes
while Commission headquarters and Delegations remained responsible for programming
and managing interventions under IPA (which has replaced CARDS as of the 1st of January
2007), with the Agency providing the necessary support.

The CARDS programme followed 5-year Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) and 3-year Multi-
Annual Indicative Programmes (MIPS), which set out the overall priority sectors and areas
for the countries in the region. These priorities varied slightly from country to country as the
circumstances and the needs differed. This was reflected in the annual action programmes
prepared by the Agency for each country in order to detail the context, strategic framework
and key sectors. The objectives of EU-funded programmes managed by the EAR were: (i) to
support good governance, institution building and the rule of law, (ii) continue supporting
the development of a market economy while investing further in critical physical
infrastructure and environmental actions and (iii) to support social development and the
strengthening of civil society.

The total sum of EC assistance managed by the Agency across its four operational centres
amounted to € 2.8 billion at the end of 2007. The EAR had an evaluation unit as part of its
Programming and Quality Assurance Division. Since its establishment in 2001, the evaluation
unit completed more than 60 evaluations, focusing on some of the key areas for sustainable
development, accession and integration into European structures. In addition, the CARDS
programmes were subject to Result-Oriented Monitoring. Lessons learned from the
evaluations for each country were synthesised by EAR, especially with regard to evaluations
covering Good Governance, SME-Development and Civil Society. The contractor is advised to
take into account the outcome of the EAR evaluations and the subsequent activities in the
inception report. CARDS programmes in the countries covered by the Agency were last
externally evaluated in 2004 (see references). The evaluation covered both national and
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regional programmes in all Western Balkan countries concerned. The Court of Auditors also
audited the Commission's management of the CARDS programmes. The Court found that
devolved (by Delegations) and indirect centralisation (by the EAR) ensured the most efficient
delivery of aid.

In December 2007, DG ELARG completed an ad-hoc evaluation of CARDS in Croatia and later
on completed ad-hoc evaluations of CARDS programmes in Albania and Bosnia &
Herzegovina. In parallel to this evaluation, DG ELARG also launched retrospective evaluations
of CARDS programmes in Montenegro and Kosovo as well as Serbia and fYRoM. In 2008, ad
hoc evaluations of CARDS regional programmes were also undertaken. The contractor for
this evaluation shall take into account the results of the other evaluations of CARDS.

In order to ensure the accountability with respect to the value for money and the use of EU
funds and to draw relevant lessons learned for decision making on improvements of pre-
accession aid, an ex-post evaluation of CARDS (Council regulation No 2666/2000) is essential
at this stage. As foreseen in the budgetary remark linked to the budget line 22.02.07.02,
evaluations are planned for pre-IPA assistance as well as IPA. The ex-post evaluation is an
important instrument to inform national and regional authorities, the general public, the
European Parliament and other stakeholders. The evaluation will establish the impact of
CARDS, assess the effectiveness and efficiency, and identify the added value and where
applicable lesson for the future.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT

The beneficiaries of this evaluation are the EU and Western Balkans (Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, Kosovo, and the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, which at the time of CARDS were referred as Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia).
It is expected that findings and recommendations of this evaluation will provide lessons
learned where relevant.

2.1 Global objective

The purpose of the ex post evaluation is to provide: (a) accountability with respect to the
value for money and the use of funds; by reporting the findings and conclusions of the
evaluation to the institutions of the European Union and to the relevant interest groups of
the public at large in all member states (summative evaluation), and (b) lessons learned on
financial assistance where relevant.

2.2 Specific objective(s)

The specific objectives of this evaluation are to:

1. Assess the impact and sustainability of CARDS funded interventions.

2. Provide lessons learned and recommendations for decision-making on improvements of
future financial assistance where relevant.
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2.3 Requested services

With regard to specific objective 1, the evaluation will cover EU financial assistance provided
to the Western Balkan countries under CARDS (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Serbia, Montenegro, Kosovo, and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia). The
evaluators will focus particularly on effectiveness, impact and sustainability of financial
assistance.

With regard to specific objectives 2, the experts will focus on support provided by the EU in
order to gain a full understanding of EU interventions, and particularly where and why they
have worked well, and where and why they have worked less well. On that basis, the
evaluation will provide relevant recommendations to improve the design, programming and
implementation of EU interventions, with the view to improving their relevance, efficiency,
effectiveness, impact and sustainability.

