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Executive Summary
The Mid-term evaluation of the Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme (RCOP) 2007-2013 was implemented under the coordination of the Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology through its Directorate of EU
Financial Programmes RCOP Operating Structure in the framework of the project “Technical Assistance for Further Support to RCP-CID in its Operations” (TA) (2014-2018).
The evaluation represents a late mid-term exercise which aimed to:
a.
Identify effects and impacts, as well as their sustainability, in line with the programme strategy,
occurred or on the way to be obtained (accountability purpose),
b.
Identify key points to be taken up in the future (mainly the 2014-2020 programme) as regards
system efficiency-related aspects (learning purpose),
c.
Explain underlying causes of performance (or lack thereof) and make recommendations for future actions (learning purpose).
The findings, conclusions and recommendations of this report are based on evidences collected through deskbased research, interviews at central level among RCOP key stakeholders, SMC members and representatives of
deferred and cancelled projects, web-based questionnaire among all ERAs of RCOP, in-depth regional/local data
collection based on a selection of 10 representative projects, including interviews and 6 focus groups with final
beneficiaries.
There is a limited number of completed projects in the RCOP portfolio, which limited the analyses undertaken
under the effectiveness, impact and sustainability criteria. At the same time, the data at disposal did not allow for
a fully-fledged analysis related to the costs of the system resources deployed and cost-efficiency and effectiveness aspects.
Overall, the programme and its operations are relevant and effective and there are indications and changes at
local and sectoral level, but also from a policy perspective, are triggered. Efficiency concerns reflected also by the
partial financial absorption and relative reorientation of the programme strategy influenced also the programme
effectiveness, as expectations in terms of results were lowered. A more comprehensive pipeline of mature projects would have allowed the OS to replace projects in the portfolio and ensure timely funds absorption and effectiveness. As operations under Priority 1 (Measures 1.1, 1.3, 1.4) approach the closure phase sustainability concerns have started to emerge and efforts are made by all parties to tackle sustainability risks and ensure adequate utilisation of outputs produced.
Relevance
The measures and activities proposed by RCOP are coherent with the needs identified in the socio-economic
analysis of the programme. However, a more in-depth needs analysis and bottom up identification on key problems and needs to be addressed would have improved the intervention logic, and would have better served the
elaboration of SMART programme objectives, activities to be prioritised, aid modalities to be used and indicators,
including targets. The RCOP objectives are overly-ambitious and the funds allocated to the programme could not
be sufficient for their attainment.
The operations implemented largely correspond to both the programme objectives and the needs of the beneficiaries. However, the needs analyses at project level lack to a certain extent the necessary detail to adequately
fundament the project objectives, activities and their size and, consequently, the outputs and effects to be expected, as well as the costs of their sustainability.
Grant schemes would have been relevant under the RCOP as access to finance remains one of the challenges of
SMEs in Turkey but, assuming that grants envisaged would have been rather small, they could have not produced
similar effects as the contract-based operations. The added value of grants and their potential effectiveness may
differ greatly for different types of enterprises. It is important to underline that, although the appetite for grants
has increased among SMEs in the last years, deploying such schemes does not come without challenges, mainly
connected to the enterprises’ low capacity to apply for grants and implement them rigorously.
Effectiveness
Despite delays and challenges encountered during implementation the programme and projects book the
achievements expected or there are strong indications that this might be the case until the end of the operations.
At programme level uncertainty in this respect exists particularly in tourism and venture capital areas. Results
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expected might not be achieved also because the needs/demand was over-estimated in the operation design
phase. Overall, the programme indicator system could have been improved in terms of coverage, clear target
setting and adjustment, and a better correlation between the programme/operation/contract levels.
Enterprises particularly appreciate the modern working environment, the business support made available including by international experts, state of the art equipment, the supply of products and manufacturing and R&D services (to be) made available RCOP operations, management and policy-related instruments and tools. In-depth
TA activities directed at SMEs (e.g. role models programmes/business plan development and support to its implementation), as well as design services seem to have more added value than basic entrepreneurship trainings
(with the exception of enterprises engaged in ISGEMs and ABIGEMs, newly set up or small start-ups). Overall TA
and project effectiveness was negatively affected by (at a more general level) the delays in operation implementation, the quality of new infrastructure, late staff appointment, insufficient marketing efforts and tools (webpage, showrooms), reduced activities during winter and, in some isolated cases, the quality of equipment delivered.
Several unexpected achievements are also registered, especially in terms of capacity to implement similar projects in the future, visibility at national level and inspiration for other initiatives. Some of the project visibly contributed to a stronger partnership among partners/local stakeholders, their cooperation with the private sector
and understanding and serving its needs, and a more strategic (“vision”) and project-oriented approach to development. In some cases due to the project the development of an entire sector at local level was considerably
boosted, beyond initial expectations.
Efficiency
The perception on the programme is positive, to a large extent. RCOP is described in key words such as “development”, “new ideas”, “professionalism, “vision”, “innovation”, “discipline” and perceived as very beneficial for
the Turkish economy, particularly in the less developed parts of Turkey. On the other side, RCOP is also
known/perceived as very bureaucratic, requiring cooperation and coordination with too many actors and institutions.
Considering the complexity of the programme, derived from its types of operations, procedures and n+3 rule, the
new governance system put in place for its management and the initial delays in launching activities and accreditation, the resources needed for its efficient implementation were only partially available. Further than no/limited
TA available for approximately 4 out of 10 years, insufficient support was made available (or made available late)
especially to programming and to ERAs, in all phases, but also to tender dossier preparation. The resources involved in OIS preparation were partially lost for RCOP, as some of the projects in the pipeline were withdrawn,
cancelled or deferred to IPA II after 2013. The Direct Expenditure Plan, Management information system and, to
a certain extent, Publicity and Information activities came too late to make a difference for RCOP and the staff
needed in the OS and EUD was not sufficient in all cases (for all functions) and periods while its capacity increased gradually.
The capacity of several ERAs (particularly under Package 2) to produce the required documentation (OIS and
tender dossiers) at the needed quality level, to engage in tender evaluation and fulfil the pre-conditions for contract implementation and manage contracts was insufficient considering the complexity of requirements. The
deficiencies in the programme cycle placed further pressure on ERAs, when their capacity was already limited.
Insufficient support under the RCOP TA was made available in this area which proved a key bottleneck to programme efficiency.
The significant delays registered in the OIS and tender documentation development processes occurred also due
to the lack of clear procedures encompassing responsibilities, actions and particularly a commonly agreed and
applied timeframe by each involved party, i.e. the OS, EUD, TAT and ERAs. More political support in the operation
development and implementation process might have enhanced ownership and increase efficiency.
At programme level an overall satisfaction exists on the TA services provided under various contracts, with certain exceptions, e.g. the tender dossier preparation activities undertaken under TA 1. At operation level particularly problematic were the works contracts; not in all cases the supervision team adequately supported ERAs in
managing contractors. TA services are to a large extent appreciated, by ERAs and final beneficiaries. Supply
contracts proved problematic more from a timing perspective, as only in isolated cases the equipment delivered
did not seem to respect the technical specifications.
There is room for improvement as regards programme strategic planning and management, including monitoring
and evaluation, internal control and risk management.
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Impact
There are strong evidenced that the RCOP operations contributed or will contribute to changes in terms of local
social-economic development, entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial skills, enterprises development (turnover,
productivity, added value, and number of employees, competitiveness particularly at national, but also at international level), significant improvement of technology at company level. The operations have had positive indirect economic effects on customers, suppliers and local communities. RCOP has strong leverage effects and
produced very limited deadweight, substitution (although not all jobs created are new) and displacement. However, negative environmental effects have been identified for some of the operations analysed in depth.
Sustainability
Despite measures taken in the last year, risks to sustainability remain, particularly for operations under measure
1.1 and 1.4. These mainly related to financing the operation of facilities until revenues and costs break even,
quality of staff in place and their stability, effectiveness of marketing activities and overall support of stakeholders. The deficiencies registered in terms of sustainability area strongly related to the extent to which the sustainability-related criteria were understood, operationalised in the project design phase, and followed up during project implementation.
The key recommendations of this evaluation are relevant mostly for the new programme and refer to:










The need to ensure a coherent logic to the programme interventions and an adequate indicator system,
supported by thorough needs analyses which, in principle, should provide the underpinning reasoning
for the types of interventions (grant schemes/works contracts), their design and the adequate ERAs;
The need to select projects whose design, including effectiveness and sustainability assumptions, is adequately justified by need/demand analyses;
The need to adequately inform and support the programme beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries, in
all phases;
The need to ensure relevant, timely, qualitative and efficient support to the OS, particularly the Programming and Tender Dossier Preparation Department, including in terms of IT tools;
The need to adequately proceduralise and manage the OIS and TD development stages and ensure efficient and coherent involvement of all stakeholders (OS, EUD and EC);
The need to manage the OS in a strategic manner, to ensure forward-thinking, risk-tackling and result
oriented decisions;
The need to put in place an adequate performance management system and facilitate a genuine, efficient and effective management of human resources, including their development and motivation;
The need to adequately address sustainability-related matters in all phases: design, implementation,
ex-post.
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1. Introduction
This document represents the Final Report (FR) for the Mid-term evaluation of the Regional Competitiveness
Operational Programme (RCOP) 2007-2013, implemented under IPA I, Component III by the Ministry of Science,
Industry and Technology through its Directorate of EU Financial Programmes RCOP Operating Structure. The Midterm evaluation is organised in the framework of the project “Technical Assistance for Further Support to RCPCID in its Operations” (TA) (2014-2017).
The Final Report has been elaborated on the basis of the Draft Final Report and the comments transmitted by the
Directorate of EU Financial Programmes RCOP Operating Structure. In Annex 11 we present these comments and
the manner in which they were incorporated, if the case, in the report.
The overall objective of the evaluation is influenced by the status of programme implementation. While 2017 is
the last year of expenditure eligibility under the programme, a limited number of projects under the RCOP portfolio are completed or close to (physical) completion. In this context the evaluation represents a late mid-term
exercise, which allows for some impact and sustainability analyses, although limited. In terms of scope, the evaluation focuses on Measures 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 2.1, 2.2, and to some extent to priority axis (PA) 3 and Measure 1.2
(effectiveness). This having been said, the evaluation aims to:
a.
Identify effects and impacts, as well as their sustainability, in line with the programme strategy,
occurred or on the way to be obtained (accountability purpose),
b.
Identify key points to be taken up in the future (mainly the 2014-2020 programme) as regards
system efficiency-related aspects (learning purpose),
c.
Explain underlying causes of performance (or lack thereof) and make recommendations for future actions (learning purpose).
It is worth mentioning in this context that a first mid-term evaluation of the programme was undertaken in 2011
and its results have been taken into consideration during this exercise. Furthermore, since the last evaluation the
programme undertook some changes as regards its total budget and allocations, as well as its implementation
strategy.
The cut-off date of the evaluation is July 2017 (please see also section 2.2, “Limitations”).
The evaluation stakeholders are:
1. The Operating Structure/Ministry of Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology;
2. Members of the Sectoral Monitoring Committee, including NIPAC and EUD;
3. End Recipients of Assistance (ERAs)1;
4. Target groups of operations/final beneficiaries.

1.1 Methodology
The choice of instruments was determined mainly by the evaluation questions, which cover extensively elements
related to effectiveness, impact and sustainability.
As presented in detail in the evaluation matrix, developed in the inception phase in the Methodological Report 2
(please see Annex 1), the data collection tools used for the purpose of this evaluation are:
(1) desk-based research (see list of documents consulted in Annex 2),
(2) interviews at central level among RCOP key stakeholders, SMC members and representatives of deferred and cancelled projects (see interview guides and list of persons and institutions interviewed in
Annex 3),
(3) web-based questionnaire among all ERAs of RCOP (see the questionnaire used in Annex 4 and results of the survey in Annex 6),
(4) in-depth regional/local data collection based on a selection of 10 representative projects, including
interviews and 6 focus groups with final beneficiaries in Kastamonu (2 FGs, one for each operation analysed), Hatay (2 FGs, one for each operation analysed), Kayseri and Erzurum (see the data collection
tools, list of persons and institutions interviewed and participants to focus groups in Annex 5).

1
2

Some of them are also members of the SMC and the methodology takes this aspect into account.
The first deliverable of this evaluation.
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The 10 representative projects are presented in the table below:
Table 1. The 10 projects analysed in-depth in the framework of this evaluation

No

Project Title

Measure

Location

ERA

Status

KOSGEB (SME Development Organization)

Completed

1.

Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in
Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey

1.1

Kastamonu

2.

Hand Made in Hatay

1.1

Hatay

3.

Establishment of a Common-use Processing
Facility for Industrial Forestry Products

1.1

Kastamonu

4.

Samsun Logistics Centre

1.1

Samsun

5.

Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center

1.3

Kayseri,
Yozgat

6.

Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing
Support Centre in Bayburt

1.3

Bayburt

7.

Sustainable Tourism Development in Mardin

1.4

Mardin

1.4

Erzurum

2.1

Hatay

2.2

Trabzon

Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan
and Kars
Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya,
Batman and Van (ABIGEMs)

8.
9.

10.

Empowering SMEs for Networking and InterRegional Cooperation

Antakya Chamber of
Trade and Industry
Kastamonu Stock
Exchange
Black Sea Region
Development Agency
Ministry of Science,
Industry and Technology, General Directorate of R&D
Bayburt Provincial
Special Administration

Almost
Complete
Almost
Complete
Moderately
Advanced

Governorate of Mardin

Completed

Ministry of Culture and
Tourism
TOBB (Turkish Union
of Chambers and
Stock Exchanges)

Moderately
Advanced

Ministry of Economy

Completed

Completed
Almost
Complete

Completed

1.2 Limitations
Although we have selected an as mature as possible projects for in-depth analysis, many of these were in the
initial phase of operationalisation at the cut-off date of this evaluation (particularly under measure 1.1 and 1.4,
but also 1.3). This state of affairs limited the analyses under the effectiveness, impact and sustainability criteria.
Although it was planned during the inception period that, at operation level, the July Operational Monitoring Reports covering the first semester of 2017 would be used, these reports could be made available after the draft
final report was prepared. However, during fieldwork, recent data was collected to the extent possible and the
overall the findings and conclusions of this evaluation are thus based on a mix of data valid as of January 2017 or
May 2017 (present in the Operation Monitoring Sheets attached to the 2016 SAIR) and in July 2017 (as provided
by the Operating Structure particularly for the efficiency sections).
The data at disposal did not allow a fully-fledged analysis mainly for two sections under the Efficiency chapter,
namely the extent to which the system resources were deployed appropriately in terms of timing and, particularly,
cost, as the timeframe of most TA projects (thus also of the related invoices) do not fit the calendar year e.g. run
from September to March (of the following year). The data and time at disposal did not allow for a more in-depth
analysis particularly as regards the costs of the resources deployed. The second case in which the analysis could
be carried out to a more limited extent relates to cost-efficiency and effectiveness. Data on unitary costs were
required from ERAs could not be provided, thus the initial approach was changed while drafting the report: instead of an analysis for the 10 projects selected to be analyses in-depth we made an analysis for the entire
RCOP project portfolio (38 projects as we excluded EUTF, Measure 1.2 projects and TA projects) based on data
available, i.e. achieved indicator targets based on Operation Monitoring Sheets and budget of projects/contracts
in July 2017. Where achieved targets were not available (i.e. for projects not completed), we used for our calculations the targets of the indicators as proxy.
During and at the end of the fieldwork we took stock of the data collected and types of stakeholders involved to
ensure that findings are based on triangulation (i.e. on data collected from all parties, OS-ERAs-other stakeholders) and the conclusion was that information provided overall by the RCOP other stakeholders, especially SMCs
members, was not as rich as initially expected. On the other side, during the regional/local fieldwork insufficient
discussions were carried out, in some cases (especially CUFs and similar entities), with members of staff, as some
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of them were not hired yet; a preference was given to FGs with final beneficiaries, where these could be organised.
All in all, the methodology proposed was ambitious for the time at disposal, however, a significant amount of data
was collected, triangulated, thus the findings, conclusions and recommendations of this evaluation are based on
solid evidences.

1.3 Structure of the report
The structure of the report follows the evaluation criteria and questions.








Chapter number two addresses aspects related to the relevance of the RCOP implementation modalities,
of the RCOP operations as compared to the needs and capacity of ERAs and final beneficiaries, and to
the extent to which the programme cycle allowed for an effective implementation.
In chapter 3 the findings of this evaluation in terms of expected and unexpected achievements, thus the
effectiveness of the programme and how this is reflected by the programme indicator system are presented.
Chapter 4 covers different aspects of programme/system efficiency in terms of stakeholders’ involvement
and their perception on RCOP, resources at disposal for the programme implementation process, barriers
and constraints to implement the Programme in efficient manner, and their main causes, as well as
some findings on cost-efficiency and effectiveness.
Chapter 5 identifies the impact, expected and not expected, of the RCOP operations, and
Chapter 6 addresses the matter of operations’ sustainability.
In chapter 7 overall conclusions and recommendations are made, based on the findings and interim conclusions presented in the previous sections.

2. Relevance
2.1 Appropriateness of the mix of measures, aid modalities and
instruments for the size and scope of the Programme
EQ1. To what extent was the mix of measures, aid modalities and instruments appropriate for the
size and scope of the Programme?
Understanding of the evaluation question
In order to answer this evaluation question three aspects of the logic of intervention of the programme were
analysed:

the correspondence between the needs identified by the programme and the measures and activities
planned

the extent to which, given the importance/intensity of the problems/needs identified, the budget at
disposal was sufficient

the extent to which the aid modalities applied/instruments were the most appropriate for the implementation of the programme and, thus, its effectiveness (i.e. the extent to which the programme objectives are/will be reached)
For the sake of analysis we defined the concepts used by the evaluation questions as:
Mix of measures: measures under Priorities 1 and 2
Aid modalities/instruments: financial engineering instruments vs. grants vs. projects/procurement/contracts
Size: budget
Scope: actions envisaged by the logic of intervention:
(1) supportive industrial infrastructure (of different types)
(2) structures operating on the base of high technology, R&D and innovation
(3) basic tourism infrastructure
(4) information and consultation systems & direct information supply activities for an entrepreneurial culture
and skills of enterprises, b. cooperation in industry corporate sector, c. R&D&I. (SMEs & start-ups and clusters/network)
Before presenting the findings related to the three main topics covered by this chapter, a presentation of the
overall programme strategy and its modification since the first interim evaluation is necessary. The quality of the
logic of intervention of the programme (LoI) determines the adequacy of its “implementation strategy” as
knowledge on the potential beneficiaries of the programme, their needs and capacity define the (1) eligible activities (i.e. which need to be in line with the needs as well as the objective of the programme and the change
12

sought), (2) types of aid modalities/instruments (i.e. which depend on other dimensions as well, e.g. limits imposed by the law as in the case of state aid), and consequently, (3) types of calls (competitive/non-competitive),
(4) the specific features of the envisaged instruments (e.g. maximum/minimum value of the grant/project). All
these elements, in extent, contribute to defining the programme indicators, their baselines and their targets
(please see under a simplified graphic representation of the LoI):
Figure 1. Overall logic of an intervention

Source: evaluation team

As concluded also by the interim evaluation of the RCOP, the overall strategy of the programme is “multi-layered”
and developed rather “top-down”: “specific” objectives are set at all three levels: at goal level, at priority level
and at measure level, as presented in the table under:

P1: Improvement of Business Environment

Table 2. Strategy of RCOP
Overarching goals, aims and specific objectives
Global objective(s): Increasing Regional Competitiveness by Supporting Enterprises
Aims:

to prepare Turkey for the implementation and management of the EU's cohesion policy and thus to support Turkey
in its preparation for EU membership

to increase the competitiveness of Turkish economy to converge with the economy of the EU and to reduce regional
socio-economic disparities

to contribute both to Turkey’s approximation to the EU, and to the economic and social development of Turkey by
reducing regional disparities

to increase competitiveness in the 12 NUTS II Regions and 15 Growth Centres having the GDP per Capita below the
75 % of Turkish national average

to contribute to policy development and mobilization of resources which will pave the way for decreasing regional
disparities through investment in business infrastructure, access to finance and improvement of skills of the labour
force
Specific objectives:

Enhancement of Physical and Financial Infrastructure

Increasing the Business Stock

Increasing Employment Creation Capacity of the Productive Sector

Enhancing Added Value of Production Base
Specific objectives at priMeasures
Specific objectives at measure level
ority level
1.1 Enhancement and modMeasure 1.1:
1. To enhance the industrial infrastructure for enterprises to conduct
ernization of business infraDevelopment
business activities in a better environment, through establishment of
structure for enterprises to
of Industrial
common utility social, technical, production, storage and ICT facilities,
conduct business activities in a Infrastructure
2. To increase occupancy ratio inside the business sites, through attractbetter and convenient enviing the enterprises to benefit from the enhanced synergy and the comronment.
parative advantage of common use of advanced infrastructure and high
quality services inside the business sites,
3. To contribute to the establishment of start-ups and increase the
competitiveness of existing enterprises, through establishment of business and enterprise development centres as well as one stop shops,
information and consultancy offices.
1.2. Improving the conditions
Measure 1.2:
1. To enhance the financial environment in the target regions through
of enterprises in terms of
Creation and
supporting credit guarantee funds, micro-loan funds and equity finance
access to financial instruments
Development
mechanisms like venture capital funds including seed and start-up capiby establishing and/or supof Financing
tal and other forms of financial instruments serving the enterprises.
porting convenient financing
Instruments
2. To support the enterprises ‟business development projects and level
mechanisms.
of investment through increasing their access to financial resources.
3. To modernize the production infrastructure of enterprises through
increased utilization of financial mechanisms.
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P2:
Strengthening of Enterprise Capacity and Foster Entrepreneurship

1.3. Promoting R&D, Innovation and usage of technology,
including ICT and transfer of
knowledge, through infrastructure.

Measure 1.3:
Improvement
of R&D, Innovation, Technology and
ICT Environment and
Infrastructure

1.4. Diversification and enhancement of tourism activities by means of supply and
demand side interventions,
like revitalising, landscaping
and promotion /marketing
activities.

Measure 1.4:
Improvement
of Tourism
Infrastructure,
Promotion and
Marketing
Activities

2.1 Strengthening entrepreneurial culture and skills of
enterprises and start-ups in a
wide range of themes by
providing information support
and consultation systems and
organizing direct information
supply activities like seminars,
workshops and business oriented specific trainings.
2.3. Improvement of R&D and
innovation capabilities of
enterprises and ICT usage in
business process through
basic information and consultancy supports.
2.2. Encouraging and
strengthening cooperation in
industry corporate sector
through basic information
support, consultation activities
and clustering and other
possible forms of cooperation.

Measure 2.1
Providing
Basic Information and
Consultancy
Support for
Enterprises

Measure 2.2
Strengthening
of Cooperation
in Industry
Corporate
Sector

2.4. Creating new jobs, increasing the business stock
and added value in the target
regions through supporting
SMEs particularly start-ups.

1. To contribute the commercial-oriented R&D activities of public and
non-profit making organizations and increase the utilization of shared
R&D, Innovation and Technology Infrastructure providing advanced
environment and high quality services to enterprises,
2. To promote the collaboration on R&D and innovation, transfer of
technology through establishment, development and operation of corporate networks and clusters among the public sector, universities, R&D
Centres and enterprises and connecting them to international networks.
3. To contribute to the creation of new R&D jobs and products for commercial purposes, increase investments of enterprises on R&D, innovation, technology and knowledge.
4. To improve the capacity of enterprises to utilize R&D results, innovation and technology commercially for products, processes and services.
1. To contribute to the competitiveness of Turkey through diversification
of tourism
2. To contribute to the employment rate, added value produced and the
overall business stock by creating a convenient environment for tourism
enterprises
3. To decrease regional disparities and enhance socio-economic development by creating a favourable environment for tourism enterprises
4. To provide a social and economic interaction inside and among the
regions
1. To support and improve the entrepreneurial skills of SMEs so as to
assist them in the establishment of new business and expanding existing
businesses, increasing the added value they produce and thus strengthening their competitiveness.
2. To improve the services and capacity of public institutions and nonprofit making organizations supplying information and consultancy services to SMEs.
3. To promote the investments of SMEs in order to enhance their production, marketing, standardisation, branding, etc.
4. To support enterprises to participate in Community Programmes so as
to provide consistency and complementarity with other Community
Programmes and to increase the abilities of enterprises for developing
and implementing EU funded projects.

1. Promoting the establishment of services and counselling activities
assisting the launching and development of sectoral and regional clusters and networks among enterprises.
2. To enhance the productivity and added value of the enterprises and
business representative organisations through horizontal and vertical
cooperation among the firms manufacturing similar or complementary
products inside the business sites
3. Supporting and stimulating the establishment of cooperation and
networks among public and private institutions/universities/NGOs/Unions
serving SMEs.
4. Providing services and counselling activities to follow-up and mentoring of networks, extension of existing networks as well.
5. Providing information on networking and clustering to increase the
awareness and knowledge of enterprises, private and public institutions.
Relating to both measures under PA 2 but also other measures of the
programme

Source: RCOP, last version (November 2015)
As it can be observed from the table above, there is coherence between the specific objectives (global-priority
axis-measure). However, the linkages between them is somewhat unclear, with SOs at measure level being often
“at higher level” than the SOs at PA level (e.g. SO 2 under measure 2.2 “To enhance the productivity and added
value of the enterprises and business representative organisations through horizontal and vertical cooperation
among the firms manufacturing similar or complementary products inside the business sites” as compared to the
SO 2.2. which refers to cooperation only). SO 2.4 under the PA 2 stands out as it is relevant also for measures
and effects/results expected under PA 1, too. Overall, the SOs at measure level can better serve as a reflection of
the problems and needs identified by the programme and thus they could have constituted the basis for setting
up the programme physical monitoring system (through indicators), although not in all cases they are sufficiently
“SMART” formulated (e.g. SOs under Measure 1.4). For this reason SOs at measure level are taken into consideration for the analysis under the section 2.1.1 under).
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The key challenge steaming from this hierarchy of objectives is to “distil” the main changes the programme intended to achieve and thus to identify the (genuine) priorities the allocated funds should have been spent on to
determine the changes aimed. As they stand, the objectives are very ambitious and divers (despite the programme concentration strategy on certain regions and sectors), and, consequently, disproportionate to the funds
allocated to RCOP (see next table).
2.1.1. The correspondence between the needs identified by the programme and the measures and
activities planned
The first interim evaluation concluded: “The manner in which the two strategic priorities and the six measures of
the RCOP are extracted from the SWOT analysis is logical. The overall objectives, the two priorities and the six
measures of the RCOP are still adequate, and in general they match the needs of the SMEs in Turkey as it was
seen also from the examination of the strategic documents of Turkey in the previous chapter.”
In the next table we present the correspondence between the problems/needs identified in the RCOP and the
specific objectives set, as well as the activities planned, as per the logic of intervention theory.
Table 3. Correspondence between needs identified by RCOP and its strategy
Specific objectives at Measure
level

Problems/needs identified

Activities

Measure 1.1: Development of Industrial Infrastructure
Turkey is still under the effect of an agriculture
based industrialisation process, while the manufacturing sector is considered as the locomotive sector
in order to provide the sustainable development in
GNP growth.
About 98 % of the enterprises in the manufacturing
industry are small scale enterprises which employ 149 workers. This structure brings with it some problems such as lack of institutionalization and low

productivity.

1.

To enhance the industrial
infrastructure for enterprises
to conduct business activities
in a better environment,
through establishment of
common utility social, technical, production, storage and
ICT facilities,

2.

To increase occupancy ratio
inside the business sites,

through attracting the enterprises to benefit from the enhanced synergy and the comparative advantage of common use of advanced infrastructure and high quality
services inside the business
sites,

The productivity, technology level and export capacities of small scale enterprises also remain at a very
low level.
Organized Industrial Zones (OIZs) and Small Scale
Industrial Estates (SSIE) have presented a proper
environment for the industrial development through
their common infrastructure and waste water treatment facilities. The occupancy rate of these zones
and estates differs according to the development
rates of the regions they belong to. Establishment of
physical industrial infrastructure is not merely
enough in less developed regions without supporting
and ensuring complementarity by other policy areas
(as in developed regions of Turkey). The main problem in those regions for on-going OIZ and SSIE
projects is the completion of the infrastructure
constructions and reaching the optimum occupancy
rates of these zones by attracting the interest of
investors and creating new entrepreneurs.

3.

To contribute to the estab-

lishment of start-ups and increase the competitiveness of
existing enterprises, through

establishment of business and
enterprise development centres as well as one stop

shops, information and consultancy offices.

It is important to ensure support and consultancy
mechanisms for the enterprises located in OIZs and
SSIEs. This support should particularly be concentrated on management and business administration,
quality and standardisation, clustering and networking, exporting and marketing, technology transfer,
R&D and innovation to keep their business in competition conditions and to improve their skills and
capacities.
It is an urgent need of enterprises to access consultancy and support services through Enterprise Development Centres (IGEMs) and Business Develop15

1.

Establishment, improvement
and refurbishment of social,
technical, production, storage and ICT facilities, and
purchase of machinery,
equipment, for common use
of SMEs.

2.

Establishment, improvement
and refurbishment of one
stop shops, information and
consultancy offices, etc.

3.

Establishment, improvement
and refurbishment of business and enterprise development centres like ISGEMs,

4.

Establishment of logistic
centres for common commercial use in convenient locations like inside or nearby
industrial sites, nearby airports, harbours, main
transport axis.

ment Centres (ISGEM), incubators or to common
usage laboratories and workshops rather than establishment of new OIZs and SSIEs infrastructures.
There is no ISGEM and IGEM in each NUTS II Region and Growth Centres because the occupancy

rates of those zones is low and the number of enterprises located in the zones and taking benefit
from the services of IGEMs and ISGEMs is not substantially high.
Measure 1.2: Creation and Development of Financing Instruments
Another problem of SMEs in Turkey is insufficient
access to the financial instruments. This problem
stems from the unwillingness of micro sized enterprises to use financial tools due to the harsh conditions and insufficient numbers of financial instruments are available to support SMEs.

1.

SMEs in the manufacturing industry have difficulty in
obtaining sufficient capital for their investments.
This is also relevant for the enterprises which are at
the start-up phase. In this initial phase, the enterprises have to provide equity capital from their own 2.
savings in the short run. In this context, insufficient
capital appears to be the fundamental bottleneck for
start-ups. The collateral requirements by commercial
banks clearly are the most striking barrier. Interest
rates are the second major obstacle mentioned by
over half (54 percent) of the enterprises. Bureau3.
cratic and cumbersome procedures on the side of
the commercial banks.
SMEs prefer credit schemes applying low interest
rates and requesting more simple procedures. Naturally, this situation leads to a low level of bank credit
utilization rates by SMEs.

To enhance the financial
environment in the target regions through supporting credit guarantee funds, micro-loan
funds and equity finance
mechanisms like venture capital funds including seed and
start-up capital and other
forms of financial instruments
serving the enterprises.

1.

Carrying out a needs assessment study to identify
the mechanisms best suited
to the needs of the enterprises in the target regions.

2.

Establishment (where necessary) and/or contribution
of capital to credit guarantee
funds, micro-loan funds and
equity finance mechanisms
like venture capital funds including seed and start-up
capital and other forms of
financial instruments.

3.

Where necessary, promotion
of financing mechanisms
through publicity instruments and awareness raising campaigns as a component of the project in order
to facilitate access to the
funds supported.

4.

Where appropriate, the
projects under this measure
will include advisory services
to the beneficiaries, publicity
and networking.

5.

Innovative financial engineering instruments supporting R&D, technology
transfer, innovation and
business networking activities could also be eligible
outside of the target region.

To support the enterprises
‟business development projects and level of investment
through increasing their access
to financial resources.
To modernize the production
infrastructure of enterprises
through increased utilization of
financial mechanisms.

Nevertheless, financial institutions and banks consider that the risk of SME financing is high whereas
its profit is low in Turkey. This leads to an ineffective
and insufficient number of financial instruments to
support SMEs.
There is no micro loan mechanism operating in
Turkey.

Measure 1.3: Improvement of R&D, Innovation, Technology and ICT Environment and Infrastructure
The share of the medium and high technology sec1.
tors in the manufacturing industry has increased to a
substantial level due to the increases in the production and exportation during the 2002-2005 period.
However, when compared with the EU countries, the
share of these sectors remains still low.
Today, the research and development expenditures
in the high-tech sectors are extremely high.
2.
Almost all patent applications are composed of
foreign applications and the registration rate of
domestic applications is 10%. Domestic applications
are higher in the utility model, whereas half of these
applications result with the approval.
The number of registered patent and utility model in

To contribute the commercialoriented R&D activities of public and non-profit making organizations and increase the
utilization of shared R&D, Innovation and Technology Infrastructure providing advanced environment and high
quality services to enterprises,
To promote the collaboration
on R&D and innovation, transfer of technology through establishment, development and
operation of corporate networks and clusters among the
public sector, universities, R&D
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1.

Establishment, improvement
and modernization (including refurbishment and ICT
infrastructure) of R&D,
technology and innovation
facilities like Technology Development Centres (TDC),
Technology Development
Zones (TDZ), technology incubators without wall (DTI),
incubation centres, technology transfer centres, excellence centres, etc.

2.

Supporting activities of
public and non profit making
institutions regarding com-

the 12 NUTS II Regions are 8 and 199 respectively
which corresponds to 6.5% and 12% of the total
patent and utility model registered in Turkey.
The information and technology base of SMEs need
to be supported to make R&D, design and to create
brand marks for providing production of service and
high value added product in an innovative manner.
The main reasons of this situation are that most of
R&D infrastructure is established in universities and
public research institutions. As a corollary most of
R&D activities are performed by universities and
public research institutions, there is not enough
number of SMEs carrying high-technology based
activities. The number of SMEs capable of involving
in such high-tech projects is quite low, while the
existing ones need strong infrastructure and other
types of support in order to carry out such projects.

Centres and enterprises and
connecting them to international networks.
3.

To contribute to the creation
of new R&D jobs and products
for commercial purposes, increase investments of enterprises on R&D, innovation,
technology and knowledge.

4.

To improve the capacity of
enterprises to utilize R&D results, innovation and technology commercially for products,
processes and services.

mercial-oriented R&D as well
as collaboration on technology transfer, R&D and ICT
usage through establishment (including infrastructure, refurbishment), development and operation of
corporate networks and
technology platforms among
public sector, universities,
R&D Centres and enterprises
and connecting them to international networks.
3.

Establishment and modernization of social, technical
and production facilities like
labs, workshops, machinery,
training/education facilities,
etc. in Technology Development Zones and Technology Development Centres,
Universities and in other
possible locations.

4.

Establishment of one stop
shops, information, consultancy, patent offices and
other possible common service facilities in Technology
Development Zones, Technology Development Centres, Universities, and other
possible locations.

5.

Operations and investments
outside the target regions
provided that the activity is
a networking or joint project
supporting the competitive
position of the target regions.

Low cooperation level between universities and
enterprises.
Total R&D personnel per thousand total employments are one of the lowest values in OECD countries, and most of these personnel are employed in
universities contrary to situation in developed OECD
countries.
The universities in the regions having a per capita
income below 75% of Turkish national average have
insufficient infrastructure which is necessary for a
successful R&D and, also the universities, research
centres and sophisticated laboratories which have
the high capability of R&D, are located in the west
part of the Turkey.

Measure 1.4: Improvement of Tourism Infrastructure, Promotion and Marketing Activities
Tourism revenues have a significant share in the
foreign revenues of the country as well as exports.

1.

To contribute to the competitiveness of Turkey through diversification of tourism

2.

To contribute to the employment rate, added value produced and the overall business
stock by creating a convenient
environment for tourism enterprises

The main problem of the tourism enterprises is the
lack of effective marketing and promotion activities;
the lack of sufficient protection, commercialisation
and promotion of natural and historical heritage;
lack of diversified tourism products.

Expansion of the tourism sector to all regions by
increasing its economic benefits and expansion of
the tourism season throughout the year are fundamental factors to be taken into consideration in
ensuring regional development and decreasing
regional disparities in Turkey.

3.

To decrease regional disparities and enhance socioeconomic development by creating a favourable environment for tourism enterprises

4.

To provide a social and
economic interaction inside
and among the regions
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1.

Improvement of tourism
attraction areas through revitalisation and landscaping
and other relevant infrastructure investments.

2.

Establishment and refurbishment of tourism information facilities and centres.

3.

Support for promotion and
marketing activities of public
authorities and non-profit
making organizations including the utilization of all possible information and communication tools.

4.

Support for the organization
of local tourist events like
festivals, exhibitions, fairs,
etc.

5.

Support for the organization
of national and international
seminars, congress, etc. and

participation in national and
international fairs.
Measure 2.1: Providing Basic Information and Consultancy Support for Enterprises
Micro scale enterprises which have to operate under
free market conditions lack information regarding
the production processes and demand.
It is important to ensure support and consultancy
mechanisms for the enterprises located in OIZs and
SSIEs. This support should particularly be concentrated on management and business administration,
quality and standardisation, clustering and networking, exporting and marketing, technology transfer,
R&D and innovation to keep their business in competition conditions and to improve their skills and
capacities.
Training and consultancy needs of SMEs concentrate
in the areas of: production planning and control,
sale-marketing and consumer satisfaction analysis,
productivity, quality management systems, human
resources management, foreign trade, health and
security at work place, institutionalisation, management skills, CE marking, standardisation and certification and accounting.
It is crucial that a professional management concept
is applied to develop more flexible production and
management models in SMEs. It is necessary therefore to support enterprises through convenient
advisory and training activities from establishment to
development phase, in order to increase their competitiveness.

1. To support and improve the
entrepreneurial skills of SMEs
so as to assist them in the establishment of new business
and expanding existing businesses, increasing the added
value they produce and thus
strengthening their competitiveness.
2. To improve the services and
capacity of public institutions
and non-profit making organizations supplying information
and consultancy services to
SMEs.

1.

Supporting projects of public
institutions and non-profit
making organizations to
supply basic information
support for SMEs and particularly start-ups.

2.

Providing consultancy support for individual SMEs and
particularly start-ups

3.

Facilitate direct investment
support for SMEs and particularly start-ups through
consultancy assistance for
accessing financing schemes
under measure 1.2 (advice
with money).

3. To promote the investments of
SMEs in order to enhance their
production, marketing, standardisation, branding, etc.
4. To support enterprises to
participate in Community Programmes so as to provide consistency and complementarity
with other Community Programmes and to increase the
abilities of enterprises for developing and implementing EU
funded projects.

One of the main problems of SMEs is quality. The
number of enterprises which have the required
certificates for exporting, and to reach the international standards and quality is very low.
Only 35% of SMEs in Turkey can export. Deficiency
of source and lack of information are the main
barriers for exporting.
Measure 2.2: Strengthening of Cooperation in Industry Corporate Sector
Sectoral clustering is crucial in current competition
conditions, particularly for the regions whose development level is less than national average or at
around average. If the potentials, development
orientations, sectoral concentration structures,
bonds of these sectors in the production chain and
the basic roles of regions within economic activities
are determined through regional and sectoral strategy documents, the competitiveness of these less
developed regions can be strengthened by implementation of the policies defined in strategy documents.

1.

Promoting the establishment 1.
of services and counselling
activities assisting the
launching and development
of sectoral and regional clusters and networks among
enterprises.

Supporting activities of
public institutions and nonprofit making organizations
to supply basic information
support and consultancy on
clustering, networking and
collaborative activities.

2.

To enhance the productivity
and added value of the enterprises and business representative organisations
through horizontal and vertical cooperation among the
firms manufacturing similar
or complementary products
inside the business sites

2.

Supporting activities of
public institutions and nonprofit making organizations
on surveys and identification, need assessment,
analysis and mapping of
clusters and networks as
well as developing cluster
and networking roadmaps
under the projects.

3.

Supporting and stimulating
the establishment of cooperation and networks among
public and private institutions/universities/NGOs/Unio

3.

Direct incentives for common actions and investments of potential or existing structures of business
and industrial collaboration

Sectoral clustering and building networks among
different regions is highly important so as to improve
those sectors in the relevant provinces and also to
keep track with the tough regional and global competition environment.
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ns serving SMEs.
4.

Providing services and counselling activities to follow-up
and mentoring of networks,
extension of existing networks as well.

5.

Providing information on
networking and clustering to
increase the awareness and
knowledge of enterprises,
private and public institutions.

like clusters, networks and
business representative organisations etc.

