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1. Introduction
1.1. Background
IPA – a new instrument
Constructed on lessons learned from previous experiences with EU pre-accession support programmes (e.g.
Phare, ISPA, SAPARD, CARDS, Pre-accession Financial Assistance for Turkey), the Instrument for Preaccession (IPA), covering the period 2007-20131, significantly differs from these previous programmes especially
in terms of programming. Although multi-annual programming was introduced under e.g. Phare in the last years
of its implementation (2004-2006/7), IPA adopts a significantly more strategic approach by setting up Operational
Programmes, as presented above. In line with the IPA overall objective, this enhanced approach aims to more
effectively prepare candidate countries for the implementation of the Cohesion Policy, upon EU accession.
The Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme is one of the 5 programmes financed in Turkey under the
EU Instrument for Pre-accession Assistance (IPA) 2007-2013:
Programmes financed in Turkey under IPA 2007-2013
Component III of IPA - Regional Development
1. Operational Programme for Regional Competitiveness
2. Operational Programme for “Environment”
3. Operational Programme for “Transport”
Component IV of IPA - Human Resources
4. Operational Programme for Human Resources Development (HRD OP)
Component V of IPA – Rural Development
5. IPA Rural Development Programme (IPARD) for Turkey
The Operatıonal Programme 2007-2009 was approved by the European Commıssıon on 29 November 2007. In
June 2010, wıth Commıssıon’s approval, the programme was adjusted in order for thıs to cover the years 2010
and 2011, too. However, only in July 2009 Turkey was conferred management powers for RCOP. Thıs
accreditatıon process ıs not complete at the date of thıs fınal evaluation report (November 2011), as the
Financing and Contractıng Department of the RCP-CID stıll awaıts accredıtatıon, expected ın March 2012. Untıl
thıs date CFCU ıs carryıng out the future tasks of the RCOP-FCD (maınly tenderıng, contractıng and project
ımplementatıon).
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For which also the EU Multiannual financial fraework is agreed and the EU Cohesion Policy programming period is set up.
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Further on, RCOP ıs ımplemented under DIS (Decentralısed Implementatıon system). In a nutshell, thıs means
that the European Commıssıon, also through ıts Delegatıon ın Ankara, approves the procurement and award of
contracts under the RCOP.
The interim evaluation of the RCOP
“Evaluation” of the financial support granted under IPA is governed by the article 22 of the IPA Regulation2 and
Article 82 of the IPA Implementing Regulation3. More specifically, article 86 of the Financing Agreement between
the Government of the Republic of Turkey and the European Commission concerning multi-annual RCOP
(modified) requires that the Beneficiary carries out “evaluations linked to the monitoring of the programme, in
particular where this monitoring reveals a significant departure from the goals initially set or where proposals are
made for the revisions of the programme”.
In this context, the first interim evaluation of the Regional Competitiveness Operational Programme 20072009/2011/2013 (RCOP) was launched in May 2011 by the RCOP Coordination and Implementation Centre
within the Ministry of Industry and Trade (Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology since June 2011). As
requested by the Financing Agreement, this interim evaluation is carried out by a team of independent evaluation
experts under the project “Technical Assistance on Institutional - Building for the Implementation of RCOP in
Turkey”.

1.2. Objectives of the RCOP Interim Evaluation
Requirements for the Interim Evaluation of the RCOP, as per Terms of Reference and Inception Report
In accordance with the Activity 1.4 of the Terms or reference, the TAT shall “provide the end recipient [RCPCID/MED] with interim evaluation report(s) that will be an input for the revision of the OP.”
The Inception Report elaborates on this activity and integrates it with Activity 1.5 of the ToR, i.e. the revision of
the RCOP for 2012-2013, as the immediate objective of this interim evaluation is to provide the RCP-CID with the
4
necessary input for this revision in the absence of a mid-term evaluation still under preparation by SPO .