The detailed content and focus of the report will be agreed upon with the Reference Group
in the inception phase.

2.3.1 Evaluation questions
The evaluation will include a focus on the following questions categorised on the basis of
objectives Impact and sustainability of CARDS funded interventions:

e How effectively had priorities/needs of the countries in the region been translated
into programming of assistance based on the priorities identified in country strategy
and programming documents?

e To what extent had financial assistance been effective in achieving results, and what
possibly hampered its achievement?

e Had the immediate and intermediate results delivered by the evaluated assistance
translated into the desired/expected impacts, namely in terms of achieving the
strategic objectives/priorities linked to reconstruction and reconciliation? Can
impacts be sufficiently identified /quantified?

e Were the results achieved sustainable and if not why?

e What was the impact of this assistance? Were there any additional/unexpected
impacts? (negative or positive)

e Were the identified impacts sustainable?

e Were there any elements which could hamper the impact and/or sustainability of
assistance?

e To what extent were the EC's chosen implementation modalities relevant and
efficient?

e To what extent was the support provided by the EC instruments coherent and
complementary?

Lessons learnt and recommendations to an extent relevant and applicable:
e Which lessons can be learned from the implementation of assistance?
e What had been the weaknesses and strengths of assistance?
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e Could financial assistance have been better coordinated/ aligned with reforms to
improve effectiveness, impact and sustainability?

e Which type of assistance and reforms achieved the most sustainable results under
CARDS and the reasons behind that?

e What are the main lessons to draw in terms of implementation modalities and
institutional setting that could be taken into account in the implementation of IPA?

The final version of the Evaluation questions will be agreed with the reference group at the
end of the inception phase.

For each evaluation question there should be at least one appropriate judgement criterion,
and for each such criterion the appropriate quantitative and qualitative indicators should be
identified and specified. This, in turn, will determine the appropriate scope and methods of
data collection. Besides specific answers, the evaluation questions should also lead the
experts to produce an overall assessment of the EU's support on CARDS.

2.3.2 Suggested Methodology
DG ELARG's Evaluation guide (attached) and DG Budget’s guide “Evaluating EU activities — a
practical guide for the Commission Services” provide guidance on good practices concerning
conducting an evaluation (attached). In general, the evaluation should follow the steps
described below:
1) Desk Phase
e Identification of a sample of relevant projects to look at;
e Collection and analysis of relevant documentation;
e Completion of the evaluation approach and methodology;
e Establish a list of contacts and sources of data for the field phase;
e Conduct preliminary interviews with the Delegations in countries concerned;
e Prepare and submit a draft inception report, which:
- summarises the objectives, scope and outputs of the evaluation;
- provides the final draft of the evaluation questions;
- describes the methodological approach, including the judgement criteria;
- presents a work plan for the field and reporting phases.

2) Field Phase
In this phase, the team will work in the region, and (non-exhaustive list of actions):

e Conduct interviews with selected stakeholders (Delegations, governmental and non-
governmental beneficiary institutions) according to the workplan.

e Collect and/or generate data, as agreed in the assessment methodology.

e At the end of the field work, a de-briefing meeting will be organized in Brussels and in
one of the countries to present preliminary findings, conclusions and
recommendations stemming from the field and desk phase and getting relevant
feedback.
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3) Synthesis Phase

This phase is mainly devoted to the preparation of the evaluation report based on the work
done during the desk and field phases, and the outcomes of the briefing meetings held at
the end of the field work.

The experts will make sure that their assessment is objective and balanced. The findings
should be verifiable and substantiated, and should be presented with the recommendations
following a logical cause-effect linkage. When formulating conclusions, the experts should
describe the facts assessed, the judgement criteria applied, and how this led to the findings
and recommendations.

Recommendations should address the weaknesses and strengths identified and reported.
Recommendations should be operational and realistic, in the sense of providing clear,
feasible and relevant input for decision making. They should not be general but should
address the specific weaknesses identified, clearly indicating the measures to be undertaken.
Recommendations for action will be addressed to the Commission. However, where
appropriate, the experts should specify the role of any actor other than the Commission,
including beneficiary institutions, in implementing the recommendations.