Source: RCOP, last version (November 2015)
As it can be observed from the table above, there is a good correspondence between the measures, their specific
objectives and activities on one side, and the problems and needs identified in the socio-economic analysis on the
other, although reconstructing this correspondence was rather challenging.
It is worth noting that the need for enhanced business infrastructure/environment for the industrial development
is presented through the perspective of the existing approaches in Turkey (OIZ and SSIEs, ISGEMs) and the
coherence and complementarity with the unfolding national interventions is emphasized, some of the objectives
referring directly to the occupancy rates in these zones. The same is valid also in the R&D area.
A certain degree of particularisation of the logic of intervention would have brought added value, also in terms of
defining the aid modalities to be used. This is important for the consultancy activities which are horizontal to all
Measures and specifically targeted under Priority Axis (PA) 2 but also under Measure 1.2. As the fieldwork revealed, smaller enterprises (micro and small) were the main final beneficiaries under Measure 1.1 while larger
enterprises which understand and can capitalise (in terms of expansion, competitiveness, export) on (more complex/sophisticated) consultancy services might have better leveraged services provided under Priority 2. In the
case of the latter, the decrease in the project portfolio and financial allocations (see next section) are at odds
with the emphasized/”crucial” need to spread and apply a professional management concept for the development
of more flexible production and management models. In the case of Measure 1.2, ideally the needs analysis
should have taken into account the different types of potential beneficiaries, as captured in the next figure:
Figure 2. Types of FIEs and SME development stages
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Source: the Malta Independent on-line3
Anticipating on section 2.1.3, the needs analysis, although presenting “access to finance” as a key problem faced
by the Turkish SMEs, does not investigate/differentiate in any way between direct grants and financial instruments as solution to this problem, which confirms the top-down approach in developing the programme LoI, i.e.
aid modalities were decided in advance and later on justified by analysis, not the other way around.
Although the socio-economic analysis of the last version of RCOP is still based on rather old figures (e.g. from
2005), as widely confirmed by the fieldwork, the context of RCOP is not significantly changed and
measures/activities envisaged have been relevant by the end of the programme (2017). It is also worth noticing
that the socio-economic analysis does identify the key stakeholders in most areas to be supported by the RCOP:
the Turkish Artisans and Craftsmen Confederation (TESK), the Union of Chambers and Commodity Exchanges of
Turkey (TOBB), KOSGEB, the Union of Turkish Artisans and Craftsmen Credit and Guarantee Cooperatives
(TESKOMB), Ministry of Industry and Trade (at that time), TUBITAK, Technology Development Foundation of
Turkey (TTGV). Considering their importance and capacity in the areas they activate, their involvement in the
programme implementation as ERAs or in other positions, is an indication of an adequate logic of intervention
and implementation.
2.1.2. The correspondence between the measures and activities planned and the available budget
The modifications of the programme strategy and financial allocations, operated during programme lifetime, alter
somehow the programme overall logic. With the notable exceptions of Measure 1.2 and Measure 3.1, the budget
of all other measures has been considerably decreased. The changes in allocations is more radical under PA 2,
which indicate a shift in overall focus towards PA 1, thus from (exclusively) “soft” interventions to financial instruments and “hard” infrastructure. However, this shift does not seem to have been triggered by a change of
needs (or because the needs initially identified had been covered), thus the two Measures were not relevant
anymore, but by efficiency-related reasons. Some of the approved projects were transferred to PA1 as a large
share of their budget was dedicated to purchasing different types of equipment (through supply contracts) instead of the core “soft” actions envisaged and some operations were deferred to IPA II or withdrawn. In practice
the TA contracts implemented under the operations financed by PA 1 already offer some activities eligible also
under PA 2 and thus contribute to the results expected under the latter, but this cross-fertilisation rather indicate
some overlaps between the measures, a less clear initial vision on the implementation strategy of the programme
and a perfectible project generation and selection system (the latter pointed at also by the first interim evaluation). In terms of share of Measures’ budget from the total allocation (an indication of the dimension of the problem to be solved, the urgency of the priority), Measure 1.1 suffered a significant decrease (from 43% to 31%)
but still has the largest allocation among all programme’s measures. This share would have been even larger if
funds hadn’t been reallocated to the newly set Priority 4/Measure 4.1 of the programme, “Contribution to the EU
Trust Fund in response to the Syrian Crisis”. Measure 1.2 is the only one whose share at programme level increased. Again, as we present in the next chapters, these changes haven’t been triggered by strategic, relevancerelated concerns, but rather by effects of challenges encountered in the implementation of the programme and
thus in funds absorption, which led to projects being deferred to IPA II and more spending through financing
instruments4.
Operational objectives/measures
Measure 1.1: Development of Industrial Infrastructure
Measure 1.2: Creation and Development of Financing Instruments
Measure 1.3: Improvement of R&D, Innovation, Technology and
ICT Environment and Infrastructure
Measure 1.4: Improvement of Tourism Infrastructure, Promotion
and Marketing Activities
Measure 2.1: Providing Basic Information and Consultancy Support for Enterprises
Measure 2.2: Strengthening of Cooperation in Industry Corporate Sector
Measure 3.1: Support to the OP Preparation, Management,
3

Budget (% of total)
2012
243.730.279 (43%)
98.300.000 (17%)

Budget (% of total)
December 2016
152.398.648 (31%)
128.207.897 (26%)

81.785.729 (14%)

48.008.347 (10%)

56.850.198 (10%)

44.980.719 (9%)

26.842.945 (5%)

9.523.314 (1,9%)

31.955.792 (6%)

11.372.361 (2,3%)

21.764.120 (4%)

23.264.121 (5%)

Please see: http://www.independent.com.mt/articles/2014-11-27/business-news/SMEs-access-to-finance-next-steps6736126467, downloaded 31.10.2017, 11:48.
4
GAGF’s budget, initially EUR 32m, was increased by EUR 19.1m in December 2012 based on the successful results of Pillar 2,
achieved in 2012. Its budget was increased for the second time in December 2014 by an additional EUR 10.25m, to further
support the strong results that KGF achieved under Pillar 1 through the transformational Portfolio Guarantee System (“PGS”).
The total Action amount reached EUR 61.4m following this increase (based on Operation progress reports).
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Implementation, Monitoring, Control and Evaluation
Measure 3.2: Publicity, Information and Promotion of the OP
Measures
4.1. Contribution to the EU Trust Fund in response to the Syrian
Crisis
Total programme budget

3.932.357 (0,7%)

2.432.356 (0,5%)
70.174.976 (14%)

565.161.420

490.362.739

We can safely conclude at this point that, if on one side the budget of the programme was insufficient in order to
reach its very ambitious objectives (as presented above) this proved to be too high for the implementation capacity of both Operating Structure (and of other decision-makers such as the EUD and the EC) and end recipients of
assistance. Shifts in budgetary allocations between priorities and measures are made based on efficiency (funds
absorption) concerns and less based on relevance-related aspects (i.e. on the grounds that needs are covered
thus financing may cease, and new needs identified thus new allocations/re-allocations should be made in order
to tackle them).
2.1.3. Aid modalities and their relevance as regards the objectives of the programme
Grants to SMEs are a form of direct support to enterprises, the most important modality in which state aid is lent
to entities in this category, mainly with the aim of tackling two market failures (i.e. capital market imperfection
and asymmetric information)5 but also for other purposes: increasing the innovativeness of the SME sector by
disseminating innovative technologies among SMEs, increasing the number of start-ups through providing financial assistance. The other instruments of state aid are tax exemptions, loans, guarantees, equity participation in
different forms (including through venture capital), tax deferrals.
In the European Union, state aid to SMEs is, like all other types of state aid, subject to control by the European
Commission. The aim of state aid control is to ensure that the competition in the internal market is not distorted
contrary to the common interest, while at the same time allowing for state interventions that may tackle identified market failures. In Turkey, although reportedly there is legislation in place regulating issues related to state
aid, it seems that this is not fully in line with the EU acquis. The 2016 Progress report states that „Turkey has
some level of preparation in the area of competition policy. No progress was achieved in this field in the past
year. Legislation on antitrust rules is largely aligned with the acquis. However, the gap in the alignment between
Turkey’s State aid policy and EU State aid rules remains.” However, while this hasn’t hampered grant schemes to
be implemented in the past in the competitiveness area, in the framework of EU-funded programmes, this approach seems to have been marked by difficulties in implementation, caused mainly by the limited understanding and capacity of SMEs to follow grant-related rules and procedures and a poor supply side of consultancy
support in this area.
The fieldwork revealed that, while this state of affairs is somewhat changed, particularly small SMEs still have
difficulties in dealing with the bureaucratic aspects of a lent grant (and possibly also co-financing such interventions), which remains the main risk in the event of grant schemes deployment under CISOP. Some of the SMEs
engaged in the data collection for the purpose of this evaluation were not aware of the possibility to obtain a
grant, but the appetite for this type of support is high across all categories/sectors, including among larger enterprises which traditionally have self-financed their development.
The issues of demand6 for grants and capacity to adequately implement them should be complemented, from the
perspective of the intervention logic by a justification of the need for such a support type. The RCOP logic of
intervention, as presented above, states that “SMEs in the manufacturing industry have difficulty in obtaining
sufficient capital for their investments. This is also relevant for the enterprises which are at the start-up phase. In
this initial phase, the enterprises have to provide equity capital from their own savings in the short run. In this
context, insufficient capital appears to be the fundamental bottleneck for start-ups.” On the other side, the analysis makes the case only for the deployment of financial instruments, and does not assess the extent to which
grants is the proper answer to the problem/need of (at least certain types of) SMEs. This is due to the “topdown” approach to programing mentioned before, as the decision not to implement grant schemes under RCOP
was taken by the EC before the most suitable aid modality for the targeted groups was identified based on a
bottom-up analysis broken down by categories of enterprises. In this context we need to mention that, indeed, in
the European Union supporting SMEs through financial instruments is an important aid modality, however, grants
“Asymmetric information” refers describes a situation where one party (in a transaction) knows more than the other. In addition, the information-deficient person might make a different decision if he knew the information being withheld. Source: Investopedia, please see http://www.investopedia.com/video/play/asymmetric-information/.
6
Demand differs from “need” in the sense that a SMEs might need direct support in the form of a grant but might not “ask” for
it for various reason (e.g. awareness, capacity), or it might demand for a grant while it does not need it. The analysis which
underpins an intervention should identify precisely which type of enterprise needs grants, in which form (financial dimension),
for what and the obstacles, if any, in the way of demand.
5
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(i.e. state aid schemes) are equally utilised, in justified cases. Sometimes the adequacy of grant schemes as aid
modalities has been positively reassessed (particularly in the R&D sector and for innovative start-ups), and for the
first time in the 60 year history of the EU, programmes to directly fund entrepreneurs, StartUps and SMEs were
launched under the “HORIZON 2020” programme with €80 billion in grant funding available, of which €2.8 billion
is purely for entrepreneurs, StartUps and SMEs. We need to underline that, although some national stakeholders
consider that grant schemes should have been implemented under RCOP (in combination with currently deployed
aid modalities) only in one case grants were indicated as the most adequate aid modality, and this referred to
companies already involved in R&D activities, certified at EU level with the Seal of Excellence7, which need and
have capacity to take up grants.
Based on the above, we can state that, in general terms, grant schemes as aid modality would have been relevant under the RCOP. But in order to assess if grant schemes would have been a more appropriate aid modality
as compared to the type of project implemented, where public institutions have intermediated between the programme and the private sector, we need to see if grant schemes could have obtained the same results/impacts
as the projects in place.
For this purpose, we need to distinguish between the types of projects implemented: in the case of infrastructure
to be commonly used by enterprises (of all types analysed in depth – CUF, ISGEM, logistic centre) the SMEs enquired during focus groups largely agreed that the results, at enterprise level, triggered by a grant (assumed of a
lower intensity, e.g. as the grants awarded by RDAs of a value between 100.000 and 175.000 TL) could not be
compared to the added value of the new common facility, as the grant would have been far from sufficient to
purchase the state of the art equipment available now through the project. It would have also been risky for a
small enterprise to invest large amounts in equipment going significantly beyond its current capacity and need. A
minority of participants to the focus groups, mainly larger enterprises (with more than 50 employees) had a different view. However, this is due to the fact that they already possessed some or most of the equipment available in the centre. We already distinguish here two categories of enterprises, micro/small and start-ups and larger
companies on which the programme needs/could intervene differently, e.g. through larger grants for the second
category which could advance faster on the development path and move more quickly towards higher productivity and added value, exports.
The issue of support to obtaining grants is key in this respect and enterprises incubated in the ISGEM visited
confirmed that without the ISGEM staff they would not have managed to get the KOSGEB grant they were entitled to. While this is a good example of synergy between RCOP intervention and existing grant schemes in the
country, no example of synergy between RCOP projects and financial instruments implemented under Measure
1.2 was identified in the fieldwork. This might be due to the different calendar of the two types of projects, with
Measure 1.2 being launched/implemented earlier than the moment enterprises were involved in other projects.
The aid modality applied under Measure 1.4. Improvement of Tourism Infrastructure, Promotion and Marketing
Activities in the form of projects concluded with public institutions was appropriate to lay the grounds for good
governance/destination management and branding, as such process can be best initiated through complex technical assistance. Considering the time consuming process of introducing new concepts in relatively less developed
regions, the need to ensure coherence between the national and local plans as well as prior interventions and the
level of preparedness of the local community the most appropriate aid modality should be carefully considered.
The fieldwork implies that previous interventions to raise awareness on the role of cultural heritage for tourism
development through grants in the Southeast Anatolia Region have helped to prepare the stakeholders to accept
the good governance practices, which can further be reinforced through grants to CSOs and SMEs. On the other
hand, preparation at the local level to understand and support a newly introduced concept that calls for partnerships between tourism attraction points may be facilitated through a systematic approach within a longer timeframe starting with awareness raising through grants and evolving into good governance practices.
In the case of Priority 2 projects, grants as aid modality are considered as suitable by more participants addressed in the fieldwork. However, also in this case, the added value of international expertise involved in BSSs
and the support of national institutions established (e.g. ABIGEMs, Cluster info-spots) with business professionalization and even access to finance could have been hardly replicated under grant schemes. Moreover, the demand
and supply of consultancy services form SMEs do not seem solid in Turkey, but rather under development, which
might have created some obstacles in accessing the grants themselves but also in making them effective. As
regards Measure 2.2, promoting and developing clustering cannot be realised through grants. In this case individual grants for enterprises might have added value as a complementary measure which would enhance the
cluster level initiative from effectiveness, impact and sustainability perspectives, however, they would not have
effects from a cluster perspective unless specially designed with this aim in mind.

7

https://ec.europa.eu/research/soe/index.cfm
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In a nutshell, as expressed in the focus groups, grants would not have been more effective than applied aid
modalities because most enterprises are small, they do not have professional business and management structures and with smaller individual grants the same results (e.g. in Bayburt NCCS&equipment&R&D services)
couldn’t have been booked. The companies need to professionalise first, to increase their capacity to absorb
BSSs and innovate and later on they could have embarked, individually, on such a project/grant.
The rather split opinion on this matter is confirmed also by the survey, although ERAs seem more in favour of
grant schemes as the fieldwork revealed: 42% of survey respondents agreed that grants directly to SMEs or
their target groups would have been more useful than the activities implemented by the project while 47% disagree (question 11).
Access to finance remains a need of enterprises consulted during fieldwork, but some differences should be made
as regards the targeted type of enterprise, volume of grant and its purpose (operational capital, equipment, internationalisation are the most quoted needs in this context; needs which should be taken into account by the
FEIs implemented under RCOP and CISOP). Taking this into account, designing grant schemes is challenging.
Grants are needed particularly for start-ups and newly set up enterprises, as the complementarity model of ISGEMS with KOSGEB grants proves. However, when designing an intervention in the form of a grant scheme displacement/substitution should be avoided and complementarity with existing schemes should be ensured (1.
Newly set-up companies – KOSGEB/RDAs, 2. Start-ups: grants RCOP/CISOP/RDAs, 3. Established/innovative
SMES: financial instruments).

2.2 The correspondence between the beneficiaries’ needs and capacities, the actual interventions and the programme cycle/timing
2.2.1. The correspondence between the beneficiaries’ needs and the actual RCOP interventions/operations and objectives
Overall, all approved operations analysed in depth are in line with the logic of intervention (including the sectoral
approach) of RCOP correspond to the initial and current needs of the beneficiaries and are largely in line with the
development priority(es) of the respective region/location/sector, as framed by relevant national, regional and
local strategies or, where these are not in place as fully fledged documents, by the strategic vision of the relevant
decision makers. There are only a limited number of exceptions in this respect, e.g. the more limited R&D features of the “Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt” or the partial observation of
the sectors RCOP focuses on in cases where the final beneficiaries come from different sectors, not known from
the outset (e.g. ISGEMs and ABIGEMs). However, in cases where a new concept is introduced as in the “Winter
Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars” case, there is a strong need for their improved acceptance (and
subsequent utilisation) from/by the final beneficiaries. In cases where the national strategies support partnerships
between regions and/or settlements, the current regional/local strategies based on competition – even if they
contain objectives in support of the intervention – may require a renewed understanding to produce results.
The results of the fieldwork and in-depth analysis at project level are coherent with the ERAs views aggregated
through survey: 91% of respondents agree or strongly agree that in the design/approval phase the operation
targeted the most important problems related to SME competitiveness in the sector concerned and in the covered
geographical area. 89% consider that the operations continue to be relevant and in line with the current challenges related to SMEs competitiveness. The slight loos of relevance is given, indeed, by the delays registered in
projects’ implementation (and relates mainly to the equipment purchased) but the overall situation in Turkey in
terms of SMEs competitiveness hasn’t changes in the last years (as presented in the impact chapter).
Measure 1.1: Development of Industrial Infrastructure
The “Samsun Logistics Centre” is highly relevant to the national and EU policies, RCOP priorities and to the local
development perspectives in the Province. The operation was developed in the framework of a logistics master
plan prepared and strongly owned by the main stakeholders in Samsun, mainly driven by the economic development of the province which is held back by the insufficient storage area compared to growing demand and by the
limited stock of facilities endowed with multi-modal transport and IT solutions for the purpose of handling goods.
In the context of Samsun’s geographical position and economic potential, the operation is strongly complementary to the Transport Operational Plan which provides for multi-modal transport to facilitate the accessibility of
the logistic centre (Samsun – Kalin Railway, Samsun – Mersin railway), to be enhanced also by the two new ports
planned to be built in Samsun.
The operation “Establishment of a Common-use Processing Facility for Industrial Forestry Products” is relevant
under the Measure 1.1 of RCOP as it enhances the industrial infrastructure for enterprises to conduct business
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activities in a better environment, and contributes also to the development of the existing business sites, in this
case Kastamonu Industrial Zone. Indirectly it supports also the establishment of start-ups and contributes to an
increase of the competitiveness of enterprises which, at the cut-off date of this evaluation, benefit from TAT
services and are looking forward to use the facilities of the CUF (as commonly agreed in the FG). As confirmed
also by the SMEs participating in the focus group organised for this operation, most activities carried out or envisaged are in line with their needs: the services to be provided by the CUF itself and the TAT services, particularly
the coaching-like consultancy and design services. The importance of TA for the adequate qualification of the CUF
staff, and thus, for the adequate performance of the facility in itself is acknowledged. As in all cases investigated
under this evaluation, SMEs consider that the training-like support from the side of the TAT team is not necessarily in line with their needs, and from here attendance rates are not always high. However, this may relate more to
the delivery form of this capacity building activity, rather than the content in itself (i.e. as entrepreneurs, the
target groups prefers customised consultancy support, directly linked to their activity).
The “Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey” directly contributes to the last specific objective of Measure 1.1: “To contribute to the establishment of start-ups and increase the competitiveness of existing enterprises, through establishment of business and
enterprise development centres as well as one stop shops, information and consultancy offices” and is directly
linked to the eligible activity “Establishment, improvement and refurbishment of business and enterprise development centres like ISGEMs”. ISGEMs/incubators are a need in Turkey as supporting new and young enterprises
and entrepreneurs is one of the national priorities, followed mainly by KOSGEB. The ISGEM in itself and the work
spaces provided are in line with the final beneficiary needs, especially as the rent is adapted to their financial
capacity. However, the relatively long distance from the city centre does seem to constitute a disadvantage. All
incubated enterprises/entrepreneurs needed business support services (BSSs) and these, further than the favourable rent, attracts them to the incubator as they make a significant difference from a standard space/location.
Preparing business plans (BPs) and building the capacity of the ISGEM members of staff has been instrumental
for the success of the project as they have continued to offer business support to the incubated SMEs and to
generally manage the ISGEM. Reportedly, activities related to networking were necessary, for benchmarking
among ISGEMS, knowledge management, improving services by learning from other ISGEMS/peers. However, the
association of ISGEMs did not have management structures and a network could not be activated by the project
nor replaced by other approaches, which implies a weakness in the project needs analysis.
Although there is no doubt that ISGEMs/incubators are needed as this was confirmed also by the SMEs participating in the focus group, the question remains as to which extent a new building would have been the only modality to establish such a facility, or an existing building would have been equally suitable, this rendering the works
component irrelevant (for RCOP but also in the context of the LoI of the new programme CISOP). There are
some arguments supporting the approach taken by RCOP. On one side, KOSGEB funds available for ISGEMs cover
only renovation works and other expenditures, such as equipment. On the other side, as mentioned before, Turkey is still under the effect of an agriculture-based industrialisation process and provinces like Kastamonu (but
also e.g. Hatay and Bayburt) are either poorly industrialised or minor industrial regions; implying (at least indirectly) that “greenfield” investments are needed. Of course, this is valid where Industrial Zones or similar facilities
do not exist or where their capacity is fully occupied. Overall, including work contracts under the programme LoI,
and the type of activities eligible in this context, should rather be a decision based on relevance, thus on the
extent they are needed, and not only on the efficiency of their implementation.
Measure 1.3: Improvement of R&D, Innovation, Technology and ICT Environment and Infrastructure
The “Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Centre” is one of the three operations for which the MoSIT
DG for Science and Technology fulfilled the ERA role. The other two operations were implemented in Elazığ and
Gaziantep Technoparks. As in the case of other projects, the selection of the project sites was based on the R&D
potential of these provinces, and the further possibility of developing best practices to be promoted to other provinces. In the case of this operation it is uncertain, though, to which extent Yozgat will become a good practice,
given the development level of the province/municipality and the R&D potential of the Yozgat Bozok University.
However, the fact that the operation in Kayseri is an extension of the Technopark under development, which
needed space to respond to the demand by SMEs is an indication of its relevance at the local level. Though well
received, the relevance of the capacity building activities to the needs of the R&D companies is questionable. The
capacity building activities were envisaged as generic trainings rather than customised interventions developed on
the basis of an assessment of the learning needs of the final beneficiaries carried out during the planning phase.
The focus group discussions with the final beneficiaries highlighted the fact that the target group was highly
motivated to learn and enjoyed the training sessions and acquired new information to a certain extent. However,
it is also noted that training provided by experts with more in depth knowledge and experience in the field were
more beneficial, but difficult to mobilize within the available budget.
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The operation “Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt” contributes only partially
to the two specific objectives of Measure 1.3 “To contribute to the creation of new R&D jobs and products for
commercial purposes, increase investments of enterprises on R&D, innovation, technology and knowledge” and
“To improve the capacity of enterprises to utilize R&D results, innovation and technology commercially for products, processes and services” through the services the NSSC R&D Department makes available to enterprises
(mainly innovative design and drilling for exploring potentially new quarries).
Measure 1.4: Improvement of Tourism Infrastructure, Promotion and Marketing Activities
“Development of Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars” was conceived because the winter tourism potential in the area was not sufficiently exploited (and still isn’t). Several elements lead to this state of affairs: tourism infrastructure in less developed regions is poor, the concept of tourism corridors is not known, and
the level of knowledge and experience in destination management was low (and still is). The operation is relevant
to the development perspectives of Turkey in terms of priority and significance of tourism development. Winter
tourism is also a priority topic for the development plans prepared by the Regional Development Agencies. Winter
tourism development continues to be relevant, however, it does not seem to move beyond the stage of “concept
promotion”. The relevance of the idea of a winter corridor is undermined by the limited common ownership of
local stakeholders on the winter corridor in itself. Relevance under this project also varies from location to location: e.g. Erzurum is a metropolitan municipality, which has received significant investment as the host city of the
Winter Olympics, however, the links of the city itself with the winter tourism activities are limited. The latter unfold exclusively in the Palandöken Mountain and the local community is not very keen to interact with outsiders.
The relevance of the operation is higher for Kars-Sarıkamış (a district governorate of one of the least developed
provinces in Turkey, with a well-known winter tourism centre with many other attractions nearby) and ErzincanErgan, (a district governorate of one of the least developed provinces in Turkey, but with a longer tourism season
since it is more popular for outdoor or adventure tourism activities rather than ski tourism). As about SMEs in the
tourism sector, it is unclear how they have been involved or will benefit. Other than the private ski resorts in
Palandöken, the facilities in Erzincan and Kars are owned by the public. The private companies in Palandöken
have relatively good capacity, but in any case, the planned (not yet started) training activities for improving service quality would be relevant both for the public and private facilities.
In Mardin, the investment made in improving the facades of the buildings along the 1st Street (2.7 km) is relevant as it represents a major contribution of protecting the physical heritage in the area and capitalise on existing
tourism potential. The intervention, including further investments planned for the future, continues to be relevant
for Mardin as they enhance the vista of the main commercial lane in the old town and the quality of services
made available on the 1st Street. However, it seems that the process of physical improvement did not take into
consideration the specific needs of different types of enterprises (shops, workshops) on the 1st Street and caused
complaints among the final beneficiaries.
Measure 2.1: Providing Basic Information and Consultancy Support for Enterprises
The activities carried out in the framework of the operation “Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van (ABIGEMs)” are relevant for the needs of the final beneficiaries,
which is indicated also by the high number of SMEs benefiting from the services of the ABIGEM in Hatay8.
The operation (one of the only two implemented under this measure) is relevant in the framework of the RCOP
LoI, as it provided basic information and consultancy support for enterprises with a view to strengthen the entrepreneurial culture and skills and to increase the investment capacity through facilitating access to finance for
SMEs, particularly start-ups, on a set of themes”. The SMEs participating in the focus groups strongly underlined
their need for support in terms of overall entrepreneurship, business structuring, organisation and development
and management skills (including financial management and marketing). Especially young enterprises need support to draft a business development plan and diversify products and/or markets. The ABIGEM in Hatay has
strong links with institutions providing different types of incentives (particularly the RDA) and it supports its beneficiaries’ access to available finance including by drafting the necessary application package, an activity which
remains a challenge for young and small enterprises.
Measure 2.2: Strengthening of Cooperation in Industry Corporate Sector
“Empowering SMEs for networking and inter-regional cooperation” is a highly relevant operation in the overall,
national and EU strategic context, as the development plans, national policies and strategies in place do focus on
the need to strengthen clusters as an adequate mean to enhance companies’ integration into value-chains. The
It needs to be mentioned in this context that a large majority of the participants to the focus group organised for this operation were current ABIGEM beneficiaries and, except one, none participated in the operation as such.
8
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relevance of the operation and the activities planned and implemented was enhanced by the fact that its design
was based on the outputs and findings of previous interventions in this area9 and with due consideration of the
local potential when selecting the pilot provinces and sectors10.
The operation is relevant under this Measure, as it does contribute to the introduction of services and counselling
activities to develop sectoral and regional clusters and networks, provides support to enhance productivity and
added value of the enterprises and cooperation between public, private sectors as well as academia and nongovernmental organizations.
2.2.2. The correspondence between the beneficiaries’ needs and capacities and the Programme
implementation cycle/timing
As presented in detail in the chapter 4 “Efficiency”, overall, the capacity of ERAs in all programme phases was
insufficient for a smooth project and programme implementation. As revealed also by the fieldwork, this capacity
varies, with local ERAs being the most challenged while national and regional institutions being more prepared to
adequately perform during the process as a result of previous experience. NGOs capacity (i.e. Chambers and
KOSGEB) also varies between these levels and between locations. As observed also during the fieldwork, this
category have reportedly faced some challenges even at national level. The lack of capacity manifests in all
phases, but especially in the tender documentation preparation phase and in connection to work contracts. The
external experts contracted by ERAs themselves have had a mixed performance while in this overall context
some ERAs have had limited capacity to undertake the quality control of their outputs. This extends also to the
contracts implemented under the operation. TA contracts were acknowledged in many cases as very valuable in
terms of support lent, but only after they kicked in.
The low capacity of ERAs is one of the key factors affecting the programme efficacy, possibly the most important, thus they could and should have benefited of more support under the programme TA, as recommended
also by the RCOP first interim evaluation.
At an overall level, the delays triggered a reduction in the RCOP project pipeline from 66 to 44 operations (including TA and EUTF), with projects cancelled, withdrawn or deferred to IPA II. All these projects, as they haven’t been implemented, failed to cover the needs they were initially set up for and thus contribute to an overall
decrease of programme effectiveness, while they also meant the loss of significant resources involved by all
sides: OS including TA, EUD but also ERAs. On the other side, as explained in depth by the first RCOP Interim
Evaluation, the “n+3” rule was challenging (if not unrealistic11) for RCOP considering the complexity and natural
length of its operations. In this context, and considering the capacity and both ERAs and the young OS, some of
the project pipeline developments mentioned above were to be expected. Moreover, at programme level, the
key consequence of the delays in the programme cycle is the lack of “space” for learning and correcting. Some
measures should have been taken earlier but lessons were learned too late, as projects enter implementation
and came to an end very close to the programme closure.
However, there are strong evidences from the fieldwork that, in the absence of adequate measures to effectively
counteract problems identified, the delays in OIS development and approval, tender documents development
and approval and implementation (triggered also by ERAs’ low capacity) have had negative effects on project
relevance (to a more limited extent), interest and ownership from ERAs side and effectiveness, more in terms of
timing of effects’ manifestation. Overall, if programing lasts for 4 years, procurement process for 3, there is only
1.5 years left for implementation.
Overall, the long period of time elapsed between the initiation of the OIS preparation, approval and tendering
and project implementation (which in some cases lasted also 8 to 10 years) had negative effects in terms of
institutional ownership. In this timeframe, changes, including political ones, occurred at both decision-making
and technical level, and the persons having initiated the OIS were not in the institution anymore thus no institutional memory was in place, which had further negative effects on the next phases. When the newly in place
9

Development of Clustering Policy (DCP) Turkey Project implemented between 2007-2009 with EU funds, under which a cluster
strategy was developed and a grant scheme was implemented, the latter targeted 180 projects.
10
E.g. In Trabzon the operation highlighted the nascent/developing nature of the Ship Building activities, as a traditional production and decided to develop the Ship Building Cluster, and later, the Jewellery Cluster.
11

Under Phare there was specific recognition of the complexities of the project pipeline development and management. The
entire project cycle could last, grosso modo, between 4 (1 year preparation+1 year contracting+1year implementation+1 year
disbursement) and 6 years (1 year preparation+2 year contracting+2 year implementation+1 year disbursement). If we take
into account the fact that, in practice, there were frequent cases of dead-line extensions, both for contracting and implementation, as well as the fact that for complex projects more than one year was needed in order to prepare the PF, we can conclude
that the project cycle could go relatively often beyond 6 years.
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decision makers decided to continue with the project, which was not always the case, changes to the OIS/tender
documentation were required and time was needed for decisions to be taken on tender documentation preparation (i.e. human and financial resources allocated). Some institutions even believed at certain moments that the
project was stopped by the OS.
Limited impact on operations relevance was identified during the fieldwork, with the exception of the extent to
which the equipment purchased is still needed by all targeted final beneficiaries. Due to the delays in project
implementation, the larger companies acquired some of the equipment themselves. Nevertheless, the CUFs still
seem to host unique combinations of specialised machines at least in the province, if not in the region. Still,
there was limited time to test equipment and deliver the related training, as well as to correct situations in which
the equipment delivered was not in line with the technical specifications. One survey respondent indicated that,
due to the 8 years which passed since the work on the OIS had started, some of the problems mentioned in the
OIS have been resolved either by the state or the private sector (Rize Stock Exchange, ÇAYKUR and the MoFAL).
The transition to organic agriculture has started and the facility to produce fertilizer may be redundant.
The delays in the initial phases but also the later delays registered during project implementation and, consequently, the difficulty to synchronise different components had a strong negative effect especially on the TA activities but also on the overall effectiveness of the project as services were provided later than planned and intense
activation measures were needed to attract final beneficiaries. In some cases the duration of the TA contracts
was shortened, or at least the period in which activities were to be implemented (up to 15 th of November 2017)
and this led to difficulties to reschedule them and ensure maximum effectiveness, especially as the CUF was not
operational and not all the staff to be trained and coached by the TA had been hired.
In several cases (Kastamonu, Hatay), the delays registered by the supply contracts led to late delivery of the
equipment and late operationalisation of the CUF (besides the problems related to equipment provided but not in
line with technical specifications and, exceptionally, some mismatches between the building design and equipment delivered).
In Kastamonu ISGEM the delays registered due to problems with the building triggered the loss of potential beneficiaries’ motivation and interest. Entrepreneurs initially engaged were lost for the project as they needed to move
on with their plans. The solution found was to carry out the necessary activities (trainings, pre-incubation) in
other locations of the local KOSGEB branch and/or Chamber of Craftsmen and Tradesmen. The sequence between the contracts should have be different: the TA should have started immediately after the building and the
supply were in place/finalised and not before. Some of the pre-incubated beneficiaries left the project when the
building was not ready and the efforts to attract enterprises needed to start again. A similar situation was registered in other projects (e.g. in other ISGEMS, in Kayseri/Yozgat University)
In Bayburt, the delays of almost three years triggered severe demotivation and lack of trust among stakeholders
and SMEs. The latter were difficult to get involved in the TA activities in this context. The delays triggered the
loss of the economic benefits which could have been registered at least one year before if the NSSC was finalised
in December 2014, as initially planned. Moreover, TA to NSSC would have been needed for at least a couple of
months after November 2017 particularly as the initially planned sequence was: works and supervision contracts
finished in December 2014, supply contracts finished in August 2014 and TA in July 2016 (based on Monitoring
sheet attached to SAIR 2012) thus the TA would have had 1 year and a half, not 6 months after finalisation of
work contracts to operationalise and ensure the CUFs effectiveness. The TA managed to catch up and carry out
its activities, but the NSSC will still have to manage alone in its first months/year of activity which is a threat to
sustainability.
Under “Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van
(ABIGEMs)” operation, the installation of windows project supply came 2 years after the project (TA) was completed which affected the TA implementation and the ABIGEMs sustainability. Under “Empowering SMEs for
Networking and Inter-Regional Cooperation”, by the time the supply contracts were signed some of the equipment were already outdated and had to be replaced but the project still had to preserve the old ones for audit
purposes; laptops defined in ToRs were not on the market anymore.
In the case of some projects, the 2 years at disposal were too short to initiate and institutionalize a good governance structure. This is valid for the tourism projects, but also for clustering efforts through cooperatives and
unions. Either an intervention to lay the ground prior to the implementation or follow up support would be needed to ensure impact and increase sustainability prospects.
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2.3 Intermediary conclusions
IC 1. As they stand, the RCOP objectives are numerous and ambitious and reaching them with the funds at disposal (as per initial allocations) would not have been possible. However, the available budget seems to have
exceed the absorption capacity of the implementation system, in its entirety (OS, EUD, ERAs).
IC 2. There is a good correspondence between the measures, their specific objectives and activities envisaged, on
one side, and the problems and needs identified in the socio-economic analysis on the other, thus the former are,
overall, relevant. This is valid also for the current times as the context of RCOP has not significantly changed.
However, a more in-depth needs analysis and bottom up identification of priorities and aid modalities would have
been beneficial as it would have contributed to a better selection of intervention modes.
IC 3. Grant schemes would have been relevant as aid modality under RCOP as SMEs „access to finance” remains
a problem/need, but they could not have replaced, from the perspective of the programme objectives and effects
registered, the already used aid modalities, unless grants would have been large in volume, awarded to (at least)
medium/strong SMEs, normally regulated in the EU under approved state aid schemes. Despite their capacity to
quickly absorb funds, grant schemes would have posed (and will pose, under CISOP) efficiency risks, as SMEs
continue to lack administrative capacity to apply and manage grants, and supply side of consultancy might not be
available/adequate.
IC. 4. Operations were largely in line with the final beneficiaries’ needs existing when the OIS were drafted, and
continue to be relevant in an overall unchanged operation context. A limited number of less relevant activities
have been identified, i.e. horizontal/general training for SMEs final beneficiaries as opposed to customised BS.
The latter might be affected also by the training effectiveness in itself. The relevance of operations compared to
the RCOP strategy is high, as all of them implement specific activities and measures provided for by the programme. The only exception identified might be the operation “Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt” under which only some R&D related services are envisaged and already provided, among
other manufacturing and marketing specialised services. At the same time, the relevance of certain activities
aiming to introduce new concepts (i.e. clusters but especially winter corridors) would be enhanced by a closer
cooperation between the central and local levels and better “ownership” and further development as well as capitalisation at local level.
IC 5. There are strong evidences that the blockages and delays in the programme cycle have had negative effects
on project relevance interest and ownership from ERAs side and effectiveness. The long duration of the programming and tendering phases and the further delays with the works and supply contracts placed significant
pressure on the TA implementation phase and overall successful operationalisation of the outputs produced, with
negative influence on the operation effectiveness and especially sustainability. It is generally agreed that TAs’
benefits would have been maximised if started after works and supply contracts were completed and could have
stayed in place as planned, at least 1,5 years, during which the new facility would be supported in “learning how
to run, not only walk”.

3. Effectiveness
Understanding of the evaluation question
Achievements in the context of this question/evaluation are defined as:

outputs and results occurred as expected as per Programme LoI

outputs and results occurred further than the ones expected as per Programme LoI (and programme
indicators), of a qualitative nature but registered in the framework of/close to the programme/projects implemented as opposed to impacts/change which more beyond the limits of the
projects, dealt with in the “Impact” chapter: e.g. generating critical mass (e.g. for local labour market, hub, etc.), specialised services that did not mean to be specialised at the project conception
phase, complementarities, regional/local identity, branding, addressing real challenges, bottom-up
networking, replication, etc.
In this chapter we analyse and conclude on:




Expected achievements registered in overall terms, at programme level, based on the programme indicator system (its last version as per last version of the RCOP) and the values achieved at the end of December 2016, reported in the RCOP 2016 Annual Implementation Report;
Expected achievements at project level, for the projects analysed in-depth, as reported in July 2017 during the fieldwork or in the Final Operation Report (where the case) or in the more recent progress reports summited to the evaluation;
Unexpected achievements, as reported on during the fieldwork at central and regional level;
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The extent to which the RCOP indicator system adequately captures these achievements.

3.1 Achievements of RCOP
In overall terms, at programme level, RCOP’s achievements are, in many cases, in line with the expectations, as
displayed by the achievement rates of the programme indicators.
When assessing the performance of on intervention based on indicator systems, monitoring and evaluation experts start from the assumption that an indicator value reached in the range of 85%-115% does reflect the
achievements obtained. When the performance rate of an indicator is above or below these limits, data needs to
be interpreted cautiously, as out-of-range values might be due to inadequate target setting, e.g. the target of the
indicator has been pessimistically set to avoid underperformance, which leads, in extent, to unrealistic performance rates of 200% or more. The fieldwork confirmed that a certain tendency of setting up pessimistic targets
existed. However, as the targets of RCOP have been repeatedly revised (see section 3.2), action which permitted
their re-assessment on more realistic grounds; for the purpose of this analysis, we start from the assumption that
these final targets are adequate.
In the case of RCOP and for the purpose of this analysis, we widened the above-mentioned range to 65%-115%,
to take into account the programme realities and data limitation, i.e. the fact that the table under reflects the
situation in December 201612 and that several projects currently in the RCOP portfolio have registered further
delays in 2017 and might not even be completed this year, aspect which is important for certain indicators whose
values are to be collected at/towards the end of the operation.
In the table below, we have marked with blue the indicators for which the archived value is significantly under
the 65% threshold, and with green the indicators for which the archived value is above 115%.
As regards Measure 1.1, the programme performs well from the perspective of the outputs it produced (i.e. area
of shared facilities established or supported and the number of service facilities established or supported). However, the results produced are far below expectations. As reflected by the projects analysed in-depth, two main
reasons explain this underperformance: on one side, as the facilities established under this measure are not yet
operational or they have been operational for a limited time, the correct/final value of both results indicators
(“Number of artisans and SMEs benefiting from shared facilities established or supported” and “Number of new
enterprises established inside industrial sites which are supported”) may be aggregated from data collected at a
later stage, when all operations are closed. On the other side, in certain cases the fieldwork revealed that the
targets of these indicators might have been overestimated, as the project needs analysis did not accurately identify the number of the potential beneficiaries of the established facilities in the area targeted by the operation
(e.g. in Bayburt, Kastamonu). Still, there are strong evidences coming from the fieldwork that efforts are made at
project level to reach the expected results from the perspective of these two indicators, which allow us to confidently conclude that their targets will be reached in 2018 at least to the minimum expected level of 85%.
Table 4. RCOP indicators and achieved values

12

But still relevant for the cut-off date of this evaluation as confirmed during the fieldwork debriefing meeting with the OS.
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Measure 2.2 Strengthening of
Cooperation in Industrial
Corporate Sector

Measure 2.1 Providing
Basic Information and
Consultancy Support for
Enterprises

Measure 1.4
Measure 1.3 Improvement of
Improvement of
R&D, Innovation, Technology and
Tourism
and ICT Environ ment and
Infrastructure,
Infrastructure
Promotion and

Measure 1.2 Creation and
Development of Financial
Instruments

Measure 1.1
Development of
Industrial
infrastructure

Priority
Measure

Type of
Indicator
indicator

Output

Result

Output

Result

Output

Result

Output

Result

Output

Result

Output

Result

Achieved
Revized
value 2014
targets 2015
Priority 1 - Improvement pf Business Environment

1-Area of shared facilities established or
23.103,000
supported
2-Number of service facilities established or
4,300
supported
1-Number of artisans and SMEs benefiting from
shared facilities established or supported
3- Number of new enterprises established inside
industrial sites which are supported
1-Amount of credit guarantee supplied for
24.547.500 Eur
enterprises
2-Amount of micro-loans supplied for
4.500.000 Eur
enterprises
3- Amount of venture capital supplied for
enterprises
1- The number of enterprises benefited from
8.040,000
the financial instruments
2- Amount of credit volume supplied for
enterprises via the credit guarantees/counter
583000000 Eur
guarantees provided by RCOP
1- Number of R&D and innovation related
5,000
facilities rehabilitated and/or supported
2- Area of R&D and innovation related
facilities established, rehabilitated and/or
34,353
supported

100.000,00

Achieved
value 2015

Achieved value
2016

53846m2/
53,8%

133.692 m2/134%

15,00 8/53%
1.350,00 32/2,3%
90,00 32/35,5%

60/4%
54/60%

30917435
40.5 Million EUR
Eur/76,3%
5091630 Eur/
13.5 Milion Eur
37,7%
10454907
63,8 Milion Eur
Eur/16,4%

33.224.887
Eur/82%
8.546.088 Eur/
63%
17.011.533
Eur/27%

9.000,00 13778/153%

14.041/ 156%

1012,5 Milion 729484353
Eur Eur/72%
9,00 6/66,6%

60000m2 37.220/62%

1-Number of enterprises benefiting from R&D
and innovation facilities established and
90,000
305,00 60/19,6%
supported.
2 - Research job created in established and/or
supported R&D related business sites and
70,000
30,00 70/233,3%
service facilities
1-Number of tourism attraction points
1,000
8,00 1/12,5%
enhanced
2-Number of tourism promotion and marketing
3,000
30,00 5/16,6%
activities
1-Number of tourists visited the tourism
678,754/126,8
511.118,000
535.000,00
attraction points enhanced
%
Priority 2 – Strengthening of enterprise capacity and foster entrepreneurship
1-Number of basic information support events
held
2-Number of interested people participated in
basic information support events
3-Number of SMEs assisted through
consultancy supports
1- Number of SMEs prepared business and
investment plans through information and
consultancy support
1-Number of interested people from Unions,
Business Representative Organisations and
NGOs participated in basic information
support events
2-Number of consultancy activities for
existing or potential clusters/networks, and
Business Representative Organisations
1-Number of networks/ clusters started to
operate thanks to provided support
2-The number of enterprises participating in
the supported or newly established networks
and clusters

15/100%

809.548.215
Eur/80%
7/78%

43.794/73%

315*/101%

70/233,3%
2/25%
21*/70%
678,754/126,8%

126,000

100,00 126/126%

1.890,000

1.000,00 1890/189%

909,000

550,00 909/165%

945/172%

150,000

55,00 150/273%

152/276%

80,000

200,00 80/40%

137/137%
2.623/263%

80/40%

58,000

30,00

58/193%

58/193%

20,000

5,00

20/400%

20/400%

405,000

350,00

405/116%

405/116%

* Value revised in the fieldwork debriefing meeting, thus valid in July 2017
Source: 2nd interim evaluation of RCOP, based on different versions of the programme and data reported in the
SAIRs
As regards measure 1.2, the picture is rather mixed, but it is important to underline that a significant amount of
enterprises benefited from the financial instruments made available, while the funds at disposal haven’t been,
yet, fully disbursed (which indicates that by the end of the three operations implemented under this measure, i.e.
G 43 Anatolian Venture Capital Fund, Technology Transfer Accelerator Turkey (TTA-Turkey) Fund, The Greater
Anatolia Guarantee Facility (GAGF) the over-performance might be more significant13). As presented in the table
13

If GAGF&TTA-Turkey resume implementation and adequately closes on time, upon clarification on calculation method for
management costs, as per IPA Closing Guidelines.
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in Annex 7, this indicator has been constantly surpassed, and in 2014 it reached already the value of 8040 enterprises, thus we might have here a case in which the 2015 target revision was rather conservative. However, as
the latest progress report of GAGF underlines, the obtained results are also due to a very successful implementation, particularly from Vakifbank, operation which also contributes the most to the value of this indicator (13.789
enterprises). Some challenges are registered in disbursing micro-loans supplied for enterprises, but this might be
explained by the 2014 increase in budget for the Phase 2 of Pilar I of GAGF. The operation’s latest progress report does not mention any particular challenges in reaching the targets under Pilar 1, thus, provided that the
operation closes adequately, it is possible that the targets of the related indicators will be reached by the end of
2017. However, challenges in disbursing venture capital are encountered by both TTA-Turkey and G 43 Anatolian
Venture Capital Fund. The latter has struggled to advance in implementation, without apparent progress in July
2017 (as indicated during the fieldwork) as compared to December 2016. The low level of funds disbursement
seems to be rooted in the target region “resistance” to “equity investments due to lack of understanding of what
equity investment entails and cultural barriers towards taking on board third-party shareholder in family businesses”, which correlates also with long negotiations with business owners and longer time spent on due diligence due to lower quality of financial and management reporting14. Although reportedly the fund managers have
taken measures to ensure the expected performance by the end of the operation, there is a risk that for this
indicator significant underperformance is registered by the end of 2017. Also this case underlines the need of a
proper needs assessment to be done before the operation is approved, needs assessment which also allows an
adequate target setting: only during the intervention it was concluded that the initial target of 8 investments was
unrealistic, supporting 5 companies being a more feasible number. At the same time, it displays also the utility of
the monitoring system, as this is a clear case of “significant departure from the goals initially set” in which the
decision-makers should have taken immediate remedial action. Considering the timeframe, the lack in performance for this indicator might induce at the end of 2017 also further de-commitments at programme level.
Under measure 1.3 at the end of December 2016 the targets of the indicators were reached to a reasonable
extent or even surpassed, thus the programming is performing satisfactorily in this case. Moreover, the target of
an important result indicator, “Research job created in established and/or supported R&D related business sites
and service facilities” has an achieved rate of more than 200%. However, the target of only 30 jobs is for sure
pessimistically set, considering the budget and objectives of this measure (i.e. 3. To contribute to the creation of
new R&D jobs and products for commercial purposes, increase investments of enterprises on R&D, innovation,
technology and knowledge). As revealed in the fieldwork, some projects financed under Measure 1.3 do not monitor this indicator, thus, if they created R&D jobs the value of the indicator might be higher. The indicator was
introduced in RCOP in its second version, and this target hasn’t changed since, although the budget of the measure almost halved. More important from the perspective of this measure is the fact that the target of the second
result indicator “Number of enterprises benefiting from R&D and innovation facilities established and supported”
was reached at the cut-off date of the evaluation. The performance of Measure 1.4 is rather challenging to be
assessed based on the indicators used. When all 5 projects under this measure are closed, the target of the indicator “Number of tourism attraction points enhanced” will be reached. However, except one (“Sustainable Tourism Development in Mardin”), all projects will be completed in 2018. Due to lack of progress in project implementation, not all envisaged tourism promotion and marketing activities have been carried out. The value reported for
the indicator “Number of tourists visited the tourism attraction points enhanced” naturally equals the data reported by the only completed project under this measure. However, the reported data by the Mardin Provincial Directorate of Culture and Tourism as of 31/07/2015 might be misleading. As understood from project in-depth analysis, the value reported might not be correct as it does not represent “additional tourists”, i.e. tourists attracted to
Mardin as a result of the project, but the total number of tourists visiting Mardin.
The programme performs more than satisfactory under Priority Axis 2, as a significant rate of achievement is
registered under most indicators. As the fieldwork revealed, under both measures the projects implemented were
successful and managed to contribute more than initially envisaged to the indicators as initially set (see next
section). We also need to underline here that most PA 1 projects analysed in depth implement soft activities as
exclusively covered by Priority 2, particularly measure 2.1 and contribute, thus, to the programme effectiveness in
this regard (i.e. especially, and the most important "Number of SMEs assisted through consultancy support",
“Number of SMEs prepared business and investment plans through information and consultancy support"). However, the values of these indicators do not seem to be aggregated at programme level (thus for both PA 1 and PA
2) and thus the programme outcomes in this area are superior compared to the image presented by the indicator
system. The RCOP projects have reached a considerable number of enterprises across the programme area,
either at a more general level (through the diagnostic studies realised) or more in-depth, through “models” programmes concentrating on a limited number of SMEs.
The fieldwork at central level revealed that most key stakeholders perceive the programme as being effective and
successful.
14

2016 Progress Report of G 43 Anatolian Venture Capital Fund.
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3.1.1 Expected achievements and their coherence with programme objectives
The overall results from the fieldwork and in-depth project analysis is confirmed by the survey results: only 2% of
ERAs participating in the survey are not satisfied with the outputs and results obtained, while 75% are very satisfied and satisfied and 23% are somewhat satisfied.
We emphasize in this section the findings for completed or almost completed projects, as for the ones under
implementation this assessment comes a bit too early.
Measure 1.1.
Most projects in-depth analysed under Measure 1.1 15 (the exception is the logistic centre in Samsun) have finalised the construction of the common use facility/incubator, although later than initially planned. Some services
are already provided in the CUFs, at least as a test, with the support of the TA Teams which supports and supervises the CUFs personnel in place at this stage. All facilities represent a significant upgrade in working environment (more visible in Hatay, where most (small) furniture producers operate in limited, un-modernised working
spaces). The access to modern technology is the most appreciated added value of the CUFs although the machines available do not reflect in all cases the most recent technological developments or, due to the lengthy
implementation process of the operations, have been, in the meantime, purchased also by larger enterprises.
Even in this context the fieldwork revealed that the CUFs’ equipment is largely relevant for small and micro enterprises at local but also at regional level. As explained also in the previous section at this stage the number of
enterprises / artisans and SMEs benefiting from shared facilities established or supported is still low. The ISGEM
visited in Kastamonu also provides the hosted start-ups with modern infrastructure, which, together with the
advantageous rent level, motivate enterprises to apply and remain in the incubator. But the key added value of
the ISGEM is the availability of the business support within the incubator, although this is insufficient compared to
enterprises’ needs. Despite challenges in the quality of the buildings, the occupancy ratio in the three ISGEMs is
high (65-90%); an indication of their effectiveness.
The effectiveness of the projects, thus the performance of the facilities operationalised beyond project closure,
will depend on the extent to which all staff is in place on time to benefit from the TA capacity building and the
marketing activities carried out. In these areas gaps have been identified in all projects visited. At the same
time, it seems all facilities encounter challenges to operate during winter and all envisage a reduction of activities during this season.
In Kastamonu, local companies (will) have at their disposal wood semi-finished products realised by the CUF
from local wood (which reportedly brings 5 times added value to the timber) and thus they no longer have to
purchase it from other locations and, consequently, save on transportation costs. The SMEs participating in the
FG confirmed that the drying service is particularly needed by all companies, but also laminating and cutting
services, the use of which depends also on the capacity and profile of the SME, are well received. The TA services provided in the framework of the operation are another achievement which contributes to its success. The
SMEs are well informed about the CUF, and the coaching and role models programmes are well appreciated, as
they contribute greatly to the professionalization of enterprises (i.e. one participant in the FG stated: “Without
them we could have continued as semi-amateurs”). The design services made available under the TA contract
are a success at least from the perspective of the FG participants, who diversified their products as a result of
the collaboration with the design expert.
Overall, the operation “Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey” was effective, except as regards the networking activities planned under this
operation. 59 artisans and SMEs benefit from shared facilities established or supported (at the end of December
2016, in all 3 incubators, 30% more than the target initially set) out of which 54 are newly established companies. ISGEM Kastamonu, which in December 2016 had the lowest occupancy rate among the 3 incubators covered by the project (50%), has constantly improved since then and had an occupancy rate of 61% in July 2017.
Also the quality of incubated companies increased through a more adequate selection process. Overall targets
initially set for this operation were reached or surpassed: 21 shared facilities created for all 3 incubators versus
15 expected, 161 versus 65 planned external trainers/consultants trained to deliver business development training and consultancy16 services. Although the quality of the ISGEM building has been negatively affected by con-

15

And Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt, implemented under Measure 1.3 but having
numerous characteristics common with Measure 1.1 projects
16
Trainers trained to support the enterprises – mostly among the public institutions, not consultants! – 1/3 civil servants, 10%
RDA and local companies’ owners. Needed because for some projects only RDA gives BSSs. But appetite for BSSs has not
increased after the project.
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struction problems and has a different design (i.e. more office spaces as opposed to manufacturing spaces17), the
companies hosted by the ISGEM Kastamonu are from divers sectors, industrial/manufacturing but also services 18.
The most effective activities are, as informed by the persons involved in the data collection process: the entrepreneurship services to enterprises, the support given by the ISGEM staff during the entire process including in
getting the grant from KOSGEB, marketing and sales support, pre-incubation services and initial training as they
understood better their business idea and how to implement/develop it successfully, and study visits. More business support and more specialised (e.g. on-line commerce), services are needed. However, the ISGEM staff is not
sufficient and not very specialised, yet. The effectiveness of the ISGEM is also negatively affected by the lack of a
showroom at its premises. The TA activities were appreciated as useful by all parties involved in the data collection process as they have booked significant results in terms of building the ISGEMS staff. Trainings in PCM and
LFM were very beneficial, as well as on BP and financial sustainability. The coaching and mentoring activities
were effective, too.
As presented in the table under, the achievements obtained are largely in line with the programme objectives,
except the increase of occupancy ratio inside the business sites.
Measure 1.1. objectives
Enhancement and modernization of business infrastructure for enterprises to conduct business activities in a better and
convenient environment.
1. To enhance the industrial infrastructure for enterprises
Yes, outputs and results obtained as presented above do
to conduct business activities in a better environment,
contribute to the achievement of this objective (facilities
through establishment of common utility social, technical,
meant for the common use of more enterprises).
production, storage and ICT facilities,
2. To increase occupancy ratio inside the business sites,
At least based on the project evaluated in depth, this objecthrough attracting the enterprises to benefit from the
tive is reached only indirectly. In Bayburt such an effect was
enhanced synergy and the comparative advantage of
obtained but in Kastamonu there is not particular synergy
common use of advanced infrastructure and high quality
established with the Industrial Zone. Its beneficiaries are not
services inside the business sites,
located in the IZ and the large enterprises established here
are not, and will not be, most probably, CUFs clients.
3. To contribute to the establishment of start-ups and Yes, outputs and results obtained as presented above do
increase the competitiveness of existing enterprises, contribute to the achievement of this objective.
through establishment of business and enterprise development centres as well as one stop shops, information and
consultancy offices.