In accordance with the Inception Report:


the ultimate objective of the Interim Evaluation and subsequent revision is to foster successful
implementation of RCOP after 2011, including the increase of the RCOP absorption rate



the evaluation should indicate which improvements are needed in the structure of the RCOP and/or the
organization of the implementation

2

“The Commission shall regularly evaluate the results and efficiency of policies and programmes and the effectiveness of
programming in order to ascertain whether the objectives have been met and enable it to formulate recommendations with a
view to improving future operations. The Commission shall send relevant evaluation reports to the Committees referred to in
Article 14 for discussion. These results shall feed back into programme design and resource allocation.”
3
1. All programmes under the transition assistance and institution building component shall be subject to interim and/or ex post
evaluation, in accordance with Article 21 of Commission Regulation (EC, Euratom) No 2342/2002.
2. Prior to the conferral of management powers on the beneficiary country, both interim and ex post evaluations shall be carried
out. These shall be performed by the Commission. After the conferral of management powers, the responsibility for carrying out
interim evaluations shall lie with the beneficiary country, without prejudice to the Commission's rights to perform any ad hoc
interim evaluations of the programmes it deems necessary. Ex post evaluation shall remain a prerogative of the Commission
even after the conferral of management powers to the beneficiary country.
3. In line with Article 22 of the IPA Regulation, the executive summaries relating to interim evaluation and the ex post evaluation
reports shall be sent to the IPA Committee for discussion.
4

Ministry of Development since June 2011
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the revision of the RCOP will be a “technical” revision dealing with the budgets for 2012 and 2013, and
reconsidering the budget allocation and eligible actions of the RCOP, and expansion of target region for
some measures.



the interim evaluation of the RCOP will also be the first step in preparing for the new programming period
(2014-2020).

The activities of the IE, as envisaged by the Inception Report, are:


Analysis of the specific experiences in implementing the RCOP up till now based on a review of the
monitoring IMIS data. An assessment of the actual performance of the programme in terms of commitment,
expenditures, outputs and results from IMIS data in comparison to the planning will be carried out;



Review of the type of operations supported until now;



Advice on revisions needed.

Objectives of the interim evaluation
Based on the ToR requirements, detailed in the Inception Report and nuanced during the preparatory discussions
with RCP-CID, the interim evaluation will have the following objectives:
The global objective of the evaluation is to adjust the Operational Programme in terms of strategy, as well as
management and implementation processes, with a view to fostering its effective and efficient implementation
after 2011.
The specific objectives of this evaluation exercise are to:


collect evidence and analyse the programme strategy, management and implementation, including
monitoring and evaluation approach and processes;



consequently, make recommendations for adjusting the RCOP (as regards the elements analysed above programme strategy, management and implementation, including monitoring and evaluation approach and
processes) with a view to improving its financial and physical performance;



pave the way, to the extent the analysis allows it, towards the future IPA programming period.

The evaluation cut-off date was, initially, 30th of April 2011. However, in order for the final report to reflect, as
much as possible, the state of affairs, the chapter on “Efficiency” was drafted based on most recent data
available, i.e. November 2011. At the same time, the analysis of the project pipeline took into account the latest
(November 2011) development, for this final report to accurately present the state of affairs as regards the
programme implementation.

1.3. Evaluation target groups/stakeholders
Considering the objectives of the interim evaluation, its main stakeholders are the RCP-Coordination and
Implementation Centre, as well as the European Commission/DG Regio and the EU Delegation in Ankara.
Further on, the evaluation is important for other actors closely involved in the RCOP implementation, such as:


RCOP Sectoral Monitoring Committee
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Ministry of Development (Strategic Co-ordinator for Components III and IV)



National IPA Co-ordinator

A third group of important stakeholders is composed of the programme end-recipients and potential beneficiaries
e.g. Small and Medium Industry Development Organization [KOSGEB], the National Association of
Entrepreneurs, Turkish Young Businessmen’s Association [TÜGİAD], TOBB etc. as well as other professional
associations, regional and local actors in the target region of the programme eligible for interventions under the
RCOP, e.g. Development Agencies, Universities, ,Chambers of Commerce and Industry etc.