2.3.3 Reference Group
The experts will work in close cooperation with the members of an advisory Reference
Group. The Reference Group will have the following main responsibilities:

e Guiding the experts during the planning and implementation of the evaluation;

e Assisting the evaluation manager (DG ELARG A3, Inter-institutional relations,

e Planning, Reporting and Evaluation Unit) on the evaluation activities;

e Providing an assessment of the quality of the work of the consultant, including

endorsement of the Inception Report, and the final evaluation report.

The Reference Group will include representatives from DIR B, C and D of DG Enlargement.

2.4 Required outputs
The outputs of the evaluation are:

A final Evaluation Report. The evaluation report should specifically answer each of the
evaluation questions agreed in the Inception phase, and meet all the specific objectives and
requested services. The report will include: an executive summary, main section, conclusions
and recommendations and annexes. The draft final report will be discussed both in Brussels
and in the field, in one country to be decided, and the final report will be presented in
Brussels to a wider audience.

The final Evaluation Report should specifically answer each of the evaluation questions as
per section 2.3.1.

The experts should ensure an internal quality control during the implementing and reporting
phase of the evaluation. The quality control should ensure that the Final evaluation report
complies with the requirements in the methodology section above before its submission to
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the Reference Group. The outputs of this evaluation will be presented in the English
language.

Reporting

The draft Inception and the draft Evaluation Report will be submitted to the DG ELARG
project manager in electronic form by e-mail. Upon their revision and acceptance, 3 hard
copies of each report will be delivered to the EC.

The draft Inception Report will be submitted at the beginning of March, 2013. The DG ELARG
will take two weeks to comment on the report and the contractor is expected to submit the
final revised version of the Inception Report at the end of March, 2013. The draft Evaluation
Report will be submitted to ELARG at the end of July 2013. The DG ELARG will take two
weeks to comment and the contractor is expected to submit the final revised version of the
Evaluation Report in September 2013. The draft Evaluation report shall undergo two
external reviews: the first draft shall be reviewed by the Reference Group which will assess
whether the draft report meets the quality requirements as explained in the methodology.
Only provided that the draft report is endorsed by the Reference Group, it will be further
distributed for comments.

The final (second) drafts shall be reviewed by DG Enlargement's Evaluation Team (A3),
supported by the Reference Group as appropriate, to make sure that it meets the expected
quality expectations and that it fairly takes into account the views of the stakeholders Once
this process is completed, the Evaluation Team (A3), in cooperation with the Reference
Group, will endorse the final version of the report for distribution to stakeholders and later
presentation by the experts.

The Activity Report (in 3 hard copies and in electronic version) should bear record about the
assignment as a whole. It should describe in a concise and structured way how the above
described “required services” have been fulfilled (max 8 pages). In an annex, it will include all
requested information and analysis as necessary.

All electronic versions have to be submitted in a format compatible with MS Office software.

The EU reserves the right to request additional revisions of the reports, if this is deemed
necessary in order to reach an appropriate outcome and quality control requirements.
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Annex 2: Scope of the Evaluation and Methodology Used

Methodology — Main Components

The Inception Report of this contract outlined the main components of the evaluation
methodology. It main elements were:

e Framework for answering the evaluation questions

e Inception stage methodology

e Field stage methodology

e Synthesis stage methodology and outputs

This was underpinned by an evaluation matrix that was prepared specifically for this

evaluation and is presented below.

During the synthesis phase the evaluators introduced an additional analytical tool to assess
the effectiveness of the individual projects in the evaluation sample. This is described in the
relevant section of the evaluation main report.
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EVALUATION

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

Evaluation Matrix

JUDGEMENT INDICATORS

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONS (EQ)

EQ1:

What was the strategic
framework and how
effectively had
priorities/ needs of the
countries in the region
been translated into
programming of
assistance, based on
the priorities identified
in country strategy and
programming
documents?

needs
within
and

Existence of
assessments
beneficiary
sectors.

countries

Integration of needs
assessments into relevant
country and sector strategies
and programmes (NP, RP)

Consistency of CARDS
programme objectives with
Western Balkans country and
sector strategies

Needs assessments have been

produced as part of the
programming  process in
CARDS countries and at
regional level

Country strategies and
programmes reflect/make

reference to outcomes of
needs assessments prepared
as part of the programming
process

Objectives of CARDS
programme as stated in the
CARDS Regulation are
identifiable in country and
regional strategies i.e. a
hierarchy of objectives is

discernible from regulation
through to country
programmes

CARDS regulation; framework
agreements; IPA national
programming guides, IPA multi-

beneficiary programming guide48.
Administrative data from DG ELARG,
EUDs and national authorities (if
available).