Measure 1.3
“Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center” registered most achievements as expected and captured by the project indicators. The Facilities in Kayseri and Yozgat are finalised and operational, and resulted in
203 R&D jobs (i.e. in June 2017, one year after the operation completion, 2,5 times more than the 87 initially
envisaged) while 88 enterprises have been benefitting from R&D and innovation facilities established and supported to this date. These figures were significantly lower in the last OMR (as of January 2015, 42 enterprises
and 20 jobs created). This project is an example of “post-implementation” effectiveness, the only phase in which
data for some indicators may be collected, but also of pessimistic target setting approach acknowledged by the
project ERA and OCUD, now the TTO (Technology Transfer Office) or the Managing Company.
A fully functional Technology Transfer Office (TTO) was established under Erciyes Technopark, currently employing 20 experts. The visibility of the Technopark was improved with the help of project activities and the printed
materials produced under the TA contract and the ownership of the Technopark management is strong. The
progress in Yozgat TDZ was slower, both due to the fact that the plans to organize the training/capacity development activities in Yozgat could not be carried out, but also due to personnel changes.
The achievements in the case of the operation “Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in
Bayburt” are in line with the findings presented under Measure 1.1. By June 2017 6 (out of 10) SMEs prepared
business and investment plans through information and consultancy support, 12 (out of 40) enterprises benefited from R&D and innovation facilities of the ‘Fabrika’, and 7 research jobs were created. The R&D Unit has state
of the art equipment and delivers design services for natural stone processors, i.e. innovative designs for different stone products and drilling services for potential quarries. Cooperation with the local university was estab17

The different design was determined by the anticipated developments in the area where the ISGEM is located in Kastamonu
– here a major hospital was supposed to open, but its opening was delayed indefinitely. Apparently some of the spaces were
thought to be dedicated to companies in the medical field (e.g. providing medical equipment to hospital and consumables).
18 Wooden furniture, IT (software), textiles, advertising, 3D printing, analysing water and soil, engineering and consultancy,
wooden products, micro credit programme for women, building and Mall Center management, cleaning, Erasmus Plus Program
Center, volunteering and natural life.
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lished during the TA contract implementation. Although the targets of the output indicators are reached to at
least 100% and many value-added activities were carried out, more efforts are needed to ensure that the project books the expected results from an R&D perspective.
Based on the table below, the projects could contribute more to RCOP objectives in terms of commercialorientation of R&D activities, creation of products for commercial purposes, use by enterprises of R&D results,
innovation and technology commercially for products, processes and services.
Measure 1.3. objectives
Promoting R&D, Innovation and usage of technology, including ICT and transfer of knowledge, through infrastructure.
1. To contribute the commercial-oriented R&D activities of public and
Partially, based on projects analysed in-depth.
non-profit making organizations and increase the utilization of shared
R&D, Innovation and Technology Infrastructure providing advanced
environment and high quality services to enterprises,
2. To promote the collaboration on R&D and innovation, transfer of
To a large extent, based on projects analysed intechnology through establishment, development and operation of corpodepth
rate networks and clusters among the public sector, universities, R&D
Centres and enterprises and connecting them to international networks.
3. To contribute to the creation of new R&D jobs and products for comPartially, based on projects analysed in-depth,
mercial purposes, increase investments of enterprises on R&D, innovamainly as regards new R&D jobs.
tion, technology and knowledge.
4. To improve the capacity of enterprises to utilize R&D results, innova- To a large extent, based on projects analysed intion and technology commercially for products, processes and services.
depth

Measure 1.4
It is rather early to assess the effectiveness of the operation “Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and
Kars” as not all activities have been completed, at the cut-off date of this evaluation. The works components
(Activity 1) were in a final phase during the fieldwork carried out for this evaluation, and this is the main current
achievement registered. A second important achievement is represented by the Winter Tourism Corridor (WTC)
Strategy and Action Plan Development completed by the TA team; however, this strategy and related action plan
does not seem to have been shared with the local stakeholders and its quality cannot be assessed, yet. Although
the plans are to streamline the WC concept and the approach to develop tourism corridors into the Tourism
Strategy 2007-2023, no concrete indications exist that this has happened in practice.
The project effectiveness seems to be affected by a complicated and less stable local governance at the local ski
resorts, and as observed during the fieldwork, by a less effective cooperation between the local stakeholders, the
MoCT and the TA project. The ERA considers that the Daily Usage Facility (the "DUF") has added value particularly for Kars where touristic activity was less intense (i.e. if in 2009 in Kars only 1 hotel existed, now 4-5 are functioning, still 50% only from the initially set up provincial target). Similarly, the supplies purchased in the framework of the operation seem to be beneficial, as they will support the functioning of the DUF and TICs and thus
contribute to new tourist attracted in the area. However, it is unclear at this stage how Destination Management
for WTC will be implemented. The TAT proposed to redefine the 3 Tourism Information Centers (TIC)’s as Destination Management Offices (DMOs). The proposed management structure is envisaged as local management
offices at each sub-destination and an overarching WTC DMO. Considering the limited time left to start and institutionalize the DMO, there is a need to identify and agree on a coordinating institution.
As the operation is not completed, yet, it is too early to measure its effects in terms of additional tourists attracted. Still, an analysis of the statistics available for winter tourism indicate a relative increase of arrivals between 2010 and 2014, while their number decreased until 2016. Based on an analysis carried out by KUDAKA in
2014, the total number of tourists (mostly locals) per year is relatively low anyway (around 25.000 in 2010 and
14.000 in 2016) which indicates that an increase of 4500 new tourists might be ambitious and could not be
reached if the three cities do not make full use of their touristic potential, the new infrastructure built under the
project and complementary investments made by local authorities, and do not act in a concerted manner to
promote and welcome tourists from outside the region, too .
Judging by the total number of tourists reported for December 2016 in Mardin (678.754) we could say, in overall
terms, that the operation was effective. However, this result is not fully attributable to the intervention, i.e. to
the restoration Facades of the 431 buildings on the 1st Street (which aimed to 10.000 additional tourists). Tourism development strategy and action plan were elaborated by the TA and assessed as of good quality by the
actors involved in the fieldwork. The TA also developed new travel routes and 5 new tourism products, trained
SMEs and civil servants, developed the Mardin Online Tourism portal. However, it is uncertain if the project
outputs will be used by local stakeholders as the socio-political changes occurred in Mardin since project completion led to modification of the local priorities, too. There are evidences that no follow-up activities were carried
out after the TA had finished. However, given the importance of the sector for social and economic develop34

ment, the local stakeholders express a certain degree of optimism that they will be able to continue from where
they left and will make due use of the project outputs.
The Measure 1.4 objectives are very ambitious. The operations analysed do contribute to their attainment, but
to a limited extent, mostly as regards diversification of tourism, employment, favourable environment for tourism
businesses.
Measure 1.4 objectives
1.4. Diversification and enhancement of tourism activities by means of supply and demand side interventions, like revitalising, landscaping and promotion /marketing activities.
1. To contribute to the competitiveness of Turkey through diversification of
To some extent
tourism
2. To contribute to the employment rate, added value produced and the overall
To a limited extent
business stock by creating a convenient environment for tourism enterprises
3. To decrease regional disparities and enhance socio-economic development by
No
creating a favourable environment for tourism enterprises
4. To provide a social and economic interaction inside and among the regions
To some extent

Measure 2.1
The operation ” Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centres Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and
Van” is, in overall terms, effective, considering that the targets of the indicators were surpassed, in all cases (e.g.
909 SMEs assisted through consultancy support as compared to initially envisaged target of 550, 150 SMEs prepared business and investment plans through information and consultancy support). The interviews carried out
during the fieldwork confirmed that a slightly pessimistic approach was taken in target setting, due to difficulties
encountered in previous intervention in reaching levels set. Yet the fieldwork also confirmed the overall success of
the operation (at least in the ABIGEMs still functioning – please see sustainability chapter). Crucial in this respect
were the TAT services directed at the ABIGEM staff, which put in place the necessary team to make the ABIGEM
functional (and sustainable – this achievement is perceived as the most valuable at operation level) as well as the
management tools for the ABIGEM management and operations (e.g. of SME and Entrepreneurship Support Model). These tools are still largely in use in the Hatay ABIGEM. The study visit in Italy had an important added value
as they inspired some innovative actions from the managers’ side. The trainings also contributed to the capacity
of the CoIT to support SMEs and oversee the ABIGEM. The data base containing 1500 consultants built up by the
TAT does not seem to exist, thus the projects’ achievements in terms of supply of BSSs are rather limited to the
ABIGEM itself and not the overall market. The Window projects do contribute to the ABIGEMs’ sustainability however, they were set up very late in the project, i.e. two years later after the completion of the TA contract.
The companies which participated in the FG did not benefit of the TA services directed at SMEs thus the effectiveness of these services could not be assessed. However, they confirmed the current effectiveness of the ABIGEM, which is equally important (including from a sustainability perspective) 19. Improving the capacity and
awareness in CCI about the role of ABIGEM as an important value added quality service provider from the CCIs
towards their SMEs is an important achievement of the project. The ABIGEM in Hatay is perceived as a solid and
professional institution, acting also in neighbouring cities. However, wider visibility may be reached if adequate
marketing campaigns are conducted in the province (as opposed to informal word-of-mouth). A wider visibility
would increase the number of SMEs referring to ABIGEM for support.
The project analysed in depth for sure contributed to the attainment of the measure objectives (at least in the
cases where the ABIGEM survived and thrived), in terms of improving the entrepreneurial skills of SMEs, improving the services and capacity of public institutions and non-profit making organizations supplying information and
consultancy services to SMEs, promoting the investments of SMEs in order to enhance their production, marketing, standardisation, branding. However, objectives such as “Improvement of R&D and innovation capabilities of
enterprises and ICT usage in business process through basic information and consultancy supports” or enhanced
participation in Community Programmes are not addressed by any of the two operations implemented under this
measure.
The companies are rather small (most of them with around 2-5 employees) and active in different sectors: services (hair
dresser, catering), textile, garden furniture, solar energy systems, furniture design, construction (renovation). They enter the
ABIGEM’s programme, usually starting with standard training services in entrepreneurship, sales&marketing and access to
finance, web page design, access to foreign markets, branding, financial management (particularly appreciated) and institutionalisation of business. Subsequently they are helped to start their business (where the case), develop it, access grants or any
form of support existing (KOSGEB and RDA, though they do not seem available on a wide scale). Specialised trainings based on
needs (e.g. design furniture) is also delivered. While an overall satisfaction is registered on the training delivered, supported
SMEs are aware of the fact that training/BSSs alone cannot trigger significant developments, definitely not in short run.
19
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Measure 2.1 objectives
2.1 Strengthening entrepreneurial culture and skills of enterprises and start-ups
in a wide range of themes by providing information support and consultation
systems and organizing direct information supply activities like seminars, workshops and business oriented specific trainings.
2.3. Improvement of R&D and innovation capabilities of enterprises and ICT
usage in business process through basic information and consultancy supports.
1. To support and improve the entrepreneurial skills of SMEs so as to assist them
in the establishment of new business and expanding existing businesses, increasing the added value they produce and thus strengthening their competitiveness.
2. To improve the services and capacity of public institutions and non-profit
making organizations supplying information and consultancy services to SMEs.

3. To promote the investments of SMEs in order to enhance their production,
marketing, standardisation, branding, etc.
4. To support enterprises to participate in Community Programmes so as to
provide consistency and complementarity with other Community Programmes
and to increase the abilities of enterprises for developing and implementing EU
funded projects.

Yes

No, based on sample
Yes
Yes, the capacity and awareness in CCI
about the role of ABIGEM as an important value added quality service provider from the CCIs towards their SMEs
is an important achievement of the
project
Yes, through grants, mainly but also
own investments as presented in the
impact chapter
No

Measure 2.2
Judging by the archived indicators values, the operation “Empowering SMEs for networking and inter-regional
cooperation” was highly effective. In all cases the targets of the indicators are met and surpassed (e.g. 15 networks/ clusters started to operate thanks to provided support, which engaged almost 3 times more enterprises
than initially envisaged).
As highlighted in the interviews with the ERA and local stakeholders, the international expertise made available in
the framework of the project had the most added value, and this approach was continued under UR-GE. The
cluster info spots were very beneficial in the field for the cooperation with the clusters, networks and enterprises
themselves (and still are even if they function under different titles). The ownership of final beneficiaries, their
genuine desire to develop and make use of the services available was a success factor of the operation, especially
in more “successful” locations such as Çorum where the cluster in the sector food machinery was supported and
concrete results in terms of increased export were achieved. Among the most appreciated activities were the
training and consultancy for lean production and internationalisation (participation in fairs). For example the exposure to international experience was well-received by the ship building cluster members in Trabzon, as this was
“a mind opener” and expanded their vision, by helping them to benchmark their own performance and rationalize
new investments in the ship building industry. The project created a synergy in the sector and as a result of the
participation in the project the production methods improved and the product diversity increased.
The operation contributed to the objectives of Measure 2.2, especially in terms of encouraging and strengthening
cooperation in industry corporate sector, establishment of services and counselling activities assisting the setting
up and development of clusters, (some) enhancement of the productivity and added value of the enterprises
involved (more visible after the operation), follow-up services (more visible after the operation and as reported in
Trabzon during the fieldwork), increased awareness and knowledge of enterprises, private and public institutions
in terms of clusters.
Measure 2.2 objectives
2.2. Encouraging and strengthening cooperation in industry corporate sector
through basic information support, consultation activities and clustering and
other possible forms of cooperation.
2.4. Creating new jobs, increasing the business stock and added value in the
target regions through supporting SMEs particularly start-ups.
1. Promoting the establishment of services and counselling activities assisting
the launching and development of sectoral and regional clusters and networks
among enterprises.
2. To enhance the productivity and added value of the enterprises and business
representative organisations through horizontal and vertical cooperation among
the firms manufacturing similar or complementary products inside the business
sites
3. Supporting and stimulating the establishment of cooperation and networks
among public and private institutions/universities/NGOs/Unions serving SMEs.
4. Providing services and counselling activities to follow-up and mentoring of
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Yes
To some extent
Yes
To some extent but market conditions
are also very important
To some extent
Yes

networks, extension of existing networks as well.
5. Providing information on networking and clustering to increase the awareness
and knowledge of enterprises, private and public institutions.

Yes

3.1.2 Supplementary achievements
Evidences from the fieldwork and the survey show that operations have registered numerous supplementary
achievements, further than the ones expected.
Overall, these supplementary achievements refer, in this order from the most important to least important:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Capacity to implement similar projects in the future, which occurred in the case of 75% of ERAs and at

least to some extent in the case of 18% of ERAs. The results of the survey was widely confirmed by all
ERAs and operation stakeholders engaged in the fieldwork carried out at national and regional level. This
achievement is a considerable gain of the programme and contributes also to the achievement of one of
its global objectives, i.e. to prepare Turkey for the implementation and management of the EU's cohesion policy and thus to support Turkey in its preparation for EU membership. On the other side, CISOP
will capitalise on this achievement if the same institutions become ERAs in the new programming period.
Visibility at national level through branding realised at project level, reported by 52,7% of ERAs and
while 27,3% consider that this has happened to some degree. This finding is also confirmed by the data
collected during the fieldwork and is particularly valid for Bayburt, which by July 2017, was already
known regionally, but also nationally and internationally (i.e. the first clients from Saudi Arabia visited
the NSSC together with the evaluation team), but also for Hatay where the TA services manged to place
the city on the national map and, to some extent on new international markets in Western Europe (e.g.
Italy) as “furniture city”.
Emulation, as the project inspired similar initiatives elsewhere, reported by 52,7 of ERAs while 21,8 consider that this has happened to some degree. This was slightly less visible during the fieldwork. There
are indications that more cities in Turkey wanted to construct a local ISGEM inspired by the RCOP examples, that Hand-made-in Hatay was inspired by some initiatives in Gaziantep (in the end not financed
under RCOP). ERAs or local project stakeholders submitted other project proposals under RCOP itself but
no structural evidences of were identified (further than good intentions). Still, emulation is much stronger when the local stakeholders are very project-oriented as in Trabzon, Samsun or work closely together
as in Hatay.
Follow-up activities in partnership to enhance SMEs competitiveness, reported by 32,7% of ERAs while
the same percentage consider that this achievement has occurred to some extent. This achievement is
correlated to the previous ones and stimulated by project effectiveness and quality of stakeholders’
partnership. The most accessed programme for follow-up activities was UR-GE, which was implemented
after project completion or during TA as a partnership competitiveness programme in Trabzon (where
the SMEs Network project still has a strong representative of the cluster-info-spot), Kastamonu (CUF,
implemented for door producers in Tosya and under preparation for furniture producers), Hatay (for furniture producers) and Bayburt. Other notable initiatives refer to the Furniture Industrial Zone, planned to
be realised also in Hatay. In Kastamonu KESOB paid for participation in wood fairs of other incubated
companies when the KOSGEB project ended, and further such events are planned with the contribution
of the governorate and municipality. The latter invested a lot in the fair “Kastamonu Days” organised
each year in Ankara, Istanbul and Bursa for 4 years. TUBITAK grants were awarded to some (local)
ERAs such as the Erciyes Technopark for further activities. The same organisation is now a part of a
consortium which is applied under COSME and from 2016, for the next 5 years Erciyes Technopark will
be authorized center for EEN activities in TR72 region. It also obtained UR-GE support to visit Silicone
Valley. Still functioning ABIGEMs cooperate in different projects and exchange experience in order to improve their portfolio of services provided to SMEs.
Specialized/dedicated services and/or products, which were not initially intended, reported by 16% of
ERAs responding to the surveys and to some extent by 40% of them. Overall, the specialised services
provided are corresponding to the ToRs’ specifications, even if these were later added through contract
and OIS addendums. One service repeatedly mentioned as provided to beneficiaries without this to be
specifically envisaged from the outset is on-line marketing/eCommerce.
Use of project achievements by other programmes and projects financed from other sources, reported
by 5,5% of ERAs while 27% or ERAs consider that this has happened to some degree. The only case
which occurred from the project level was the utilisation of project outputs of the SMEs Network project
in setting up and rolling the UR-GE programme. The Municipality of Greater Mardin has benefited from
the Mardin Tourism Strategic Plan in the preparation of their 5 year institutional strategic plan.

Further than the supplementary achievements mentioned above we need to present a series of quite remarkable,
not expected results.
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In Bayburt the project awakened the potential of the natural stone sector in the area and triggered an unprecedented dynamic in terms of quarries opened, paramount for the project success/impact. All local actors gathered
their forces to facilitate this development and managed to have licences obtained from the central government in
2 months as compared to 2 years, the length of the process before. New types of stones are to be made available
through the NSSC, i.e. travertine and marble, which should add to the odds of the centre to become sustainable.
At the same time, the centre helps the enterprises to diversify their production line from e.g. tomb stones to
different products for the construction sector. Diversification of products especially due to design services were
noticed also in Kastamonu CUF and Hatay.
Participation in project activities, particularly in national fairs and study visits increase awareness on importance
and benefits of association among enterprises and (quoted in almost all cases) empowered SMEs to dare and
capitalise on their capacity and potential. Overall the project did increase the cooperation between the public
institutions and private sector and the TA contracts contributed greatly in this respect. The most frequently given
answer to the question on unexpected achievements addressed during the fieldwork referred to “(improved)
vision” on how development should be approached and “professional/the EU way” of planning and implementing
initiatives.
Synergy between projects located in the same area was also identified, more in Hatay (between the ABIGEM and
CUF) but also in Kastamonu (to a more limited extent). In Kastamonu it was unexpected to have hi-tech companies (the 3D printing company in the ISGEM is the only one in the entire city) or micro-multinational companies
among tenants.
The ranking of the Erciyes Technopark has increased from 7 before the project to 5 in the last two years (the 5 th
best technopark among all Turkish Technoparks (2015 and 2016) and the best technopark among 5-9 years old
technoparks (2015 and 2016). All of the universities in Kayseri have become legal partners of Erciyes Technopark Co. The international networking of the TDZ has increased: ETTO is a member of the European IPR Help
Desk; RTTP Registered Technology Transfer Professional; ATTP Alliance of Technology Transfer Professionals,
European Alliance for Apprenticeships. The relations with the industry and the region are enhanced: the Authorized Patent Communication Office is established inside Erciyes Technopark (up to this date 34 new patent applications were achieved in the name of Erciyes University by ETTO), the first R&D Center in Kayseri was established with the professional consultancy of ETTO inside Kayseri Sugar Factory (this center is also the first R&D
center between Turkey’s sugar factories; ETTOSOFT Software Cluster was established, as well as the Erciyes
Business Angel Network.
In Mardin TAT provided expertise to Artuklu Municipality on solid waste management. The project advised attention should be given to the overall beautification of Mardin, involving where possible the planting of trees and
shrubs, and flower beds. Not only has this been achieved, but extended to a revamp of the existing park area in
New Mardin, now representing a popular area.
In Hatay, a regional cooperation was formed among the chambers of commerce and industry (CCI) of Hatay,
Osmaniye and Iskenderun as they become shareholders of the ABIGEM Inc. Before they would never cooperate
but rather compete. This was not in the initial project design but the ABIGEM concept and the similar needs of
local SMEs made them to become real “partners”. Today ABIGEM experts have desks in local chambers outside
Hatay and expansion is planned.

3.2 RCOP indicator system and how this reflects the programme
achievements
It needs to be underlined from the beginning of this section that an indicator system is not meant to reflect all
achievements a programme might register. The purpose of the indicator system is to support the management
structure of a programme to measure progress towards objectives, but by simplifying to a certain extent a complex reality (especially as regards the result indicators). It is also widely acknowledged that identifying/setting up
a “perfect” indicator is not possible, and, consequently in such situations proxy indicators are accepted. Indicators
are also used to link the project activities/performance to the programme objectives/performance, but projects
are advised/allowed to set up dedicated indicators precisely because the programme system do not, and it is not
meant to capture all achievements relevant at project level.
The criteria applied for the analysis of RCOP indicators and indicator system under the first interim evaluation still
stand.
Although the current RCOP system of indicators is “logically” set, i.e. the result indicators most times logically
flow from the output indicators, it is only partially “covered”, i.e. the intended programme activities/measures/objectives/achievements are only partially reflected by indicators. In the case of most measures,
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result indicators are missing to a certain extent but a major issue in this context is the quality of the programme
objectives, as presented in the previous chapters on relevance and effectiveness. Particularly the objectives of the
Priority 1 measures seem to be inadequately covered and Priority 2 faces a different challenge, i.e. of setting up
indicators, especially result ones, which should measure the “intangible effects” of its interventions. Under Priority
1, Measure 1.4 represents a particular situation, respectively a wide gap between very ambitious objectives and
very operational indicators. “Matching” the specific objectives at Priority and programme level with the related
result indicators cannot be done in a straightforward manner at all times. There is a slight “imbalance” as regards
the ratio output-result indicators; more of the latter are set up for the programme. This is exactly due to the
limited “coverage of objectives”.
Analysing the dynamics of the indicator system, including targets, since it was established, we notice that in the
meantime the set of indicators has been changed 3 times, in 2009, 2011 and 2012 and most changes were operated under Priority 1, Measures 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4 (for the detailed changes see Annex 7). The current indicator
system contains (for PA 1 and 2) 24 indicators, 4 less compared to the initial set up20.
In the case of Measure 1.2 one output indicator was added and the result indicators were replaced altogether,
under Measure 1.3 the output indicators were reduced from 4 to 2, one of them being new (thus three initial
indicators were eliminated) and one of the result indicators was replaced, while under measure 1.4 one output
indicator was added and one result indicator is eliminated. The tendency is to clarify/improve some of the indicators and bring them in line with the expected achievements (particularly in the case of Measures 1.2 and 1.3, e.g.
the newly introduced indicator “Amount of venture capital supplied for enterprises”) but also to further simplify
the indicator system, with more complex indicators eliminated (“Number of new tourism enterprises established
in the region thanks to supplying support”, “Number of patent applications resulted from assisted projects”,
“Number of joint projects realized by R&D institutions and enterprises”). In this context also the conclusions of
the first interim evaluation on the RCOP indicator system still stand particularly as regards the limited “coverage”
of objectives by indicators.
Targets have also been changed rather often during the programme lifetime, to reflect initial lack of progress (i.e.
targets set for the initial programme years were accumulated to the 2011-2012 targets), further budgetary allocations, and since 2012, also the de-committed amounts and reallocations towards Measure 1.2 and towards newly
created Priority 4/Measure 4.1.
The changes in the indicators and the rather frequent target setting prove the preoccupation of the OS to have in
place an adequate system to monitor and prove performance. However, these have induced difficulties in managing the system in itself, especially in relations to the operations’ monitoring, as the changes at programme level
needed to be reflected at this level. In this context the data collected during fieldwork widely revealed that indicators are not fully understood and rarely used to truly monitor physical performance (by ERAs), and the resultorientation of ERAs is rather low.
While target revision is recommendable because it is widely acknowledged that it is challenging to accurately
estimate them in the ex-ante phase, a too frequent revision may create the space to align them with the results
the programme books, not the ones the programme is expected to book. Such a realignment would turn the
indicator system into a futile mechanism, which cannot serve its main purpose: to help the programme management to assess the extent to which the implementation is on track, to identify situations in which the results expected are at risk of non-achievement and the measures to be taken to ensure performance. Analysing the
changes in the indicator targets, there is little indication that such an approach was systematically taken, at least
for important result indicators, but on the contrary, in 2015 the targets were decreased in many cases proportionally with the budgetary decrease. As mentioned in the previous section, there are also cases on targets which
haven’t been revised during the programme lifetime which casts some doubts about the soundness of the methodology used for target setting and adjustment.
Overall, due to the connection between the programme and project indicators, the expected achievements at
project level are reflected by the RCOP indicator system, within its limitations presented above. Project analysis
rather identified a decoupling between the operation and contract indicators, which reflect the overall weak correlation between these two levels and the overall focus of implementation and monitoring on contract level. Another important matter in this context is related to the PA 2 types of indicators monitored by PA 1 project but apparently not aggregated at programme level. The total values of these indicators, i.e. as produced both under PA 1
20

The RCOP 2007 – 2009 established a rather small indicator system, composed of 14 output indicators and 14 result indicators
for the PA 1 and 2, and the related 6 measures. The distribution across measures was as follows: Measure 1.1 – 2 output indicators and 4 result indicators, Measure 1.2 - 2 output indicators and 2 result indicators, Measure 1.3 - 4 output indicators and 2
result indicators, Measure 1.4 - 1 output indicators and 2 result indicators, Measure 2.1 - 3 output indicators and 2 result indicators, Measure 2.2 – 2 output indicators and 2 result indicators
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and PA 2, should be made available as (1) in this manner the OS presents all the outcomes of the programme in
the areas reflected by the respective indicators and (2) if data is collected but not used for monitoring purposes
we actually talk about a case of inefficient data collection/monitoring process.

3.3 Intermediary conclusions
IC 1. Despite delays and problems encountered (especially in terms of quality of buildings) the programme and
projects booked the achievements expected or there are strong indications that this might be the case until the
end of the operations. Enterprises particularly appreciate the modern working environment and the permanent
support available (ISGEMs) and the access to raw material round the year, state of the art equipment and (still to
be confirmed by time) the semi-final products to be made available by common use facilities.
IC 2. In-depth TA activities directed at SMEs (e.g. role models programmes/business plan development and support to its implementation), as well as design services seem more effective than trainings (with the exception of
enterprises engaged in ISGEMs and ABIGEMs, newly set up or small start-ups). Overall TA and project effectiveness is negatively affected by late staff appointment, insufficient marketing efforts and tools (web-page, showrooms) and reduced activities during winter. Activities considered as very beneficial such as export promotion and
internationalisation support do not seem to continue beyond project completion (ABIGEMs).
IC 3. In the tourism area, achievements are registered in terms of outputs (not clear in terms of results based on
data reported by ERAs), but effectiveness is endangered by low ownership on the projects’ results and lack of
wide agreement and further actions on the strategic plans issued by the TA Teams.
IC 4. The achievements obtained are largely in line with the programme objectives (which are very ambitious if
not unrealistic), except the increase of occupancy ratio inside the business sites (Measure 1.1), (to some extent)
the commercial-orientation of R&D activities, creation of products for commercial purposes, use by enterprises of
R&D results, innovation and technology commercially for products, processes and services (Measure 1.3), improvement of R&D and innovation capabilities of enterprises and ICT usage in business process through basic
information and consultancy supports or enhanced participation in Community Programmes (Measure 2.1), supporting and stimulating the establishment of cooperation and networks among public and private institutions/universities/NGOs/unions serving SMEs (Measure 2.2, at least based on operation visited). As the Measure
1.4 objectives are very ambitious, the operations analysed could contribute to their attainment, but to a more
limited extent, mostly as regards (some) diversification of tourism, (some) employment and favourable environment for tourism businesses.
IC 5. Several unexpected achievements are also registered, especially in terms of capacity to implement similar
projects in the future, visibility at national level and inspiration for other initiatives. Some of the project visibly
contributed to a stronger partnership among partners/local stakeholders, their cooperation with the private sector and understanding and serving its needs, and a more strategic (“vision”) and project-oriented approach to
development. In some cases, due to the project, the development of an entire sector at local level was considerably boosted, beyond initial expectations (Bayburt).
IC 6. The achievements obtained are only partially reflected by the indicator system, which is limited compared
to the objectives the programme set to achieve. The further simplification of the system operated in the last
years further decreased its utility as management tool to ensure programme performance.
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4. Efficiency
4.1 Programme and project stakeholders, their perception of the
Programme and individual interventions
4.1.1.

Involvement of programme and project stakeholders and suitability of institutions embodying the ERA role

Based on the fieldwork carried out, we can safely conclude that all key stakeholders of the programme (at central
level) are involved in its management mainly through the workings of the Sectoral Monitoring Committee. The
interviews did not reveal other institutions which should be SMC members but are not involved in this capacity.
However, the same interviews revealed that the overall knowledge on programme details (e.g. on all matters but
particularly effectiveness, impact and the project level) among these stakeholders is somehow limited. Although
separate interviews were carried out for the same institutions in its capacity as member of SMC and ERA (where
the case), the existing knowledge seems to focus on the involvement of the institutions in itself with RCOP
(through projects) or particular mandate (e.g. NAO). This raises question marks on the overall effectiveness of
the SMC as such, on the appropriateness (in quantitative terms) of information its members receive in order to
fulfil its mandate, e.g. to review the progress made towards achieving the targets of the Programme, or their
capacity to absorb this information. It is also possible that insufficient information and dissemination activities
outside the meetings of the SMC have been carried out. These findings are confirmed by the survey results (partially relevant in this context) as only 54% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed (7%) that a lot of learning
results from participating in Sectoral Monitoring Committee meetings.
At project level the survey results reflect the data collected through fieldwork. In terms of project partners’ involvement, 53% of ERAs strongly agreed or agreed that they received all the necessary financial and technical
support and expertise from project partners, while 23 disagree or strongly disagreed (question 12.4). However, at
the same time, when ERAs are asked to rank the institutions which most contributed to the success of the operation, the project partners fall on the 4th place, decision makers on the 5th and other relevant national and local
institutions on the last (7th place) (question 13.1). Places 1, 2 and 3 are occupied, in this order, by ERAs themselves, the OS and the EUD.
At project level the picture on stakeholders’ identification and especially involvement is mixed. The projects range
from cases in which all relevant stakeholders (including governorate, municipality and RDA) seem to form a compact group working together for the advancement of the sector and project implementation (e.g. Hatay, Trabzon), to cases where this cooperation is more fragmented and case/need based (e.g. Katamonu/ISGEM, Bayburt)
and cases where partnership is stronger among the immediate project stakeholders (e.g. Kastamonu/CUF). As
dealt more in-depth in the chapter “sustainability”, in the design phase of the operations the stakeholders were
listed quite extensively, but, in many cases, their involvement faded during project implementation and even
withdrawn when the transition to operationalisation was undertaken. In this last phase, in many cases, also the

institution most fitted to be project owner and, thus ERA, emerged.

The question of suitability of institution embodying the ERAs needs to be approached from different perspectives,
as the one referring to “aid modalities”. One perspective refers to the “relevance” of the institution in relation to
the type of intervention planned: in general terms central institutions correlate best with strategic interventions,
policy-related and having a wide scope (geographical, thematic). A second perspective which strongly emerged
from the fieldwork related to “efficiency” and thus the capacity of institutions to carry out such complex projects.
The two perspectives are captured also by the answers to the survey: 94% of the respondents strongly agreed or
agreed that the project matched the mandate and mission of the ERA (“relevance perspective”), while 36% disagreed or had a neutral position on the statement “There is another institution that would have been more suitable
to act as ERA for the operation at hand” (interpreted as “efficiency perspective”).
The fieldwork revealed cases in which the institution embodying ERA has been the most suited for this role, from
both relevance and efficiency perspectives. A good example in this case is the operation “Empowering SMEs for
Networking and Inter-Regional Cooperation” which through its strategic nature ensured the integration between
an EU-funded project and a national programme (UR-GE). The MoE had full ownership of the operation and this
continues in the case of UR-GE. Based on the fieldwork, the cooperation with the local stakeholders, particularly
the Chamber of Trade and Industry, where the cluster-info-spot is located, but also the Governorate and the
Municipality, had a contributing factor to the success of the project. The inter-institutional cooperation at the local
level was constructive in Trabzon. The cluster coordination unit was composed of the Union of Exporters, RDA,
Governorate, Metropolitan Municipality and the University. Though they have different institutional priorities, the
local stakeholders (Governorate, Municipality, and RDA) are well informed about the cluster development efforts
and their links with the overall development prospects. The selection of the CoIT as ERA would have obviously
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severally limited the strategic and policy-making potential of the project. It is worth noting in this context that
other institutions are active in the clustering area (e.g. RDAs, MoSIT itself), but the cooperation/coordination
among them seems less structured.
There are other cases in which the institution embodying ERA was suitable, at least from the perspective of relevance. The “Establishment of a Common-use Processing Facility for Industrial Forestry Products” has been implemented by the Kastamonu Commodity Exchange, the institution the closest to the project scope as it is responsible with “what the soil produces”, i.e. the agricultural, including forestry, sector, food production, natural
food, animal husbandry. Other local stakeholders may have had a similar profile as BORSA, e.g. Kastamonu
Chamber of Agriculture but their capacity to run and maintain such a project is not at the required level. Also
Hatay is a case in which the suitability of the CoIT as ERA is adequate, and the partnership particularly with
HESOB (which, on its own, could not carry out this operation and adequately maintain it) but also with the
Chamber of Carpenters and Sawmilling strengthens the chances for this project to succeed.
In Mardin we have another case of adequate ERA, even more after the Province Governorate merged with the
Municipality, involved in the project from the onset. Considering the cultural heritage and tourism potential of
Mardin, the project could only be implemented in a wider strategic framework set by these two public institutions;
as the local representatives of central government, provincial governorates have direct access to the MoCT for
any intervention in the heritage area.
Another operation analysed more in depth which was implemented in an important strategic context is “Erciyes
Technopark Regional Innovation Center” with MoSIT DG of Science and Technology as ERA, which also implemented two other similar operations in Elazığ and Gaziantep. The Gaziantep operation contains a more strategic
component under which institutional capacity building at DG level is undertaken, through capacity building activities to improve legislation on TDZs; training on technoparks for the staff; national and international study visits.
In this wider context, considering its roles and responsibilities in the functioning of TDZs and the need for coordination among operations, in principle MoSIT appears to be the most appropriate institution as ERA, especially
from the relevance perspective. However, from an efficiency perspective numerous changes in the organisation
and staffing of the DG led to a decrease in ownership and institutional memory. The cooperation with the Technoparks themselves (in Kayseri, at least) is not without challenges, with reportedly little involvement and support
from the DG in OIS preparation or implementation. Even if the Technoparks themselves do not have capacity (or
at least experience) to deal with EU-funds related procedures, particularly on procurement and contract management, in the light of the new changes in the pipeline regarding the role of DG of Science and Technology and
TDZ, it might be so that under CISOP the TDZs themselves should be selected as ERAs, particularly as at the
local level, the University is the main stakeholder and has full ownership of the TDZ.
Already in the cases above we hinted at situations in which some other institutions may have been more appropriate ERAs but due to some efficiency concerns they would fall on a second place as suitability for this role
(HESOB in Hatay, TDZs). The cases in which it might have been more appropriate for other (local institutions) to
be ERAs refer mainly to projects of a non-strategic nature, which are implemented rather at local level than at
central level, where the ERA is located (“Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey”, “Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars”,
“Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van (ABIGEMs)”) but also cases in which project implementation capacity is scarce (Bayburt).
TOBB is, indeed, the sole legal representatives of all SMEs in Turkey and therefore legally most qualified to be
ERA for the ABIGEMs project, as well as the most qualified as it implemented the previous similar projects. However, the sustainability of ABIGEMs heavily depend on the extent to which the local Chambers embrace and further support them. Although there is good cooperation between the TOBB and these local chambers, the numerous changes in their governance negatively affected the ownership on ABIGEMs, while the final decisions on the
fate of these institutions rest with the local chambers themselves. While TOBB should retain an overseeing role
on ABIGEMs; in the future such, centres should be financed at the request of local chambers themselves, upon
clear proof that the need exists, as well as the capacity to sustain them in long-run.
Overall, KOSGEB itself is of the opinion that it would have been easier if the three KOSGEB local branches or
other local stakeholders (e.g. as KESOB in Kastamonu which practically took over the ISGEM upon completion)
would have been ERAs. They would have taken decisions faster and solved problems at local level, without different levels of decision-making. However, they had low capacity and had major challenges in finding qualified
staff, so the decision was made to keep project management at central level. Moreover, KOSGEB and its local
branch do not have any further, direct involvement in the incubator operation, once the “marka”/”brand” is
given. There are funds available for ISGEM support, but these are given upon request, not automatically. The
KESOB (Kastamonu Chamber of Craftsmen and Tradesmen, part of TESK) was a minor stakeholder initially but it
soon became involved in the project implementation and in the end took over the ownership of the ISGEM in
Kastamonu. They are members of TESK, partners for small (micro) enterprises, particularly involved in the wood
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and food sector but also in other sectors (e.g. car repair, tailors etc.). They assumed the ownership and success
of the ISGEM from the perspective of their mandate, as they remain the supporters of these small entrepreneurs. They did not assume the role of ERA because the national system is organised in a specific manner, i.e.
they apply to KOSGEB for funds for different projects, including ISGEMs; the KOSGEB “offered” them the possibility to have an ISGEM in Kastamonu, and they accepted it. The formula was agreed from the beginning (that
KOSGEB would apply and implement and KESOB would take over). KESOB considers that this was a good formula as, indeed, implementing such a project would have been challenging for them.
The operation “Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars” has strategic features, but not a wide
geographical scope. The challenge in the case of this operation relates mainly to the capacity of both local and
central stakeholders (MoCT in this case) but especially to the lack of governance structures for the corridor itself
(which would have been the most suitable entity as ERA in this case). A Regional Development Agency, in cooperation with both local and central institutions, might have been the best solution in this case, especially as RDAs
are heavily involved also in tourism development. A different solution would have been also the Eastern Anatolia
Development Project (DAP) Regional Development Administration (the counterpart of GAP in South East Anatolia).
In Bayburt, the most suitable institution for the ERA role would have been the CoIT, but apparently at that moment it lacked the capacity (particularly as regards the tendering process) as well as the vision but also acceptance from other stakeholders (the previous Marble Association), which may indicate a certain rivalry and
competition for a project which is not profit-oriented. The CoIT seems very much involved in the sector and it
took over also the ownership of the NSSC. The municipality perceives itself as the small stakeholder, not very
familiar with the RCOP, or overall strategic frameworks, acting rather reactive than proactive.
4.1.2.

Perception on programme

The overall perception on RCOP is positive as it emerged from the survey and the fieldwork, with the exception of
the rules governing its implementation, which are perceived as very cumbersome and bureaucratic. A dissociation
between the perception on the programme, on one side, and on the projects, on the other side, could not be
made during the fieldwork as the two are perceived as one unit. The key words most frequently associated with
RCOP and its operation by the persons involved in the fieldwork are (in this order) “vision”, “development”,
“competitiveness”, “progress”, “professionalization”, much in line with the results of the survey, synthesized in the
images under:
Figure 3. Perception on RCOP 1

Source: Survey among ERAs
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Figure 4. Perception on RCOP 2

Source: Survey among ERAs

Other key words/statements recurrent during fieldwork were: well designed, meeting expectations, complementarity, relevant, additionality, ownership, added value (project level), novelty, international expertise, new perspectives, new vision, limited geographical coverage, difficult procedures, necessary, too ambitious, insufficient
capacity, success, prestige (to get EU funds), study visits.
78% of ERAs responding to the survey are of the opinion that the RCOP is financing projects which are contributing to the improvement of SME competitiveness in Turkey (question 28.1) while 64% consider that there has
been strong cooperation between RCOP and other national institutions addressing SME competitiveness (13% of
respondents are of a different opinion, question 28.2). The overall perception of survey respondents is that the
RCOP was much needed for less developed parts of Turkey (85% positively answered this question, 28.3) that
RCOP is good for Turkish economy (91% positively answered this question, 28.4) and that RCOP helped put new
ideas in place, which could not be done from other sources (75% positive answers, question 28.7). On the other
side, 69% of ERAs perceive the implementation process as very bureaucratic (only 6% disagree with this statement, question 28.5), requiring cooperation with too many institutions, actors and players (85% positively answered this question, 28.6).