1.4. Evaluation Methodology
In order to reach the objectives of the interim evaluation, a methodology was developed and agreed together with
the RCOP Monitoring and Evaluation Department. This evaluation methodology is based on a series of evaluation
criteria, questions and instruments.
We need to underlıne here that an interım evaluatıon may be desıgned ın dıfferent manners and ıt may address
all evaluatıon crıterıa, only some of them, and/or aspects not necessarily dırectly connected to the evaluatıon
crıterıa.
Usually a comprehensive ınterım evaluatıon ındeed covers most of the evaluatıon crıterıa, because ın the mıddle
of the ımplementatıon phase decısıons need to be taken regarding measures whıch ensure the programme
effectıve and effıcıent ımplementatıon. However, ın order for an evaluatıon to be useful, ıt needs to be geared by
the ınformatıon needs of ıts stakeholders.
Under thıs ınterım evaluatıon we trıed to balance the ınformatıon needs of the RCP-CID, ınformatıon based on
evıdence whıch would support the RCP-CID to take the necessary decisions for the remaınıng of the current
programmıng perıod and potentıally, also for the future programmıng perıod, wıth the rather lımıted human and
tıme resources at dısposal.
The methodology set up for thıs ınterım evaluatıon takes both aspects ınto account; due to lımıted resources and
also due to the fact that lımıted programme ımpact was assumed from the outset, we have decıded to
concentrate on core ıssues, covered by three crıterıa only: relevance, efficiency and effectıveness. When workıng
on thıs fınal report, based on the draft fınal evaluatıon report and takıng ınto account the comments of the
programme stakeholders, we also elaborated ın the programme ımpact (please see chapter 3.8).
Evaluation criteria
Taking into account the type of evaluation (i.e. first interim), as well as the timing in the programme
implementation (i.e. the implementation process has just gained momentum in the first half of 2011), but also the
limited time resources at disposal (i.e. a first draft of the evaluation report needs to made available to the
beneficiary by the second part of July 2011), three criteria constitute the focus of this interim evaluation exercise:
relevance, effectiveness and efficiency.
RELEVANCE
Under the “relevance” criterion the evaluation will assess whether the strategy of the programme (still) answers to
the socio-economic problems it is supposed to address/tackle and whether the strategy of the programme is
coherent with other, relevant, strategic documents (e.g. revised MIPD).
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EFFECTIVENESS
Under “effectiveness” criterion we evaluate to which extent the objectives of the programmes are achieved/will be
achieved considering the progress registered in the programme implementation up to the IE cut-off date.
EFFICIENCY
“Efficiency” analysis if the effects obtained commensurate the resources invested in the programme
implementation (financial and human/time).
“Effectiveness” was purposely set as the second criterion to be addressed by the interim evaluation. On one side,
we would like to shift as much as possible the focus from “financial absorption” towards “physical performance” of
the programme, although we acknowledge the importance of the former. Secondly, in the framework of this
evaluation we emphasise less on financial aspects as the RCOP – CIC FC Department is currently under
accreditation.
A fourth criterion, i.e. “sustainability”, was pointed out during the interviews by various stakeholders of the
programme, as being important for the evaluation. In accordance with the European Commission guide on
evaluation, “EVALSED”, SUSTAINABILITY refers to the extent to which the results and outputs of the
interventions (institutional and socio-economic) are durable, in the sense that they last after the financial support
is completed.
Although this criterion is not specifically dealt with under the IE, special attention will be given to factors
underpinning the sustainability of the programme especially while analysing its effectiveness. Subsequently, we
will draw conclusions and make recommendations related to this particular issue5.

Evaluation questions
For each evaluation criteria a set of evaluation questions (EQs) were developed. Some of the EQs developed
under “effectiveness” are treated, in other evaluations, under efficiency. The choice made was deliberate, as we
would like to emphasize, in this IE, more on the importance of physical performance and as the governance of the
programme as such is not a particular evaluation issue, due to the specificity of IPA programmes in comparison
with EU Cohesion Policy programmes.
In any case, challenges affecting the programme effectiveness also impact on its efficiency.
EQs for RELEVANCE
No.