Enlargement  Progress Reports,
Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring
and Evaluation Reports.

Audit Reports.

Review the relevant strategic
documentation (SAAs, CARDS
regulation, any other strategic
documents).

Review the regional and national
CARDS programmes and identify the
priorities and individual projects
funded under them.

Examine any needs assessments
conducted as part of the

programming process.

Compare the extent to which the
priorities and projects at
country/regional level correspond
with the strategic objectives outlined

in the main programme
documentation.
Draw conclusions based on the

outcomes of the above analysis.

| the programming guides are good they should also take account of previous CARDS experience, this should ensure that the quality of programming is good (to some
extent) and that the objectives defined in the programming are consistent with wider strategies etc.
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Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC) JUDGEMENT INDICATORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl) EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONS (EQ)

EQ 2: Contribution  of = CARDS e Reduction in conflicts in region CARDS  regulation;  framework e Map expected results and outcomes
To what extent had financial assistance to e Reduction in human rights agreements; IPA national in the MIPs and assess them for
financial assistance achieving reconciliation, incidents numbers programming guides, IPA multi- validity and usefulness.

been effective in stabilisation of democracy, e Evidence of democratic beneficiary programming guide. If necessary, draw on the expected
achieving results? rule of law, human rights in transformation (free and fair Administrative data from DG ELARG, results and outcomes stated in Annual
What was the quality the Western Balkans elections, transfer of powers) EUDs and national authorities (if Programmes (AP) to gain a more
of the outcomes? available). detailed insight.

What possibly  Contribution of CARDS e Extent to which outputs have Enlargement — Progress ~ Reports, e Link expected results and outcomes
hampered its  financial assistance to been delivered as planned Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring to projects in the selected sample to
achievement? Had  improvements in institutional e Qualitative and Evaluation Reports. ensure that the sample takes into

there been any factors

capacity, physical

progress on
strengthening of Structures

Structured interviews with DG

account all the expected results. Thus

(financial, social, jnfrastructure, business (legislation, co-operation, ELARG, EUDs, national authorities, sufficient evidence from the field will
political, human factor)  environment and civil society management) programming and implementing be available to make a judgment on
which prevented engagementinthe Western o Qualitative ~ progress  on actors, and beneficiaries of CARDS the delivery of the results and
beneficiary countries Bjlkans. strengthening Human financial assistance to the Western outcomes.
accessing the results? Resources (competencies, Balkans. Hypothesise likely factors that would
staffing, resources) Audit Reports. have hampered the delivery of
e Qualitative progress on planned results/outcomes.

strengthening Systems and Desk review of evaluations and
Tools (ICT, finance, M&E) relevant reports from the period
Fulfilment of assumptions or e Existence of a risk-monitoring Yvhen CA_RDS was . ieist

materialisation of identified system implementation to gather evidence.
risks at result-purpose level. o Extent to which risks were Conduct interviews with
representatives  from  respective

Performance of
implementation structures

identified and measures put in
place to address or mitigate
them

Extent to which outputs were
delivered, as defined in

CARDS programmes and from the
projects in the sample to assess the
extent to which the assistance
delivered results and outcomes and
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Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC) JUDGEMENT INDICATORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl) EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONS (EQ)

programming and contract

documents

what factors hampered it (in
particular specific financial, social
political or human factors)

EQ3: Immediate — Existence of planned results CARDS  regulation;  framework e Map the objectives and priorities in
Have the results e Contribution of results to Evidence of their usage for the agreements; IPA national each relevant programme document
delivered by the overall programme purpose intended programming guides, IPA  multi- (country and regional CSP, MIPs for
evaluated assistance objectives (at Extent to which impacts can be beneficiary programming guide. 2002-4, 2005-6).