4.2 System resources: availability, deployment, constraints
As mentioned also in the introduction, the data available for this section did not allow a full analysis, especially
as the timeline of TA contracts did not fit the annual cycle of RCOP (see annex 8). Also, in terms of costs, only
an overall assessment could be done based on data at disposal.
We present the findings in this section in tabular format, for easy reference and comparison between needs and
inputs available.
Needs (activities during the
year)
2007-2010
 Programming (i.e. elaborating the RCOP itself
which was approved on
29 November 2007) and

Input

Gaps (if any)





The number of staff slowly
increased from 14 in 2007 to
49 in 2010 (including Director/
Head of Centre), 25 of them
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Delays (i.e. late approval of
the RCOP and the related Financing Agreement, signed
after 2009 partial conferral of

programme modifications
to accommodate the
2009-2011 allocations
Building up the programme governance
structures
Project generation (the
first project proposals
were approved in 2008 - 8
out of the 52 OISs received in 2008)
To a very limited extent
tender dossier preparation (in 2010)

management powers), thus
generating projects carried
out before the programme


was accredited.
 Staff recruited lack the necessary experience and capacity

could not be adequately build
up due to lack of TA services.
 UNDP TA came at least 1 year

later that needed, as a reaction to the low quality of OISs

prepared by beneficiaries under 2nd package.

 The limited publicity and
information activities had a
negative effect as regards the
quality of project applications.
 No MIS system to support
RCOP management process in
place.
 No DEP was available.
2011: RCOP was still much focused on project generation but progress in tender preparation
was under way as well as some limited implementation
Out of the 55 projects in the  UNDP TA focused on OIS de Insufficient support to OIS
pipeline:
velopment for operations under
development and tender dos 27 were under program2nd package but pace very
sier preparation was made
ming (out of which 26 unslow (11 OISs out of the 31
available, which could not
der package 2),
targeted were developed).
counterbalance the lack of
UNDP team consisted of 1
capacity and ownership of
 23 were under tendering
and contracting (out of
member only.
ERAs.
which 16 under package
 Under TA 1 activities concen Activities focused on capacity
2),
trated on the accreditation probuilding of OS staff come late.
 5 projects in the initial
cess, through preparation of
In key departments (i.e. the
procedures, directly related
programming department)
stage of their implementation (Measure 1.2, Priortrainings and other types of
the number of staff somehow
support, including on accountinsufficient.
ity 2 and Measure 3.1),
ing, as well as on capacity
 Challenges to select opera A 4th package of projects
was under preparation
building activities for all staff of
tions under the 4th package;
the OS. Support to project
the process of selection un(generation).
generation was available under
dertook several stages includthe 4th package, and, to a liming a prolonged process of
ited extent, under Measure 1.4.
generating “evaluable” project
 No concrete activities to directconcept notes.
ly support the ERAs were car No publicity and information
ried out.
activities and no MIS availa Support to tender dossier
ble.
preparation was prepared.
 No DEP was available.
 9 more members of staff were
missing (1 in PD, 1 in QACD, 2
in M&E and 5 in FCD – considering the pending accreditation).
2012: the focus of the programme is shared between programming and tenders dossier preparation; slow progress in pushing operations in the implementation stage
Out of the 66 projects in the  UNDP TA focused on OIS de Focus on programming and
pipeline:
velopment for operations under
resources made available in
 25 were under program2nd package but pace slow (11
this area are still somewhat
ming (12 OIS were apOISs out of the 18 targeted
insufficient.
proved from 22 prewere approved).
 As 32 operations were already
selected under 4th pack TA 1 support in the programapproved and entered the TD
age),
ming area: preparation of 2 out
preparation phase, more work
 32 were under tendering
of 5 tourism projects, the rein this area should have asand contracting (but only
cruitment of staff for further
signed to the TAT, particularly
25 contracts signed durOIS development, including for
as the OS was just accredited.


being recruited only in 2010.
No dedicated, comprehensive
TA was available.
The Technical Cooperation
Project with United Nations
Development Programme
(UNDP), financed through national sources was the only TA
in place in 2010.
Limited publicity and information activities carried out
with the support of MoD and
TOBB.
The Strategic Coordinator MIS
under building.
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ing this year thus for most
operations the dossiers
were under preparation),
9 projects under implementation (Package 1 and
3, Measures 1.1, 1.2, 1.3,
3.1, Priority 2).
Only 13% disbursement
rate.
Decommitment of 11 million €.

major projects, 2 TA OIS for
The momentum for tackling
Measures 3.1 and 3.2 develthis task, which was in 2011oped.
2012, was lost and the work
 Still, the bulk of the TA support
load pressure was carried on
to the other departments
was dedicated to the consolidation of the financial manage(contracting, contract management).
ment functions through various
trainings and tools developed,
 No publicity and information

overall capacity building of the
activities and no MIS availaOS different departments.
ble.

 More resources seems to have
 No DEP was available.
been involved in tender dossier
preparation: further than different tools developed (e.g.
Procurement plans, ToRs templates, site visits checklists,
etc.) a Design Team was put in
place and by the end of the
year and the tender dossiers
for 7 operations were elaborated (out of 13 assigned).
 ERAs were trained on IPA
Project Implementation and
Procurement.
 In 2012 10 experienced21 staff
were recruited.
2013: the focus of the programme shifted towards tender dossier preparation, but out of 63
operations in the pipeline 12 were still under programming
Out of the 63 projects in the  UNDP TA continued this year
 Considering the time at dispipeline:
with only 4 OISs developed
posal until the end of the
 12 were under programand approved out of 7
programme and the already
ming
planned+2 Measure 1.4 OIS.
signalled delays in TDs preparation the finalisation of these
 35 were under tendering
 TA 122, continued to work on
and contracting
12 OIS comes too late. Altthe OISs of 2 Measure 1.4 prohough more resources were
 16 projects under implejects. 13 OISs prepared by TA
mentation
made available in the pro1 were submitted or approved
gramming area, these were
by EUD, including for the major
not sufficient compared to the
Under package 2, from 36
project “Samsun Logistics”.
need of having all OIS apoperations still in the pipeline
 In total TA 1 worked on tender
proved the latest by the end
(1 less compared to the prepreparation for 17 projects inof 2013.
vious year), 5 of them still
cluding 80 contracts, which

Depending on how many of
awaited approval and only 2
represent 50% of the operation
were under implementation.
the 35 operation were in the
in the tendering and contracttendering sub-phase, it is
Under package 4, 7 out of 11
ing phase.
operations were approved
possible that the TA 1 support
 Mainly the ERAs under the 2nd
in this area was insufficient.
and none was under implepackage were supported
mentation.
The fieldwork revealed an efthrough four trainings: two on
fectiveness problem: the
procurement, one on impleThe workload of the PD inquality of expertise made
mentation and one on monitoravailable and the output of
creased due to addendums to
ing & irregularity.
approved OISs and preparathe experts did not live up to
 More staff was hired in this
tion of the new programme.
the expectations, especially as
period as per SAIR, i.e. 7 Inregards the availability and
dustry and Science Assistant
The contracting rate was only
involvement of civil engineers
Experts and 11 EU Assistant
24% (with only 36 contracts
in the process.
Experts. The fieldwork revealed
signed in 2013).

Overall, under TAT 1 insuffisome inconsistencies in terms
cient support was available
of tasks assigned and workload
The overall delays reflected
directly, for the programme
particularly in the PD and new
in a 36 million € decommitbeneficiaries.
Tender Preparation Depart21
22

By MoSIT overall recruitment standards, the new recruits were not, overall, familiar with EU funds or RCOP itself.
Extended up to 14th of February 2014.
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ment.

23

ment.
The MoD (SPO at that time)
IMIS was fully functional and
accessible at the web page of
the Ministry for the MoSIT and
end recipients.
The I&P TA contract was
signed and some activities
were carried out: visibility identity for RCOP, visibility guidelines, support to PD in terms of
communication etc.



No publicity and information
activities available.
 The MoD IMIS had a limited
added value for the RCOP OS,
i.e. in terms of extracting aggregated data for reporting

purposes.
 The I&P activities came late
for RCOP itself, at least as regards the information of potential ERAs on the programme benefits and requirements which would have
led to better project concept
notes/OIS and a more efficient project selection.
 No DEP was available.
2014: the programme is in full swing - focus on tender dossier preparation, contracting and implementation, but also programming for IPA II
Out of the 47 projects in the  The EUD and QACD organised
 The OIS development was
pipeline:
trainings and lessons learned
almost finalised but 15 pro 1 was under programming
workshops on service, works
jects were deferred to IPA II
(as 15 projects were deand supply procurement proor cancelled. For projects
ferred to IPA II or cancedures.
whose OISs were approved in
celled, OISs under pack UNDP delivered the last 4 OISs
2014 only 3 years were left
ages 2 and 4 were finalfor tendering and implemenin their portfolio and developed
ised in this year)
the new programme.
tation.
 26 were under tendering
 TA 1 supported the PD and
 For half a year no TA was
and contracting (mainly
available, and despite the acTDPD in their activities, revised
under tendering including
tender dossiers of works, suptions carried out in the
tender dossier preparaframework of both TAs and a
ply, as well as 6 OISs and protion as only 14 contracts
curement documents.
streamlined pipeline, the tenwere signed during 2014)
der dossier preparation pro TA 223 initiated the CISOP
 20 projects under implecess was continued without
implementation work, supportmentation
the much needed support.
ed TDPD through sector specif
I&P TA was under implemenic experts and senior experts
16,111,200 € were further de
tation.
for supply tenders, laboratory
committed by the end of the
 No DEP was available to supequipment controlling, on the
year.
port, where needed, with the
job support for reviewing techshortage of staff and to cover
nical aspects of tender dossiexpenditures related to oners.
the-spot checks and tenders’
 No concrete TA to ERAs was
evaluation.
made available but the support
packages were prepared.
 Shortages exist under PD (severe – 3 members of staff are
missing), MED, TAHRD, QACD
(1 extra staff member needed),
but not under TDPD.
2015: with a streamlined pipeline, the focus of the programme slowly moves towards implementation but the tendering and contracting process is still intense, 2 years before the programme
closure
Out of the 48 projects in the  TA 2 and UNDP supported the
 Support seems less than
pipeline:
PD with activities related to
needed in an overloaded year
 14 were under tendering
CISOP.
at least for the TDPD&CD.
and contracting (64 con The tender dossiers for only 10
 The FD seems well capacitattracts, three times more
contracts were reviewed, but
ed but needed support in
as in the previous year
so were 14 technical docuterms of accounting software
were signed)
ments for the procurement dewas not sufficient.
 34 projects under implepartment, the Volume III tem A significant gap existed in


Contracted in September 2014.
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mentation

plate for works contracts; the
terms of support extended to
input to circa 300 questions
ERAs (of RCOP and CISOP).
The PD continued to have a
from tenderers were drafted.
Both categories should have
full agenda with the revision
 Support to the Contract Manbeen heavily supported in this
of 22 OISs, modification of
period: RCOP’s ERAs to enagement Department was prithe RCOP and initiation of
marily focussed on providing
sure smooth operation improject generation and delivplementation and timely clolegal advice on a number of
ery methodology of CISOP.
disputes brought by various
sure (at project and programme level) and CISOP
contractors.
The 48th “project” correERAs to avoid past mistakes,
 Less support seems to be
sponds to the new Priority
in terms of lack of operation
available to FD in 2015 howev4/Measure 4.1.” Contribumaturity and questionable
er, this department already
tion to the EU Trust Fund
feasibility at the project apseems to have been well ca(EUTF) in response to Syrian
proval stage.
pacitated (except needed input
refugee crisis.” to which
with the accounting software).
 Significant shortage of staff
slightly more than 70 million
was identified in this period.
 A limited number of activities
€ were redirected. This reDEP implemented beginning
were carried out for ERAs’ supallocation avoided further
with 2016.
port24 (as compared to plans).
decommitments at pro A comprehensive WLA indicatgramme level.
ed shortage of staff in PD (continuous, we can say), as well
as (severe) in the Contracting
Department in a critical moment in the programme implementation cycle, M&E as
well as in QACD. 8 further
member of staff were not
available in this period due to
different reasons, including
maternity leave, in the PD,
TPD, and TAHR.
 DEP has been put into implementation in July 2015 and 3
staff members started working
in 2016.
2016: focus on contracting, but especially on contract management and financial management
Out of the 44 projects in the  TA 2 supported programming
 Compared to the contracts
pipeline:
activities for CISOP.
signed at programme level
 39 projects under imple TA 2 supported the OS with 40
(175) the TA 2 contribution
mentation
tender dossiers and procure(40 tender dossiers and pro 5 projects completed
ment procedures.
cedures) seems insufficient
 175 out of the 211 con The Implementation Departespecially considering the
need to finalise this process
tracts on the procurement
ment (Contract Management
list were signed in 2016
Department) was supported
as less than 2 years were left
for implementation.
with the implementation of 16
4 more operations were
contracts (7 works contracts, 7
 The same is valid as regards
dropped due to the delays in
supervision contracts and 2
support to contracts under
implementation, in a phase in
the tendering&contracting
service contracts).
stage.
 The Financing Department was
which the CMD faced high
workload issues and did not
supported e.g. through 9 payment procedures assisted but,
have sufficient staff (as the
FD).
as mentioned before, this de Insufficient support was lent
partment seems to have been
already well capacitated.
to ERAs in a phase in which
contract implementation was
 Limited support was lent to
ERAs.
in full swing for most projects
in the RCOP pipeline.
 TAP and CAP were revised
 The staff recruited under DEP
based on needs reassessed.
started their activity in 2017
 None of the departments,
3-day FIDIC training course for 26 participants (beginner level); and 3-day PRAG training course for 23 participants (beginner
level) from ERA’s whose projects are deferred to IPA II, SAPs for 2 operations.
24
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except MED, had sufficient
staff in March 2016, with severe situations encountered in
the CMD, FM, ITD.
Under DEP 14 staff were recruited in 2016.
RCOP MIS was ready to use.

and their added value, as
unanimously reported during
the fieldwork, is rather limited. Many of the recruited
persons do not have the necessary qualifications and are
used for administrative tasks.

2017: focus on contract management and financial management, as well as programming for
CISOP
Based on data collected dur TA 2 assists with programming
 CISPOP implementation proing fieldwork the workload in
activities related to CISOP.
cess is not very advanced and
2017 was high under the PD,
these delays will have the
 The PD and CMD benefited
CMD and FMD.
from numerous support activisame knock-on effect at programme level as in the case
ties, need-based and mostly
focused on RCOP pipeline as
of RCOP. As no TA will be
available for at least 6 more
the IPA II pipeline still does not
contain mature projects.
months, the OS should have
capitalised more on the TA in
 Except extensive activities to
place.
support the ERAs in ensuring
sustainability of their operation
 ERAs continued not to be
supported under TA 2 while
no further actives were directed at this target group.
the implementation process is
in full-swing, this support was
needed and funds were available.
While, overall, the ERAs appreciate the OS support (see also next section), while the added value of support
modalities slightly varies, with e-mails being perceived as the most useful, followed by face-to-face interaction
and phone conversations25.
The trainings organised by ERAs are perceived as only partially effective, although during the fieldwork the ERAs
opinion on this matter seemed rather positive:

43% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that the trainings organised for them by the RCOP were
useful and 42% agree that these were useful at least to some degree (question 17.1).

38% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that the training objectives, contents and methodologies
were adequate and 47% agree that these were useful at least to some degree (question 17.2).
 33% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that training participants were very keen to learn and acquire new information and 47% agree that this statement was accurate at least to some degree (question 17.3).

31% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that participants’ knowledge has clearly increased through
trainings and 47% agree that this statement was accurate at least to some degree (question 17.4).

55% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that participants’ knowledge was applied and 27% agree
with this statement at least to some degree (question 17.5).

40% of ERAs involved in the survey consider that the participants in trainings are more confident in the
work place and efficiently perform their duties and 31% agree with this statement at least to some degree (question 17.6). 20% found it difficult to answer to this question.
 Only 22% of ERAs answering the survey agree that their project is successful due to the trainings undertaken and 31% consider that the project success is at least partially due to these trainings. 29% of
the respondents found it difficult to appreciate the connection between the success of the project and
the trainings they benefited of (question 17.7).

38% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that through trainings they were able to add a lot of value
for the final beneficiaries and 40% agree with this statement at least to some degree (question 17.8).
The information and publicity tools available have been partially beneficial to ERAs, which appreciate in this
order (from the most to the least beneficial):
25

16% of the ERAs participating in the survey consider that the exchange of e-mails with MoSIT are excellent (from utility
perspective), while 22% find it very good and 35% good. Only 7% appreciate these as poor (question 18.4). 11% of the ERAs
participating in the survey consider that the phone conversations with MoSIT are excellent (from utility perspective), while 24%
find it very good, 36% good and 20% fair. Only 9% appreciate these as poor (question 18.5). 13% of the ERAs participating in
the survey consider that the face-to-face conversations with MoSIT are excellent (from utility perspective), while 31% find it
very good, 33% good and 14% fair. Only 9% appreciate these as poor (question 18.5).
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Programme website: 4% of the ERAs participating in the survey consider that the programme website
is excellent, while 16% find it very good and 49% good (question 18.1).
Media campaigns: 5% of the ERAs participating in the survey consider that the media campaigns are
excellent, while 13% find it very good and 45% good. 37% appreciate these as poor or fair (question
18.3).
Magazines, booklets: 2% of the ERAs participating in the survey consider that other sources of information made available by the programme (magazines, booklets etc.) are excellent, while 25% find
them very good and 45% good. 33% appreciate these as poor (only 4%) or fair (question 18.7).
Social media accounts: 2% of the ERAs participating in the survey consider that the programme social
media accounts are excellent, while 9% find it very good and 44% good. 45% appreciate these as poor
or fair (question 18.2).

4.3 The implementation and management processes in place and
their impact on the effective implementation of actions
Phase 1: OIS development
Based on simple quantitative analysis carried out (presented in Annex 9), the OIS development phase lasted on
average 644 calendar days (thus close to 2 years). This was extremely long in many cases, as presented also in
the previous section, with package 2 proposal still being finalised 4 years after the 2008 call. The quantitative
analysis confirms this situation, with projects in the package 1 but also package 3 being developed in the shortest
timeframe (up to 407 days). In this first category we identify also 2 projects from package 4 (Bingöl Enterprise
Development Centre (İŞGEM) and Şanlıurfa Cotton Exchange and Licensed Warehouse (SCELW)) which were not
deferred to IPA II, thus we can conclude that some learning already occurred at this stage and measures were
taken to have this process shortened as much as possible. Most package 2 projects are in the second (408 days 814 days) and third category (815 days - 1221 days) which indicates/confirms the challenges encountered in their
development, mainly related to the beneficiaries’ capacity but also to obstacles pointed at in the previous section:
the PD capacity and permanent lack of staff, insufficient support made available to the PD, and insufficient staff
in the EUD to swiftly react on the OISs submitted, formally or informally. Projects under Measure 1.4 but also
“Technology Transfer Accelerator Turkey Funds” took the longest among package 1 and 3 to have the OIS approved due to clarifications needed in terms of eligible activities (in the tourism area).
Package 1 projects OISs undertook different stages. Their initial version was subject to an admission test, subsequently grouped under each measure and, after a secondary evaluation, subjected to the EC approval. Only after
this stage the Beneficiaries started developing Project Fiches, which indicates that the initial OISs was rather a
concept note than a fully-fledged sheet. In this process the 52 OISs/CN were upgraded based on comments from
all sides, still only 10 entered the RCOP pipeline by 2010, 8 out them being approved (6 under PA 1 and 2 under
PA 2). Difficulties in generating good quality, mature projects due to low capacity and ownership and capacity of
future ERAs were signalled already in 2008 and during 2009 several trilateral meetings were held with the ERAs
and EUD to support the OIS improvement process.
The same approach, i.e. project proposal rather in the form of a concept note instead of a fully-fledged OIS, was
adopted also for the second-package. The quality of proposal was low, as from 532 applications received only 44
were considered for further development in 2010 (7%). Taking the challenges encountered into consideration, in
2009 the strategic approach already shifted from calls for proposals towards a third package formed of operations
under which financial instruments were implemented (first project under Measure 1.2 was approved already in
2010 which contributed substantially to avoiding the decommitment risk at programme level).
67% of respondents to the ERAs survey were in place when the OIS was drafted or approved thus the survey
results are, overall, valid. These results, although overall rather positive, reveal that the key challenges in this
phase were, in this order:
1.

2.

The quality of the OIS support documentation: 41,8% of the survey respondents agree (and strongly
agree 9,1%) that the analyses (market analysis, financial projections, budget costing) carried out during OIS drafting were adequate to implement the project, while around 40% partially agree with this
statement or have a neutral position. Around 18% consider that the analyses were not adequate (question 19.4). Based on the fieldwork carried out this is, indeed, the most important issue in this phase,

with subsequent negative consequences on all phases including sustainability.

The insufficient support received in the OIS drafting phase (from OS but also EUD): 45,5% of the survey respondents agree (and strongly agree 9,1%) that the received support for OIS drafting was adequate, while around 40% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral position. Around 15%
consider that the support received was insufficient (question 19.3).
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3.
4.
5.

The quality of instructions received: for 47,3% of the survey respondents the instructions on the technical contents of the OIS were clear and very clear, while around 35% at least partially agree with this
statement. Around 15% consider that these instructions were not (very) clear (question 19.1).
The relative short time at disposal for the OIS development process: 49% of the survey respondents
agree that time for OIS drafting was sufficient, while around 36% partially agree with this statement or
have a neutral position. Around 15% consider that the time at disposal was insufficient (question 19.2).
The pace of EUD approval process: 54,6% of the survey respondents agree that the OIS was smoothly
approved by the EU, while around 29% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral position.
Around 17% disagree with this statement in various degrees (question 19.6).

Overall, 64,6% of the survey respondents agree (and strongly agree 17,3%) that they were able to identify and
timely solve problems encountered in OIS preparation phase, while around 27,2% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral position. Around 18,2% disagree with this statement in various degrees (question 19.5).
The results of the survey do reflect the capacities of different institutions, but are, somewhat biased, when confronted with the information collected during the fieldwork. The point number 4 above indicates, in the view of
this evaluation team, that at least half of the ERAs did not have a clear idea on the necessity of finalising the
process in a timely manner, which is attributable to a certain extent to the OS and EUD (including the lack of I&P
TA in the initial stage of the programme) but also to the ERAs understanding of EU approach and ownership.
The fieldwork confirmed that, if on one side OS and EUDs interventions did contribute to the quality of the OIS
and project, on the other side the excessive length of the procedure put pressure on the subsequent phases and,
all in all, negatively affected the ERAs ownership and the relevance of the activities (to some extent). In this
context also a lot of OISs/project ideas were withdrawn, also because ERAs understood the complexity of the
process; this dynamic further hampered RCOP to have a rich, mature project pipeline to allow for swift reaction
when a project is delayed and endangers the successful implementation of the programme itself.
Some cases were identified in which, in order to increase the relevance and quality of the OIS as compared to the
programme objectives/priorities and eligible activities, the EUD added activities/outputs (e.g. Winter Tourism
Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars) which did not reflect the desires (not needs) of the ERA and decreased
their ownership on the project. Changes in the project idea extended the process and some projects in this situation were deferred to IPA II (e.g. INNOFOOD). On the other side several ERAs consulted in the fieldwork highly
appreciated the common development of the OIS, as they agreed that their understanding of their own project
idea was limited.
Despite the lengthy procedure, findings from the analysis of the subsequent project phases underlined the fact
that on one side the OISs lacked in quality, especially as regards the needs analysis (i.e. which, if not adequately
done, does not allow for an adequate articulation of assumptions, activities (in line with needs), outputs and
sustainability financial calculations), but on the other side they contained excessive information, which could have
been better transferred to tender documentation (e.g. lists of equipment to be procured). The latter determined
frequent OIS modifications which had in a knock on effect on contract implementation, interrupted until amended
OIS is agreed. This issue needs to be looked at while keeping in mind the “nature” of the OIS (under RCOP) as,
let’s say, a document between the Phare project fiche (which, indeed, did not contain lists of supply, in-depth
needs analysis and/or indicators, in early stages) and a project application under the EU Cohesion Policy, which
is, in its final stage, a fully-fledged document containing all needed elements for an adequate appraisal to be
carried out, including a detailed budget based on all activities to be carried out and equipment to be purchased.
In the opinion of this evaluation team the second approach should be taken under CISOP, especially in the light
of the findings in the sustainability chapter, and the PD should be adequately supported to carry out project development and appraisal in this framework.
Phase 2: Tender document preparation
Based on data received from the OS, valid in July 2017, the average length of the tender dossier preparation for
each type of project was (as presented in the next table) around 2.7 years for works contracts, 2,4 for TA contracts, 1,8 for supervision contracts and an excessive 4,6 years for supply contracts.
Table 5. Length of tender document preparation phase
TYPE OF CONTRACT

Number
contracts

Percent

Total number of
days/type of contract

WORKS

37

16,44

36.729,00

992,68

SUPPLY

120

53,33

202.445,00

1.687,04

SERVICES

35

15,56

31.275,00

893,57
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Mean (days)

SUPERVISION

33

14,67

TOTAL

225

100,00

22.811,00

691,24

293.260,00

1.303,38

Source: own calculation based on data provided by OS

A key challenge for this phase (but also the subsequent ones), as confirmed also by the fieldwork, is posed by the
interlinkage between different components of operations. The delays in finalising the tender dossiers for the
works contracts were triggered by the lack of detail and quality of initial designs provided through the OIS; these
delays had a chain effect on the other types of contracts, as their implementation depended on the finalisation of
envisaged constructions. This is particularly valid for the supply contracts (and to a certain extent to the service
contacts) whose preparation had also to be suspended/interrupted to book progress with the works contracts (all
phases, including contracting and implementation) and which also had to be revised in order to accommodate
changes on the market supply and needs as the initially requested equipment was outdated. The volume of work
and technical expertise needed for the supply tender documentation might also have been underestimated considering their high number (which are, in turn, divided in several lots) but also their key importance in the framework of the operation, as opposed to buildings which are only their location (as mentioned in the effectiveness
section the equipment, next to TA had the most added value to final beneficiaries).
Both the survey and the fieldwork revealed that the tender documentation preparation phase was more challenging for ERAs compared to the OIS preparation phase (most respondents were involved with the operation in this
phase already). The key obstacles in this phase as per survey results are, in this order:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Late comments and approval of tender documents by EUD: Only 38,2% of the survey respondents consider that the EUD provided comments on tender documents on time and/or approved the documents
in an efficient manner, while around 25% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral position.
36,4% disagree with this statement in various degrees (question 20.5), results which confirm the data
collected during the fieldwork and which indicated that EUD’s involvement in this phase created bottlenecks.
Insufficient guidance received from the OS, including manuals and training: Only 36,3% of the survey
respondents consider that the guidance received from the OS, including manuals and training, to prepare tender documents was clear, concise and adequate, while around 30% partially agree with this
statement or have a neutral position. Around 33% disagree with this statement in various degrees
(question 20.2).
The ERAs understanding of the complexity of the tender documents preparation process: 41,8% of the
survey respondents consider that they had a clear understanding of the complexity of the tender documents preparation process, while around 27% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral
position. Around 31% disagree with this statement in various degrees (question 20.1).
The quality of the experts contracted by ERAs to prepare tender documents: 56,3% of the survey respondents consider that the experts contracted by themselves to prepare tender documents delivered
their job satisfactorily, 23,6% partially agree with this statement, while around 20% tend to have a less
positive opinion on the performance of these contractors (question 20.3).
Lengthy procedures: 54,6% of the survey respondents consider that the tender documents preparation
took too much time, 25.5% partially agree with this statement, while around 12% have a neutral position. Only 7,3 % disagree with this statement (question 20.6), results that confirm the data analysis
carried out by the evaluation experts and the data collected during the fieldwork.
Capacity of ERAs to identify and timely solve the problems encountered during tender documents preparation process: 49% of the survey respondents consider that they were able to identify and timely
solve the problems encountered during tender documents preparation process, 20% partially agree
with this statement, while around 18% have a neutral position. 23,7% admitted challenges in adequately answer the problems raised in the process, 5% more than in the case of the OIS (question
20.7).
Timely and qualitative submission of tender documents submitted by ERAs: 52,7% of the survey respondents consider that they submitted the necessary tender documents on time and of adequate quality, while around 36% partially agree with this statement or have a neutral position. Only 1% disagree
with this statement in various degrees (question 20.4). These results are somewhat contradicted by an-

swers to the previous question (point) and the fieldwork (interviews carried out both and national and
local level) revealed the lack of capacity of many ERAs to produce tender documentation and lack of
familiarity with PRAG procedures, including as regards their capacity to quality check the outputs of
their TA experts.

In accordance with the RCOP procedures, the ERAs bear the main responsibility of developing the tender documents (OA article 5.2) while the Contracting Authority has as main task the quality assurance and control of
tendering and procurement documents and the EUD undertakes ex-ante control on all tender documents. The
erroneous assumption that the ERA would have the capacity to implement this task had a wave of consequences
on the process, with all other stakeholders becoming heavily involved to increase the quality of documentation,
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including through dedicated TA design and review teams in the OS and EUD, whose coordination with a view to
ensure coherent, timely and qualitative outputs was particularly difficult. In this context ERAs received different
sets of comments from different reviewers and had to answer the same issues several times. From tender to
tender the same cases were solved, to a certain extent, differently. It needs to be reminded from the previous
section that the ERAs were not directly supported through the OS TA to develop the tender documentation as
well as the fact that up to 2012 the CFCU was also involved in this process. The “transfer” from the PD to TCD
(up to 2013) of insufficiently detailed and correct OISs with delays (due to the need to maturate and have them
approved) and sometimes in large batches at once constituted further constraints to the process.
We find it relevant to quote key comments made in the survey by the participating ERAs: “Technical expertise to
support the preparation of the tender documents was not available. The ERA may not always find the technical
experts on all issues or the financial burden to procure such expertise may create a problems to ERA. Instead of
unnecessary technical assistance a flexible technical assistance mechanism for the use of ERAs may be provided
to develop the projects and design the tender documents.” “If the EUD and MoSIT carries out these assessments in a joint commission, the assessment of tender documents may be accelerated.”
Phase 3: Contracting
The contracting phase posed less problems in terms of timeline as PRAG clearly sets the duration for each procedure/type of contract. Still the contracting for TA and supervision took the longest (approximately 1 year and
a half compared to 310 days as per PRAG), while works and supply were contracted under 1 year, close to the
210 days as per PRAG procedures26.
Table 6. Length of contracting phase

TYPE OF CONTRACT

Number
contracts

Percent

Number of days (Difference between Finalisation of tender documentation - Actual Contract
Date

WORKS

36

16,22

9853

274

SUPPLY

120

54,05

27983

233

SERVICES

35

15,77

20285

580

SUPERVISION

31

13,96

15539

501

TOTAL

222*

100,00

73660

332

Mean

Source: own calculation based on data provided by OS

*for three contracts data was not available
The delays were mainly triggered by the need to ensure synchronisation between components under an operation (with procedures suspended for this purpose) while some procedures were cancelled due to lack of (quality)
offers. The ERAs are overall of the opinion that the period between the approval of the tender documents and
the start of the tendering created high risks, since the prices indicated by the market surveys could have been
below the prices at the time of the tender and tender could have been cancelled for this reasons.
A key problem in this phase is the lack of capacity of ERAs to participate and be effective in the bids appraisal
stage. Lately ERAs participation in this process was facilitated by DEP, but their technical capacity remains a
major issue.
Phase 4: Operation implementation
We calculated the average delays in operation/contracts implementation, as the difference between the initial
contract end date (collected by the evaluation team from the first Operation Monitoring Sheets attached to
SAIRs) and envisaged contract end date in July 2017 (based on the data supplied by the OS). The most delayed
are the supply contracts, closed/to be closed 2,2 years later than initially envisaged, on average, followed by the
remaining type of contracts, with a delay of approximately 1,5 years. As confirmed during the fieldwork, the
delays in contract implementation for supervision, supply and services was triggered, to a large extent, by the
26

As per presentation to 20th RCOP SMC, slides 21 and 22.
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delays in executing work contracts (but also other factors, as presented under), thus synchronising efforts made
in previous phases were not very successful.
Table 7. Length of implementation phase
TYPE OF CONTRACT

Number contracts

Percent

Number of days (Difference between Initial Contract End Date Revised Contract End Date

Mean

WORKS

36

16,22

18503

514

SUPPLY

120

54,05

98487

821

SERVICES

35

15,77

19267

550

SUPERVISION

31

13,96

17593

568

TOTAL

222

100,00

153850

N/A

The results of the survey among ERAs indicate that the most important challenges in project/contract implementation were posed in the following order:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

The quality of the guidance received from the EUD (or the lack thereof): 49% of the survey respondents consider that the guidance received from the EUD regarding operation and contract implementation was clear, concise and adequate, while 20% have a neutral position and 31% disagree and strongly disagree with this statement (question 21.4).
The quality of ERAs personnel: 49% of the survey respondents consider that they had adequate personnel to ensure successful contract and project implementation, while 20% have a neutral position
and 31% disagree and strongly disagree with this statement (question 21.5); only 67% of the survey
respondents allocated full-time staff members to manage the project, while 22% did not; slightly contradictory with point 5 and fieldwork results in terms of technical capacity of ERAs; during fieldwork we
identified at least a hand-full of project managed by one single person who had some other responsibilities, as well. The ERAs are not aware of the workload involved and do not take measures to assign
new staff and/or motivate the existing ones.
The quality of the tender documentation (or the lack thereof): 56% of the survey respondents agree
(13% strongly agree, less compares to OIS quality) that the quality of tender documents helped implement the project and all contracts successfully, while 31% only partially agree and 13% consider the
opposite.
The quality of the guidance received from the OS: 62% of the survey respondents consider that the
guidance received from the OS regarding operation and contract implementation was clear, concise and
adequate, while 25% have a neutral position and 13% disagree and strongly disagree with this statement (question 21.3).
Quality of the OIS (or the lack thereof): 66% of the survey respondents consider that the quality of the
original OIS helped implement the project and all contracts successfully, 25% neither agree, nor disagree and only 9% disagree with this statement (question 21.1).
The technical and financial commitment of ERAs: 77% of the survey respondents consider that their
technical and financial commitment was sufficient to ensure successful implementation of the project,
while 14% have a neutral position and 9% disagree and strongly disagree with this statement (question
21.6).

The deficiencies in the programme cycle placed further pressure on ERAs, when their capacity was already limited. In terms of ERAs investment into project management, this exceed initial estimations at least in half of the
cases, as 43% of the survey respondents considered that their internal cost to manage the project was higher
than they had anticipated at the beginning, while 27% have a neutral position and 28% disagree and strongly
disagree with this statement (question 23.2). Solving problems required additional considerable funding for 27%
of ERAs, but not in the case of 49% or ERAs (question 24.8). Time investments in implementation from ERA side
are reported as reasonable, as only 29% of ERAs consider that it took a lot of their time to solve problems with
project implementation while 55% neither agreed, not disagreed with this statement.
Further than the support made available by the OS and OS TA, as presented in the previous section, the TA
components of the operations were considered to a large extent effective, as 73% of the survey respondents
consider that the support received from Technical Assistance project that worked with them was adequate, while
54

the remaining 27% had the opposite opinion (22% disagreed and 5% strongly disagreed) (question 22); difficulty to carry out planned tasks in time and adequately in terms of quality, lack of qualified personnel in the TA
team and the replacement/resignation of KEs are mentioned among problems encountered in this context. At
the same time, 35% of ERAs agree that on-the-spot visits by EUD and external experts identified issues and
problems that they did not know about thus they had added value, while in 20% of the operations this was not
the case. 38% of ERAs acknowledge some added value to the on-the-spot visits (question 24.3). This value
increases as only 35% of ERAs consider that their risk management procedures are adequate (question 24.9).
Overall, both the survey results and the fieldwork indicate that the OS has been supportive in the process, with
some exceptions seen as a natural consequence of the lack of experience the staff members and with the notable exception of staff turnover (e.g. some projects report up to 5 changes in the contract manager; however,
they might include also the different contact persons in charge for different phases as also the coordination
between different units of the OS is seen as problematic).
Phase 4: Financial Management
No particular obstacles have been identified in the Financial Management phase. On one side the capacity of the
FMD seems to be adequate, also due to the intense capacity building activities carried out under both TA contracts (only some specific training needs were identified, i.e. in grant management schemes for CISOP), but also
due to limited involvement of ERAs (approval of NKEs and related TSs (also for Key experts), of incidental budgets, progress reports, pre-approval of provisional and final acceptance under supply contracts, of taking over
certificate and performance certificate under works contracts, approval of invoices and related checklist). There
were almost no cases in which the ERA did not approve the invoices and related documents in the 5 days at
disposal, as per procedure.
The workload raised in the years 2015-2017, as many contacts reached this final stage, and this pressured the
department capacity. One expert was made available under DEP (still insufficiency qualified) and no other solution was identified, except the valuable support given by the TA 2 experts hired for this purpose. If MIS had
been functional, and when this is going to be the case, the department does not need further staff. The MIS
would also solve the needs in terms of accountancy support programme, which is currently represented by a less
optimal intermediary solution (for disbursement forecast) and a specialised programme which is not updated as
per contract by a specialised firm.
In the accountancy area, good example of knowledge management was identified in the form of a network of
the accounting units within 8 ministries implementing IPA funds organized at the initiative of the RCOP FMD. A
chart of Accounts for IPA II and common procedures were drafted. Permanent cooperation exist among its
members, facilitated by the nature of the domain in itself, i.e. IPA and national accounting rules are clearly regulated.
Phase 5: Quality Assurance and Control
As mentioned in the previous section, the QACD of the OS received constant support under both TA contracts
(more capacity building needs are currently identified in areas such as grant scheme management, IPS II procedures, ex-post control). However, based on data collected, this support and the QACD activity are rather ineffective, especially as regards risk management, as this is not perceived and used as a key management tool to
foresee and prevent/solve problems which might arise and affect the programme efficiency and effectiveness.
Risk management reports, currently undertaken in a simplified procedure, are sent to NAO and NIPAC, but there
is no follow-up on them and the measures envisaged (of a rather generic nature) are not implemented, or not
implemented timely.
An important function of the department, the control function, becomes void as the members of the staff do not
have the necessary qualifications and do not seem sufficient as number to assess the quality of all documents,
OIS, tender documentation, addendums (of contracts and OISs) etc. and to carry out management verification.
It is unclear at this stage how the irregularity detection mechanism functions. The department remains a ”guardian” of the procedures manual, which need and undertook repetitive revisions, the latest with the view of accommodating requirements for ex-post control (for which personnel seems insufficient at this stage considering
the 6-eyes principle applied), having the OS accredited for IPA II and on the process of moving towards EDIS.
Further on, the department represents the communication channel between the OS and different audits carried
out and monitors the implementation of the related recommendations.
Overall, the ERAs asses that the following factors had a negative impact on the efficient implementation at operation level in the following order:
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Late approval of the OIS: 60% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the late approval of the
OIS had a strong negative impact on the operation, causing problems and/or delays, and 20% consider
that this impact was medium (question 14.1).
The long process of developing tender documents: 60% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that
the long process of developing tender documents had a strong negative impact on the operation, causing problems and/or delays, and 20% consider that this impact was medium (question 14.2).
Delays in signing contracts: 42% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the delays in signing contracts had a strong negative impact on the operation, causing problems and/or delays, and 20% consider that this impact was medium (question 14.3).
Delays in implementing contracts: Only 33% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the delays in
implementing contracts had a strong negative impact on the operation, causing problems and/or delays, 18% consider that this impact was medium while 50% appreciate that this impact is low and very
low (question 14.4).
Revision of the project scope: Almost 53% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the revision of
the project scope was not the main factor which negatively impacted the operation, and 21,8% consider that this impact was high (question 14.7).
Lack of effectiveness of contractors: 38% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the lack of effectiveness of contractors negatively impacted the operation, and almost 13 % consider that this impact
was medium (question 14.6) Close to 50% of ERAs’ consider that the contractors have carried out their
work in an effective manner.
Complexity of the project: 75% or ERAs involved in the survey consider that the complexity of the project was not the main factor which negatively impacted the operation, and only 11% consider that this
impact was high (question 14.5).

4.4 Barriers to efficiency and their main causes
The next table draws on the findings of the previous sections and presents the barriers to efficiency encountered
by RCOP as well as their causes and the risk, in the opinion of this evaluation team, for these problems to manifest again under CISOP.
Barriers
Cause
OIS development phase
Lengthy procedure

Insufficiently well-articulated (from the outset) project generation
procedures, with clear stages and dead-lines, clear appraisal criteria.

Low number of project ideas of good quality.

Less experienced OS staff (PD) and insufficient number of staff in
the PD (which led to high workload).

Limited specific technical/sectoral capacity to appraise project ideas
and designs (while these lacked adequate needs/demand analyses).

No TA support in the initial phases, insufficient and less effective
(e.g. TA I failed to identify adequate experts (on specific items and
projects e.g. Maras Paper, architects for buildings design and the
proposal were not approved) support at a later stage.

No TA from the programme level to ERAs in this process;

EUD had limited number of staff and could not react timely.

Lack of involvement of final beneficiaries in the OIS design.
Tender documents preparation
Lengthy procedure

Lack of capacity of ERAs; insufficient and less effective support
made available either by their TA teams or by the RCOP TA team.

Trainings to ERAs, although positively assessed, were far from
sufficient.

Limited capacity of the OS relevant departments accredited only in
2012, especially in the years 2014-2015 when high workload affected the quality of work in the OS.

Insufficient and less effective TA support particularly under TA 1.

Too many actors involved in tender dossier preparation which triggered delays and lack of coherence between commentaries on different TDs. Moreover, there were no clear planning and dead-lines
for each dossier/sub-phase, assumed and respected by all parties

EUD late reaction.

Insufficient quality of OISs and transfer to TCD with delays and in
large batches.

Delays in contracting and implementation of works contracts with
negative effects on the tender preparation, contracting and implementation of other contracts – difficulty to ensure components synchronisation.

With some exceptions; overall lack of technical, specific knowledge
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Risk for CISOP
To some extent (2 out
of 5) as implementation modalities further
than current calls are
not fully clarified and
there will be, again, a
TA gap.

Yes (4-5) particularly
as regards the ERAs
capacity and as under
CISOP no clear procedure, with dead-lines,
is in place. The coordination between the
PD and TDP is improved.



at all levels (e.g. on sectors), corrected to some extent under TA 2.
Insufficient emphasis and planning ahead as regards the supply
contracts.

CONTRACTING PHASE
Procedures can
celled or suspended 




Late start due to delays from previous phases.
Difficulty to ensure synchronisation among components.
Lack of bids/quality bids.
Lack of standardised tender dossiers (forms).
Unrealistic planning of the procurement process (of the Procurement Plans).
Lack of capacity in

Difficulty to ensure coordination with TDP and PD in the request for
the CD
clarification phase; in 21 days answers need to be provided while
the CD does not have in-depth knowledge on the projects and need
to refer back to TDC, PD and ERAs themselves.

Insufficient number of staff, particularly in 2015-2016 when the
workload was significant, as a result of large transfers of operation
from TDP phase to contracting.

Insufficient capacity of the staff in terms of procurement/PRAG.

Although improved under TA 2, insufficient TA support to contracting department and difficult transfer from CFCU.
Less optimal results 
Severe lack of capacity on ERAs side in terms of bids appraisal and
of contracting
insufficient training/support made available to them for this purpose
(some cases identi
The criteria for assessors were too strict placing the ERAs in an
fied, e.g. equipment
impossible position to identify adequate staff (public servants, masin Hatay)
tering English and with expertise in the tender field);

Impossibility of assessors to leave their job for long periods of time.
IMPLEMENTATION/CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
Lack of synchroni
Delays in tender dossiers preparation and contracting with signifisation between
cant effects on the TAT effectiveness (caused by factors presented
project components
before);

In some cases lack of TD quality (particularly works) while ERAs
have no capacity to correct those.
Insufficient capaci
The management is not aware of the workload involved and do not
ty of ERAs (techassign the adequate number of personnel to OCU.
nical, financial,

There might be insufficient awareness on ERAs side on the imnumber of staff)
portance of implementing the planned activities on time, as per
ToRs, as these are regulated by a financing contract all parts need
to respect.

Staff turnover in ERAs.

ERAs did not fulfil the pre-conditions for contract start (particularly
as regards making the needed/committed land available, connection
to utilities).
Varying effective
Lack of qualified experts, delays in implementing planned activities,
ness of
difficult cooperation with foreign experts.
TA/contractors

Long delivery times for equipment, especially as it is coming from
EU countries.

Several and severe deficiencies with the buildings constructed decrease of contractors profits due to changes in the exchange
rates led to the adoption of inadequate technical solutions.

Although the contracts do have clauses which allow for penalties
when contract conditions are not respected, e.g. Clause 22 “Administrative and Financial Penalties”, the audits have observed that for
all work contracts, despite of ever repeating fails of Contractors,
penalty clause is applied to the lowest level – recommendation not
implemented in February 2017).
Delays in solutions

Insufficient/inadequate guidance from EUD.
provided by leading 
Late and/or inconsistent guidance from the EC side (e.g. usage of
institutions / unthe recovered funds, management fee definition for Measure 1.2.
clear/uncoherent
projects in the IPA I closing guidelines).
solutions proposed
OS capacity

Lack of technical expertise: e.g. out of 11 persons newly appointed
to CMD none implemented supply contracts before, until recently
insufficient training on on-the-spot visits.