Evaluation question

1.

Has the socio-economic context of the programme evolved (bottom-up)?

2.

Has the strategic context of the programme evolved (top-down)?

3.

In the light of the above, is the programme strategy (priorities/measures/eligible actions, sectors,
beneficiaries, regions) still adequate, i.e. does is answer to the issues it aims to address/tackle?

4.

5

If no, should there be any changes in priorities, measures, eligibility of actions and priority regions for a

However, ınsuffıcıent evıdence came from the fıeldwork under thıs ınterım evaluatıon to allow us to deal wıth thıs evaluatıon crıterıon. However,
we have advısed the Mınıstry of Development to cover, ıf possıble, to cover thıs aspect ın the RCOP Interım evaluatıon carrıed out under ıts
coordınatıon. As the fieldwork provıded us more information on the ımpact of the programme, we elaborated more on thıs evaluatıon
criterion (please see chapter 3.8). Sustaınabılıty ıs stıll a very important aspect which needs ınvestıgatıon, and we leave thıs paragraph here
for thıs purpose: for further evaluatıon to keep ıt ın mınd and tackle ıt.
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revision of the RCOP?
EQs for EFFECTIVENESS
5.

What is the physical progress currently registered by the programme, in accordance with the programme
indicators and targets set?

6.

Is the indicator system in place adequate for the monitoring and evaluation of the programme
effectiveness?

7.

Are the programme communication activities fostering its effectiveness?

8.

Are the project appraisal and selection criteria ensuring a selection of projects which lead to an
effectively implemented programme? – all packages until the cut-off date

9.

Is the project appraisal and selection process ensuring a selection of projects which lead to an effectively
implemented programme? – all packages until the cut-off date

10.

Is the Monitoring Committee adequately set up and functioning?

11.

What have been the major success factors and bottlenecks determining the programme effectiveness?
Have the solutions adopted (if any), triggered the expected results?

EQs for EFFICIENCY
12.

What is the financial performance of the programme?

13.

Are the human resources involved in the implementation of the RCOP sufficient in terms of number and

14.

Which have been the major success factors and bottlenecks determining absorption? Have the solutions

qualification?
adopted (if any), triggered the expected results?

Further research questions were developed under each evaluation question, to guide the analysis.
Evaluation instruments
Three main methodological instruments were used in order to answer the research and evaluation questions:


Desk-based research (DBR)



Interviews (I)



On-line survey (S) among the members of the SMC, end-recipients and potential beneficiaries

These sources of information are needed in order to apply the TRIANGULATION principle to the analysis carried
out under this evaluation: findings are “checked” three times, by all three sources. The conclusions drawn are
based on triangulated findings and not on singular opinions.
A focus group (FG) with the “Ad-hoc Evaluation Committee” (see under) is also envisaged to be held at the
beginning of September 2011. During the Focus Group the Evaluation Committee will discuss the draft final report
and, in this setting, facts and findings are checked again, possibly new, relevant findings are identified, and the
report conclusions and recommendations are validated.
In the framework of the Desk-based research (DBR) all documents available and relevant were analysed (for a
complete list please see annex 1).
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12 interviews with the main stakeholders were carried out under this evaluation, as presented under:
Instrument

Target group

Interviews

RCP-CID (all departments) – 4 interviews
State Planning Organisation – 1 interview

12 interviews, 11 face to face, one phone

National IPA Co-ordinator - 1 interview
EU Delegation – 1 interview
DG Regio - 1 interview (phone)
CFCU – 1 interview
UNDP – 1 interview
KOSGEB and TOBB as members of the SMC – 2
interviews