translated into the sector/country level). attributed to these results Administrative data from DG ELARG, e Assess the validity of these objectives
desired/expected e Consistency between the Strength  of  relationship EUDs and national authorities (if — were they properly defined? Does
impacts, namely in results and the desired between planned results, available). their achievement represent the
terms of achieving the impacts purpose/immediate objectives Enlargement  Progress  Reports, desired ‘Impact’?

strategic and wider/overall objectives Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring e Compare the objectives with the

objectives/priorities
stated in the relevant

Intermediate —
e |dentifiable benefits for

and
in the

Existence of  social
economic indicators

and Evaluation Reports.

Structured interviews with DG

indicators (see question 3). Check to
see that the indicators of

programme society or the economy target sectors ELARG, EUDs, national authorities, achievement are adequate. Refine
documents? stemming from delivery of Changes to these indicators Programming and implementing them using judgement criteria as
results. that are directly or indirectly actors, and beneficiaries of CARDS necessary.

o Prevailing observed attributable to CARDs financial assistance to the Western ¢ Desk review of evaluations and
changes in  political/ assistance Balkans; Audit Reports. relevant reports from the period
administrative behaviour, when CARDS was under
procedures, structures implementation to gather evidence.

Evidence of democratic e Conduct ‘ interviews w.ith

Wider — transformation (free and fair representatives  from  respective

Evidence of progress towards elections, transfer of powers) CARDS programmes and from the

objectives stated in projects in the sample to assess

Existence of stable institutions

i i whether the expected impacts
programming ar\d strafceglc that have benefitted from . 3 P
documents, international CARDS assistance materialised or not.
agreements e Provide insights into why theses

Existence of legislation that is
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Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC) JUDGEMENT INDICATORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl) EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONS (EQ)

in line with CARDS objectives impacts did/did not materialise
e Extent of progress on meeting

milestones in the SAA (where

applicable)
e Decision of EU to commence

negotiations on SAA with

beneficiary country
e Decision to EU to commence

accession negotiations with

beneficiary country

o Refer to any additional or unexpected
impacts (positive or negative) that
manifested themselves.

Sub Question: Existence of additional or e Extent to which the observed

Were there any unexpected impacts impacts were anticipated in Impacts identifiable/quantifiable?
additional/unexpected the programme/project e Review programme documentation
impacts (negative or documentation for indicators or achievement.
positive)? e Provide analysis of evidence.
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EVALUATION

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

Evaluation Matrix

JUDGEMENT INDICATORS

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

QUESTIONS (EQ)
Sub Question:

Can impacts be
sufficiently identified

/quantified?

EQ4:

Were the identified
results and impacts

sustainable?

CARDS support had an
identifiable impact on the
stabilisation and
reconciliation of the Western
Balkans

CARDS support had an
identifiable impact on the
Western Balkans priority
sectors

Institutional strategies (at
governmental, ministerial,
agency level) supporting
project outcomes are in

place.

Availability of financial and
human resources for
continuation of activities and
further improvements, or
their maintenance.

e Usage of the project's
results

e |nstitutional memory
exists.

e Existence of

measurable
indicators of achievement
Existence of programme
document containing
information that could be used
for defining indicators of
achievement

Institutional strategies are in
use by beneficiaries
Supporting
(especially
legislation) in place

legislation
secondary

State budgets in place for
hiring staff and maintaining
investments

Staffing plans exist and there is
evidence of their application in
practice

Evidence of usage of project
results for the purpose
intended

Staff turnover minimised

CARDS regulation; framework
agreements; IPA national
programming guides, IPA multi-

beneficiary programming guide.
Administrative data from DG ELARG,
EUDs and national authorities (if
available).

Enlargement  Progress Reports,
Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring
and Evaluation Reports.

Structured interviews with DG
ELARG, EUDs, national authorities,
programming and implementing
actors, and beneficiaries of CARDS
financial assistance to the Western
Balkans.

Audit Reports.

e Link outcomes of this analysis to first

part of evaluation question.

e Review available documentation, in

particular any evaluations conducted
on the programme and identify key
factors influencing sustainability.