High workload in the CMD (11,5 contracts per person) with new
personnel assigned on an ad-hoc basis and not qualified.

TA 1 less effective but implemented before the years with high
workload in the CMD (current TAT more effective).
Late implementa
Lack of financial and human resources and of awareness of their
tion of comprehenimportance – while only these visits revealed problems triggered
sive on-the-spot
and dragged since the OIS development stage.
checks

Late operationalisation of DEP under which the financial resources
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Yes (3 out of 5) as
ERAs will still lack
capacity to participate
in bids. The delays in
the CISOP implementation might lead to
the same issues encountered under RCOP
in terms of components synchronisation
(when works are
eligible) and pick of
workloads when no
measures are taken to
correct the situation.

Yes (3 from 5) as
experienced is gained
on OS and ERAs side
but procedures are the
same and CISOP ERAs
might be different.
EDIS will have no
impact on EUDs involvement in contract
implementation, on
the contrary.

for these on-the-spots were made available.
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
High workload in

The numerous contracts which reached this final stage at the same
20015-2016
time, as a result of the developments from previous stages.

Unrealistic procurement forecast and delays in implementation
which negatively affected the disbursement forecasts.

Lack of a functional MIS and a fully functional and updated accountancy programme.

Less adequate inter-departmental cooperation outside the directorate, e.g. with the Ministry law department involved in contract
amendment and contract termination.
Horizontal
Insufficient tech
Lack of experience, insufficient number of staff.
nical and financial

Lack of sufficient support from RCOP.
capacity on ERAs

Partial effectiveness of RCOP support.
side, lack of owner
Less effective TA contracted by ERAs themselves to support with
ship
OIS and tender documentation development.

Lack of co-financing from ERAs side.
Deficient project

Lack of I&P wide measures in the first years of the programme.
pipeline

Difficulty to collect good project ideas, driven by strong, motivated
and qualified ERAs.

Insufficient capacity on ERAs side.

Unclear/changing procedural steps and lack of clear dead-line for
project generation, OIS development and approval.
Rather reactive

Limited use of management tools such as the monitoring system,
than proactive
they risk management system, plans approved in terms of TA demanagement
ployment.

Focus of the management of operational and immediate needs as
opposed to a forward looking and problem prevention approach.

Yes, (3 out of 5)

Yes, (2 out of 5)

Difficult to say, some
improvements were
registered since November 2016.

As captured in the table above, there have been many elements which have negatively influenced the programme efficiency. Although it is difficult to rank them, the ERAs’ capacity, mainly from a technical point of
view) has remained a main bottleneck during the entire process, as also confirmed by the fieldwork. Only 35%
of ERAs admit that, if they had received the funds and managed them themselves, including by carrying out
public procurement, they would have implemented the project better. This is an overstatement particularly as
regards challenges they encountered in drafting OISs, tender documentation and evaluate tenders. OS support
was very much needed, as admitted by 78% of ERAs participating in the survey, as well as EUDs involvement
(appreciated as necessary by 60% of ERAs).

4.5 Better or more efficient methods/approaches to deliver the
same outputs and results
As agreed in the inception phase this section focuses on elements related to cost-efficiency and costeffectiveness. The relevance of activities for the objectives set from the perspective of their effectiveness is
treated in the Relevance and Effectiveness sections of this report.
Major limitations were encountered in answering this evaluation question, as presented earlier, mainly related to
data provided by ERAs and/or the TATs in place. These could not provide information on the costs of most indicators, as these are not explicitly captured in the financial records of the projects (e.g. the cost of a publicity
event which is mainly composed of mandays and incidental expenditure; particularly the latest could not be
easily differentiated, by event, in the projects records). It is important to underline in this context that unit cost
benchmarks are useful to assess efficiency but best if they reflect the average costs of sufficiently disaggregated
project components.
To counterbalance the lack of data, we shifted the analysis from the 10 projects in the sample, as initially envisaged, to the entire RCOP portfolio (except TA projects, EUTF and Measure 1.2). We applied a simple methodology in which the m2 of constructed area is calculated as the sum of works and supervision budgets, the cost of
the facility in itself is equal to the total budget of the project (as costs directly related to supported SMEs could
not be estimated and extracted from the total budget) and the total budget was divided to the values of the
result indicators obtained, on the assumption that all components contributed towards the results achieved.
Moreover, there are several cases in which final values of indicators are not available as projects are not completed, cases in which we based our calculations on targets envisaged.
The results of these calculations are presented in annex 10, but they should be taken with a grain of salt, due to
the above mentioned, numerous limitations. The only meaningful calculations, in our view, relates to the m2 of
built area.
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As presented in mentioned annex 10, for both Measure 1.1 and 1.3 the cost of a built m2 is, in most cases
around 500-600 euros, higher than the Turkish unitary cost, thus the information collected during the fieldwork
in accordance to which the constructions realised on FIDIC rules are more expensive are correct. However, there
are cases in which this cost was higher or lower than this average. This is explained by the type of building and
volume of works (e.g. 136 €/m2 in the case of Samsun Logistic Centre, 260€, for approximately 25,000 of built
infrastructure Şanlıurfa Cotton Exchange and Licensed Warehouse); in the latter case and other similar cases, as
clarified by the OS, there are several unique items included in the Works budget, like steel silos which are calculated not on m2 basis but as numbers and/or lump sum figures. These kind of unique items can form a big proportion of the whole Works budget (circa %30-%40) which explain the higer unit cost.
From the “unit cost” of the indicator “Number of artisans and SMEs benefiting from shared facilities established
or supported” but also simply comparing the total budget of the operation with the target we notice at least in
some cases large differences between targets set and the value of the investments made. Overall, and naturally
considering the type of infrastructure, the ISGEMs support less artisans and SMEs for a higher budget, at an
average cost per SME of 180.000 € (while in Van this cost is more than 275,000 € but calculated based on the
indicator’s target). For the CUFs and similar facilities (e.g. warehouses) the cost per served SME varies greatly
from 133,000 € (My Bee, My Honey, My Honeycomb), 57,000€ (Giresun Hazelnut Licensed Warehouse and Spot
Exchange) to 12,000 (Strengthening the infrastructure for Furniture production-MOBİTEK), with extreme situations when 1 beneficiary is secured against 805.479,63 (Samsun Logistic Centre) or 288.255,14 € in the case of
Gümüşhane Traditional and Organic Products Business Development Center. The value of the TA explain these
differences to some extent.
The second result indicator for Measure 1.1 is not monitored and/or insufficient data was available in the OMSs
for a meaningful comparison to be done.
Where monitored, under Measure 1.3 a job is created at a reasonable rate (if jobs are maintained at least for
the sustainability period of the operation) of more or less 100.000 € (between 183.341,68 – “Development of
the Research & Technological Infrastructure of Gaziantep” and 75.000 – “Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional
Innovation Center”. Although both projects are implemented by the same ERA the latter is producing for a
slightly higher budget 3 times more jobs.
It is interesting to notice under Measure 1.4 that the highest “input per tourist gained” is registered for the winter tourism projects (based on the targets not values achieved as these are not adequately reported).
Under measure 2.1 the difference in cost per SME which prepared business and investment plans through information and consultancy support is significant between ABIGEMs and the Bafra Business and Export Development
Unit (BEDU), which might imply that the latter is particularly less cost-effective as compared to the former. Projects under measure 2.2 do not seem particularly cost-effective in terms of value for money for 1 cluster developed and 1 related company supported, particularly “Activation of “Speciality Foods Cluster” in the Southeast
Anatolia Region” targeting 1 cluster and 10 companies for almost 3,5 million euros. However, these figures need
to be taken with a grain of salt as achieved values of the indicators in the case of this operation were not available thus the calculations are based on envisaged targets.
There are also projects in the RCOP portfolio which do not contribute to result indicators (e.g. Increasing Competitiveness of Middle Black Sea Region (TR83)). While they might be cost-efficient, we can raise a question
mark about their cost effectiveness.

4.6 Intermediary conclusions
IC 1. Overall, in the case of projects not having wide, national strategic implications or scope, it would have
been more appropriate, from the sustainability perspective, to entrust local institutions with the ERA role. However, in many cases local institutions do not have the capacity to implement RCOP-type of projects, thus if this
approach is taken in the future the OS should also put in place an adequate mechanism to support these ERAs
during the process (in all phases).
IC 2. The perception on the programme is positive, to a large extent. RCOP is described in key words such as
“development”, “new ideas”, “professionalism, “vision”, “innovation”, “discipline” and perceived as very beneficial
for the Turkish economy, particularly in the less developed parts of Turkey. On the other side, RCOP is also
known/perceived as a very bureaucratic intervention, requiring cooperation and coordination with too many
actors and institutions.
IC 3. The first years of implementation are paramount for the success of a programme and a catching up after a
“missed start”, which happened in the case of RCOP (i.e. late approval of the RCOP and of the related Financing
Agreement, final accreditation obtained in 2012) can be particularly challenging also for more mature pro59

grammes. In the first years of the programme, complex tasks had to be carried out by a highly enthusiastic and
motivated, but unexperienced and less technically specialised, team with close to no support from a dedicated
TA, in a context in which the governance structure of the programme was under construction. The experience
seems to be repeated, to a certain extent, under IPA II.
IC 4. Overall insufficient support was made available (or made available late) especially to programming and to
ERAs, in all phases. As the duration of the programming phase and the quality of OISs have major implications
for the rest of the programme cycle, and the ERAs capacity has been one of the key factors affecting programme
efficiency, significantly more resources should have been allocated to these two areas. The resources involved in
OIS preparation were partially lost for RCOP, as some of the projects in the pipeline were withdrawn, cancelled or
deferred to IPA II after 2013.
IC 5. The support provided by the TA 1 for tender preparation dossiers seemed insufficient (e.g. in 2012, 32
operations were approved and entered the TD preparation phase while the TA was assigned 13 operations out
of which tender dossiers were prepared only for 7 in the same years) and, more importantly, less effective. The
lack of TA in the year 2014 triggered further delays. The numerous actors involved in the TD preparation, i.e.
ERAs, the OS, Design and Design Review team, the EUD, and contradictions between their positions on similar
matters led to a further extension of the process instead of solving the problem.
IC 6. Adequate support seems to have been made available to the QACD and financial management department
(with some exceptions regarding the accountancy system), the latter being also the most consolidated among all
OS Departments, while the former is far from providing the input it is mandated to deliver, especially in terms of
risk management and control.
IC. 7. The transfer of projects from one phase to another could not be realised in a progressive manner mainly
due to initial delays in OIS preparation and this had a knock-on effect on the workload in other departments for
a number of years (and, subsequently, on the quality of their work). This dynamics also hampered proper HR
management, as rotating staff among departments have little added value in the short run. The answer to the
departments and staff organisation does not reside in institutional reorganisation but in the (1) timely implementation of each programme cycle phase which allows a more smooth transition or workload for each department,
(2) closer cooperation between departments and more effective knowledge transfer on projects. Nominating 1
person to undertake for one project all related tasks during the programme cycle is contrary to the principles of
specialisation and lack of conflict of interest. This having been said, a more productive organisation of the OS
would combine, in 1 department, the programming and tender dossiers preparation and would keep as separate
departments the contracting, contract management and financial management functions. Considering their strategic importance as management tools, and their horizontal scope, the QACD, MED and TAHR should be separate departments, directly linked to the OS Head, whom they should support in assessing risks and take strategic, forward looking decisions. Strengthening these departments should have a positive effect also on the interdepartmental coordination and cooperation, which is paramount for the efficient functioning of the OS.
IC 8. DEP, IT (MIS) and, to a certain extent, Publicity and Information resources came too late to make a difference for RCOP.
IC. 9. The OS support to ERAs, in different forms (particularly through e-mails and face to face), have been the
most effective, as compared to trainings and I&P measures. Trainings delivered to ERAs by OS TATs are partially
effective and among information and publicity measures the most appreciated are the programme web-page and
the media campaigns.
IC 10. The major issues in this OIS preparation phase related to the quality of the OIS support documents and
the depth of the needs analysis; the support of both OS and EUD could have been more effective. As in other
phases, the ERAs capacity, ownership and awareness were low as at least half of the ERAs did not have a clear
idea on the necessity of finalising the process in a timely manner.
IC 11. The tender documentation phase was also lengthy, with particular problems posed by technical specification for works and supply contracts. The latter seems to have been underestimated in terms of complexity and
time needed for development, contracting and implementation. Their contracting was also postponed in order to
accommodate the delays with works contracts and this triggered the need to update technical specifications. The
tender preparation phase was even more challenging for ERAs than the OIS development but all sides (EUD, OS,
and contractors) contributed to the delays registered in the process.
IC 12. Delays in works and supply contracts implementation led to further desynchronization between operation
components and late operation closure. Some operations will be closed in 2018, beyond the programme eligibility period. The key challenges during contracting seem to have been posed by the ERAs capacity but also by the
quality of the guidance received from the EUD (the lack thereof).
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IC 13. The deficiencies in the programme cycle placed further pressure on ERAs in terms of project management
resources needed and financial input. The operations’ TA are widely perceived as effective, while the on-the-spot
checks have, for ERAs, partial added value.
IC 14. There have been many barriers to efficiency, caused by many factors triggered by capacity and performance of ERAs, OS, EUD and contractors. Key remedial actions relate to dedicated support in all phases for
ERAs and the OS and to strong, forward looking, well organised and planned coordination among decisionmakers. EDIS might bring some efficiency gains but only if the OS has adequate capacity to effectively lead the
process.

5. Impact
The „change” an intervention should/may induce is related to the long-term vision of a programme and, in most
cases, to a timescale that lies beyond its timeframe. In principle, this „change” is defined/framed by an existing
local, regional or national problem (depending on the scope of the intervention) and it is captured by the highest
(i.e. global, general) objectives set (at programme or project level).
The change to be induced by an intervention is, in general terms, assimilated to its impact, however, in this
context we need to clarify the concepts of „attribution” and „contribution”. „Attribution” refers to how and to
what extent the change occurred is attributable to the intervention itself, in other words if the change identified
is caused only by the intervention analysed and not by other factors. “Attribution” is best assessed through
methodologies such as counterfactual impact assessments, which were not deployed here. On the other side,
“contribution” refers to the extent to which the intervention evaluated caused the identified change, i.e. what is
its contribution to this change. “Contribution” is analysed by theory-based evaluations, which aims to demonstrate whether or not the evaluated intervention is one of the causes of observed change.
The approach taken to answer the evaluation question is rather “bottom-up”, in the sense that, through fieldwork we have identified the changes produced in the areas and sectors covered by the projects analysed in
depth which can be, at least in part, attributed to them, or which were at least indirectly influenced by the RCOP
interventions.
As mentioned in the introduction to this evaluation report, one limitation to the analysis of “change”/”impact”
derives from the limited number of finished operations under RCOP which are the primary source of evidences in
the case of this evaluation criterion. Only operations selected under Priority 2 had finished a longer period before
this evaluation was carried out and thus allow for a more rigorous view on their impact. However, all projects
visited either have already induced some changes or there are strong evidences that they will do so upon completion. However, it is also important to mention that the operations do not monitor indicators to reflect their
purpose and overall objective, e.g. the socio-economic development in the municipality/province thus they do
not adequately follow impact, during or beyond implementation.
Below, we distinguish between expected changes and unexpected changes, where the former are directly linked
to the overall objective and purpose of the operations and the latter are other changes registered, not necessarily linked to this set of aims. We also distinguish between direct and indirect changes, where the former are
changes among the members of the target groups of the operations while the latter are the ones induced,
through the operation target groups, on other entities/categories e.g. suppliers, clients, dependants.
We found that the dimension of these changes depends on the dimension of the project itself as compared to its
locations (larger projects in smaller locations tend to influence more the overall status of the sector, e.g. Bayburt), on the quality of the partnership between different stakeholders which allow for concerted actions which
create synergies (e.g. in Hatay where the governorate, municipality, RDA and the Chamber itself strongly drive
the local economic development, including in the furniture area), on the quality of the operation itself and the
added value brought (e.g. the CUF in Kastamonu which puts in place an important linkage between the local
natural resources and local industry).
Overall, as mentioned also in the relevance chapter, all intervention analysed in-depth were embedded in a
wider policy/strategic framework, in place either at national or at local level, in the form of a development strategy/plan or at least manifesting itself implicitly in the plans of elected decision-makers. The subsequent plans
and strategies, including at regional development, continued to single out the sectors and problems RCOP and
its operations cover and try to solve, e.g. developing clusters, developing local economic sectors (natural stone,
forestry, tourism), developing entrepreneurship and the private sector in overall terms, including through innovation and a more effective R&D activity.
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5.1.1 Positive and negative changes produced by the interventions
We insert in the table under the overall objective of each of the 10 operations analysed more in-depth, to capture
the type and dimension of impact expected, as well as their status of the cut-off date of this evaluation, to indicate that for the moderately advanced projects little can be said about impact as such. We notice from the outset
that many of the overall objectives do reflect the idea of “contribution”, however, some other are rather ambitious. We also reiterate here the conclusion of the first interim evaluation, widely agreed by the programme
stakeholders, that RCOP cannot have a strong impact at regional level in terms of socio-economic development,
due to the limited resources at disposal, compared to the funds needed to truly reach this aim.
N
o

Project Title

1.

Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and
Development of a Network among
Incubators in Turkey

2.

Hand Made in Hatay

3.

Establishment of a Common-use
Processing Facility for Industrial
Forestry Products in Kastamonu

4.

Samsun Logistics Centre

5.

Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center

6.
7.
8.

9.

10.

Natural Stone Manufacturing and
Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt
Sustainable Tourism Development
in Mardin
Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars
Enlargement of the European
Turkish Business Centers Network
to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van
(ABIGEMs)
Empowering SMEs for Networking
and Inter-Regional Cooperation

Overall Objective
To contribute to the economic development of selected
regions (Malatya, Kastamonu and Tokat) by encouraging
and strengthening start-ups and increasing the competitiveness of SMEs and entrepreneurs.
To contribute to the socio-economic development of
Hatay.

Status

Completed
Almost
Completed

To contribute to the economic development of
Kastamonu.

Almost
Completed

To improve the regional competitiveness of enterprises in
the TR83 region.
To increase regional competitiveness by supporting enterprises and improving business, R&D, Innovation, Technology and ICT environment.

Moderately
Advanced

To contribute to the economic development of Bayburt.
To contribute to the social and economic development in
Mardin.
To improve the competitiveness of the winter tourism
industry in Kars, Erzurum and Erzincan.
To create a favourable environment to SMEs in Turkey, to
facilitate increasing productivity growth, job and wealth
creation which are necessary to achieve the Lisbon objectives.
To improve the competitiveness of the enterprises in the
RCOP Region in international markets.

Completed
Almost
Completed
Completed
Moderately
Advanced
Completed

Completed

Overall, as displayed by the figure below, the RCOP ERAs consider that their operations do contribute to socioeconomic development through different effects registered. Among these, the most important are in the following
order):

(1) significant improvement of technology at company level (which may refer to overall access to technology at enterprise level ensured under RCOP by the common use facilities but also to a “second level”
where enterprises were supported to access grants in order to buy equipment, e.g. by the ISGEM and
ABIGEM staff),

(2) increased local competition among enterprises, and

(3&4) increased competitiveness of Turkish enterprises both on the national but also on the international
markets.
4 other types of achievements/effects registered at operation level contribute, though to a lesser extent, to socioeconomic development in the ERAs’ view, namely the improved

(1) labour market,

(2) professional management personnel in private sector, and

(3) cluster development, as well as the

(4) increased exports at company level.
The availability of significantly skilled and trained human resources and the improved spending on research and
development do contribute to socio-economic development, but to a more limited extent, while the improved
professional management personnel in public sector and the production of complex goods and products manifest
the least as factors inducing impacts from a socio-economic development perspective.

62

Figure 4. Operations’ contribution to socio-economic development

Source: survey among ERAs

Almost 60% of ERAs are also of the opinion that the project is directly contributing their and the final beneficiaries ability to run sustainable and profitable activities and has had positive economic effects on customers and
local communities (i.e. as indirect change).
The overall picture sketched by the survey is confirmed and further nuanced by the fieldwork.
Although not fully completed, the operation “Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt” has the potential to have a notable impact in local economic development terms as it represents a significant investment in a rather small location. This depends mainly on the future stance taken by the centre, particularly if the NSSC makes sure that the local companies (as opposed to other clients) are benefiting of its services
and their needs are prioritised; the focus on the local enterprises, which is the target group of the operation,
might be overlooked if the NSSC becomes a regional/national player on the market in order to ensure its sustainability, as the current demand of local companies is extremely limited compared to the capacity of the NSSC.
However, the operation did give a new and strong impetus to the natural stone sector in the area as 8-10 new
quarries will be open soon, and they will provide the NSSC and the enterprises in the sector with the much needed raw material. This indirect positive effect induces further investments in Bayburt amounting to 8-10 million TL.
Each new quarry open creates at least 20 new jobs, and the 200 jobs in total to be created only for opening and
operating the quarries apparently represent a 10-20% of the registered unemployed in Bayburt. The fieldwork
strongly indicated that without the impetus given by the NSSC new quarries would not have been opened and the
developments in this sector in Bayburt would not have been possible. The impact on SMEs is not very visible yet,
but the enterprises met in Bayburt confirmed that for the moment the loss of jobs was avoided as the local “industry” was dying before the NSSC was set up. In some cases, a small number of jobs per enterprise are already
created, especially in the case of larger companies (representing rather the exception in Bayburt), which also
relocated to the Organized Industrial Zone to be able to extend their production lines.
Overall, local companies understand that the NSSC is not a competitor and make use/will make use of their
services. However, this seems to be the case for larger enterprises (which may also have quarries), as the
smaller enterprise still struggle to reach a certain cost efficiency – for them the NSSC services seem to be expensive (situation which confirms the results of the survey in terms of induced stronger competition at local
level). Provided that the local raw material will be available, the existence of the centre at location saves transportation costs otherwise paid by natural stones processors to bring block and/or slabs to Bayburt from other
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parts of the country. This enhances the competitiveness of their products and stimulates exports, which already
seems to happen as stone processors in collaboration with the NSSC started exporting to Saudi Arabia and
Georgia.
One notable change induced by the project, indirectly and unexpected (as it was not explicitly aimed by the
project LoI) is the activation of the Organised Industrial Zone of the city. This existed before but was poorly
connected to the city, to utilities or any other facilities. After NSSC started to be built, the governorate made all
necessary investments in infrastructure (i.e. road, utilities) and, yet another indirect impact of the RCOP project,
several firms established (newly or relocated) in the OIZ, from several industrial branches, not only natural
stone: dairy products, food for chicken, tea processing. In the future possibly a tea cluster will be established as
apparently the climate in Bayburt is particularly suitable for drying tea in natural conditions.
A potentially negative impact on environment as more quarries will open in the immediate future to provide the
local processers with raw material. An increased number of quarries may pose a threat to environment and on
other economic sectors in the province, i.e. animal husbandry. It is important to mention in this context that the
TA implemented under the operation provided useful information on how to more efficiently (than prescribed by
the Turkish law) close quarries and limit/use stone waste.
As in the case of Bayburt, the operation “Establishment of a Common-use Processing Facility for Industrial Forestry Products in Kastamonu” does have a potential to positively influence the local economic development27,
more from the perspective of small enterprises (up to 10 employees). The companies involved in the focus
group and which already use the CUF services are witnessing/forecasting higher turn-over and diversification of
production/development as a result of the increased operational efficiency, due also to the costs saved as raw
material is not purchased and transported from Istanbul and/or Bursa. Unlike the Bayburt case, there is no real
impact on the Industrial Zone, which is already well developed. Out of the 400 (relevant) companies in the forestry industry in Kastamonu province, at least 100 are rather large companies which do not need the services
provided by the CUF; the remaining 300 represent potential clients which could use the CUF if adequate marketing activities are undertaken beyond project completion. This process seems to be slow and poses risks to CUF’s
use, impact and sustainability as there are still uncertainties at this point on the demand level (from enterprises
in Kastamonu) and if this is sufficient to cover the CUF’s capacity. However, there are evidences that the CUF’s
impact manifests already at province level, as there is already a strong working relation with door producers in
Tosya, a neighbouring district.
The operation may have a negative impact on environment, indirectly (a more intense wood exploitation may
lead to deforestation) and directly, as reportedly 70% of the timber becomes waste until the final product. There
seems to be some level of awareness on the importance of reforestation and the TAT is much involved in identifying mitigation measures to the waste problem, including though the competitiveness windows developed,
however, many more measures, including at national level, are needed to adequately tackle these negative
effects.
Although, as presented in the “Effectiveness” chapter, the operation “Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in
Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey” did create and strengthened startups/SMES and their competitiveness, it has limited impact on the economic development at provincial level (at
least in Kastamonu but this applies also in the other three cities larger than Kastamonu), and even at municipality
level as the number of start-ups supported by the ISGEM (14 in July 2017) is too limited for such an effect to be
obtained. In the province of Kastamonu 17.000 SMEs are active, out of which 6.000 have been supported by
KOSGEB in different manners up to 2017 (i.e. on average 150 companies per year receive grants and BSSs). 60
jobs have been created by the companies now incubated in the ISGEM (effect largely attributed to the operation
itself) and their turnover (where it can be calculated) has increased at least by 50%, with notable cases in which
the turnover increased 6 times compared to the before-incubation level. However, this turn-over is in most cases
very small, i.e. under 100.000 TL. Some of the companies incubated already export or will export in one year
time, which is remarkable for this type of intervention which targets very small enterprises. The major impact of
ISGEM relates to entrepreneurship development, not to local development, particularly as there is a strong preference for steady and secure jobs in public sector and not towards entrepreneurship. ISGEM has become a focal
point for BSSs services (in Kastamonu and surrounding cities), frequently required by (potential) entrepreneurs
and enterprises located outside the incubator, including young graduates. Although there is no mechanism to
adequately monitor these developments, reportedly at least 10% of trained potential entrepreneurs start their
own business. Unexpected positive effects are also registered, such as brain drain reverse and, consequently,
capitalisation of the endogen potential for the benefit of the province, increased awareness among local partners,
including the governorate, on the importance of SMEs competitiveness, as well as multiplication effects (i.e. sev27

But less than in Bayburt as there are many large companies in Kastamonu who do not need the CUF and whose financial
figures are larger than any turnover the CUF local beneficiaries may produce.
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eral cities want to have an ISGEM nowadays and some existing incubators already applied for the ISGEM “title”).
In this category it is important to underline the diversity of the ISGEM portfolio (at least in Kastamonu): 3 IT and
innovative companies are incubated by the ISGEM, direction not envisaged when the project was designed.
The operation “Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center” aimed to increase regional competitiveness by supporting enterprises and improving business, R&D, Innovation, Technology and ICT environment. The
OIS of the Operation anticipated an observable impact in terms of entrepreneurship and enterprise development, integration of SMEs into international markets, improvement of business environment and development of
technological and innovation capacity. Based on the results of the fieldwork, we can conclude that the operation
have made and continues to make a contribution towards the overall objective as a result of the improved services provided and collaboration with associated business, as well as the enhanced international relations and
networking. Services provided to the companies were enhanced through SERA - Incubation Program and Fast
Prototyping Workshop initiated by the project and through an UR-GE support to visit Silicone Valley. The number
of companies in the ETDZ increased from 95 to 190, the number of patents reached 34 and the number of R&D
projects to 834. Increase in turnover and exports of companies in the Software, Electromechanics, IT, Energy
and other sectors are reported. The number of qualified staff employed by the companies in the ETDZ as of the
time of the field work was 700.
Impacts in the tourism sector may be more supported by evidence in Mardin, where the project is completed,
although also in the winter corridor there are signs that more tourism enterprises (i.e. hotels) have already established in the three locations targeted by the operation.
In Mardin, socio-political changes determined the authorities to shift their focus on other priorities directly related to the Syrian guests (refugees). In this context tourism activities in the province reportedly have experienced
a significant decrease, i.e. 16 boutique hotels and some home pensions are closed down, including two most
prestigious boutique hotels on the 1st street. The impact of the operation is yet to be produced but this depends
greatly on the general context. Moreover, it is believed that the uniform visual effect created by the restoration
will not contribute to an increased interest from potential tourists to visit Mardin and/or the 1st Street.
In terms of impact, “Empowering SMEs for Networking and Inter-Regional Cooperation” focuses on the competitiveness of the enterprises in the RCOP regions in international markets. This is quite an ambitious overall objective considering firstly the fact that the operation intervened only in some of the 15 regions covered by the programme. Based on the data collected during the fieldwork, the operation did have, albeit very small, contribution
to the export-related indicator set up at national level, i.e. “Turkey’s exports to reach 500 billion $ by 2023”. In
2016 the Turkey’s exports amounted to only 142,6 billion $, a value far away from the envisaged target, although higher than in the previous years and a small fraction of these exports was produced by companies in the
clusters supported under the intervention. However, it is impossible to quantify precisely this contribution, as the
data was not collected and aggregated neither during the project lifetime, nor after, by the Ministry of Economy.
Under the TA contract specific “output” indicators related to the clusters and networking between the RCOP and
non-RCOP regions were set up. Based on the TA Final report, in the case of the first indicator (“Performance [of
clusters] Increase of 20% over a Range of Measures”) the TAT could make some limited measurements for 2
out of the 5 locations and indicated a 35% performance increase in Corum as well as 70% increase in Samsun.
The impact of the operation is more observable in policy terms, than in economic development terms. The project contributed greatly to an enhanced awareness at national level on the importance of clusters for the SMEs
and overall economic competitiveness and directly led to upscaling this type of intervention through UR-GE, a
national programme focused on clusters internationalisation designed very much in line with the approach taken
by the RCOP operation and using all tools it produced. Until June 2017 UR-GE has financed 300 projects and
6000 SMEs, some of them under the competitiveness partnership programmes developed by TATs for RCOP
operations (in Bayburt, Kastamonu, and Hatay). However, as also the fieldwork revealed, most of the clusters
financed may not be fully – fledged, in line with the European cluster definition, but rather networks of enterprises. The visit in Trabzon facilitated data collection related to the impact of the operation at enterprise level
and also from the perspective of networking/clustering as such. The main cluster supported in Trabzon is in the
shipbuilding sector and the companies visited display clear signs of economic development, with higher turnovers and, to a more limited extent, number of employees as compared to 3 years ago. However, although it is
widely acknowledged that the project activities did contribute to business professionalization, they are not the
main cause behind their economic development. The latter is much connected to market conditions and investment capacity of the enterprises themselves, as well as the involvement of public institutions, where the case.
The developments triggered by the operations would have been augmented if the new shipyard had been built
but initiatives in this directions was not successful (i.e. a second RCOP project was cancelled and the plot of land
initially made available by the municipality for the new shipyard was partly allocated to other parties). In terms
of network, the association of ship builders in Trabzon is not perceived of having any other value added except
pursuing such common goals as a new shipyard or common projects funded by the EU or national budget. Some
overall, unintended, positive effects of the intervention were registered in terms of increased cooperation among
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SMEs, which understood the necessity of working together while visiting fairs and reportedly seek further opportunities to cooperate.
“Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van (ABIGEMs)” is the only operation for which an impact assessment study was carried out under the TA contract,
through a survey conducted in the Regions using interviews with entrepreneurs and local stakeholders and institutions. Its main findings revealed that by the end of the operation there was already some return in local economies in terms of increased profits and employment. Some clients clearly expressed how much more profit they
started to make or how many more personnel they employed as a result of services they received from ABIGEMs. Utilisation rate of grants provided by various resources has dramatically increased in the 4 regions during
the project lifespan as the ABIGEMs undertook an important role in assisting SMEs to prepare grant application
proposals and improved the quality of the applications submitted.
As mentioned in the “Effectiveness” chapter, the enterprises participating in the focus group are new beneficiaries
of the ABIGEM in Hatay and were not involved in the operation as such. However, they indicate that the support
received from the ABIGEM staff did contribute to their productivity growth, number of employees and turn-over
increase (thus wealth creation) as aimed by the operation. As in the case of the previous operation, the support
received from ABIGEMs staff is not the only factor influencing their development, but its contribution is paramount for small enterprises, start-ups or newly set companies with limited knowledge, capacity and capital. Some
benefiting enterprises became very visible due to ABIGEMs support in terms of marketing and diversified products
offered, which resulted in increased demand and, consequently, turnover. Three out of 4 ABIGEMs are located in
less developed regions that are directly impacted by neighbouring countries conflicts, and in this context the
SMEs needed even more business support as they must change their way of doing business and find new export
markets.
Despite these developments, and the high number of companies supported by the ABIGEM and the Chamber,
there are no evidences that this translated into local socio-economic development, as expected from the operation “Hand-made in Hatay”. As the facility is not yet operational the SMEs participating in the focus group were
undecided about its added value and the extent to which they will use its services. Also in this case the marketing
activities and the collaboration with future clients could be improved in order to obtain the expected impact at
enterprise level. Three of the companies participating in the FG are among the Role Models developed by the TAT
and benefit of coaching and mentoring. A read thread in the focus group was the need for further marketing
efforts as Hatay is not known in Turkey and/or Western Europe as a producer of traditional furniture (or furniture
with traditional motifs). The project contributed greatly to the creation of this brand but further activities are
needed. There are around 200 companies and 1000 artisans acting in this sector in Hatay, and this operation
seems more balanced in terms of supply of services compared to local demand than e.g. Bayburt but also
Kastamonu. However, the sector in itself competes for resources with other 17 on which the economy of Hatay
relies upon. This also means that developments in the sector, although significant, have a smaller impact in terms
of economic development as operations in locations whose economies are based on 2-3 sectors, not fully developed e.g. Bayburt. It is important to mention, in this context, the advanced plans of the MoSIT and local partners
to open a Furniture Industrial Zone in the near future. While this cannot be considered an indirect effect of the
operation, it becomes clear that the CUF in itself is part of a wider strategy of the involved public actors to put
Hatay on the map as a furniture city, and the RCOP operation has its contribution in transforming this city into a
“furniture hub”. Also in the case of this operation the escalation of conflicts in neighbouring Iraq and Syria had a
direct impact on companies in the sector, since traditional trade channels collapsed. In this context the marketing
activities carried out under TAT and the exploration of Western markets have increased added value.
The two main groups of beneficiaries affected by these changes are the SMEs (including newly set up enterprises
and start-ups) and the institutions involved in different capacities, as ERA, official partners in the operation or
local partners cooperating with ERAs. Among SMEs the impacts are stronger for micro and small enterprises,
while larger ones seems to be impacted less, mainly from the perspective of business professionalization. ERAs
and associated institutions, involved in implementation, e.g. local governorates, local KOSGEB branches, local
actors such as HESOBs which took over the facilities realised, are impacted firstly from the perspective of their
capacity to address the needs of the private sector, but also in terms of project management, cooperation and
strategic planning capacity.
Limited evidences could have been collected on further, indirect effects triggered by the projects’ impact on SMEs
and public institutions, but there is an overall opinion that as a result of the SMEs and institutional developments
there will be visible/directly proportional improvements in terms of wealth increase at household level (for the
households directly dependant on the enterprises supported). Some effects on supply may be noticed as production capacity of enterprises increased, but not in the cases where supply from other provinces is replaced by local
supply provided by the CUFs themselves.
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A key factor facilitating impact achievement is the extent to which the operation is embedded in a strategic plan
existing at local and/or regional level and other interventions are carried out to ensure change at sector and/or at
sector level (e.g. as the Furniture Industrial Zone in Hatay). Furthermore, the impact obviously depends on the
effectiveness of the operation as such and thus on the quality of its design, i.e. the extent to which it solves a
real need/problem well identified and quantified (which is mostly the case, as presented in the “Relevance” chapter), and the capacity of the ERA itself to manage the implementation process and monitor its impact post implementation. The latter is still not at optimum level, as described in the previous chapter. A horizontal issue arising
in most projects visited relates to the importance of marketing for effects to be obtained; this is valid at facility
(e.g. CUF, tourism destination) level, i.e. for the facility itself, but also for the enterprises benefiting of its services. There is an overall, strong, perception that more needs to be done in this area. Where UR-GE projects
could be financed during/after operation closure the situation is, at least for the moment, satisfactory, but in
cases which do not qualify under this programme, e.g. ISGEMs, KOSGEB is called to undertake more action in this
direction.

5.1.2 Effects observed in terms of: leverage, deadweight, substitution or displacement
Understanding of the evaluation question
In this context we have used the following definitions for the 4 types of effects analysed:


Leverage: Propensity for public intervention to induce private spending among beneficiaries. In cases where public intervention subsidises private investments, leverage effects are proportional to the
amount of private spending induced by the subsidy. Leverage effects must not be confused with additionality (was the intervention additional to what would otherwise have taken place?).



Deadweight: Change observed among direct beneficiaries following a public intervention that would
have occurred even without the intervention.



Substitution effect: Effect obtained in favour of a direct beneficiary but at the expense of a person
or organisation that does not qualify for the intervention (you gain one job but because one becomes
unemployed). For example, a person unemployed for a long time found a job owing to the intervention. In reality, this job was obtained because someone else was granted early retirement. Substitution effects refer also to “crowding out” resources, in the sense that public funds replace private investments which would have been carried out anyway.



Displacement effect: Effect obtained in an eligible area at the expense of another area, or by a
group of beneficiaries at the expense of another group within the same territory.

There are numerous evidences that RCOP has a strong leverage effect. Most SMEs involved in focus groups and
interviews indicated the supplementary financial resources made available in order to capitalise on the opportunities (directly or indirectly, e.g. quarries open in Bayburt) by the RCOP operations. These resources are either
represented by their own private capital (in some cases e.g. up to 1 million of TL invested by the shipbuilding
companies in Trabzon to move to the new shipyard, 500-750.000 TL invested by companies in Bayburt to improve/enlarge production lines and move to the Industrial Zone, up to 300.000 TL by larger companies supported by ABIGEMs, around 150.000 TL for a “regular” small company in ABIGEMs’ portfolio), small credit lines
mainly from TESK but also from commercial banks (around 150.000 TL), KOSGEB (around 50.000 TL) and RDAs
grants (the latter have larger volumes, up to 175.000 TL, but were awarded to a more limited number of companies – 2 maximum 3 per location visited, if any). Quantifying this leverage effect at programme level is difficult
but we can safely conclude that it is significant, especially if we take into account the leverage effect, already
occurred and monitored under Measure 1.2 of the programme.
Although it does not fall under the standard definition of “leverage” as proposed above, we need to underline in
this context also the supplementary investments made by the ERAs themselves and their partners, in terms of
consultancy services purchased to draft the OIS and the tender operation (on average, based on fieldwork,
300.000 TL per operation but up to 600.000 in some cases, e.g. the National Cluster Academy28), land purchase
(i.e. up to 5-6 million TL in some cases), landscaping and infrastructure built, supplementary investments to fully
operationalised the CUFs (e.g. up to 200.000 TL in Bayburt). As in the case of private spending, these supple-

28

Project deferred to IPA II.
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mentary investments cannot be quantified precisely, but they do add to the spending triggered by the programme.
There are limited evidences which would support the existence of deadweight. None of the investments made by
RCOP could have been (easily and rapidly) replaced by other sources, and, despite the delays in implementation,
the effects observed are mainly due to the projects themselves. Large investments such as CUFs required generous budgets and in most cases these funds could not have been made available by the national government
(i.e. only 20% of ERAs consider that they could have used national funds to implement the project while 50% of
ERAs agree that without RCOP they would not have implemented the project at all). Overall, SMEs (particularly
micro and small) did not appreciate (before the operations) the value of BSSs and wouldn’t have appeal to them
on their own accounts. This applies also to marketing&internationalisation measures. Moreover, the economic
circumstances have been difficult in the last years, also due to the Syrian crisis, and SMEs have been cautious in
terms of making new investments. Some limited deadweight could be, though, noticed in terms of equipment/technology made available by common use facilities. As the operations were delayed, in some cases enterprises themselves purchased some of the machines now available in CUFs. However, only large enterprises
(50-100 employees) had the financial means to do so and this is valid only for some of the machines owned by
the CUFs. The participants to the FGs overall agree that there is no other “entity” in the area, public or private,
with a similar capacity as the CUF and that, in this context, the CUF does have the expected value added for
smaller enterprises.
Limited evidences exist also as regards substitution effects. However, it needs to be underlined that not all jobs
created, by the operation itself and/or the enterprises supported, are new jobs. Based on data collected during
fieldwork we may conclude that, in overall terms, in the best case 50% of newly employed personnel did not
have a job before. There are good examples in this context e.g. the collaboration with ISKUR in Bayburt which
lead to the qualification of unemployed local force, part of it being employed in the NSSC itself.
Some displacement effect might also be registered in terms of supply of raw material e.g. in Bayburt and
Kastamonu, where previously this was purchased from other Turkish provinces. Upon operationalisation of the
CUFs, the raw material and semi-processed products will be purchased locally, which induces benefits at this
level but at the expense of previous suppliers in other provinces.

5.2 Intermediary conclusions
IC 1. There are strong evidences that the RCOP operations contributed or will contribute to changes in terms of
local social-economic development, entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial skills, enterprises development (turnover, productivity, added value, and number of employees, competitiveness particularly at national, but also at
international level), significant improvement of technology at company level. The operations have had positive
indirect economic effects on customers, suppliers and local communities. Negative environmental effects have
been identified for several of the operations analysed in depth.
IC 2. RCOP has strong leverage effects and very limited deadweight, substitution (although not all jobs created
are new) and displacement.