The complete list of the interviewees and the generic list of questions used for this interview are to be found in
annex 2 to this report.
The comprehensive on-line survey had specific sections for the members of the SMC, RCOP end-recipients and
potential beneficiaries (please see annex 3 for the questionnaire used). As some programme end-recipients are
also members of the SMC, the answers of the two groups need to be read, to a certain extent, together.
The survey has been sent to 949 participants in total by dividing into 3 parts, via MoSIT’s e-mail address
(bropdegerlendirme@sanayi.gov.tr) with a signature of Mr. Mehmet Ali YILMAZ. Below you can find the respond
rates of each target group:
Part I. Sectoral Monitoring Committee Members
Total Started Survey: 81
Total Completed Survey: 42 (51.9%)
Part II. Beneficiaries
Total Started Survey: 23
Total Completed Survey: 12 (52.2%)
Part III. Potential Beneficiaries
Total Started Survey: 77
Total Completed Survey: 52 (67.5%)
Considering the percentages of target groups completing the survey, we can consider their answers
representative.
The following table presents which instruments were used in order to answer which evaluation questions:
RELEVANCE
The strategy of the programme answers to the socio-economic problems it is supposed to address/tackle. The
strategy of the programme is coherent with other, relevant, strategic documents (e.g. revised MIPD)6.
No.

Evaluation question

Instruments

1.

Has the socio-economic context of the programme evolved (bottom-up)?

DBR, I, S, FG

2.

Has the strategic context of the programme evolved (top-down)?

DBR, I, FG

6

The geographical scope of the programme is a matter of programme strategy and it will be dealt with here, as well as in the
next chapters, to the extent to which this is identified as bottleneck for the programme efficiency and effectiveness.
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3.

In the light of the above, is the programme strategy (priorities/measures/eligible actions,

DBR, I, S, FG

sectors, beneficiaries, regions) still adequate, i.e. does is answer to the issues it aims to
address/tackle?
4.

If no, should there be any changes in priorities, measures, eligibility of actions and priority

DBR, I, S, FG

regions for a revision of the RCOP?
EFFECTIVENESS
The objectives of the programmes are achieved/will be achieved considering the progress registered in the
programme implementation up to the IE cut-off date.
5.

What is the physical progress currently registered by the programme, in accordance with

DBR

the programme indicators and targets set?
6.

Is the indicator system in place adequate for the monitoring and evaluation of the

DBR, I, S, FG

programme effectiveness?
7.

Are the programme communication activities fostering its effectiveness?

DBR, I, S, FG

8.

Are the project appraisal and selection criteria ensuring a selection of projects which lead

DBR, I, S, FG

to an effectively implemented programme? – all packages until the cut-off date
9.

Is the project appraisal and selection process ensuring a selection of projects which lead

DBR, I, S, FG

to an effectively implemented programme? – all packages until the cut-off date
10.

Is the Monitoring Committee adequately set up and functioning?

DBR, I, S, FG

11.

What have been the major success factors and bottlenecks determining the programme

DBR, I, S, FG

effectiveness? Have the solutions adopted (if any), triggered the expected results?
EFFICIENCY
The effects obtained commensurate to the resources invested (financial and human/time)
12.

What is the financial performance of the programme?

DBR, I

13.

Are the human resources involved in the implementation of the RCOP sufficient in terms

DBR

14.

Which have been the major success factors and bottlenecks determining absorption?

of number and qualification?
DBR, I, S, FG

Have the solutions adopted (if any), triggered the expected results?
On 27th of July a Draft Fınal Report was submıtted to the RCP-CID. Thıs draft was sent by the RCP-CID to the
maın stakeholders of the evaluatıon, maınly the members of the Ad-Hoc Evaluatıon Commıttee. On 12th of
October the focus group planned wıth the AEC was held at the RCP-CID premıses (please see annex 12 for the
mınutes of thıs meetıng).
Based on the stakeholders comments (please see annex 13), as well as by completıng chapter 2.4 ‘The Future of
IPA’ and chapter 4. ‘Effıcıency’, thıs fınal report was wrapped up and submitted to the RCOP on 23rd of November
2001.