Conduct  interviews  with  key
stakeholders to gain both their own
impressions of programme

sustainability and specific examples
that they can give of how CARDS
assistance proved to be sustainable,
or not. This will be for both individual
interventions (projects) i.e. results
and also impacts (programmes).

Analyse the interventions in the
project sample to establish whether
the results of the assistance remain in
place, or have been taken forward as
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EVALUATION

QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

Evaluation Matrix

JUDGEMENT INDICATORS

SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

EQ5:

Were there any
elements which could
hamper the impact
and/or sustainability of
assistance?

e Staff continuity (in terms
of numbers, competence
and quality).

e CARDS impacts are
identifiable and continue
to contribute to Country
development

e Political support in place
to support sustainability of
assistance

Factors that contributed to
achieving/non-achieving
impact and sustainability.

CARDS impacts not original
planned by programming

External factors and
(unrealistic) assumptions that
influenced impacts

e |nvestments/infrastructure

physically in place and in use
Government policies towards
the relevant sectors remain
consistent over time

Manifestation of risks
identified in  programming
stage or which appeared later
in project cycle

Manifestation of risks to the
assistance that were not
anticipated in the programme
documentation

Extent to which these risks
influenced the impact of the
assistance

Extent to which these risks
undermined sustainability

CARDS regulation; framework
agreements; IPA national
programming guides, IPA multi-

beneficiary programming guide.
Administrative data from DG ELARG,
EUDs and national authorities (if
available).

Enlargement  Progress  Reports,
Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring
and Evaluation Reports.

Structured interviews with DG
ELARG, EUDs, national authorities,
programming and implementing
actors, and beneficiaries of CARDS
financial assistance to the Western
Balkans.

intended.

If there is conclusive evidence that in
more than half the interventions
results are in place or have been
taken forward, the assessment will be
that results have been sustainable. If
there is conclusive evidence that at
least half the impacts identified in the
evaluation are still in some way
evident, the assistance will be
considered as sustainable.

Review available documentation, in
particular any evaluations conducted
on the programme and identify key
factors influencing sustainability — in
this case, those that negatively
influence it.

Conduct  interviews  with  key
stakeholders to gain both their own
impressions of programme
sustainability and specific examples
that they can give of the barriers to
sustainability. This will be for both
individual interventions (projects) i.e.

results and also impacts
(programmes).
e Analyse the interventions in the
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EVALUATION

QUESTIONS (EQ)

JUDGEMENT CRITERIA (JC)

Evaluation Matrix

JUDGEMENT INDICATORS SOURCES OF INFORMATION (SOl)

EQ SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY

EQ6:

To what extent were
the EC's chosen
implementation
modalities relevant
and efficient?

To what extent have

the beneficiary
countries been actively
involved in decision-
making concerning
CARDS Assistance
orientation and

implementation?

CARDS implementation
modalities ensured relevant
and efficient delivery of
assistance in line with
national and EU strategic
objectives.

Representatives of
beneficiary countries

involved in the programming
and implementation process

Audit Reports.

e Timeliness of contracting of CARDS  regulation;  framework
assistance agreements; IPA national

e Failure rates for contracting programming guides, IPA multi-
assistance beneficiary programming guide.

e Existence of  monitoring Administrative data from DG ELARG,
systems to track EUDs and national authorities (if

available).

Enlargement  Progress Reports,
Cards Progress Reports, Monitoring
and Evaluation Reports.

Structured interviews with DG
ELARG, EUDs, national authorities,
programming and implementing
actors, and beneficiaries of CARDS
financial assistance to the Western
Balkans.

Audit Reports.

implementation performance
e Evidence of beneficiary
representatives on decision
making and  coordinating
bodies within CARDS countries.

project sample to establish whether
their  sustainability = has  been
negatively hampered, and if so, what
were the factors causing this.

Map  the administrative and
organisational structures at central,
regional and national level

Conduct a desk study of internal and

external information sources,
especially ROM and other evaluation
reports.

Review (where  possible) the

composition of decision making and
coordinating bodies within CARDS to
identify  the involvement of
beneficiary countries in them.
Conduct interviews and focus groups
to assess the relevance and efficiency
of these structures and the extent to
which CARDS beneficiaries were
active in them.

Compare the relative performance of
the CARDS programme by
implementation modality
(centralised, de-concentrated, 