6. Sustainability
The definition of a “mature and ready project”29 given in the project appraisal guidelines refers to the related
tender documents (which should be ready at the time of application, practically when a first draft of the OIS is
submitted) and the sustainability of the project after the EU financing is stopped.
This definition implies that due consideration should be given to sustainability aspects from the planning and
design stages, and these are to be assessed as an integral part of the awarding process. Sustainability prospects
also need to be monitored systematically during the implementation to mitigate emerging risks through the introduction of new legislations, changes in the socio-political and economic environment as well as any unforeseen
risks for the environment that may be attributed to the project and to take corrective measures as necessary.
Furthermore, monitoring for sustainability goes beyond the finalization of contracts for any pending procedures
such as obtaining of residence permits, ensuring health and safety standards in the workplace.
29

The maturity and readiness means a) Documents such as; feasibility dossiers for construction, Technical Specifications and
market research for supply etc. if available b) The sustainability approach of the proposal after the EU funding process. Each of
these components, which shows the project maturity and readiness will have different weights on identifying the total score.
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6.1 Institutional and financial arrangements
Programme provision/Procedures /Project appraisal system
The programme documents including the Framework and Financial Agreement were not clear/detailed as regards
sustainability issues, while the ex-ante and interim evaluations do not contain sections on sustainability. Thus it is
possible to deduce that the procedures were not adequate/complete during the programming phase, as also
confirmed during the interviews with stakeholders and as reflected in the sustainability fact sheets.
A review of the assessment criteria implies that different aspects of sustainability are not clearly embedded in the
programme procedures, nor were adequately communicated to the stakeholders. The assessment of sustainability
within the framework of the project appraisal system is limited to: a) the administrative and technical capacity of
the beneficiary to achieve the targets and risks faced by the project (mainly covered by the OIS sections 4.5: End
Recipient of Assistance, 6: Implementation Arrangements, 7: Risk and assumptions with preconditions 9: Sustainability). Consequently prospective shareholders in the companies to be established as the major sustainability
mechanism were not taken into due consideration during the assessment process.
Operation Level
The conceptualization process of projects/operations did not include a well-thought fully fledged set of sustainability measures, which should have been based on detailed feasibility studies and a market analyses along with an
analysis of the legislative framework (i.e. relevant Turkish Laws, EU regulations, Article 490 of the Turkish Trade
Law, Article 9/2 of the Framework Agreement); the OIS merely stated that a company would be established and
listed partnership composition in the OIS. Based on information contained in the fact finding sheets prepared on
March 2017, the level of understanding sustainability and revenue generation issues by the relevant institutions
(ERAs, OCUs and shareholders) was not sufficient and/or sustainability was not sufficiently communicated with
the local stakeholders at conception phase (despite the actions taken in this direction under the UNDP TA, as
presented in the “Efficiency” chapter). Towards the end of the implementation phase, sustainability-related conditions were clarified and at least partially ensured (e.g. fully-fledged business plans were available, companies
were set up and governance structures and procedures clarified). Insufficient knowledge about the legal limitations and requirements of approval for public institutions (governorates, provincial special administrations, municipalities etc.) to become shareholders in business enterprises led to changes in stakeholders’ involvement in the
newly set up company. The fact that each of the partners involved is functioning on different laws requires careful attention when planning for investment capital in the form of cash and in-kind contributions. Similarly, limited
knowledge of the relevant legislations that specific enterprises have to comply with as in the case of licenced
warehouses led to repetitive work as regards establishing the company.
The fact that the envisaged partner institutions in the OIS, and possibly the ERAs and OCUs were not fully aware
of the financial and legal implications of such involvement has led, in several cases, to changes in the partnership
structure and OIS revision. For example in Bayburt changes in the partnership structure was introduced to render
the composition more relevant for the CUF management and to ensure flexibility for the operations transactions.
The majority of shares (%50.55) were given to the Bayburt Chamber of Industry and Trade and the Bayburt
Provincial Special Administration as ERA became the second largest shareholder. This change was made due to
the obligation of compliance with the Public Procurement Law when the largest shareholder is public institution.
In Kastamonu, the partners listed in the OIS gave their deed of abdication on the grounds that they are not able
to provide their shares of capital. Progress has been registered in Kastamonu CUF since March 2017 when the
sustainability was assessed with the assistance of OS-level TAT: the limited liability company was set up, shareholder composition clarified, business plan revised. The CUF operating company is set up, with the KCE as sole
stakeholder, although in the 4th OMR (up to December 2016) it was envisaged that the Borsa will have only 75%
of the shares, the OIZ management 10% and the other three small chambers 5% each. It is worth noting that in
most of the OISs consulted these stakeholders are mentioned as members of the Steering Committee, therefore
should have been informed on the developments and requirements, a situation that indicates a low involvement
in the genuine steering of the operation, thus less effective monitoring and steering mechanism.
Also linked with the low level of knowledge and limited preparatory work regarding sustainability arrangements
and relevant legislative framework, in several cases, the plans to transfer the management responsibility to an
existing company proved to be problematic.
The fact finding sheets indicate numerous cases where new revenue items, ranging from options to rent the
facilities to profit making companies to sales of end products, not identified in the OIS, were introduced in the
business plans during TA contracts implementation with a view to ensure the facilities’ sustainability, i.e. that
sufficient revenues are generated for the costs to be covered. In their efforts to ensure sustainability many operations developed new ideas for revenue generation, but learned that supplementary revenues not identified in the
OIS are to be refunded to the EU budget, proportionally to the net contribution received from the programme.
69

These are further indications of the limited capacity to fully understand the issues related to sustainability and the
essence of their commitments at the time of applying for EU financial assistance.
Weaknesses during the preparatory phase has led to situations where, during the implementation, the findings of
the market analysis and financial calculations that laid the basis of business plans deviated from the initial scenarios described in the OISs. Established capacity which is considerably larger than the local supply of stone and
demand for services in the CUF in Bayburt led to the idea of buying stones, processing them and selling the semifinished products abroad i.e. export sales, which was not initially considered as a revenue source in the OIS. At
local level this approach does not create unfair competition as in Bayburt the firms are small and capable to a
limited extent to manage export activities. Similarly in Kastamonu, because the capacity of CUF is larger than the
local demand (local demand equals 25% of the capacity as per on-the spot report confirmed in the fieldwork),
the Commodity Exchange intends to procure raw logs even if there is no demand from the local enterprises to
operate the facility at an economically and operationally viable scale. This approach does not create unfair competition at local level as the CUF target group does not have the capacity to replicate the CUFs services and larger
companies do not offer services as the CUF does.
During the implementation phase, with support from the OS and the TA the market surveys and business plans
developed have helped the operations to reconsider their sustainability plans and to better understand their limitations and challenges regarding the sustainability of their operations.
The findings of the on-line survey provide the assessment of ERAs regarding the necessary elements to ensure
the sustainability of the project results (outputs, outcomes, impact). In terms of factors contributing to the sustainability/durability, the respondents rate as important in the following order:
1. All profit generated by our activity: 79.9 of respondents rated this factor as moderately important, very
important, or extremely important;
2. Fees from sales of services: 76.9 % of respondents rated this factor as moderately important, very important, or extremely important;
3. Hiring of staff by other institutions for project management: 65% of respondents rated this factor as
moderately important, very important, or extremely important
4. Further public investment in the built infrastructure: 63,6 of respondents rated this factor as moderately
important, very important, or extremely important;
5. Fees from property rentals: 60% of respondents rated this factor as moderately important, very important, or extremely important;
6. Fees from sales of products: 60 % of respondents rated this factor as moderately important, very important, or extremely important;
7. Subsidies and contributions from public institutions: 58,2% of respondents rated this factor as moderately important, very important, or extremely important;
8. Fees, payments from members, shareholders, etc.: 45% of respondents rated this factor as moderately
important, very important, or extremely important.
The evidences collected from the fieldwork indicate that, overall, ERAs/owners of the companies operating the
new facilities seem to be aware of the fact that these entities cannot function as private enterprises and distribute
profits to their stakeholders. On the other side, there seems to be some over-reliance on public sources (other
than the contribution of each stakeholder to the company working capital), which is not in line with the need for
the new facilities to be self-sustainable. This is reflected also by other survey results: while a majority of the
survey respondents (75%) is rather optimistic as it considers that risks affecting sustainability are identified and
already mitigated (only 25 % disagree), 40% still consider that they do not know how to ensure sustainability of
their operation.
The sustainability prospects of each ISGEM is different. The fieldwork revealed that all costs of the Kastamonu
incubator are already covered from the revenues. In the last three months (up to June) a profit was even registered, this will be used to capitalise the ISGEM and make investments, or to cover the higher costs in the winter.
In general the sustainability of ISGEMS, particularly in Tokat was significantly impacted by the poor building
construction, the non – heating and the low rental charges debt.
The sustainability of different interventions is facilitated by the implementation of the Competitive Partnership
Programmes and/or Competitive Windows, e.g. in Hatay the “Design Centre”, in Kastamonu the “Desıgn and
Innovation Centre for The Forest Products Industry in Kastamonu”, “Forest Products Industry Cluster Export
Capacity Development Project”.
The results of SME networking/clustering project are sustainable especially at national level, and this largely
depends on the ownership of MoE and of the involved institutions. The intertwining between Empowering SMEs
and the UR-GE programme is a good example of ensuring sustainability of the results of an EU-funded operation
through its continuation as national intervention. Through UR-GE primarily the sustainability of the Cluster Info
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Spots established in 5 provinces located in the in the Local Beneficiary Chambers and Exporters Union are ensured. These centers are reported to continue functioning and providing support to SMEs by facilitating their
access to UR-GE, although, as in Trabzon, they are not necessarily known by the name “cluster info spot” as
such. The cluster toolkit, the online knowledge management system and the national benchmarking system is
reported to be used by the MoE. As observed during the field interview with the RDAs in Samsun and Trabzon,
as key actors for socio-economic development in the regions they follow-up with the clustering activities and
may continue to use the available tools and support networking and clustering beyond the lifetime of the project.
The most important factor for ABIGEMs sustainability is the leadership and the support from their respective
Chambers of Commerce and particularly the extent to which ABIGEMs are promoted by CCIs and TOBB within
their respective regions and client base. Creating the capacity, professional, personal skills, tools and attitudes in
business centre staff is another important factor for sustainability. The final report by the TAT underlines that
ABIGEM must generate incomes, but Chambers, especially those with obligatory membership, need to provide at
least first level services for free to the wider local business community. Thus the expectation for the ABIGEMs to
be fully self-sustainable is not in line with the vision of ABIGEMs as operational companies (or special agencies) of
a Chamber of Commerce and Industry. The ABIGEM in Hatay is a good example in this respect, i.e. the mix between own revenues and Chamber’s support. The Windows Projects do contribute to ABIGEM’s sustainability, at
least in Hatay, although it was implemented with serious delays.
Financial Capacity
At least at this point there seems to be awareness among ERAs on the level of investments needed to operate
the project: almost half of the respondents (49%) agree or strongly agree that they have to invest significant
amounts in the form of working capital, 16.4% neither agree nor disagree and 32% disagree or strongly disagree
with this statement. Of course, based on the type of the project such investment aren’t needed (e.g. PA 2 operations).
The information on the fact finding sheets highlight the fact that, in some cases (e.g. Bayburt, Hatay,
Kastamonu), it is not clear if the stock capital identified for the companies are sufficient for sustaining the operation. It is true that the fieldwork identified good progress and good will from the side of the project owners and
stakeholders in terms of ensuring the necessary funds but on the other side they also save on costs as much as
possible (e.g. by hiring personnel at a slow pace).
Although during the fieldwork it was still difficult to clarify if the due amounts to be paid to the established companies are truly transferred, more than half (52%) of ERAs consider that they have sufficient funds at their disposal to invest in the project in the form of working capital while 22% seem to have problems in this respect.
Moreover, 73% of the respondents agree or strongly agree that sufficient capital is invested to ensure the sustainability of the project and only 14.5 % disagree. However, the answers to the open ended questions in the online survey indicate several cases in which the commitments by partners and stakeholders at the project preparation stage are kept and cash and in-kind contributions from the project partners are received as well as revenues
already cashed.
While covering costs during transition periods (i.e. when costs exits but revenues are not, yet, streaming in)
proves challenging in all cases, the capacity of operations to register revenues in the future highly depends on
the marketing efforts, how these continue after TA finalisation and, consequently, consolidation of client base.
Furthermore, especially in CUFs, new investments are already necessary and these will be ensured from revenues obtained as profit needs to be reinvested anyway.
Human Capacity
Maintaining institutional memory and retaining staff may pose a challenge for the operations, especially considering that the TA components in some projects will be over before the new management arrangements are fully
established. Although dependence on individuals is not the best option, the operations in the sample provided
positive examples of individuals as assets that may enhance the prospects of sustainability. In cases where the
staff involved in the planning and/or implementation of the operation maintain their positions the chances of
sustainability are, obviously, higher. The survey confirmed the risks to sustainability from the perspective of human resources, as 65.5 % of the respondents consider that they have sufficient qualified personnel in place to
ensure sustainability of the project but 34.5% disagree. In some of the focus groups it was confirmed that the
personnel in place is not sufficient or sufficiently qualified to adequately operate the e.g. CUF or ISGEM. Staff not
on time hired do not benefit of sufficient capacity building under TA contracts.
A challenge common to many projects is keeping the qualified staff in the system after the TA ends (or later on in
the sustainability phase as it was the case in Kastamonu ISGEM and all ABIGEMS), mainly due to the less attractive level of remuneration offered by these institutions. The experts contracted by the TAT tend to leave after the
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technical assistance is over for the same reasons. This creates transition problems (i.e. from supported to selfsustainable activities) and in some cases even lead to closing the facility (e.g. as it is the case with some ABIGEMS). The projects in the evaluation sample present some positive attempts to retain the capacitated experts. A
senior TA expert in Bayburt was recruited as the General Manager of the CUF and reportedly will continue to
assist the local stakeholders in their endeavour, at least for a certain period. There are plans to adopt a similar
approach in Samsun Logistics Center. Other measures to counteract the negative effects of possible staff turnover include hiring local staff and introducing secondary management positions as observed in Bayburt and under
the SME Networking/clustering project where the Cluster Info Spot Coordinators and Short Term Experts for the
missions in the region were selected among local experts/academics/professionals/to ensure that the efforts
continued beyond its lifetime of the project.
Institutional Capacity
The majority (76,4%) of the ERAs participating in the survey consider they have adequate institutional arrangements in place to ensure sustainability of the project while and 23,6% have the opposite opinion. 70.9 % of the
respondents also agree or strongly agree that sufficient legal arrangement are in place to ensure the sustainability of the project and 29.1% disagree.
The prospects of institutional sustainability of the operations appears to be stronger in cases where the ERA is a
government institution with a clear mandate and policies as KOSGEB, MoE and TOBB. However, changes in the
legal framework regulating the public administration structures/regulations, in the roles and responsibilities of
ERAs and political changes may have negative effects on operations’ sustainability, as identified in several cases
during the fieldwork.
In cases where the operation was an extension of an existing structure as Kayseri Technopark, the operation has
helped to enhance the institutional structure with improvements in terms of efficiency and effectiveness leading
to higher chances of sustainability. In cases where the operation has added significant value as in Bayburt and
Mardin or in cases where the investment is expected to create a high added value as in Samsun, the prospects
of institutional sustainability is higher, since the ownership of local stakeholders is also higher. However, the
institutional sustainability of the CUFs will require careful assessment in terms of their compliance with the relevant national as well as EU legislation and will require continued ownership by the local stakeholders. Failures to
ensure that the CUF functions in line with the Business Plan and Financial forecasts my create disappointments
and loss of motivation among the shareholders.
The only example where institutional sustainability is at stake is the Winter Tourism Corridor Project where the
ERA, the MoCT, has not given any authorization to the Provincial Directorate, and the local stakeholders do not
fully comprehend the overall objective and purposes of the operation. Whether or not the proposed destination
management offices will follow with the plans to be introduced by the TAT is questionable, since at the time of
the field work, the persons assigned to work in the office in Erzurum were not aware about their future responsibilities. At the time of the field work, there was no clarity as to which institution should coordinate the DMO.
The TAT suggested that the DAP project, whose responsibilities cover all cities and Ardahan (the other winter
tourism investment ongoing), should take over the responsibility, but apparently this idea was not very well
received. Furthermore it is reported that destination management would require a budget of around 2 Million
Euros a year and it is not clear who will provide this money.

6.2 Intermediary conclusions
IC. 1. Despite some progress reported during the fieldwork (in terms of companies set up, stakeholders’ involvement clarified, some capital transferred, business plans revised and set on more realistic grounds), risks to sustainability remain, particularly for operations under measure 1.1 and 1.4. These mainly related to financing the
operation of facilities until revenues and costs break even, quality of staff in place and their stability, effectiveness
of marketing activities and overall support of stakeholders.
IC. 2. The deficiencies registered in terms of sustainability area strongly related to the extent to which the sustainability-related criteria were understood, operationalised in the project design phase, and followed up during
project implementation. Several stakeholders confessed that it was not clear from the outset that they had to
contribute financially to ensure sustainability and did not have the financial capacity to do so.
IC 3. Sustainability will heavily depend also on the efforts of projects stakeholders (owners) and personnel, but
also on the effectiveness of the ex-post monitoring procedures to be put in place at programme level.
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7. Overall conclusions and recommendations
Relevance
OC 1. Overall, taking into consideration the „theory of intervention” principle, the measures and activities proposed by RCOP are coherent with the needs identified in the socio-economic analysis of the programme. However, reconstructing this correspondence was challenging as the needs identification hasn’t been in all cases a bottom-up process but followed activities/instruments already decided upon. A more in-depth needs analysis and
bottom up identification on key problems and needs to be addressed would have better served the elaboration of
SMART programme objectives (i.e. and thus to the more exact formulation of changes expected), activities to be
prioritised, aid modalities to be used (e.g. scheme grants vs. financial engendering instruments) and indicators,
including their targets.
OC 2. As they stand, the RCOP objectives appear overly-ambitious and in this context the funds allocated to the
programme were insufficient for their attainment. Moreover, the available budget seems to have exceed the
overall absorption capacity of the RCOP governance system and ERAs and, consequently, shifts in budgetary
allocations and strategic focus of the programme were made based on financial efficiency concerns and not on
relevance - or effectiveness- related grounds.
OC 3. In principle grant schemes would have been relevant under the RCOP as access to finance remains one of
the challenges of SMEs in Turkey but, assuming that grants envisaged would have been rather small, they could
have not produced similar effects as the contract-based operations. At the same time, the added value of grants
and their potential effectiveness may differ greatly for different types of enterprises. It is important to underline
that, although the appetite for grants has increased among SMEs in the last years, deploying such schemes does
not come without challenges, mainly connected to the enterprises’ low capacity to apply for grants and implement
them rigorously but also to an apparent scarce supply of quality consultancy services.
Recommendation 1: In the event of CISOP revision, increased attention should be given to the quality of the
intervention logic at programme level, particularly as regards the correspondence between the programme objectives and needs/problems identified, activities/instruments selected and indicator system (including indicators’
value). Decisions on the programme eligible activities should be taken more on relevance, than on efficiency
grounds (grant schemes/new infrastructure).
Recommendation 2: The design of the grant schemes under CISOP should be carefully assessed in terms of
typology of targeted SMEs: size (micro/small/medium), sector, eligible activities/expenditure (working capital,
R&D&I), dimension of the grant and support measures directed at applicants and beneficiaries. Complementarity
with existing schemes should be strengthened to ensure greater synergy between the instruments available thus
impact of public funds spent.
OC 4. The operations implemented largely correspond to both the programme objectives and the needs of the
beneficiaries. Minor exceptions were identified to this overall conclusion in terms of training for SMEs final beneficiaries as opposed to customised business support, extent of R&D activities carried out under some operations
and new concepts such as winter corridor whose ownership needs to be enhanced at local level. However, the
needs analyses at project level lack, in general, the level of detail necessary to adequately fundament the project
objectives, activities and their size and, consequently, the outputs and effects to be expected, as well as the costs
of their sustainability.
Recommendation 3: It is of paramount importance under CISOP to ensure that approved projects (developed
in the house or not), including the dimension of certain activities/outputs such as the capacity of the common use
facility, are adequately justified by a thorough, complete and correct needs/demand analysis, which would facilitate also a more realistic estimation of sustainability costs.
OC 5. There are strong evidences that the blockages and delays in the programme cycle have had negative effects on ERAs interest and ownership, project effectiveness and, to a limited extent, on projects relevance from
the perspective of final beneficiaries. The long duration of the programming and tendering phases and the further
delays with the works and supply contracts placed significant pressure on the TA implementation phase and
overall successful operationalisation of the outputs produced, with negative impact on the operation effectiveness
and especially sustainability. It is overall agreed that TAs benefits would have been maximised if started after
works and supply contracts were completed and could have stayed in place as planned, at least 1,5 years.
Recommendation 4: Under CISOP a better synchronisation between different components of an operation
should be ensured.
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Effectiveness
OC 6. Despite delays and challenges encountered, the programme and projects book the achievements expected
or there are strong indications that this might be the case until the end of the operations. In the tourism sector
the evidences at disposal are insufficient to prove that the effects expected are to be booked, however in this
case attributably of results is more challenging to identify due to several factors intervening in the „causality
chain”. Some challenges are encountered also under Measure 1.2, especially as regards venture capital, and they
are mainly rooted in the over-estimated need of this type of intervention. The same issue caused, in some cases,
the over-estimation of the capacity of new facilities which, in turn, raised challenges as to the effects expected in
the area targeted (municipality and province).
OC 7. The outputs and results obtained are largely in line with the programme specific objectives, although not all
of them are addressed at operation level. However, this discrepancy is rather due to the particularities of the
programme objectives in themselves, as explained before.
Recommendations 1 and 3 apply also in the case of these two overarching conclusions.
OC 8. Enterprises particularly appreciate the modern working environment, the business support made available
including by international experts, state of the art equipment, the supply of products and manufacturing and R&D
services (to be) made available RCOP operations, management and policy-related instruments and tools. In-depth
TA activities directed at SMEs (e.g. role models programmes/business plan development and support to its implementation), as well as design services seem to have more added value than basic entrepreneurship trainings
(with the exception of enterprises engaged in ISGEMs and ABIGEMs, newly set up or small start-ups). Overall TA
and project effectiveness was negatively affected by (at a more general level) the delays in operation implementation, the quality of new infrastructure, late staff appointment, insufficient marketing efforts and tools (webpage, showrooms), reduced activities during winter and, in some isolated cases, the quality of equipment delivered. Activities considered as very beneficial such as export promotion and internationalisation support do not
seem to continue in all cases beyond project completion, despite the growing need.
OC 9. Several unexpected achievements are also registered, especially in terms of capacity to implement similar
projects in the future, visibility at national level and inspiration for other initiatives. Some of the project visibly
contributed to a stronger partnership among partners/local stakeholders, their cooperation with the private sector
and understanding and serving its needs, and a more strategic (“vision”) and project-oriented approach to development. In some cases due to the project the development of an entire sector at local level was considerably
boosted, beyond initial expectations.
OC 10. The achievements obtained are only partially reflected by the indicator system, which is limited compared
to the objectives the programme is set to achieve. The further simplification of the system operated in the last
years further decreased its utility as management tool to ensure programme performance. This utility is further
decreased by the insufficient articulation between the programme and operation level indicators and the contract
level indicators. Operation level monitoring, as compared to contract monitoring and indicator systems, overall,
are not perceived as an added value activity. Efforts were made by the OS to align the indicator’s targets to
financial re-allocations and ground them on more realistic assumptions, but there are also cases in which the
targets haven’t been adjusted despite changes in allocations, which raise questions on the methodology applied
for target setting.
Recommendation 5. Under CISOP, further than ensuring the adequacy of the programme indicator system (in
terms of indicators selection, target estimation, data collection procedures), increased attention should be paid
to the coherence between indicators at programme, operation and contract level. Operation monitoring should
be considerably strengthened as at this level outputs produced at contract level (infrastructure in synergy with
equipment and TA vices) determine the effects expected and, in turn, the programme success.
Efficiency
OC 11. Overall, in the case of projects not having wide, national strategic implications or scope, it would have
been more appropriate, from the sustainability perspective, to entrust local institutions with the ERA role. However, in many cases local institutions do not have the capacity to implement RCOP-type of projects.
Recommendation 6. Under CISOP increased attention should be given, in the context of the intervention logic,
to the institutions which are most relevant to act as ERA, implement the approved projects and ensure their sustainably. If there is awareness, as in the case of RCOP, that ERAs of approved projects lack capacity to carry out
their task, an adequate support system should be put in place and implemented under the TA measures, which
ensures that ERAs activities are carried out timely and of good quality.
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OC 12. The perception on the programme is positive, to a large extent. RCOP is described in key words such as
“development”, “new ideas”, “professionalism, “vision”, “innovation”, “discipline” and perceived as very beneficial
for the Turkish economy, particularly in the less developed parts of Turkey. On the other side, RCOP is also
known/perceived as very bureaucratic, requiring cooperation and coordination with too many actors and institutions. This perception is created mainly through personal experience, but the information, publicity and dissemination activities undertaken contributed also to some extent to the positive image of the programme (particularly
the media campaigns, the magazines and booklets but also the information available on the programme webpage).
Recommendation 7. Under CISOP more information should be provided to the programme potential beneficiaries and beneficiaries both on programme requirements and benefits. Information activities should be carried out
widely, on a regular basis and involve face-to-face, direct interaction, as much as possible. An adequate understanding of the programme requirements and obligations from the (potential) ERAs side may lead to more applications of good quality, the creation of a common ground based on which the 2 sides may cooperate more efficiently and ensure a common understanding on the complexity of the rules.
OC 13. Considering the complexity of the programme, derived from its types of operations, procedures and n+3
rule, the new governance system put in place for its management and the initial delays in launching activities and
accreditation, the resources needed for its efficient implementation were only partially available. Further than
no/limited TA available for approximately 4 out of 10 years, most of them at the beginning of the programme
cycle, insufficient support was made available (or made available late) especially to programming and to ERAs, in
all phases, but also to tender dossier preparation. Consequently, delays and lack of quality outputs under programming and tender dossier preparation had a knock-on effect during the later phases in the programming cycle
and triggered loss of funds and of outcomes. Capacity building activities which should have been carried out in
the first year of the programme were delivered with delays and conflicted to some extent with the workload of
the OS staff, which decreased their effectiveness. The resources involved in OIS preparation were partially lost
for RCOP, as some of the projects in the pipeline were withdrawn, cancelled or deferred to IPA II after 2013. The
Direct Expenditure Plan, Management information system and, to a certain extent, Publicity and Information
activities came too late to make a difference for RCOP.
OC 14. The staff involved in programme and project management and implementation was not in all cases and
periods sufficient at ERA and OS level, but also in the EUD. Capacity and experience of OS staff increased with
time but the new programming period brought new elements which prove particularly challenging to the Programing Department, whose activity is paramount to the programme success.
Recommendation 8. Under CISOP particular attention needs to be paid to the Programming Department in
terms of number of staff, capacity building and direct TA assistance, as the timeliness and quality of its outputs
have a major influence on the programme efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability.
Recommendation 9. The Direct Expenditure Plan should be continued under CISOP, however, it needs to be
ensured that the staff recruited under this instrument has the necessary qualifications to genuinely support the
OS departments with their tasks.
Recommendation 10. The OS needs to ensure that the MIS will be fully used under CISOP and it thus fulfils its
objective and proves value for money. Similarly adequate maintenance and upgrading should be ensured for the
other IT tools used by the OS departments.
OC 15. Other key bottlenecks to efficiency relate to the following factors:






Lack of clear procedures encompassing responsibilities, actions and particularly a timeframe in which
these need to be taken by each involved party OS, EUD, TA and ERAs, especially as regards the OIS development and tender dossier preparation phases. In this context the development of OIS and tender
dossier took long periods of time during which contradictory messages were exchanged and their final
approval was significantly delayed.
Particular problems posed by technical specification for works and supply contracts. The latter seems to
have been underestimated in terms of complexity and time needed for development, contracting and
implementation; their contracting was also postponed in order to accommodate the delays with works
contracts and this triggered the need to update technical specifications and serious lack of desynchronization among project components. All sides (EUD, OS, and contractors) contributed to the delays registered in the process.
The capacity of several ERAs (particularly under Package 2) to produce the required documentation (OIS
and tender dossiers) at the needed quality level, to engage in tender evaluation and fulfil the preconditions for contract implementation and manage contracts was low, as their understanding of the importance of implementation pace from the programme perspective, despite the OS, EUD and consultan75






cy support at their disposal (appreciated as beneficial to a good extent). The deficiencies in the programme cycle placed further pressure on ERAs, when their capacity was already limited. In terms of
ERAs investment into project management, this exceeded initial estimations at least in half of the cases.
Insufficient support under the RCOP TA was made available in this area which proved a key bottleneck
to programme efficiency.
(As a consequence of the above) a limited pipeline of mature projects which would have allowed the OS
to replace projects in the portfolio and ensure timely funds absorption and effectiveness.
The varying performance of contractors at programme and operation level. At programme level an
overall satisfaction exists on the TA services provided under various contracts, with the exception of
tender dossier preparation under TA 1 and of some bottlenecks flagged under the I&P contract. On the
other side some planned and needed activities could not be carried out as per management decision,
i.e. support to ERAs and participation in information, publicity and dissemination events. At contract
level particularly problematic were the works contracts and not in all cases the supervision team adequately supported ERAs in managing contractors. TA services are to a large extent appreciated, by
ERAs and final beneficiaries, and only some exceptions were identified in this respect. Supply contracts
proved problematic more from a timing perspective, as only in isolated cases the equipment delivered
did not seem to respect the technical specifications. Solutions to problems identified during programme
and contract implementation are often not timely provided by EUD/EC.
Insufficient importance has been attached to strategic planning, including monitoring and evaluation,
internal control and risk management as decision were in some cases made reactively and not proactively, based on plans and needs identified in advance.

Recommendation 11. Under CISOP adequate procedures should be put in place for OIS generation and tender documentation preparation, which clearly set the institutions in charge, their roles and responsibilities, quality criteria, steps and dead-lines. The necessary steps need to be timely taken for the required information and
TA services to be made available to all parties involved, particularly ERAs and the OS but also the EUD in accordance with their needs, also with a view to ensure the existence of an adequate project pipeline. Clear timelines at programme levels should be set for each of the two phases to ensure a smooth transfer of operations
towards implementation and timely funds absorption.
Recommendation 12. Adequate support should be provided to ERAs also in the tender evaluation phase; the
feasibility of using independent specialists for tenders’ assessment where ERAs cannot provided qualified staff
for this purpose should be investigated and, if possible, implemented under programme TA contracts.
Recommendation 13. Contract management and monitoring should be strengthened in the future particularly
by enhancing the utilisation of “on-the-spot checks” and ensuring that coherent solutions to problems identified
are timely provided by the OS and EUD. ERAs should be supported as needed in this process, too, through effective trainings and other relevant activities involving close contact and cooperation.
Recommendation 14. The strategic management of the OS needs to be significantly strengthened to ensure
forward-thinking, risk-tackling and result oriented decisions. The role of the MED, QACD and TA&HR departments should be strengthened in the overall programme governance system as they should be fully used as
source of evidence-based advice for management decisions.
OC 16. The high workload in different transfers at different moments in time, triggered by the transfer of projects from one phase to another in a less gradual manner hampered proper HR management, and rotating staff
among departments have little added value in short run. Nominating 1 person to undertake for one project all
related tasks during the programme cycle is to a certain extent contrary to the principles of specialisation and
lack of conflict of interest. The solution to this problem does not necessarily reside in institutional reorganisation
but in the (1) timely implementation of each programme cycle phase which allows for a more smooth transition
of workload for each department, (2) closer cooperation between departments and more effective knowledge
transfer on projects.
Recommendation 15. The already initiated closer collaboration between the programming department and
the tender dossier department need to be continued and strengthened. The two functions may be as well
merged, with one person responsible for both OIS and TD development. The inter-departmental coordination
and cooperation should be considerable enhanced through management instruments (meetings, action plans)
and soft actions such as team building activities.
Recommendation 16. An adequate performance management system should be put in place to facilitate a
genuine, efficient and effective management of human resources, including their development and motivation.
Impact
OC 17. There are strong evidences that the RCOP operations contributed or will contribute to changes in terms
of local social-economic development, entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial skills, enterprises development
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(turnover, productivity, added value, and number of employees, competitiveness particularly at national, but also
at international level), significant improvement of technology at company level. The operations have had positive
indirect economic effects on customers, suppliers and local communities. RCOP has strong leverage effects and
produced very limited deadweight, substitution (although not all jobs created are new) and displacement. However, negative environmental effects have been identified for some of the operations analysed in depth.
Recommendation 17. The negative effects of operations on environment should be better identified from the
OIS development stage, monitored during operation implementation and, if the case, measures to set aside the
significant negative effects (if occurred) implemented.
Sustainability
OC. 18. Despite some progress reported during the fieldwork (in terms of companies set up, stakeholders’ involvement clarified, some capital transferred, business plans revised and set on more realistic grounds), risks to
sustainability remain, particularly for operations under measure 1.1 and 1.4. These mainly related to financing the
operation of facilities until revenues and costs break even, quality of staff in place and their stability, effectiveness
of marketing activities and overall support of stakeholders. The deficiencies registered in terms of sustainability
area strongly related to the extent to which the sustainability-related criteria were understood, operationalised in
the project design phase, and followed up during project implementation.
Recommendation 18. Measures needed to ensure the sustainability of the operation and the resources needed
for this purpose should be adequately identified in the design stage, based on adequate needs/demand analyses.
Significantly more attention should be paid to sustainability-related matters during project implementation and
the measures and resources initially envisaged should be revised anytime the project underlying assumptions
and/or design change, not only when the project comes to an end.
OC 19. Sustainability will heavily depend also on the efforts of projects stakeholders (owners) and personnel, but
also on the effectiveness of the ex-post monitoring procedures to be put in place at programme level.
Recommendation 19. Adequate procedures for ex-post monitoring purpose under RCOP should be immediately
put in place and applied. On-the-spot checks should constitute a key instrument in this context.
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Evaluation criteria/questions

Judgement criteria/analyses to be carried out

Sources of information

Data
collection/analysis tools

Relevance
1. To what extent was the mix of
measures, aid modalities and instruments
appropriate for the size and scope of the
Programme?

The mix of measures were the most relevant as regards
the objectives/LoI of the programme, i.e. were the best to
contribute to their attainment/to cover the existing needs
(or others would have been more relevant).

(1) documents
(2) OS: PD, TDPD
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders
(6) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research

(1) documents

(1) desk-based research

Mix of measures: measures under Priorities 1 and 2
Aid modalities: financial engineering
instruments
vs.
grants
vs.
projects/procurement/contracts
Instruments (except FEIs):
(1) supportive industrial infrastructure (of
different types)
(2) structures operating on the base of
high technology, R&D and innovation
(3) basic tourism infrastructure
(4) information and consultation systems&direct information supply activities
for an entrepreneurial culture and skills of
enterprises, b. cooperation in industry
corporate sector, c. R&D&I. (SMEs&startups and clusters/network)
(5) project generation approach30
Size: budget
Scope: measures envisaged by the logic
of intervention
2. To what extent do the actual interven-

The aid modalities and instruments envisaged were the
most relevant as regards the objectives/LoI of the programme, i.e. were the best to contribute to their attainment (or others would have been more relevant, e.g.
grants implemented by SMEs vs. large programmes
implemented by public bodies).

(2) interviews (INSTRUMENTS IN BOLD ARE
THE MOST USED)
(3)
web-based
survey
(taken out if questionnaire
too long)
(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The project generation approach (efficiency) was conducive to efficient and effective projects and programme?

LoI: measures/instruments are relevant to the needs and
contribute to solving a problem/the priority/specific objectives

The approved operations/activities correspond to the

30

Call for proposals system (2nd package) vs. pre-defined projects / Strategic Projects of National Public Bodies (1st package) / Fourth Package / OIS in preparation outside packages, directly negotiated (selected based on demand?)
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tions correspond to the needs and capacities of the beneficiaries? Is the Programme implementation cycle/timing
suitable and appropriate to meet those
needs?
Capacity: financial, human resources,
network, political and public support

initial and current needs of the beneficiaries (as EQ1).
The approved interventions correspond to the priority(es)
in the respective region/location/sector, i.e. the operation
is the most suitable to reach the programme objectives
and obtain the expected results (as EQ1).

(2) OS: all departments
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders
(6) final beneficiaries

(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey
(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The beneficiaries have had sufficient capacity (financial,
human resources, network, political and public support) to
successfully and timely implement the interventions, as
designed under RCOP (complex interventions).
The beneficiaries received and absorbed the necessary
support to successfully and timely implement the intervention.
The programme implementation cycle/timing created all
necessary preconditions for the timely implementation of
operations, and, consequently, adequate coverage of
needs.

Effectiveness
3.a. What are the main achievements
attributable31 to the Programme?
Achievements in this context: outputs,
results, impacts/changes occurred further
than the ones expected as per Programme LoI, of a qualitative nature: e.g.
generating critical mass (e.g. for local
labour market, hub, etc.), specialised
services that did not mean to be specialised at the project conception phase,
complementarities, regional/local identity,
branding, addressing real challenges, for
example goods/people flow, environment,
overcoming
peripherality,
bottom-up
networking, spill-over, diffusion effects,

31

(for 3.a, 3.b, 3.c.) Bottom-up analysis, reconstructing
achievements expected and supplementary from project
to programme level and match them to the programme
objectives and indicators.

(1) documents – for 3.b. all
projects
in
the
pipeline/OIS/latest
Progress
Report

Reconstruct the LoI/ToC at programme level.

(2) OS: CMD, M&ED
(3) ERAs
(4) final beneficiaries

Reconstruct the LoI/ToC of projects, particularly
achievements to be expected, identified or not in the
planning phase.
(for closed projects) The projects registered attributable
outputs, results and impacts further than the ones expected.
(for projects under implementation). There is a high cer-

Attribution involves drawing causal links and explanatory conclusions between observed changes and specific interventions.
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(1)
desk-based
search/data analysis

re-

(2) interviews
(3) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

replication, etc.

tainty that the projects will register attributable outputs,
results and impacts further than the ones expected.
.

3.b. Are they substantiated by measurable results and impacts?

The identified outputs, results and impacts are reflected
by the programme indicator system (covering/balanced,
data collection, processing system in place) including
relevant and adequately quantified indicators.
(for closed projects) The projects registered attributable
outputs, results and impacts as expected (less, more).

3.c. Are the achievements in line with the
objectives of the programme (what is
considered to be an achievement)?
Achievements in this context: outputs,
results, impacts/changes occurred as
expected by the Programme LoI,

(for projects under implementation) There is a high certainty that the projects will register attributable outputs,
results and impacts as expected (less, more).

(1) documents – mainly
RCOP text
(2) NIPAC/MoD/ EUD/other
members of SMC that ERA
(3) OS: M&E Department

(1) desk-based review
(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey
(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The identified outputs, results and impacts are reflected
by adequate indicator system (covering/balanced, data
collection, processing system in place) including relevant
and adequately quantified indicators.
The targets of programme indicators are realistic (as the
expected outputs, outcomes/results and impacts) – to be
assessed based on current programme allocations and
experience of completed projects (average reference unit
costs calculated for completed projects).
The outputs, results and impacts identified contribute to a
high extent to the attainment of the programme objectives. (Assumption: Programme objectives are SMARTly
formulated).

(SIMPLIFIED) Contribution
analysis at programme
level based on evidences
collected under EQ 3.a, 9,
and here.

Step 1: Set out the cause-effect issue to be addressed
Step 2: Develop the theory of change32 (causality chain,
assumptions, external forces)
Step 3: Assess the resulting contribution story (how is the
programme contributing to the theory of change)
Step 6: Seek out additional empirical evidence (primary
evidence - fieldwork)
Step 7: Revise and strengthen (if the case) the contribution story based on primary evidences/case study, by
32

“a way to describe the set of assumptions that explain both the mini-steps that lead to the long term goal and the connections between policy or programme activities and results that occur at
each step of the way” Carol Weiss.
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matching the contribution story of the programme with
achievements registered at project level.
Efficiency
4. Are the programme and project stakeholders identified appropriately? What is
their perception of the Programme and
individual interventions?

All programme stakeholders are identified, the level of
interest and decision making power adequately assessed
(in line with the programme LoI) and a differentiated
strategy for their involvement in the programme management / implementation/monitoring is developed.
For each project, all stakeholders are identified, the level
of interest and decision making power adequately assessed and a differentiated strategy for their involvement
in the project implementation/monitoring is developed.

(1) documents
(2) OS: PD, TDPD
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders
(6) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research

(1) documents
(2) OS: PAD
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders

(1) desk-based research

(1) project documents
(2) ERAs
(3) local stakeholders
(4) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research
(2) web-based survey
(3) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey
(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups, critical path

The institutions embodying ERAs are the most suitable for this role, among all relevant project-level
stakeholders, and these adequately cooperate to
ensure project effectiveness and sustainability.
PERCEPTION – PROGRAMME LEVEL
The programme addresses key problems related to competitiveness issues in Turkey
The programme finances the key actions which contribute
to improvement in competitiveness-related issues.
The programme is addressed to the most relevant actors/institutions.
The programme is addressed to the most relevant sectors and regions.
The programme is addressed to the most relevant target
groups.
The programme implementation involves numerous cumbersome procedures.The programme is useful for the
Turkish economy, overall.
The programme should be continued in the current form.
The programme is well known among the wider population.
PERCEPTION – project level
The project addresses priority economic/competitivenessrelated problems in the region/province.
The project will have a substantial contribution to the
socio-economic development of the region/province.
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(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey
(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The project is implemented by the most relevant actors in
the region/province.
The project involves the most relevant representatives of
the target group in the region/province.

5.a. Were the system resources deployed
appropriately in terms of timing and cost?
5.b. Were they appropriate and sufficient
to achieve Programme objectives?
5.c. If there were barriers and constraints
to implement the Programme in efficient
manner, what were the main causes?
asks for conclusions on the entire efficiency chapter.

System resources: programme budget,
management costs (HR and TA),
ITC/MIS, publicity, DEP Facility

The project should be continued in the current form.
The project is well known among the wider population.
Overall view on efficiency: delays, re-allocations, changes
in the portfolio, absorption/ decommitment.
Reconstruction of project cycle under RCOP and resources involved in each step (extensive list and timing of
availability, e.g. variations in no of staff, WLA).

(1) documents
(2) OS: all departments
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(2) ERAs

(1) desk-based research
(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey
(4) comparative analysis (if
possible)

Inputs into the programme implementation and management commensurate its outputs and effects.
Sufficient (number) and adequate (qualified) human resources were (1) in place (2) when needed in order to
implement the programme in an efficient manner.
Necessary steps in implementation and management
process were timely taken to ensure programme efficiency.
Adequate ICT resources were available (MIS), when
needed, in order to implement the programme in an efficient manner.
Projects budget is sufficient to cover needs identified and
to reach its objectives (Assumptions: objectives are
SMARTly formulated).
Payment pace ensure programme efficiency.

6. To what extent does the implementation and management processes in
place, from application to payments,
enable the effective implementation of
actions that best achieve the pro-

The barriers and constraints to efficient programme implementation have realistic causes.
Analysis to start from most successful projects and identify best practices/effective approaches.
ERAs receive adequate support in drafting Operation
Indicative Sheets/ Operation Identification Sheet and the
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(1) documents
(2) NIPAC/ MoD/EUD/other
SMC members
(3) OS: PD, TDPD, TCD,
CMD,
FMD,
QACD,

(1) desk-based research
(2) interviews
(3) web-based survey

gramme’s objectives?

process is unfolding timely. Bottlenecks are identified and
solved timely. OISs have the needed quality level to induce effectiveness.

TA&HRD, PAD
(4) ERAs

(4) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

(1) documents
(2) NIPAC/ MoD/EUD/other
SMC members
(3) OS: PD, TDPD, TCD,

(1) desk-based research

The process of Tender Documentation Preparation is
unfolding timely. Bottlenecks are identified and solved
timely. TDs have the needed quality level to induce effectiveness.
The process of Tender Documentation Preparation is
unfolding timely. Bottlenecks are identified and solved
timely. TDs have the needed quality level to induce effectiveness.
The process of Tendering&Contracting is unfolding timely. Bottlenecks are identified and solved timely.
The Contract Management process is unfolding timely.
ERAs receive adequate support during the implementation process (including through/during the on-the-spot
visits). Bottlenecks are identified and solved timely. The
contracts are coherent and have the needed quality level
to induce effectiveness at operation level.
The Financial Management process is unfolding timely.
ERAs receive adequate support during the financial process (including through/during the on-the-spot visits).
Bottlenecks are identified and solved timely.
The Operation Monitoring process is unfolding timely.
ERAs receive adequate support during the financial process (including through/during the on-the-spot visits).
Bottlenecks are identified and solved timely.

7. Could there be better or more efficient
methods/approaches to deliver the same
outputs and results? (from system efficiency perspective)

The QACD process is unfolding timely. There is a fully
fledged risk management strategy in place, for each
phase, at programme and project level. The strategy is
effectively implemented and relevant stakeholders are
involved in this process.
Question asks for conclusions. Reorganisation of the
Operating Structure.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
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(2) interviews

more efficient project identification and development
process.

CMD,
FMD,
TA&HRD, PAD
(4) ERAs

QACD,

(3) web-based survey

There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient tender preparation process.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient tendering and contracting process.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient contract management process.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient financial management process.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient operation monitoring process.
There are measures that could/should be taken for a
more efficient QACD process.
Cost efficiency could be improved.
Cost effectiveness could be improved.
Relevance of activities for the objectives set from the
perspective of their effectiveness.

Impact and sustainability
8. Were the institutional and financial
arrangements appropriate to ensure
durability of achievements?

Programme provision/procedures in place as regards
sustainability are adequate/complete and properly communicated to stakeholders/ERAs (and in line with IPA
Regulations).
Project appraisal system in place for assessing “sustainability” is adequate.
There is a clear and adequate concept at operation-level
(defined in the planning phase) of the necessary elements to ensure the sustainability of the benefits beyond
the RCOP funding, including necessary risk mitigation
measures.
Post-project planning is formally reviewed and formally
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(1) documents
(2) OS: CM, M&E Department
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders
(6) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research
(2) interviews
(3) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

outlined by ERAs at key milestones during the project’s
implementation phase.
Follow-up monitoring and risk assessment of program/project sustainability planning is undertaken by OS
during and after operation implementation.

9. What are the positive and negative
changes produced by the interventions,
both directly and indirectly, and intended
or unintended; who was affected? What
are the main factors of those changes?

The necessary elements are put in place to ensure the
sustainability of the project results (outputs, outcomes,
impact): (1) financial capacity, (2) human capacity, (3)
institutional and organizational capacity (connection with
stakeholders’ issue), (4) legislative framework, (5) social
acceptance.
Reconstruct the LoI/ToC of projects, particularly impacts
to be expected.
The operations produced/will produce the changes expected in accordance with the initial design.
The operations produced/will produce changes further
than the ones expected in the initial design.

(1) documents
(2) OS: CM, M&E Department
(3) SMC members (NIPAC,
MoD, EUD)
(4) ERAs
(5) local stakeholders
(6) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research

(1) documents
(2) OS: CM, M&E
partment
(3) ERAs
(4) local stakeholders
(5) final beneficiaries

(1) desk-based research

(2) interviews
(3) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The changes occurred/to occur affect(ed) the situation of
the initially identified target group (segmentation of the
target group, if possible, how).
The changes occurred/to occur affect(ed) the situation of
other target groups than the one initially identified (how).

10. Specific linkage with Q9: are there
any effects observed in terms of: leverage, deadweight, substitution or displacement?*

There is a set of key factors which determine the changes
produced.
The operations induce/will induce (further) private spending by the target group/final beneficiaries (quantified
where possible).
The operations do not generate outputs and results that
would in any case/in the absence of the project have
occurred.
The outputs and results obtained by the operations are
attributable to the operation only and not obtained at the
expense of an entity/person not benefiting under /not
involved in the operation.
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De(2) interviews
(3) case study based on
DBR, interviews, focus
groups

The operations do not generate outputs and results that
would have occurred in any case/in the absence of the
project in another region/province.
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Annex 2 – Documents reviewed during the evaluation exercise
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme, 2007
Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme, 2015
Sectoral Annual Reports on the Implementation of the RCOP, 2007-2016
Turkey Progress Report, 2016
Tenth Development Plan 2014 – 2018, 2014
SME Strategy and Action Plan 2015 – 2018, 2015
IPA COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 1085/2006 of 17 July 2006 establishing an Instrument for PreAccession Assistance (IPA) (consolidated)
COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 718/2007 of 12 June 2007 implementing Council Regulation (EC) No
1085/2006 establishing an instrument for pre-accession assistance (IPA) (consolidated)
FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF TURKEY AND THE COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES ON THE RULES FOR CO-OPERATION CONCERNING ECFINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE REPUBLIC OF TURKEY IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE ASSISTANCE UNDER THE INSTRUMENT FOR PRE-ACCESSION ASSISTANCE (IPA), 2008
Financing Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Turkey and the European Commission
concerning multi-annual RCOP (annual)
Closure Guidance IPA 2007-2013
EDIS Roadmap and annexes
NAO 2016_Assessment_Report on the functions and the responsibilities of the RCOP OS
ACTION PLAN of Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology - IPA III RCOP Operating Structure for findings in the Audit Report of Audit Authority for 2016 (February 2017)
RCOP Communication Action Plan, December 2009
RCOP Communication Strategy and Action Plan (November 2015)
Progress reports and invoices related to the “Technical Assistance for Publicity, Information and Promotion
of the Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme” (6 interim reports and related invoices)
Progress reports and invoices related to the “Technical Assistance on Management Information System
(MIS) for the Implementation of Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme (5 interim reports and
related invoices)
Progress reports and invoices related to the “Technical Assistance on Institutional Building for the Implementation of RCOP in Turkey” (TA 1) (6 interim reports and related invoices)
Progress reports and invoices related to the “Technical Assistance for Further Support to RCP-CID in its Operations” (TA 2) (5 interim reports and related invoices)
Progress Reports related to the “Technical Cooperation with MoSIT for Improvement of the short-listed project proposals within the Second Package of RCOP” (2010-2015)
Technical Assistance Plan (2012 and 2014 versions)
Workload Analyses (2011, 2014, 2015, 2016)
MULTIANNUAL PLAN FOR DIRECT FINANCING OF EXPENDITURE FOR ENHANCING THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF RCOP (2014) and Financial report June 2017
TNA (2015, January/May and December 2016)
PP Presentation 20th RCOP SMC meeting
PP Presentation 2nd CISOP SMC meeting
RCOP Interim evaluation final report, 2012
IPA II/ CISOP 2016 Annual Implementation Report
G43 Annual Progress Report 2016
GAGF Annual Progress Report 2016
TTA Turkey Annual Progress Report 2016
RCOP Risk Management Plan

„Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among
Incubators in Turkey”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. On-the-spot Check Report
4. Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2011, 2012 and 2016)
5. Operation Final Report
6. Suppervision contract Final Report (2017)
7. TA contract Final Report (2016)
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8.
9.