1.5. Structure of this evaluation report
In order to facilitate reading and easily follow the manner in which the evaluation methodology was applied, the
report is structured in three main chapters, based on the evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness and
efficiency.
While the introductory chapter sets the ground for the evaluation and presents the methodology applied, the
RELEVANCE chapter includes the analysis of the objectives of operational programme and their adequacy in
relation to changes in the social, economic and environmental context during the programming period. Also thıs
chapter also covers the ıssue of the future of IPA and RCOP.
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Under the EFFECTIVENESS chapter the achieved outputs, results and impacts of the programme are assessed
in relationship with the set objectives, in order to understand why there are or may be varying degrees of success
in this respect. Particular attention is placed on the analysis of processes and implementation mechanisms
related to the RCOP, with a view to identifying bottlenecks influencing effectiveness (and efficiency) as well as
manners to set them aside. A sub-chapter on ımpact was added when the fınal report was drafted, as thıs matter
has raısed several questıons marks during the evaluatıon process.
The section on EFFICIENCY compares processes and effects to the means and resources mobilised, in
particular, the costs of the assistance in relation to its effectiveness. At the same tıme, the potentıal role of the
RDAs under the RCOP/other IPA programmes was concısely ınvestıgated.
Each of the three main chapters presents the related findings based on their source (DBR, interviews and
survey) and draws interim conclusions. Based on these findings and interim conclusions, in the final chapter
overarching conclusions are drawn and recommendations are made.
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2. Relevance
The main objective of the analysis of RCOP from relevance point of view is to find out if the strategy of the
programme answers to the socio-economic problems it is supposed to address and if the strategy of the
programme is coherent with other, relevant, strategic documents.
To carry out this evaluation the following sub-questions were defined to answer them:


Has the socio-economic context of the programme evolved (bottom-up)?



Has the strategic context of the programme evolved (top-down)?



In the light of the above, is the programme strategy (priorities, measures, eligible actions, sectors,
beneficiaries, regions) still adequate, i.e. does is answer to the issues it aims to address?



If no, should there be any changes in priorities, measures, eligibility of actions and priority regions for a
revision of the RCOP?

In order to give a solid answer to the above questions the following activities were undertaken:


revision of socio-economic analysis underpinning the programme analysing using fresh statistical data, with a
view to identify changes in the programme context



analysis, cross-checking of the overarching, strategic documents – focusing on the new ones, which were
developed after the preparation of the RCOP – to find out if RCOP is in line with them



evaluation of the results of on-line survey and interviews concerning the relevance of the RCOP



defining proposals to revise priorities, measures, eligible actions, sectors, beneficiaries, regions,
concentration principle of RCOP, if it is necessary, on the basis of the results of the above activities.

2.1. Changes in the socio-economic context of the programme
The aim of this sub-chapter is to analyse the changes, refresh the data and examine the trends in the macroeconomic environment of the RCOP. The analysis would like to give an overview both at national and the 26
NUTS 2 regions level, and also compare the Turkish trends with the EU-27 member states. At this point the
evaluator would like to emphasize that the barrier of the analysis is the availability of relevant fresh data by
Eurostat and Turkstat, and because of it not all the important indicators can be analysed at regional level in the
frame of this report. Within this chapter the following aspects will be analysed: growth rate, GDP per capita, GVA
per capita and indicators of demography, employment, foreign trade, enterprises, tourism, R+D and ICT. This
sub-chapter is written only on the basis of available statistical data. (The analysis of some segments of the
Turkish economy will be further evaluated in sub-chapter 2.2 on the basis of the relevant strategies.)