Sustainability Fact Finding Report
Tabels with companies hosted by ISGEM Kastamonu, the sector they belong to and their turnover

„Hand Made in Hatay”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2011, 2012 and 2016)
4. Sustainability Fact Finding Report
5. Presentation TA contract: initial and supplementary activities, achievements.
„Establishment of a Common-use Processing Facility for Industrial Forestry Products”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. On-the-spot Check Report
4. Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2011, 2012 and 2016)
5. Suppervision contract Final Report (2017)
6. Presentation TA contract: activities undertaken and achievements.
“Samsun Logistics Center SLC”
1. Major Project Application Form
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
“Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. On-the-spot Check Report
4. Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2014)
5. Operation Final Report
6. TA contract Draft Final Report (April 2014)
7. PPP of the ETTOB (2017)
8. Bilim, Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlığı, 4691 Sayılı Teknoloji Geliştirme Bölgeleri Kanunu Kapsamında Teknoloji
Geliştirme Bölgeleri Destek Programı, Eğitim ve Kapasite Geliştirme Faaliyetleri Mevcut Durum Değerlendirme ve Öneriler Raporu (PPP 21 Nisan 2015, Şirin Elçi)
“Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. On-the-spot Check Report
4. Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2011, 2012 and 2016)
5. Sustainability Fact Finding Report
6. Presentations TA contract: activities undertaken and achievements.
“Development of Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report May 2017
3. Operation Monitoring Sheet January 2017
4. TA contract Draft Final Report (April 2014)
5. Erzurum İli Turism Sektörü Raporu, KUDAKA, 2014
“Sustainable Tourism Development in Mardin”
1. Operation Identification Sheet
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
3. Operation Monitoring Sheet May 2017
4. TA contract Draft Final Report (April 2014)
Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van
(ABIGEMs)
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2017
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3.
4.
5.

Operation Monitoring Sheets (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2011, 2012 and 2016)
Operation Draft Final Report
TA contract Draft Final Report (2016)

“Empowering SMEs for networking and inter-regional cooperation”
1. Operation Identification Sheet (latest version)
2. Operation Monitoring Report January 2014
3. Operation Monitoring Sheet (as attached to Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2014)
4. Operation Draft Final Report
5. TA contract Draft Final Report (June 2014) including Attachment III-E-2: Economic Analysis for Trabzon
6. Case Study Report of the operation under the Evaluation of the Strategic Reference Framework, 2013
7. Industrial Strategy Document for Turkey 2001-2014
8. TR90 Bölgesi Gemi İnşa Sanayi Sektör Raporu
Annex 3 – Interview guides33 and institutions interviewed
Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting with EUD Ankara, 29.05.2017
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
SCOPING QUESTIONS
1. What added value should the evaluation bring – key objectives the evaluation should follow?
2. What are the key challenges RCOP is facing in its last years of implementation?
3. What are the key aspects the evaluation should address?
4. What are the key stakeholders the evaluation should involve?
5. What are the main risks the evaluation should keep in mind and mitigate?
RELEVANCE
1. Other measures would have better contributed to attainment of RCOP objectives (initial/revised)?
Would the programme revision have allowed a change in its logic of intervention?
2. Which is/would have been, in your view, the most effective aid modality/the modality which would
have best contributed to reaching programme objectives: financial engineering instruments vs. grants
vs. projects/procurement (directly negotiated/selected based on call for proposal)?
3. The operations selected/currently in RCOP portfolio are the most suitable to solve the needs identified
at programme level?
EFFECTIVENESS
1. To which extent, in your view, is/will the programme (be) effective? The projects will reach their objectives? Good and less good examples.
2. Do you know cases in which the programme/projects have registered supplementary achievements,
e.g. generating critical mass (e.g. for local labour market, hub, etc.), complementarities, regional/local identity, branding, overcoming peripherality, bottom-up networking, spill-over, diffusion effects, replication etc.
3. What are the key underlying reasons for performance (lack thereof)?
4. How is the programme overall perceived by its stakeholders?
EFFICIENCY
1. In your view, different ERAs for the same projects would have been more conducive to project success?
2. Key challenges in each phase of the programme/project cycle:
1. Programming (RCOP level and project design/OIS preparation)
2. Tender documentation preparation
3. Tendering
4. Contracting
5. Contract management
33

We insert here only the macro-lists of questions, these were adjusted for each institution to take its specificities into account.
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3.
4.

6. Financial management (contract/operation/programme)
7. Quality assurance&control
8. Monitoring and evaluation
9. TA management
10. Overall management
Inputs in the programme management and implementation commensurate results obtained?
Did the beneficiaries receive and absorb the necessary support to successfully and timely implement
the intervention (at operation and contract level) – presuming that their capacity was insufficient?

IMPACT
1. Did the programme/project determined the changes expected? More/other changes/leverage effects?
2. Have you identified cases of deadweight, substitution or displacement in the RCOP projects?
SUSTAINABILITY
1. What are the key challenges to sustainability of RCOP operations?
Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting members of the RCOP 2007-2013 Sectoral Monitoring Committee
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
EFFECTIVENESS
4. What is your overall view on the Regional Competitiveness OP? Is it successful (i.e. it reaches its objectives and more)?
5. What is your overall view on the operations financed under RCOP? Are they relevant and do they
book the expected results, particularly in the sectors targeted? Examples of particularly effective activities.
6. Which are, in your view the key factors determining the success of the programme and operations?
TA support at programme and operation level are among these factors? Why?
RELEVANCE
7. Which was, in your view, the most effective aid modality applied under RCOP: the financial engineering instruments or the projects/procurement? Would grants have made a difference for the programme success?
8. Were the institutions embodying ERAs the most relevant/suitable for this role?
EFFICIENCY
9. Overall, do you consider that the duration of each phase in the programme cycle was adequate (i.e.
ensured successful implementation of the programme and projects)?
10. Which were, in your view , the key challenges in each phase of the programme/project cycle:
11. Programming (RCOP level and project design/OIS preparation)
12. Tender documentation preparation
13. Tendering
14. Contracting
15. Contract management
16. Financial management (contract/operation/programme)
17. Quality assurance&control
18. Monitoring and evaluation
19. Overall management
11. Have beneficiaries (ERAs) received and absorbed the necessary support to successfully and timely
implement the intervention (at operation and contract level)?
IMPACT
12. What is the added value RCOP brought at national level, in your view? Particularly for the SMEs in the
sectors targeted by the programme?
13. Are the RCOP operations complementary with other measures taken in the country to enhance SMEs
competitiveness, e.g. in the framework of the 10th National Plan and the SME Strategy (2015-2018)?
SUSTAINABILITY
14. What are, in your opinion, the key challenges to sustainability of RCOP operations?
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Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting with MoSIT, DG for Industrial Sites, ERA deferred
project “Establishment of National Cluster Academy”
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
RELEVANCE
1. Why was the project suited to be financed under RCOP? Which were its key activities and results expected?
EFFICIENCY
2. Which were the factors which determined the decision to defer the project to IPA II? What measures
could have been taken to avoid this decision?
3. Which were the key challenges you encountered during:
20. OIS development
21. Tender documentation preparation
4. Have you received the needed support from the OS and/or external experts? Was it beneficial? Examples of beneficial and missing, if any, support activities.
EFFECTIVENESS
5. Which measures were taken to compensate for the delays in obtaining the results expected? E.g. obtaining funds from other sources?
6. Is the project still relevant / needed at this stage?
7. Are there other projects under implementation which implement similar activities as the ones envisaged by “Establishment of National Cluster Academy”?
OVERALL PERCEPTION ON PROGRAMME
1. What is your overall view on the Regional Competitiveness OP? Is it successful (i.e. it reaches its objectives and more)?
2. What is your overall view on the operations financed under RCOP? Are they relevant and do they
book the expected results? Examples of particularly effective activities.
3. Which are, in your view the key factors determining the success of the programme and operations?
4. What do you think it needs to be changed for the new programme (CSIOP) to become a success?
Persons interviewed at national level
Date
30.05.2017

Name Surname
Murat Açık

30.05.2017
30.05.2017
30.05.2017
30.05.2017
30.05.2017
30.05.2017

Yesim Kilic
Ayse Bilen Acar
Pinar Irdem
Cagatay Cakir
Pinar Gunaydin
Burcu Oncuoglu

30.05.2017
19.06.2017

Sertaç Köksal Gölnar
Cemre GÜZEL
Özgür Ökmen
Dalsu Uslu Süzer
Aydan Yılmaz
Abdullah BAŞAR
Yunus Yesari ALTINTAŞ
Pınar ÇETİN
Burcu Bahar Gogus Dogan

19.06.2017
19.06.2017
20.06.2017

Institution
MoSIT/OS, Technical Assistance and HR Department
(TA&HRD)
MoSIT/OS, Contract Management Department (CMD)
MoSIT/OS, Quality Assurance and Control Department (QACD)
MoSIT/OS, Programming Department (PD)
MoSIT/OS, Tendering and Contracting Department (TCD)
MoSIT/OS, Tender Documents Preparation Department (TDPD)
MoSIT/OS, Publicity and Administrative Affairs Department
(PAD)
MoSIT/OS, Financial Management Department (FMD)
NIPAC

Ministry of Development
NAO
TÜBİTAK
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20.06.2017
21.06.2017

21.06.2017
21.06.2017
22.06.2017
22.06.2017
22.06.2017
23.06.2017

23.06.2017

Bahar Ozer Erdogan
Neriman Pınar IŞIN
OYA ERSÖZ
Werner GRUBER (written
answers to the list of questions)
Erhun Giray TUNCAY
Tolga ARICAN
Hale URAL
Hande Mercan AYGEN
Seref Dagdelen
Zerrin KARAASLAN
Mustafa Ali YURDUPAK
Muhammed Emin TORUNOĞLU
Özge BİROL
Elif Güliz BAYRAM
Mehmet GÜVEN

KOSGEB
TOBB

MoSIT/OS/ITD
MoSIT (DG for Industrial Sites)
Ministry of Culture and Tourism
MoSIT/OS/MED
Ministry of Forestry and Water Affairs
Ministry of Economy

TESK

Annex 4 – Questionnaire used for the on-line survey among ERAs
Technical Assistance for Further Support to RCP-CID in its Operations
Mid-term (on-going) Evaluation of RCOP 2007-2013
Questionnaire for the survey among ERAs

Dear Madam/Sir
Welcome to this on-line survey carried out within the framework of Mid-term Evaluation of the Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme (RCOP) 2007-2013, implemented by the Directorate of EU Financial Programmes of the
Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology (MoSIT).
Purpose of Survey
The survey is an essential element of the Mid-term evaluation, which seeks to identify achievement of the Programme, good practices, factors and qualities determining those achievements, and areas for potential improvement
in the future. This evaluation exercise had been announced during the last Sectoral Monitoring Committee meeting
held on 3 May 2017.
Who should answer survey questions?
Answers should be preferably given by:
The Director of the Operation Coordination Unit, who acts on behalf of the End Recipients of Assistance
(ERA). The Operation Coordination Unit manages the implementation of operation on daily basis
Or
Person who is the most involved in the implementation of the operation from the entire ERA staff members,
including monitoring, liaison with the MoSIT, etc.
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Important notes
1.

The survey covers both, completed and uncompleted operations. You will be prompted to specify the status
of the implementation of your operation (also called project) in the initial section of the survey. Please, note
that the terms “operation” and “project” are used interchangeably.

2.

The questionnaire is arranged in 7 short sections (or parts).

3.

Your feedback is very important. Please, mark answers in each sections that best illustrate your views, ideas
and attitudes.

4.

Your answers will remain anonymous and in no way can be associated with the respondent.

We would like to thank you very much for participating in the survey, which may take approx. 20 minutes.
Please provide you answers before 14th of July.
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I

Profile of the respondent
1.

Type of institution

My ERA is the following type of institution:
National public institution
Development Agency
Governorate or Special Provincial Administration
Municipality
Chamber of Commerce and Industry or Federation/Association of Chambers of Commerce
Commodity Exchange
Other, not classified above

2.

Territorial jurisdiction

My ERA chiefly work:
On national level
On regional level
At province level
At municipal level
I don’t know/Difficult to say

3.

Status of operation

The operation I represent:
Is completed
Will be completed in 2017
Will be completed in 2018
Will be completed after 2018

4.

Your experience with the operation at hand

I have been involved in the implementation of the operation since:
The Operation Identification Sheet (OIS) was drafted
The OIS was approved
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The initial tender documents were under preparation
The first contract under the operation was signed
Other/I don’t know
5.

Your project management experience

My overall project management experience of working with similar tasks (including operation at hand) is:
Between 1 and 3 years
Between 4 and 7 years
Between 8 and 10 years
Between 11 and 15 years
More than 15 years

6.

Gender

I am:
Male
Female

II

Relevance
7.

If RCOP 2007-2013 didn’t exist:
We wouldn’t have implemented the project at all
We would have implemented the project with national funds
We would have implemented the project with non-repayable funds from other donors
We would have implemented the project with repayable funds such as loans or similar

8.

How do you agree or disagree with the following statement:

When the project was planned, it targeted the most important problems related to SME competitiveness in the
sector concerned and in geographical area of our ERA activity:
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I don’t know
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9.

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement:

To this date, the project continues to target the most important problems related to SME competitiveness in the
sector concerned and in geographical area of our ERA activity:
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I don’t know

10. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
If we had received the funds and managed them ourselves, including by carrying out public procurement, we would
have implemented the project better:
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I don’t know

11. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
Now, I think that grants directly to SMEs or our target groups would have been more useful than the activities implemented by our project
Strongly agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly disagree
I don’t know

12. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
agree
The project matched the mandate and mis-
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Agree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

sion of my ERA
The project matched the technical capacity
of my ERA
The project matched the financial capacity of
my ERA
My ERA has received all the necessary financial and technical support and expertise from
project partners
There is another institution that would have
been more suitable to act as ERA for the
operation at hand

13. Please, rank from most important to least important (drag the institutions in their order of importance from
left to right)
Which of the following institutions contributed most to the success of the project?
We (ERA)
Our official project partners
Political decision makers
The Operating Structure at MoSIT
Delegation of the European Union (EUD)
Other local or national institutions involved in project implementation
Final beneficiaries using services or facilities provided by the operation
Contractors (e.g. Technical Assistance project, construction company, etc.)
Other (please, specify)

14. Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade.
The OIS was approved too late
The preparation of tender document took too much time
The contracts were signed too late
Implementation of the contracts took too much time
The project was too complex
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The contractors were not effective
The scope of the project had to be revised during implementation

III

Effectiveness
15. Achievement of operation objectives (as defined in the OIS):

Personally, how are you satisfied with the achievement of your project outputs and results:
Completely dissatisfied
Not satisfied
Slightly satisfied
Satisfied
Very satisfied

16. Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion:
To some
degree
yes

YES

The project delivers specialised/dedicated
services and/or products, which were not
initially intended
Achievements of the projects are used with
other programmes/projects financed from
other sources
The project branding contributes to higher
visibility at national level
The project has positive economic effects on
customers and local communities
Thanks to the project its partners undertake
together other activities to enhance SME
competitiveness
The project inspires similar initiatives elsewhere
Our capacity to implement similar projects in
the future has increased
Thanks to the project we and our final beneficiaries are able to run sustainable and
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Rather
NO

NO

I don’t
know/difficult
to say

profitable activities

17. Training and capacity building
In your opinion:
To some
degree
yes

YES

Rather
NO

NO

I don’t
know/difficult
to say

All trainings organised for us under RCOP
were useful
Training objectives, contents and methodologies were adequate
Training participants were very keen to
learn and acquire new information
Participants’ knowledge has clearly
creased through trainings organised

in-

Knowledge gained through trainings has
been applied by trainees in practice for the
sake of the project and my ERA
Participants of the training are more confident in the work place and efficiently perform their duties
Through trainings the project is very successful
Through trainings my ERA is able to add a
lot of value for the final beneficiaries

IV

Efficiency
18. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made available by the Operating
Structure
Poor

Fair

Programme website
Programme
account

Facebook/Instagram/Twitter

Information days
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Good

Very
Good

Excellent

Conferences
Media campaigns
Exchange of e-mails with MoSIT
Phone conversations with MoSIT
Face-to-face, personal discussion with MoSIT
Regular magazines, booklets, brochures,
etc.
Other (please, specify)

…….

19. Preparation of the OIS
How do you agree with the following statements:

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Instructions on the technical contents of the OIS
were clear to us
Time for OIS drafting was
sufficient
Received support for OIS
drafting was adequate
Analyses (market analysis, financial projections,
budget costing) carried
out during OIS drafting
were adequate to implement the project
We were able to identify
and timely solve problems
encountered in OIS preparation phase
Our OIS was smoothly
approved by the EU
If there were other issues
affecting the preparation
of the OIS, both positive

…….
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Neither
agree or
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

and negative, please list
them

20. Tender document preparation
How do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

We had a clear understanding of the complexity of the tender documents preparation process
The guidance received
from the OS, including
manuals and training, to
prepare tender documents was clear, concise
and adequate
Experts contracted by our
ERA to prepare tender
documents delivered their
job satisfactorily
We submitted the necessary tender documents
on time and of adequate
quality
The EUD provided comments on tender documents on time and/or
approved the documents
in an efficient manner
Tender documents preparation took too much time
We were able to identify
and timely solve the
problems
encountered
during tender documents
preparation process
If there were other issues
affecting the preparation
of the tender documents,
both positive and nega-

…….
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Neither
agree or
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

tive, please list them

21. Operation implementation
How do you agree with the following statements:

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

The quality of the original
OIS helped implement the
project and all contracts
successfully
The quality of tender documents helped implement the
project and all contracts
successfully
The guidance received from
the OS regarding operation
and contract implementation
was clear, concise and adequate
The guidance received from
the EUD regarding operation
and contract implementation
was clear, concise and adequate
We had adequate personnel
to ensure successful contract
and project implementation
Support received from Technical Assistance project that
worked with us was adequate

N/A

Our ERA’s technical and
financial commitment were
sufficient to ensure successful implementation of the
project
If there were other issues
affecting the project and
contract
implementation,
both positive and negative,

…….
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please list them

22. Financial contribution to the project by ERA
How do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

N/A
Agree

Strongly
agree

I don’t
know

We allocated full-time staff members to manage the project
Our internal cost to manage the
project was higher than we had
anticipated at the beginning
We have (will have) to invest significant amount of funds in the form
of working capital to operate the
project
We have sufficient funds at our
disposal to invest in the project in
the form of working capital
Altogether, including the cost of our personnel and start-up capital to be invested in the project, our
contribution will correspond to …… % of the value of our operation

……%

23. Overall process
How do you agree with the statements below:
Strongly
disagree
Our ERA could identify problems in due
time and solve them alone
Our ERA could identify problems in due
time but needed some OS support
On-the-spot visits by EUD and external
experts identified issues and problems that
we did not know about
Solving problems with the project was
taking too much time
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Disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

It took a lot of our time to solve problems
with project implementation
It took a lot of time for the OS to solve
problems with project implementation
Sometimes we needed support of EUD to
solve the problems
Solving problems required additional considerable funding
We have adequate risk management system in place
The OS has adequate risk management
system in place
We learned a lot from participating in Sectoral Monitoring Committee meetings

V

Impact

24. Contribution to socio-economic development
Please select and rank the likelihood of project’s contribution to (drag the relevant answers, in their order of importance from left to right):












VI

Improving labour market
Availability of significant skilled and trained human resources
Improving professional management personnel in public sector
Improving professional management personnel in private sector
Production of complex goods and products
Increased local competition of businesses
Significant improvement of technology at company level
Increased exports at company level
Improved cluster development
Improved competitiveness domestically
Improved competitiveness internationally
Improved spending on research and development
Sustainability

25. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project for at least
next 5 years:
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 –
very important, 7 – extremely important.
1

2

3
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4

5

6

7

Subsidies and contributions
from public institutions against
operating cost
Fees from sales of services
Fees from property rental
Fees from sale of products/goods
Hiring of staff by other institutions for the management of
the project
Further public investment in
the built infrastructure
Fees, payments from members, shareholders, etc.
All profit generated by our
activity
Other (please specify)

26. How do you agree with the following statements:
Strongly
disagree
Adequate institutional arrangements are in place
to ensure sustainability of the project
Sufficient and qualified personnel are in place to
ensure sustainability of the project
Sufficient capital is invested to ensure sustainability of the project
Sufficient legal arrangements are in place to
ensure sustainability of the project
Risk affecting sustainability are already identified
and already mitigated
We do not know yet how to ensure sustainability

VII

Overall perception
27. How do you agree with the following statements:
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Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

The RCOP is financing projects which are
contributing to the improvement of SME
competitiveness in Turkey
There has been strong cooperation between RCOP and other national institutions
addressing SME competitiveness
The RCOP was much needed for less developed part of Turkey
Overall, RCOP is good for Turkish economy
Implementing projects under RCOP is very
bureaucratic
Implementing projects under RCOP requires cooperation with too many institutions, actors and players
The RCOP helped put new ideas in place,
which could not be done from other
sources

28. If you could describe the RCOP in maximum three words, what would they be? (You can choose specific,
unconnected words, they do not need to form a sentence).
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Annex 5 – Case study - data collection tools, list of persons and institutions interviewed and participants to focus groups

1.

Introduction

Project Summary Sheet
(Template)

“xxx” has been selected as one of the 10 operations to become a part of the case study carried out under the 2017
Mid-term Evaluation of Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme 2007-2013.
The selection of the operation as case was undertaken with the support of the Operation Structure on the basis of a
set of criteria designed to ensure that the necessary data is collected to answer the evaluation questions (particularly as regards impact and sustainability) and the case study is representative, thus its findings may be generalised at
programme level.
The set of criteria applied are:
1.
Uniform and proportional distribution of projects by RCOP priorities/measures and types of interventions;
2.
Advanced implementation status of projects;
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3.
For the



2.

Distribution of projects by geographic location.

purpose of the case study and this report the following data collection tools were applied:
Desk-based research (DBR) (annex 1 bibliography)
Interviews (annex 2 list)
Focus group (annex 2 list)
Description of the operation
(maximum 1 page)
2.1. The project context (1/2 page):
2.1.1. How did it fit initially into a national/regional/local strategy / reflected a certain need
of final beneficiaries. How it currently fits into this context.
2.1.2. Based on desk-research of OIS and relevant strategies if needed, triangulated with
results of interviews with ERAs, public stakeholders (ministries, governorates, municipalities, RDAs etc.) and of focus groups.
2.2. The project logic of intervention (theory of change, including indicators, targets, achievements)
(1/2 page)
2.2.1. Based on desk-based research, mainly the Logical Framework of the project

Problems

Needs

Objectives

Result indicators

Activities

Output indicators

Risks and assumptions initially identified. External factors intervening during implementation and underpinning or
hampering outputs and results expected.
Indicator*

Target
1

2

Achieved value at the end
of the project/June 2017
3

Achievement rate
2017
9=3/2

*All, programme and project indicators
2.2.2. The project duration (initial and current/final) (based on DBR and data provided by
the OS)
2.2.3. The project budget (initial and current/final) and implementation modalities (contracts) (DBR – OIS versus final/current figures)
2.2.4. The project stakeholders (DBR and data collected during interviews)
3. Relevance
(maximum 1 page)
3.1. The relevance of the project as regards the RCOP activities, measures, objectives, sectoral approach (maximum ½ page)
3.1.1. Analysis based on desk-based research (OIS) and data collected regarding the most
beneficial activities and needed activities not implemented
3.2. The relevance of the project activities compared to needs of (final) beneficiaries (1/2 page)
3.2.1. Analysis based mainly on FG results
4. Effectiveness
(maximum 1 page)
4.1. Qualitative assessment of achievements registered/to be registered as per project LoI (point 2.2):
performance/over-performance/under-performance, added value/quality of outputs and results, most/less useful outputs and results (maximum ½ page)
4.1.1. based also on interviews and focus groups
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4.2. Supplementary achievements identified (e.g. generating critical mass (e.g. for local labour market,
hub, etc.), specialised services that did not mean to be specialised at the project conception
phase, complementarities, regional/local identity, branding, addressing real challenges, for
example goods/people flow, environment, overcoming peripherality, bottom-up networking,
spill-over, diffusion effects, replication, etc.) (maximum ½ page)
4.2.1.

based on interviews and focus groups

4.3. Reference costs for target setting –
4.3.1. to be collected separately from ERAs based on filled out table (columns 1 and 2);
ERA needs to fill out only column 3.
4.3.2. to be reported separately
Indicator
1
e.g. Area of facilities
newly
established
or
supported (m2)

Target
2
e.g. 700m2

Total value
3

Unit value
4=3/2

5. Efficiency
(1/2 pages)
5.1. Stakeholder analysis (coherent with 2.1)
5.1.1. To be done based on desk-based research and interviews
5.2. The key factors determining delays in the implementation process and PARTICULARLY the effects
of these delays for the project itself and covering the needs of the final beneficiaries (what
happened if expected training/business support etc. came years later?)
5.2.1. based on interviews and focus groups
5.3. Capacity of ERA and support needed, received, its quality and most beneficial types
5.3.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6. Impact
(1 page)
6.1. What was the expected impact of the project? As per Logical framework, coherent with 2.2
6.1.1. based on DBR
6.2. Was this impact measured, monitored, obtained?
6.2.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6.3. What changes were induced by the project? Direct, indirect, expected, not expected, positive,
negative.
6.3.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6.4. Who was affected by these changes?
6.4.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6.5. Which are the factors which determine the changes produced?
6.5.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6.5.2. based on LFM of the project/contracts
6.6. How are these changes contributing to the attainment of the programme objectives?
6.6.1. based on interviews and focus groups
6.6.2. our own analysis, comparing impact obtained at project level with what was expected at programme level
7. Sustainability
(1/2 page)
7.1. Evidences of sustainability
7.1.1. based on DBR where we have fact sheets and data collected
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7.2. Problems encountered in ensuring sustainability and their causes
7.2.1. based on DBR where we have fact sheets and data collected
7.2.2. focus in business model and its fallacies
7.3. How things should be approached in the future to have sustainability ensured
7.3.1. solutions, taken or proposed by stakeholders
7.3.2. solutions based on our own analysis
8. Conclusions - Key success factors and points to be taken up in the future
Max ½ pages
Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting with ERAs of projects analysed in-depth under
the case study
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
RELEVANCE
8. Why was the project suitable to be financed under RCOP?
9. Did the project correspond to a local, regional and/or national priority? Is the project still
in line with the current priorities at local, regional and/or national priorities? Which
ones/in which strategic documents are these priorities to be found?
10. How did you identify the needs (of the final beneficiaries) which underpin your operation?
11. Were all activities you carried out important for your final beneficiaries? Were there activities needed and which were not implemented under the operation?
12. Do you think that grants directly awarded to your final beneficiaries would have been
more useful for the final beneficiaries involved in the project? Would they have had a
greater impact at their level and beyond? Have your final beneficiaries benefited of financial engineering instruments financed by RCOP?
13. Were you aware in the project development phase of the resources you will need to implement the project? Did you have these resources? If not, what measures were taken to
cover your needs of support (which were these, for each phase in the implementation cycle)? Which forms of support were the most effective (external experts, operation TA,
support from OS, support from EUD, support from OS TA, other)
14. Was there another institutions which could have played a better role as ERA?
15. What would you have done if RCOP hadn’t been in place?
EFFECTIVENESS
16. Which were the most valuable outputs and results produced and why?
17. What other unexpected results were obtained by the operation e.g. generating critical
mass (e.g. for local labour market, hub, etc.), specialised services that did not mean to be
specialised at the project conception phase, complementarities, regional/local identity,
branding?
18. Values of indicators (to be sent my e-mail)
EFFICIENCY
19. Did the programme implementation cycle allow you to implement your operation timely
and successful/effective?
20. Which were the key challenges you encountered in each phase of the programme/project
cycle:
22. OIS preparation
23. Tender documentation preparation
24. Tendering
25. Contracting
26. Contract management
27. Financial management
28. Operation management, including monitoring and risk management
21. Name the successful measures taken (by you or other stakeholders) in this process to facilitate the timely and effective implementation of your operation.
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IMPACT
22. Was the impact of the project in line with its overall objective? Was this impact measured, monitored, obtained?
23. Did the project improve (or not) the situation of the final beneficiaries (directly)? Would
this improvement have occurred anyway-without the project (deadweight)?
24. Did the project improve (or not) the situation of other, unintended, final beneficiaries (directly)?
25. Did the project yield indirect effects?
26. What other changes did the project determine (unexpected)?
27. Which were the different factors which intervened in having an impact (initial assumptions and risks, other factors not anticipated)
28. What further investments did the operation determine e.g. made by enterprises/entrepreneurs supported (leverage)? Would these investments have been done anyway (additionality/substitution)?
SUSTAINABILITY
29. What are the main risks to the sustainability of your operation? What is the key measure
taken to ensure the sustainability of your operation?
Questions/topics to be addressed during the meetings with KEY STAKEHOLDERS of projects analysed
in-depth under the case study (governorates, municipalities, RDAs, partners)
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
RELEVANCE
1. What has been the situation of SMEs in the municipality/province/region in the last 10
years? In the field of tourism, where the case (Measure 1.4 projects)
2.

What were their needs (business support, grants, and loans) 10 years ago and now?

3.

What measures have been taken by the governorate/municipality/RDA to support the
SMEs and economic development in these 10 years? Which funds supported these
measures?

4.

Which role has been played by the Regional Competitiveness Programmes implemented
by MoSIT in this timeframe and in your municipality/province/region? What would you
have done if RCOP project hadn’t been in place?
EFFECTIVENESS&IMPACT
5. What are the benefits of the project (if any) for the economy of the municipality/province/region, e.g. generating critical mass (e.g. for local labour market, hub, etc.),
specialised services that did not mean to be specialised at the project conception phase,
complementarities, regional/local identity, branding?
6.

Which were, in this context of the municipality/province/region economy, the most valuable outputs and results produced and why?
SUSTAINABILITY
7. Have you supported the continuation of the activities assisted under the project after it
was completed/will you do so when completed? Why?
8.

Are you considering the expansion of the activities assisted under the project? With your
own/national funds?

9.

Are you considering the replication of the project in other areas, for other target groups,
based on the model/example offered by the project?

Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting with coordinators and stuff of centres financed
under RCOP
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
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RELEVANCE
1. What is your overall perception of the RCOP and the project?
2. Were all activities you benefited of important for you, as finals beneficiary? What other
types of assistance/support would you have needed in order to honour your responsibilities beyond the project lifetime?
3. What would you have done if RCOP hadn’t been in place?
EFFECTIVENESS
4. Which were the most valuable types of assistance/support you benefited of? Why?
5. Do you think that now you are fully equipped to honour your responsibilities?
EFFICIENCY
6. What difficulties did you encounter during your participation in the project?
IMPACT
7. Did the project, through your activities, improve the situation of the final beneficiaries
(SMEs, tourists, etc.)? Would this improvement have occurred anyway-without the project?
8. Have you reached out, directly or indirectly, to other beneficiaries? Initially not intended
to be addressed by the project, e.g. generating critical mass (e.g. for local labour market,
hub, etc.), specialised services that did not mean to be specialised at the project conception phase, complementarities, regional/local identity, branding?
9. What changes did you trigger through your activities? At municipality/province/regional/national/international level?
10. Which were the different factors which intervened in triggering these changes? What
hampered and what helped you in your activity?
SUSTAINABILITY
11. What are the main risks to the sustainability of your activity? What is the key measure
taken/needed to ensure the sustainability of your activity?
Questions/topics to be addressed during the meeting with TLs/team of TA contracts under RCOP projects analysed in-depth under the case study
Introduction: Quick presentation of the evaluation exercise: intended objectives, scope, criteria
RELEVANCE
1. Did the project correspond to a local, regional and/or national priority? Is the project still
in line with the current priorities at local, regional and/or national priorities?
2. Were all activities you carried out important for your final beneficiaries? Were there activities needed and which were not implemented under the operation?
3. Do you think that grants directly awarded to final beneficiaries would have been more
useful for them?
4. Was there another institutions which could have played a better role as ERA?
EFFECTIVENESS
5. Which were the most valuable outputs and results produced and why?
6. What other unexpected results were obtained by the operation e.g. generating critical
mass (e.g. for local labour market, hub, etc.), specialised services that did not mean to be
specialised at the project conception phase, complementarities, regional/local identity,
branding?
EFFICIENCY
7. Which were the key challenges encountered in the implementation of the contract?
8. Name the successful measures taken (by all stakeholders) in this process to facilitate the
timely and effective implementation of the contract/operation.
9. The ERA/local representative had the necessary resources to implement the project (financial, technical, incl. project management, support from partners)? What measures
were taken to cover your needs of support? Which forms of support were the most effective (independent external experts, operation TA, support from OS, support from EUD,
support from OS TA, other)? Why?
IMPACT
10. Is the impact of the project in line with its overall objective? Is this impact measured,
monitored, assessed?
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11. Did the project improve (or not) the situation of the final beneficiaries (directly)? Would
this improvement have occurred anyway-without the project (deadweight)?
12. Did the project improve (or not) the situation of other, unintended, final beneficiaries (directly)?
13. Did the project yield indirect effects?
14. What other changes did the project determine (unexpected)?
15. Which were the different factors which intervened in having an impact (initial assumptions and risks, other factors not anticipated)
16. What further investments did the operation determine e.g. made by enterprises/entrepreneurs supported (leverage)? Would these investments have been done anyway (additionality/substitution)?
SUSTAINABILITY
17. What are the main risks to the sustainability of the operation? What is the key measure
taken to ensure the sustainability of the operation?

9.
10.

11.

12.

13.

FOCUS GROUP WITH FINAL BENEFICIARIES
TOPICS
Overall opinion on the projects and programme
9.1. What is your overall opinion on the project you participated in and on the Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme? (key words)
Relevance and Effectiveness
10.1.
Among all services you benefited of under the project, which were the most beneficial for
you?
10.2.
Did you/do you need other types of assistance (e.g. other types of training or support) but
you could not receive it under the project?
10.3.
Would you have preferred a direct grant to solve independently your own problems? Why?
Did you have access to other grant schemes (KOSGEB) or services (Chamber of Trade and
Industry) Why?
Impact
11.1.
How did the assistance received help you (unexpected achievements/effects)?
11.2.
Has your total turnover increased as a result of the assistance received? How much, in %
(approximately)?
11.3.
Has the number of employees increased as a result of the assistance received? Are these new
employees or persons already employed in another company? In another region?
11.4.
Has the volume of your export increased/import decreased, if the case as a result of the assistance received?
11.5.
Do you think that you are better integrated in the value chain relevant for your sector/area?
11.6.
What is the situation of your competitors, who did not benefit of assistance? Are they at the
same level of development? Why?
11.7.
What would you have done without the assistance received? Would you have been at this development level without the assistance received?
11.8.
Have you made further investments to be at the development level you are now? How
much/year (approximately)?
11.9.
Who else benefited from your participation in the project (e.g. you passed on the information
received to employees, your suppliers and you purchased more goods, corporate social responsibility)?
Sustainability
12.1.
What are the main obstacles to growth you are encountering now, after assistance ceased?
12.2.
What types of assistance (e.g. training, business support services, grants, loans) do you need
now?
Efficiency
13.1.

Have you encountered obstacles in participating in the project (e.g. you expected to receive
services/training at a certain point in time and this happened later)?

Participants in the regional/local fieldwork
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Establishment of 3 Business Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among
Incubators in Turkey, Kastamonu
Date
Name, Surname
Institution
Interviews
20.06.2017
Neriman Pinar Isin
KOSGEB Ankara
Şeyda İkiz
KOSGEB Ankara
19.07.2017
Serhat Tumoğlu
KOSGEB Kastamonu
Halil Salepci
Abdullah Burak LİVAN
General Manager (Deputy) of
Kastamonu ISGEM
Kastamonu Association of Tradesmen and Craftsmen
Focus Group
19.07.2017
Neslian Kaya
GEA YÖNETIM
Ahmet Husanettin Kaya
GEA YÖNETIM
Abdullatif Abdulkapiroglu
INNOGRAF
Hatice Senir Cebeci
H2C PASARIN
Burhar Tutar
MÎRSE BNOBNYA
Safa Kocamanonlh
NE NEREDE
Pâlay Cobaraglib
BIZIN PENIZLIK
Viblar Daraciogha
BIZIN PENIZLIK
Zekeriya Yerlikaya
MATCIKS KINYA
Emre Kabasebenyl
MARY WOOD MM
Olar Onel
ISNEV MIHERDIILIC
Isnet Kayku
AKIN ANBULG
Dikk Devirci
MERGÜZE ORGANIC
Dr. Snat Tuyekan
KADASK
Musa Demirci
MATRILES KINGAR
Hand Made in Hatay
Date
Name, Surname
Interviews
19.07.2017
Onur Yildiz
Volkan Köksal, Deputy Governor
Sunday Balıkoğlu
Hasan Maden
Vincente Lopez
Safak Ceren
20.07.2017

Serdar Yilmaz sarac

Melih Cincin
Focus Group
20.07.2017
Ali GÖZEL
Ayhan KAHRAMAN
Ercan GÜZEL
Eyüp GÖKÇE
KEMAL KÖSEOĞLU
Mahmut SÖKEREL
Selahittin CİHANOĞLU
Semir KARADAŞ
Gökhan KISAOĞLU

Institution
Doğu Akdeniz Development Agency
Hatay Governorate
Provincial Directorate of the Ministry of Science Industry and
Technology
Greater Hatay Municipality
TA Team Leader
TA Project Coordinator
CUF General Manager
General Secretary of the Chamber of Trade and Industry Antakya
Chamber of Trade and Industry Antakya Project Coordinator
Güzel Mobilya
Hat-Bed
Modelin Mobilya
Gökçesan Mobilya
Köseoğlu Mobilya
Cemal Sandalye
Cihanoğlu Mobilya
Propa Frame
Anmoder

Establishment of a Common-use Processing Facility for Industrial Forestry Products, Kastamonu
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Date
Interviews
19.07.2017

Name, Surname

Institution

Sedat İŞERİ
Javier Casanova
Erol AKAR

20.07.2017

Emre Uzer
Yigit Cancevikoglu

President Kastamonu Stock Exchange
TA Team Leader
President Kastamonu Union of Village Development and
Agriculture Cooperatives
General Manager CUF
Financial Manager CUF

Pınar Bakıc Allsaş
Burak Izbelı
Emıc Kabasason
Ahmet Hakan Şeroglu

Nurhas nab.
Izbelı Ahşap Ltd.
Marywood
Çeşmı Cıhan Mobılyu

Focus Group
20.07.2017

Samsun Logistics Centre
Date
02.08.2017

03.08.2017

Name, Surname
Abdullah Gökbilgin
Gökhan Berk
Dennis Dunn
Andry Tokarev
İrfan Erdim
Süleyman Karabük

Institution/Position
OCUD
Works Supervision, KE
TA, TL
TA, KE1
TA, KE2
Samsun Chamber of Trade and Industry, Deputy
General Secretary
Samsun Stock Exchange, General Secretary of
the
ERA/OKA, General Secretary
OKA, Planning-Programming-Coordinotion Unit,
Expert

Ahmet Ali Yazıcı
Mevlüt Özen
Sümer Çakır

Kayseri-Erciyes Technopark Regional Innovation Center
Date
Name, Surname
Institution/Position
10.07.2017
Evren Ülkü Yoldaş
MoSIT, GD of Science and Technology, Directorate of TDZs, SRER Assistant
18.07.2017
Prof. Dr. Mahmut Doğan
Deputy Chairman, Erciyes TDZ Board of Directors
Bilgin Yazlık
Erciyes TDZ General Director
Ahmet Hidayet Kiraz
Erciyes TDZ Assistant General Director
Kamil Akçadırcı
Provincal Director of MoSIT
Murat Cahid Cıncgı
Kayseri Erciyes AS Chairman of the Board (on
behalf of the Metropolitan Municipality)
Focus Group Discussion
17.07.2017
Mustafa Başaran
Academics, resident in TDZ (patent and commercialization of fertilizer with high chances to become competitiveness)
Abdullah Doğan
Manager, resident in TDZ
Abdullah Bircan
Manager, resident in TDZ, health software
Zafer Bolat
Manager, resident in TDZ, automotive software,
reporting, virtual intelligence
Murat Vezir
Manager, resident in TDZ, software for ERP systems
Namık Kemal Yetkin
Manager, resident in TDZ, sectoral software
development, sales, project implementation
Abdurrahman Fırat
Manager, resident in TDZ, development and
sales of measurement and evaulation software
Bilal URUK
Manager, resident in TDZ, Defence Sector: Industrial Robots
Natural Stone Manufacturing and Marketing Support Centre in Bayburt
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Date
11.07.2017

12.07. 2017

Name, Surname
MUHARREM BEKMEZCİ
Alberto Gomez
Nelson Almeida
Nesimuttin Selçuk
Lokman Altunbilek
Tamer Çevik
Gökhan Önder Karaoglu

Institution
ERA/Special Provincial Administration Bayburt
Team Leader of TA contract
KE of TA contract
Municipality of Bayburt
Investment Office of RDA, Bayburt, KUDAKA
General Manager of NSSC
General Secretary of Bayburt Chamber of Industry and Trade
Representative of the Marble Association and
final beneficiary (SME) 1
Final beneficiary (SME) 2
Final beneficiary (SME) 3
Final beneficiary (SME) 4

Celaletting Topyar
Fatih Daştan
Cengiz Türkmen
Hacı İpak
Sustainable Tourism Development in Mardin
Date
Name, Surname
31.07.2017
Füsun Karaboğa

Institution/Position
OCU, Mardin Governorate (currently also the
Municipality)
Mardin Sustainable Tourism Association
Artizan, Resident of 1st Street
SME, Resident of 1st Street
TAT, KE2

Ozgür Gürgör
Metin Ezilmez
Berna …..
Gökhan Menteş

Winter Tourism Corridor in Erzurum, Erzincan and Kars
Date
Name, Surname
Institution/Position
Hale URAL
Ministry of Culture and Tourism
26.07.2017
Francesco Comotti
TA, TL
Alex Andreis
TA, KE
Cihat Çiftçi
KUDAKA, Expert
Volkan Güler
DAP-RDA, Deputy General Secrerary
Mehmet Özdoğan
DAP-RDA, Deputy General Secrerary
Fatih Kıyıcı
Director, Erzurum Atatürk University, Winter
Sports Institute
Focus Group with the Staff Assigned to Destination Management Office in Erzurum
26.07.2017
Çetin Bayram
Governorate of Erzurum
Yusuf Uygur
EJDER 3200 Ski Center, General Manager (DMO
member)
Metehan Eyüboğlu
Tourism Manager
Erdem Berser
Tourism Manager
Focus Group with SMEs in Erzurum (Palandoken Hotels)
Ali Güney
General Manager
M. Altug Kargı
General Manager
Atila Manav
Finance Director
Ömer Akça
Assistant General Manager
Erdem Berser
General Manager
Enlargement of the European Turkish Business Centers Network to Sivas, Antakya, Batman and Van
(ABIGEMs), Hatay
Date
Name, Surname
Institution
Interviews
21.06.2017
OYA ERSÖZ
TOBB
Werner GRUBER (written answers to the list
of questions)
17.08.2017
İdil Siret TEOMAN
ABIGEM Director (phone interview)
25.07.2017
Elif Ovali
Teofarm, ABIGEM Beneficiary
Focus Group
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25.07.2017

Cemal Bingül
Mehmet Şenses
Oya Özkan
Dudu İnce
Saadettin Gündüz
Leman Okşar
Hatice Kartopu

LİDESPGRART
HATAY SOLAR ENDOSTD
WLİSTA GARDEN
AAKOLMA
BAYEN KUALOCÜ
ARGUS GIYIN LTD
HOTOKO KEMINORIN DGÖLGOZ

Empowering SMEs for Networking and Inter-Regional Cooperation
Date
Name, Surname
Institution/Position
Ümit Orhan
General Coordinator, Project Coordination Office,Trabzon
Chamber of Industry and Trade
13.07.2017
Emrah Ayvaz
Coordinator of Cluster Info Spot in Trabzon
Veysel Başer
Director of Provincial Planning, Governorate of Trabzon
Mustafa Akkaya
Deputy General Secretary, Trabzon Metropolitan Municipality
Nalan Aydın
Trabzon Metropolitan Municipality, EU Office
Oğuzhan Şatır
Deputy General Secretary, DOKA
Mehmet Sezgin
Planning Department, DOKA
Fikri Akkaya
Planning and Communication Department, DOKA
14.07.2017
Rıfkı Başaran
Shipyard Owner
Kenan Şengül
Shipyard Manager

Annex 6.a. – Overall, complete results of the web-based questionnaire
1. Type of institution: My ERA is the following type of institution: one answer.
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Chamber of Commerce and Industry or
Federation/Association of Chambers of

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

Commodity Exchange

2

3.6

3.6

21.8

Development Agency

9

16.4

16.4

38.2

8

14.5

14.5

52.7

2

3.6

3.6

56.4

National public institution

12

21.8

21.8

78.2

Other, not classified above

12

21.8

21.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Commerce

Valid

Governorate or Special Provincial Administration
Municipality
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1.1 Type of Institution: Other
Frequency

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

45

81.8

81.8

81.8

1

1.8

1.8

83.6

1

1.8

1.8

85.5

1

1.8

1.8

87.3

MoSIT, GD of Science and Technology

1

1.8

1.8

89.1

Provincial Directorat of a Public Institution

1

1.8

1.8

90.9

Public Institution with at international scale

1

1.8

1.8

92.7

1

1.8

1.8

94.5

Technology Development Zone

1

1.8

1.8

96.4

Union of chambers of tradesmen and artizans

1

1.8

1.8

98.2

Association
Civil Socety Organization (Organization working
for public benefit)
Management Company of Techonology Development Zonei
Valid

Percent

Research Institution with National/International
cooperation affiliated with the public
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Union of Local Administration
Total

1

1.8

1.8

55

100.0

100.0

2.Territorial jurisdiction one answer
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

At province level

19

34.5

34.5

34.5

On national level

14

25.5

25.5

60.0

On regional level

22

40.0

40.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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100.0

3. Status of operation one answer
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Is completed

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

2

3.6

3.6

21.8

Will be completed in 2017

21

38.2

38.2

60.0

Will be completed in 2018

22

40.0

40.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Will be completed after 2018
Valid
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4. Your experience with the operation at hand one answer
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Other/I don’t know

8

14.5

14.5

14.5

4

7.3

7.3

21.8

6

10.9

10.9

32.7

9

16.4

16.4

49.1

28

50.9

50.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

The first contract under the
operation was signed
The initial tender documents
Valid

were under preparation
The OIS was approved
The Operation Identification
Sheet (OIS) was drafted
Total

5. Your project management experience one answer
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Between 1 and 3 years

9

16.4

16.4

16.4

Between 11 and 15 years

12

21.8

21.8

38.2

Between 4 and 7 years

14

25.5

25.5

63.6

Between 8 and 10 years

13

23.6

23.6

87.3

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
More than 15 years
Total
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6. Gender one answer
Fre-

Per-

Valid

Cumula-

quency

cent

Percent

tive Percent

Fe-

15

27.3

27.3

27.3

Male

40

72.7

72.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

male
Valid

7. If RCOP 2007-2013 didn’t exist: one answer
Frequency
We would have implemented the
project with national funds
Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

11

20.0

20.0

20.0

14

25.5

25.5

45.5

We would have implemented the
project with non-repayable funds
from other donors
122

We would have implemented the
project with repayable funds such

2

3.6

3.6

49.1

28

50.9

50.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

as loans or similar
We wouldn’t have implemented
the project at all
Total

8. When the project was planned, it targeted the most important problems related to SME competitiveness in the
sector concerned and in geographical area of our ERA activity: one answer
Frequency
Agree

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

24

43.6

43.6

43.6

Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

49.1

I don’t know

2

3.6

3.6

52.7

Strongly agree

26

47.3

47.3

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

123

9. To this date, the project continues to target the most important problems related
to SME competitiveness in the sector concerned and in geographical area of our
ERA activity:
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

Valid

26

47.3

47.3

47.3

Disagree

5

9.1

9.1

56.4

I don’t know

1

1.8

1.8

58.2

Strongly agree

23

41.8

41.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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10. If we had received the funds and managed them ourselves, including by carrying
out public procurement, we would have implemented the project better: one answer
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

12

21.8

21.8

21.8

Disagree

17

30.9

30.9

52.7

I don’t know

7

12.7

12.7

65.5

Strongly agree

8

14.5

14.5

80.0

Strongly Disagree

11

20.0

20.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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11. Now, I think that grants directly to SMEs or our target groups would have been more useful than the activities
implemented by our project one answer
Frequency
Agree

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

5

9.1

9.1

9.1

26

47.3

47.3

56.4

6

10.9

10.9

67.3

Strongly agree

18

32.7

32.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Valid

Percent

I don't know

12.1. How strongly do you agree or Disagree with the following statements: one answer for
each sub-question (The project matched the mandate and mission of my ERA)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

20

36.4

36.4

36.4

3

5.5

5.5

41.8

Strongly agree

32

58.2

58.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Neither agree or Disagree
Valid

126

12.2. How strongly do you agree or Disagree with the following statements:(The project matched the technical capacity of my ERA)
Frequency
Agree

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

20

36.4

36.4

36.4

Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

41.8

Neither agree or disagree

7

12.7

12.7

54.5

Strongly agree

25

45.5

45.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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12.3. How strongly do you agree or Disagree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question (The
project matched the financial capacity of my ERA)
Frequency
Agree

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

23

41.8

41.8

41.8

Disagree

6

10.9

10.9

52.7

Neither agree or disagree

6

10.9

10.9

63.6

Strongly agree

20

36.4

36.4

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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12.4. How strongly do you agree or Disagree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question (My
ERA has received all the necessary financial and technical support and expertise from project partners, if any)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Agree

23

41.8

41.8

41.8

Disagree

10

18.2

18.2

60.0

Neither agree or disagree

13

23.6

23.6

83.6

Strongly agree

6

10.9

10.9

94.5

Strongly Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

12.5. How strongly do you agree or Disagree with the following statements: one answer for
each sub-question (There is another institution that would have been more suitable to act as
ERA for the operation at hand) kurum var.]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Agree

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

Disagree

21

38.2

38.2

56.4

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

74.5

Strongly Disagree

14

25.5

25.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

129

130

13.9. Other /please specify)
A foreign institution who is a project stakeholder
Could not understand
Local Stakeholder (development agencies, local administrations etc.)
None
Tea Processing Facilities General Directorate, Private Sector Facilities
The decision to implement the project was made since the priorities in the project guidelines matched the priorities
of our institution on topics of production and employment
We do not have a partner. The progress is line with the work-plan.

14.1.Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The OIS was approved too late ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

12

21.8

21.8

21.8

2

9

16.4

16.4

38.2

3

17

30.9

30.9

69.1

4

8

14.5

14.5

83.6

5

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total
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14.2. Causes of delays or problems with the operation

Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The preparation of tender document took too much time ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

7

12.7

12.7

12.7

2

8

14.5

14.5

27.3

3

12

21.8

21.8

49.1

4

13

23.6

23.6

72.7

5

15

27.3

27.3

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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14.3. Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The contracts were signed too late ] "
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

2

11

20.0

20.0

38.2

3

11

20.0

20.0

58.2

4

12

21.8

21.8

80.0

5

11

20.0

20.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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14.4. Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[Implementation of the contracts took too much time ] "
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

12

21.8

21.8

21.8

2

15

27.3

27.3

49.1

3

10

18.2

18.2

67.3

4

12

21.8

21.8

89.1

5

6

10.9

10.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

14.5. Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The project was too complex ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

24

43.6

43.6

43.6

2

17

30.9

30.9

74.5

3

8

14.5

14.5

89.1

4

3

5.5

5.5

94.5

5

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total
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14.6.Causes of delays or problems with the operation
Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than one
factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The contractors were not effective ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

16

29.1

29.1

29.1

2

11

20.0

20.0

49.1

3

7

12.7

12.7

61.8

4

13

23.6

23.6

85.5

5

8

14.5

14.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total
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14.7. Causes of delays or problems with the operation

Please rate from 1 (almost no negative impact) to 5 (extremely high negative impact) the following factors that may
have contributed to delays or other problems with the implementation of your operation. You can mark more than
one factor with the same grade. All factors need to be graded, although some of them may receive the same grade.
[The scope of the project had to be revised during implementation ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

19

34.5

34.5

34.5

2

10

18.2

18.2

52.7

3

14

25.5

25.5

78.2

4

7

12.7

12.7

90.9

5

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

15. Achievement of operation objectives (as defined in the OIS):
Personally, how are you satisfied with the achievement of your project outputs and results: one answer
The status of achieving the targets of the Operation (as stated inthe OIS): Personally, how are you satisfied with the
achievement of your project outputs and results: one answer

Frequency
Not satisfied

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

1.8

1.8

1.8

Satisfied

23

41.8

41.8

43.6

Slightly satisfied

13

23.6

23.6

67.3

Very satisfied

18

32.7

32.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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16.1. Unintended achievements of the project

In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (The project delivers specialised/dedicated services and/or
products, which were not initially intended)
Frequency
I don't know/difficult to say

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

6

10.9

10.9

10.9

13

23.6

23.6

34.5

Rather no

4

7.3

7.3

41.8

To some degree No

1

1.8

1.8

43.6

To some degree Yes

22

40.0

40.0

83.6

Yes

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

No

Valid

Percent

137

16.2. Unintended achievements of the project

In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (Achievements of the projects are used with other programmes/projects financed from other sources)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

I don't know/difficult to say

11

20.0

20.0

20.0

No

15

27.3

27.3

47.3

Rather no

11

20.0

20.0

67.3

To some degree Yes

15

27.3

27.3

94.5

Yes

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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16.3.Unintended achievements of the project

In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (The project branding contributes to higher visibility at national
level)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

I don't know/difficult to say

7

12.7

12.7

12.7

No

2

3.6

3.6

16.4

Rather no

2

3.6

3.6

20.0

To some degree Yes

15

27.3

27.3

47.3

Yes

29

52.7

52.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

16.4. Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (The project has positive economic effects on customers and local
communitiesl)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

I don't know/difficult to say

9

16.4

16.4

16.4

No

2

3.6

3.6

20.0

Rather no

1

1.8

1.8

21.8

To some degree Yes

11

20.0

20.0

41.8

Yes

32

58.2

58.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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16.5. Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (Thanks to the project its partners under-take together other activities to enhance SME competitiveness)
Frequency
I don't know/difficult to say

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

No

4

7.3

7.3

25.5

Rather no

5

9.1

9.1

34.5

To some degree Yes

18

32.7

32.7

67.3

Yes

18

32.7

32.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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16.6. Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (The project inspires similar initiatives elsewhere )
Frequency
I don't know/difficult to say

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

10

18.2

18.2

18.2

No

2

3.6

3.6

21.8

Rather no

2

3.6

3.6

25.5

To some degree Yes

12

21.8

21.8

47.3

Yes

29

52.7

52.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

16.7. Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (Our capacity to implement similar projects in the future has increased )
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

I don't know/difficult to say

3

5.5

5.5

5.5

No

1

1.8

1.8

7.3

To some degree Yes

10

18.2

18.2

25.5

Yes

41

74.5

74.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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16.8 Unintended achievements of the project
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question (Thanks to the project we and our final beneficiaries are able to
run sustainable and profitable activitiesl)
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

I don't know/difficult to say

5

9.1

9.1

9.1

No

2

3.6

3.6

12.7

Rather no

2

3.6

3.6

16.4

To some degree Yes

16

29.1

29.1

45.5

Yes

30

54.5

54.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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17.1. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
All trainings organised for us under RCOP were useful
Frequency
Valid

I don't know/difficult to say
No
To some degree
Yes
Total

7
1
23
24
55

Percent
12.7
1.8
41.8
43.6
100.0

Valid Percent
12.7
1.8
41.8
43.6
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
12.7
14.5
56.4
100.0

17.2. Training and capacity building

Valid

In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Training objectives, contents and methodologies were adequate]
Valid PerFrequency
Percent
cent
I don't know/difficult to say
6
10.9
10.9
Rather no

Cumulative
Percent
10.9

2

3.6

3.6

To some degree

26

47.3

47.3

61.8

Yes

21

38.2

38.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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14.5

17.3. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Training participants were very keen to learn and acquire new information]

Valid

Frequency
7

Percent
12.7

Valid
Percent
12.7

Cumulative
Percent
12.7

No

1

1.8

1.8

14.5

Rather no

3

5.5

5.5

20.0

To some degree

26

47.3

47.3

67.3

Yes

18

32.7

32.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say
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17.4. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Participants’ knowledge has clearly in-creased through trainings organised]

Valid

Frequency
9

Percent
16.4

Valid
Percent
16.4

Cumulative
Percent
16.4

No

1

1.8

1.8

18.2

Rather no

2

3.6

3.6

21.8

To some degree

26

47.3

47.3

69.1

Yes

17

30.9

30.9

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say
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17.5. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Knowledge gained through trainings has been applied by trainees in practice for the
sake of the project and my ERA]

Valid

Frequency
8

Percent
14.5

Valid
Percent
14.5

Cumulative
Percent
14.5

2

3.6

3.6

18.2

To some degree

15

27.3

27.3

45.5

Yes

30

54.5

54.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say
Rather no
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17.6. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Participants of the training are more confi-dent in the work place and efficiently perform their duties

Valid

Frequency
11

Percent
20.0

Valid
Percent
20.0

Cumulative
Percent
20.0

No

1

1.8

1.8

21.8

Rather no

4

7.3

7.3

29.1

To some degree

17

30.9

30.9

60.0

Yes

22

40.0

40.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say
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17.7. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Through trainings the project is very successful]

Valid

Frequency
12

Percent
21.8

Valid
Percent
21.8

Cumulative
Percent
21.8

No

3

5.5

5.5

27.3

Rather no

7

12.7

12.7

40.0

To some degree

17

30.9

30.9

70.9

Yes

16

29.1

29.1

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say

17.8. Training and capacity building
In your opinion: one answer for each sub-question
[Through trainings my ERA is able to add a lot of value for the final beneficiaries ]

Valid

Frequency
9

Percent
16.4

Valid
Percent
16.4

Cumulative
Percent
16.4

No

2

3.6

3.6

20.0

Rather no

1

1.8

1.8

21.8

To some degree

22

40.0

40.0

61.8

Yes

21

38.2

38.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

I don't know/difficult to say
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18.1. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Programme
website]

Valid

Frequency
2

Percent
3.6

Valid
Percent
3.6

Cumulative
Percent
3.6

Fair

14

25.5

25.5

29.1

Good

27

49.1

49.1

78.2

Poor

3

5.5

5.5

83.6

Very Good

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent

Total

149

18.2. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Programme
Facebook/Instagram/Twitter account]

Valid

Frequency
1

Percent
1.8

Valid
Percent
1.8

Cumulative
Percent
1.8

Fair

19

34.5

34.5

36.4

Good

24

43.6

43.6

80.0

Poor

6

10.9

10.9

90.9

Very Good

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent

Total

18.3. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Media campaigns]

Valid

Frequency
3

Percent
5.5

Valid
Percent
5.5

Cumulative
Percent
5.5

Fair

12

21.8

21.8

27.3

Good

25

45.5

45.5

72.7

Poor

8

14.5

14.5

87.3

Very Good

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent

Total
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18.4. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Exchange of e-mails with MoSIT]

Valid

Frequency
9

Percent
16.4

Valid
Percent
16.4

Cumulative
Percent
16.4

Fair

11

20.0

20.0

36.4

Good

19

34.5

34.5

70.9

Poor

4

7.3

7.3

78.2

Very Good

12

21.8

21.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent
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18.5. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Programme
website]

Valid

Frequency
6

Percent
10.9

Valid
Percent
10.9

Cumulative
Percent
10.9

Fair

11

20.0

20.0

30.9

Good

20

36.4

36.4

67.3

Poor

5

9.1

9.1

76.4

Very Good

13

23.6

23.6

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent
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18.6. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Face-to-face,
personal discussion with MoSIT ]

Valid

Frequency
7

Percent
12.7

Valid
Percent
12.7

Cumulative
Percent
12.7

8

14.5

14.5

27.3

Good

18

32.7

32.7

60.0

Poor

5

9.1

9.1

69.1

Very Good

17

30.9

30.9

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent
Fair

18.7. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Regular magazines, booklets, brochures, etc. ]

Valid

Frequency
1

Percent
1.8

Valid
Percent
1.8

Cumulative
Percent
1.8

Fair

16

29.1

29.1

30.9

Good

22

40.0

40.0

70.9

Poor

2

3.6

3.6

74.5

Very Good

14

25.5

25.5

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent
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18.8. Please rate the utility of different sources of information and learning made
available by the Operating Structure one answer for each sub-question [Other, pleces
specify in the next page]

Valid

Frequency
2

Percent
3.6

Valid
Percent
3.6

Cumulative
Percent
3.6

Fair

14

25.5

25.5

29.1

Good

21

38.2

38.2

67.3

Poor

6

10.9

10.9

78.2

Very Good

12

21.8

21.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Excellent
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19.1. Preparation of the OIS

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Instructions on the technical contents of the OIS were clear to us]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

25

45.5

45.5

45.5

4

7.3

7.3

52.7

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

70.9

Somewhat agree

10

18.2

18.2

89.1

Somewhat disagree

5

9.1

9.1

98.2

Strongly agree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree

Valid

Total

155

19.2. Preparation of the OIS
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Time for OIS drafting was sufficient]

Valid

Frequency
25

Percent
45.5

Valid
Percent
45.5

Cumulative
Percent
45.5

4

7.3

7.3

52.7

11

20.0

20.0

72.7

Somewhat agree

9

16.4

16.4

89.1

Somewhat disagree

3

5.5

5.5

94.5

Strongly agree

2

3.6

3.6

98.2

Strongly Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree

Total

156

19.3. Preparation of the OIS
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Received support for OIS drafting was adequate]

Valid

Frequency
20

Percent
36.4

Valid
Percent
36.4

Cumulative
Percent
36.4

5

9.1

9.1

45.5

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

63.6

Somewhat agree

12

21.8

21.8

85.5

Somewhat disagree

3

5.5

5.5

90.9

Strongly agree

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree
Disagree

Total

157

19.4. Preparation of the OIS
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Analyses (market analysis, financial projections, budget costing) carried out during
OIS drafting were adequate to implement the project]

Valid

Frequency
18

Percent
32.7

Valid
Percent
32.7

Cumulative
Percent
32.7

6

10.9

10.9

43.6

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

61.8

Somewhat agree

12

21.8

21.8

83.6

Somewhat disagree

4

7.3

7.3

90.9

Strongly agree

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree
Disagree

Total

158

19.5. Preparation of the OIS

Valid

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We were able to identify and timely solve problems encountered in OIS preparation phase]
Valid PerCumulative
Frequency
Percent
cent
Percent
Agree
26
47.3
47.3
47.3
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Somewhat agree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly agree
Strongly Disagree
Total

3
7
8
6
4
1
55

159

5.5
12.7
14.5
10.9
7.3
1.8
100.0

5.5
12.7
14.5
10.9
7.3
1.8
100.0

52.7
65.5
80.0
90.9
98.2
100.0

19.6. Preparation of the OIS
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Our OIS was smoothly approved by the EU]

Valid

Frequency
26

Percent
47.3

Valid
Percent
47.3

Cumulative
Percent
47.3

3

5.5

5.5

52.7

11

20.0

20.0

72.7

Somewhat agree

5

9.1

9.1

81.8

Somewhat disagree

5

9.1

9.1

90.9

Strongly agree

4

7.3

7.3

98.2

Strongly Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree
Disagree
Neither agree or disagree

Total

160

20.1. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We had a clear under-standing of the com-plexity of the tender documents prepara-tion processWe had a clear under-standing of the com-plexity of the tender documents prepara-tion process]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Agree

21

38.2

38.2

38.2

Disagree

11

20.0

20.0

58.2

Neither agree or disagree

6

10.9

10.9

69.1

Somewhat agree

9

16.4

16.4

85.5

Somewhat disagree

3

5.5

5.5

90.9

Strongly agree

2

3.6

3.6

94.5

Strongly Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

161

20.2. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[The guidance received from the OS, including manuals and training, to prepare tender documents was clear, concise and adequate]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Agree

18

32.7

32.7

32.7

Disagree

10

18.2

18.2

50.9

Neither agree or disagree

9

16.4

16.4

67.3

Somewhat agree

8

14.5

14.5

81.8

Somewhat disagree

5

9.1

9.1

90.9

Strongly agree

2

3.6

3.6

94.5

Strongly Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

162

20.3. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Experts contracted by our ERA to prepare tender documents delivered their job satisfactorily]
Frequency
Agree

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

24

43.6

43.6

43.6

Disagree

2

3.6

3.6

47.3

Neither agree or disagree

8

14.5

14.5

61.8

13

23.6

23.6

85.5

Somewhat disagree

1

1.8

1.8

87.3

Strongly agree

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Somewhat agree

Total

20.4. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We submitted the necessary tender documents on time and of adequate quality.]
Frequency
Agree

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

24

43.6

43.6

43.6

9

16.4

16.4

60.0

11

20.0

20.0

80.0

Somewhat disagree

4

7.3

7.3

87.3

Strongly agree

5

9.1

9.1

96.4

Neither agree or disagree
Valid

Percent

Somewhat agree

163

Strongly Disagree
Total

2

3.6

3.6

55

100.0

100.0

100.0

20.5. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [The EUD provided comments
on tender documents on time and/or approved the documents in an efficient manner]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Agree

20

36.4

36.4

36.4

Disagree

10

18.2

18.2

54.5

Neither agree or disagree

7

12.7

12.7

67.3

Somewhat agree

7

12.7

12.7

80.0

Somewhat disagree

4

7.3

7.3

87.3

Strongly agree

1

1.8

1.8

89.1

Strongly Disagree

6

10.9

10.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

164

20.6. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [ Tender documents preparation took too much time]
Frequency
Agree

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

21

38.2

38.2

38.2

Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

40.0

Neither agree or disagree

7

12.7

12.7

52.7

14

25.5

25.5

78.2

Somewhat disagree

3

5.5

5.5

83.6

Strongly agree

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Somewhat agree

Total

165

20.7. Tender document preparation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question. [We were able to identify and
timely solve the problems encountered during tender documents preparation process]
Frequency
Agree

Percent

Cumulative Percent

21

38.2

38.2

38.2

3

5.5

5.5

43.6

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

61.8

Somewhat agree

11

20.0

20.0

81.8

Somewhat disagree

4

7.3

7.3

89.1

Strongly agree

6

10.9

10.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree

Valid

Valid Percent

Total

21.1. Operation implementation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [The quality of the original OIS
helped implement the project and all contracts successfully]
Frequency
Agree

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

29

52.7

52.7

52.7

5

9.1

9.1

61.8

Valid
Disagree
166

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Total

14

25.5

25.5

87.3

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

21.2. Operation implementation
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [The quality of tender documents helped implement the project and all contracts successfully]

Frequency

Agree
Disagree
Valid

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Total

167

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

24

43.6

43.6

43.6

7

12.7

12.7

56.4

17

30.9

30.9

87.3

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

21.3. Operation implementation
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [The guidance received from
the OS regarding operation and contract implementation was clear, concise and ade-quate]
Frequency
Agree

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

25

45.5

45.5

45.5

5

9.1

9.1

54.5

14

25.5

25.5

80.0

Strongly agree

9

16.4

16.4

96.4

Strongly Disagree

2

3.6

3.6

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Valid

Total

168

21.4. Operation implementation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [The
guidance received from the EUD regarding operation and contract implementation was clear,
concise and ade-quate]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

21

38.2

38.2

38.2

Disagree

12

21.8

21.8

60.0

Neither agree or disagree

11

20.0

20.0

80.0

Strongly agree

6

10.9

10.9

90.9

Strongly Disagree

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

169

21.5. Operation implementation
How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [We had
adequate personnel to ensure successful contract and project implementation]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

15

27.3

27.3

27.3

Disagree

14

25.5

25.5

52.7

Neither agree or disagree

11

20.0

20.0

72.7

Strongly agree

12

21.8

21.8

94.5

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly Disagree
Total

21.6. Operation implementation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question [Our
ERA’s technical and financial commitment were sufficient to ensure success-ful implementation of the project]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

Valid

30

54.5

54.5

54.5

Disagree

5

9.1

9.1

63.6

Neither agree or disagree

8

14.5

14.5

78.2

Strongly agree

12

21.8

21.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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22. Operation implementation

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question (Support received from Technical Assistance project that worked with us was ade-quate)
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

Agree

33

60.0

60.0

60.0

Disagree

12

21.8

21.8

81.8

Strongly agree

7

12.7

12.7

94.5

Strongly Disagree

3

5.5

5.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Total

171

23.1. Financial contribution to the project by ERA

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We allocated full-time staff mem-bers to manage the project]
Frequency

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

3

5.5

5.5

5.5

20

36.4

36.4

41.8

Disagree

8

14.5

14.5

56.4

Neither agree or disagree

3

5.5

5.5

61.8

17

30.9

30.9

92.7

4

7.3

7.3

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree

Valid

Percent

Strongly agree
Strongly Disagree
Total

172

23.2. Financial contribution to the project by ERA

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[Our internal cost to manage the project was higher than we had anticipated at the beginning]
Frequency

Valid

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

1.8

1.8

1.8

Agree

10

18.2

18.2

20.0

Disagree

14

25.5

25.5

45.5

Neither agree or disagree

15

27.3

27.3

72.7

Strongly agree

14

25.5

25.5

98.2

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Strongly Disagree
Total

173

23.3. Financial contribution to the project by ERA

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We have (will have) to invest significant amount of funds in the form of working capital to
operate the project]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

1

1.8

1.8

1.8

Agree

16

29.1

29.1

30.9

Disagree

13

23.6

23.6

54.5

9

16.4

16.4

70.9

11

20.0

20.0

90.9

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Strongly Disagree
Total

174

23.4. Financial contribution to the project by ERA

How do you agree with the following statements: one answer for each sub-question
[We have sufficient funds at our disposal to invest in the project in the form of working capital ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

1

1.8

1.8

1.8

19

34.5

34.5

36.4

6

10.9

10.9

47.3

Neither agree or disagree

12

21.8

21.8

69.1

Strongly agree

10

18.2

18.2

87.3

Strongly Disagree

6

10.9

10.9

98.2

There was no TA

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Agree
Disagree
Valid

Total

175

23.5. Altogether, including the cost of our personnel and start-up capital
to be invested in the project, our contribution will correspond to …… % of
the value of our operation
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

1

3

5.5

5.5

5.5

2

2

3.6

3.6

9.1

5

7

12.7

12.7

21.8

10

15

27.3

27.3

49.1

12

1

1.8

1.8

50.9

15

5

9.1

9.1

60.0

16

1

1.8

1.8

61.8

20

9

16.4

16.4

78.2

25

1

1.8

1.8

80.0

40

2

3.6

3.6

83.6

50

5

9.1

9.1

92.7

80

2

3.6

3.6

96.4

98

1

1.8

1.8

98.2

100

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

176

24.1. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[Our ERA could identify problems in due time and solve them alone]
Frequency
Agree
Disagree
Valid

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Total

177

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

31

56.4

56.4

56.4

5

9.1

9.1

65.5

10

18.2

18.2

83.6

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

24.2. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[Our ERA could identify problems in due time but needed some OS support]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

36

65.5

65.5

65.5

Neither agree or disagree

12

21.8

21.8

87.3

7

12.7

12.7

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly agree
Total

24.3. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[On-the-spot visits by EUD and external experts identified issues and problems that we did
not know about]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Agree

19

34.5

34.5

34.5

Disagree

11

20.0

20.0

54.5

Neither agree or disagree

21

38.2

38.2

92.7

4

7.3

7.3

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Strongly agree
Total

178

24.4. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[Solving problems with the project was taking too much time]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Agree

19

34.5

34.5

34.5

Disagree

14

25.5

25.5

60.0

Neither agree or disagree

18

32.7

32.7

92.7

4

7.3

7.3

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Strongly agree
Total

179

24.5. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[It took a lot of our time to solve prob-lems with project implementation]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree
Disagree
Valid

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Total

14

25.5

25.5

25.5

9

16.4

16.4

41.8

30

54.5

54.5

96.4

2

3.6

3.6

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

24.6. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
[It took a lot of time for the OS to solve problems with project implementation]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Agree

15

27.3

27.3

27.3

Disagree

11

20.0

20.0

47.3

Neither agree or disagree

25

45.5

45.5

92.7

4

7.3

7.3

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Strongly agree
Total

180

24.7. Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
Sometimes we needed support of EUD to solve the problems]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

27

49.1

49.1

49.1

Disagree

11

20.0

20.0

69.1

Neither agree or disagree

9

16.4

16.4

85.5

Strongly agree

6

10.9

10.9

96.4

Strongly Disagree

2

3.6

3.6

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

181

24.8. Overall process
How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question
Solving problems required additional considerable funding]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

11

20.0

20.0

20.0

Disagree

23

41.8

41.8

61.8

Neither agree or disagree

13

23.6

23.6

85.5

Strongly agree

4

7.3

7.3

92.7

Strongly Disagree

4

7.3

7.3

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

182

24.9. Overall process
How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question. [We have
adequate risk management system in place]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

18

32.7

32.7

32.7

9

16.4

16.4

49.1

26

47.3

47.3

96.4

Strongly agree

1

1.8

1.8

98.2

Strongly Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Valid

Total

24.10. Overall process
How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question. [The OS has
adequate risk management system in place]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

27

49.1

49.1

49.1

6

10.9

10.9

60.0

20

36.4

36.4

96.4

Strongly agree

1

1.8

1.8

98.2

Strongly Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Valid

Total

183

24.11 Overall process

How do you agree with the statements below: one answer for each sub-question. [We learned
a lot from participating in Sectoral Monitoring Committee meetings]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

26

47.3

47.3

47.3

6

10.9

10.9

58.2

18

32.7

32.7

90.9

Strongly agree

4

7.3

7.3

98.2

Strongly Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Neither agree or disagree
Valid

Total

184

185

186

26.1. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project for at least
next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 –
very important, 7 – extremely important.
[Subsidies and contributions from public institutions against operating cost]
Frequency
Valid

1

Percent
5

Valid Percent
9.1
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Cumulative Percent
9.3

9.3

2

1

1.8

1.9

11.1

3

7

12.7

13.0

24.1

4

9

16.4

16.7

40.7

5

13

23.6

24.1

64.8

6

10

18.2

18.5

83.3

7

9

16.4

16.7

100.0

54

98.2

100.0

1

1.8

55

100.0

Total
Missing

System

Total

26.2. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-questio
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important.
[Fees from sales of services]
Frequency
Valid

Percent
7.3

Valid Percent
7.3

Cumulative
Percent
7.3

1

4

3

2

3.6

3.6

10.9

4

7

12.7

12.7

23.6

5

11

20.0

20.0

43.6

6

14

25.5

25.5

69.1

7

17

30.9

30.9

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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26.3. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important [Fees from property rental]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative Percent

1

11

20.0

20.0

20.0

2

5

9.1

9.1

29.1

3

1

1.8

1.8

30.9

4

5

9.1

9.1

40.0

5

12

21.8

21.8

61.8

6

12

21.8

21.8

83.6

7

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid

Total

189

26.4. Factors contributing to sustainability/durabilit
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-questio
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important [Fees from sale of prod-ucts/goods]
Valid PerCumulative
Frequency
Percent
cent
Percent
Valid
1
9
16.4
16.4
16.4
2

4

3

3

4

6

5

11

6

9

7
Total

7.3

7.3

23.6

5.5

5.5

29.1

10.9

10.9

40.0

20.0

20.0

60.0

16.4

16.4

76.4

13

23.6

23.6

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

26.5. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important25. [Hiring of staff by other institu-tions for the management of the project]
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent
12.7

Cumulative
Percent
12.7

1

7

Percent
12.7

2

4

7.3

7.3

20.0

3

3

5.5

5.5

25.5

4

5

9.1

9.1

34.5

5

13

23.6

23.6

58.2

6

17

30.9

30.9

89.1

7

6

10.9

10.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Total

190

26.6. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important [Further public investment in the built infrastructure]
Frequency
Valid

Valid Percent
9.1

Cumulative
Percent
9.1

1.8

10.9

1

5

Percent
9.1

2

1

1.8

3

5

9.1

9.1

20.0

4

9

16.4

16.4

36.4

5

16

29.1

29.1

65.5

6

12

21.8

21.8

87.3
100.0

7
Total

7

12.7

12.7

55

100.0

100.0

26.7. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
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where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important. Fees, payments from members, shareholders, etc.]
Valid PerCumulative
Frequency
Percent
cent
Percent
Valid
1
11
20.0
20.0
20.0
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total

4
5
10
9
6
10
55

7.3
9.1
18.2
16.4
10.9
18.2
100.0

7.3
9.1
18.2
16.4
10.9
18.2
100.0

27.3
36.4
54.5
70.9
81.8
100.0

26.8. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important. [All profit generated by our activityr]
Valid PerCumulative
Frequency
Percent
cent
Percent
Valid
1
3
5.5
5.5
5.5
2

1

1.8

1.8

7.3

3

3

5.5

5.5

12.7

4

7

12.7

12.7

25.5

5

12

21.8

21.8

47.3

6

13

23.6

23.6

70.9

7

16

29.1

29.1

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

192

26.9. Factors contributing to sustainability/durability
Please rate the importance of the following factors that will contribute to the sustainability of your project
for at least next 5 years: only one answer/one grade, for each sub-question
where 1 is not at all important, 2 – low importance, 3 – slightly important, 4 – neutral, 5 – moderately important, 6 – very important, 7 – extremely important [Other (Please indicate on the next page]

Valid

1

Frequency
15

Percent
27.3

Valid Percent
27.3

Cumulative
Percent
27.3

2

1

1.8

1.8

29.1

3

2

3.6

3.6

32.7

4

10

18.2

18.2

50.9

5

8

14.5

14.5

65.5

6

8

14.5

14.5

80.0

7

11

20.0

20.0

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0
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27.1. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion
[Adequate institutional arrangements are in place to ensure sustainability of the project.]

Valid

Agree

Frequency
33

Percent
60.0

Valid
Percent
60.0

Cumulative
Percent
60.0

13

23.6

23.6

83.6

8

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Strongly agree
Total

27.2. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each
sub-question
[Sufficient and qualified personnel are in place to ensure sustainability of the project]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

26

47.3

47.3

47.3

Disagree

19

34.5

34.5

81.8

Strongly agree

10

18.2

18.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
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27.3. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each
sub-question
[Sufficient capital is invested to ensure sustain-ability of the project ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

32

58.2

58.2

58.2

Disagree

15

27.3

27.3

85.5

8

14.5

14.5

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly agree
Total

27.4. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each
sub-question
[Sufficient legal arrangements are in place to ensure sustainability of the project ]
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Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

30

54.5

54.5

54.5

Disagree

16

29.1

29.1

83.6

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly agree
Total

27.5. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each
sub-question
[Risk affecting sustainability are already identi-fied and already mitigated ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

36

65.5

65.5

65.5

Disagree

14

25.5

25.5

90.9

5

9.1

9.1

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly agree
Total

196

27.6. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each
sub-question
[We do not know yet how to ensure sustainability ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

13

23.6

23.6

23.6

Disagree

33

60.0

60.0

83.6

9

16.4

16.4

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Valid
Strongly agree
Total

28.1. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion. [The RCOP is financing projects which are contributing to the improvement of SME
competitiveness in Turkey]
197

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Valid

Agree

30

54.5

54.5

54.5

Neither agree or disagree

10

18.2

18.2

72.7

Strongly agree

13

23.6

23.6

96.4

2

3.6

3.6

100.0

55

100.0

100.0

Strongly Disagree
Total

28.2. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion. [There has been strong cooperation be-tween RCOP and other national institu-tions
addressing SME competitiveness]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree
Disagree
Valid

Neither agree or disagree
Strongly agree
Total

29

52.7

52.7

52.7

7

12.7

12.7

65.5

13

23.6

23.6

89.1

6

10.9

10.9

100.0

55

100.0

100.0
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28.3. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion.[The RCOP was much needed for less developed part of Turkey ]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

Valid

26

47.3

47.3

47.3

Disagree

2

3.6

3.6

50.9

Neither agree or disagree

6

10.9

10.9

61.8

Strongly agree

21

38.2

38.2

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

28.4. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion.[Overall, RCOP is good for Turkish economy ]
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Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

27

49.1

49.1

49.1

5

9.1

9.1

58.2

Strongly agree

23

41.8

41.8

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Neither agree or disagree
Valid

28.5. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion.[Implementing projects under RCOP is very bureaucratic ].
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

18

32.7

32.7

32.7

3

5.5

5.5

38.2

Neither agree or disagree

14

25.5

25.5

63.6

Strongly agree

20

36.4

36.4

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Valid
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28.6. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion. (Implementing projects under RCOP requires cooperation with too many institutions, actors and players ].
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

Valid

27

49.1

49.1

49.1

Disagree

1

1.8

1.8

50.9

Neither agree or disagree

7

12.7

12.7

63.6

Strongly agree

20

36.4

36.4

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

201

28.7. How do you agree with the following statements: only one answer for each subquestion. [The RCOP helped put new ideas in place, which could not be done from other
sources]
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

23

41.8

41.8

41.8

2

3.6

3.6

45.5

Neither agree or disagree

12

21.8

21.8

67.3

Strongly agree

18

32.7

32.7

100.0

Total

55

100.0

100.0

Disagree
Valid

202
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Annex 7 – Dynamics and values of indicators RCOP Turkey (see excel file attached)
Annex 8 – Programme phases versus resources (see excel file attached)
Annex 9 – Analysis of length of OIS development (see excel file attached)
Annex 10 – Cost efficiency and effectiveness (see excel file attached)
Annex 11 – Draft Final Report comments treatment table
No.

Comment

Horizontal comments
1.
The references to the case studies -at least to
their names- might be limited within the report,
at least to a maximum posssible extend since
the current version is giving the perception of
report is prepared for “Project evaluation” purposes rather than “programme evaluation”.

2.

The Section 4.2 titled “System resources: availability, deployment, constraints” seems so complicated -even to an insider-, therefore it would
be good if this section can be simplified a bit
and main parameters subject to this section (no
of OISs, no of TDs, contribution of TA projects
etc. ) can be briefly summarised in a table format, if/where possible.

Comments in the text
1.
Since all reports [at project level] are available
right now, they can be shared if requested at
least for some specific info , if any.

2.
3.
4.
5.

It’s better that same/similar info can be referred
thorug a different source, since EIF is the main
counterpart IFI under Measure 1.2. AFMA?
Ministry of Industry and Trade tried to be referred I guess. Can be revised accordingly.
The order of columns can be changed.
Inclusion of this priority may also be explained
in one sentence on the above narrative part
considering that it’s existence is slightly changing the calculations in terms of reflecting the %

Incorporated
(yes/no/partially)

Observations

Partially

The section based on case
study was streamlined.
However, not all references
to projects can be taken
away as these constitute
evidences supporting the
findings and the conclusions. For some evaluation
questions the case study is
the most important source
of evidences. A representative sample of projects was
selected exactly for this
purpose: that on the basis
of their analyses valid findings at programme level are
drawn.

yes

Section reformulated in
tabular format.

no

Processing all 10 most recent project progress reports in the evaluation
report would take much
more time than available.
No specific information is
identified at this point which
would be needed as it
would influence significantly
the findings of this report.
Different picture and source
were used.

yes
yes

revised

yes
yes

Order changed
Explanation added.
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6.
7.

8.

shares vis a vis the total Programme budget.,
especially in relation to Measure 1.1.
Not clear what it meant for out-readers? Can be
elaborated a bit.
Indeed, usage of grant schemes as an aid modality was an issue subject to discussion between EC and OS, where the final decision of
EC side was contrary to the usage of grants.
That’s why some of analysis seems only deployed to financial instruments which was not
the case. This issue can be briefly referred for
clearance purposes.
Indeed, these issues are not out of the scope of
the 3 FEIs. Flexibility could be still a good option at least for some type of instruments.

yes

Explanatory footnote added

yes

Clarifying paragraph added.

yes

9.

No need to mention specifically the project
name.

yes

10.

Too much pointing out the project. Would be
good if the text could be rephrased, to a maximum possible extend.
As to our knowledge, min needed staff was
somehow were get present even through indirect ways, to get benefit of TA activities.
As to our knowledge, this is not the case at
least for the referred projects. Might be good to
delete references.

Yes

Sentence added to emphasize that FEIs should take
into consideration these
needs.
Indeed, here we have an
overall finding, valid for all
projects analysed. Particularisation taken away.
Text adjusted

yes

Text adjusted

partially

13.

I think, the identified activity was relevant but
the ownership of the counterpart (Association
of İŞGEMs) was low. Therefore, not sure if this
is a good example of less relevant activity.

yes

14.

Too much pointing out the project.

partially

15.
16.

In the table, typing mistake “result”
This project’s contribution to this indicatio
(amount of venture capital) can be elaborated
mpre.

yes
yes (partially)

17.

Should we report like that?

We altered the text to balance the two views on the
matter, but we identified a
clear case in which there as
a (minor, indeed) mismatch
between the building and
the equipment (CUF
Kastamonu). Moreover, this
matter was brought up by
several other interviewed
persons.
Agree to a large extent.
There is evidence that exchange of experience
among ISGEMs and ABIGEMs are beneficial. But it
is not sure if this needs to
be carried out in an institutionalized framework.
This matter hasn’t been
signaled only by the evaluation report, but also by the
On-the-spot check report.
The text is reformulated to
ensure a balanced phrasing
of the matter.
Correction undertaken
I understand now the situation. TTA contributes too, to
the value of the venture
capital indicator. However, I
do not have data to go
more in depth in this matter. I hope the text adjustement is enough.
Text reformulated to present more clearly the idea.

11.
12.
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18.

Not all the networking activities fail, just the
ones related with National Association of
İŞGEMs. Can be rephrased accordingly.
No need for such a detail. Indeed, the configuration was slightly different.

yes

Agree, reformulated.

yes

20.

Should we aggregate ?

yes

21.

KCE is not a part of CoTI.

yes

22.

It’s not understood why a comparison between
KCE and KCoTI tried to be done.

yes

23.

Indeed, inexistence of KESOB in the OIS was a
clerical mistake. During the programming
phase, KESOB was known as the main local
counterpart and this was registered through a
Cooperation Agreement signed between
KOSGEB and KESOB.

yes

24.

It would be weird to report in 2017 that funds
spent in 2011 for TA is not known. Can be rechecked from Finance Department.

yes

25.

Inconsistency with above paragraph, TA seems
in place in 2014

yes

26.

There was no evaluation activity at Programme
level (as for CISOP) carried out in 2015. Therefore, what it meant by “evaluation “ activities
should be clarified further

no

27.

Coordination of the execution of the on the spot
checks were under the responsibility QACD.
Therefore reference should be adjusted.

yes

Taken out. But aspect is
important from sustainability perspective
Yes, I think you should
either aggregate either not
collect the data. If you
collect it for no purpose, we
talk about inefficiencies of
the indicator system.
Corrected. But during the
fieldwork the association/cooperation between
KCE and CoTI came forward
as very strong.
The connection with CoTI
was done because it is
recognized at local level
that the CoTI has more
capacity (human, financial)
to run such project.
Text adjusted. However, the
interviewed representative
of HESOB was not very
familiar with the programming stage, he was more
informed on implementation
and operation. The programming was done by
KOSGEB.
Correct. The information
existed, but they were not
available when the draft
evaluation report was elaborated. The data to be
clarified with the OS.
Corrected. There was not
TA in place for a bit more
than half a year.
Actually in accordance with
both the RCOP 2015 SAIR
and the TA 2 progress report in 2015: “Advice on the
development of an Evaluation Plan for
CISOP and ex-ante assessment for financial instruments for the programming
perspective was also provided.” and “Initial Draft of
the Evaluation Plan produced”
Text corrected. However,
the TA 2 progress report
says: Hands-on support,
combined with coaching
and mini-workshop, covering the requirements and
tasks for project/operation
closure and execution of onthe-spot checks, were or-

19.
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ganised for the Monitoring
and Evaluation Department.
Interactive engagement
with the Department also
re-sulted in TA inputs to the
draft operation closure
report and to the draft
report/checklist for on-thespot checks. Ad-hoc/on-thejob support was also provided in order to improve
understand-ing of operation
consistency, sustainability
and durability.
Figure double checked in
the TA report and corrected. Yes, 16 contracts.
Text adjusted.

28.

Sum of disaggregated figures is not coherent
(7+7+2=16 versus 38?

yes

29.

Too much pointing out the operation. There are
other projects which are not subject to case
study but also having exceptional cases in
terms of involvement of final beneficiaries.
The target group of the project should not be
understood as 10. It’s the estimated number of
SMEs participated in the network/cluster at first
hand. Questioning the cost-effectiveness of this
project only with these figures would be restrictive and misleading.

yes

31.

This statement of “projects in the RCOP portfolio which do not contribute at all” seems so
rigid. Even in the project titled “Increasing
Competitiveness of Middle Black Sea Region
(TR83))”, there is an indirect /indeed limited
contribution to socio-economic development.

Partially

32.

Presenting this issue as it is, seems to risky. As
rightly raised, unfair competition aspect is so
critical. In principal, it is always declared by OS
staff to ERAs that established facilities should
be directly benefited by SMEs. Facilities have
only an intermediary role.
Who recommended?

yes

Some methodological clarifications are brought in the
text of the report. However,
the same methodology is
applied for all three projects
under measure 2.2. It is
observable even without
calculations that a TA contract of 3.499.975,00 € was
awarded (under the TOBB
operation) for 5 clusters
and 150 targeted SMEs,
while the same amount was
allocated/awarded to “Activation of “Speciality Foods
Cluster” in the Southeast
Anatolia Region” for 1 cluster and 10 SMEs. The differences are too big and I
am not sure if the activities
under the latter are so
complex that it justifies
them.
Text rephrased to express
the interim conclusion in a
more balanced manner.
However, the concern on
the “Increasing Competitiveness of Middle Black Sea
Region (TR83))” remain.
Text rephrased

yes

Text rephrased

30.

33.
34.

partially

All these issues are subject to discussion and
verification. Providing such a punctual info may
lead confusion at a later stage. It’s better not to
go in details to a maximum possible extend.
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35.

Not understood what it meant. All these three
projects have TA components and business
plans can be prepared accordingly.
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