Growth rate
When talking about the economic development level and growth of an area, the growth rate, the gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita and the gross value added (GVA) per capita are definitely among the most important
indicators to evaluate.
During the 2001 financial crisis, the Turkish economy had contracted 5.7 percent but it entered a period of growth
for eight consecutive years until 2010. Turkey was hit by the global crisis like all other countries integrated to the
world economy. The global economic crisis led to negative growth in last quarter of 2008 and the economy shrank
6.5 percent in fourth quarter of 2008, and growth rate realised was 0.4 in 2008. Contraction in economy also
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continued in 2009 when the economy suffered nearly 5 percent contraction. Until 2008, when the impact of the
global crisis spread throughout the Europe, the growth rates of Turkish economy were relatively high
compared to the EU-27. Having faced the impacts of the global downturn, growth rate of Turkey has sharply
declined in 2008 and 2009 likewise in Europe.
Figure 1. Real GDP groth rate in EU 27 and Turkey, 2002-2010

Source: RCOP Sectoral Annual Report
Turkish economy entered into recovery period starting with the second quarter of 2009 and was out of crisis in the
fourth quarter of 2009, where positive growth rate was recorded. Turkey is among European countries that
successfully weathered the economic crisis and achieved positive economic development in 2010. Its
robust economic growth has continued in 2010 as well, having 8,9 %. Turkey’s very recent economic performance
has created an optimistic environment, enabling international organizations to regard it as the fastest growing
economy in Europe and among the OECD countries, too. The pre-crisis levels in most of the sectors’ of
industrial production were achieved or exceeded as of the end of 2010. The strong economic growth process has
also been continuing in the first quarter of 2011.
GDP per capita
GDP/capita at national level:
The analysis underpinning the RCOP is based on the GDP per capita (PPP) data of Turkey from 2001, thus the
period of 2001 – 2010is examined in this study7.
The GDP/capita data of Turkey increased from 3.300 Euro to 7.600 Euro in this period, which means that the
GDP/capita is 2,3 times higher in 2010 than it was in 2001. In the same period in the EU-27 countries the
average GDP/capita became 1,24 times higher, increased from 19.800 Euro to 24.500 Euro. It means that the
base value of the average GDP/capita was much higher in the EU-27 regions than in Turkey in 2001, but in
Turkey the increase was much more intensive between 2001 and 2010 than in the EU-27 regions, which affects
the decrease of the inequalities among the EU-27 and the Turkish NUTS 2 regions.
Figure 2. GDP/cap in EU-27 and Turkey, 1997-2007

7

At national level 2010 data is available, but at NUTS 2 level data was available until 2008. In the framework of this evaluation
the NUTS2 level GDP/capita data of Eurostat is used in current market prices, as the NUTS 2 level GDP/capita PPP data
of Turkey was not available at the time of the report preparation. (Try to get the missing data and include it into the final
report.)
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Source of data: Eurostat (2001 – 2008), RCOP, Sectoral Annual Report (2009 – 2010)

Table 1. GDP/capita (EURO) of EU-27 and Turkey, 2001 – 2010
2001
European
Union (27
countries)
Turkey

2002

2004

19 800

20 500

3 300

3 700

2005

21 700 22 500
4 600

5 600

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

23 700

25 000

25 100

23 500

24 500

6 000

6 700

7 000

6 100

7 600

Source of data: Eurostat (2001 – 2008), RCOP, Sectoral Annual Report (2009 – 2010)

In 2001 the average GDP/capita was 6 times higher in the EU-27 countries than in Turkey, but in 2008 this
value was only 3,59 times higher, in 2009 during the economic crisis it was 3,85 times higher, but in 2010
only 3,22 times higher in the EU-27 member states than in Turkey.
Taking a look at the yearly increase of the GDP/capita the evaluator can say that 2005 was an extremely
productive year for Turkey, as the GDP/capita increased by 21 % comparing to 2004, and it is also worth to
mention that in 5 of the 9 years examined, the increase of GDP/capita was higher than 10 %, while in the EU27 the increase reached the 5 % only in 2 of the 9 years. In the table below the values of the yearly increase of
the GDP/capita also shows that the development was much quicker between 2002 and 2008 in Turkey than in the
EU-27, which causes the decrease of the differences between Turkey and the EU-27. It must be mentioned also
that the decline in Turkey in 2009 was sharper than in the EU-27. In 2009 the GDP/capita has decreased by
12,9% in Turkey, and by 6,6 % in the EU-27 as the effect of the economic crisis, but the real GDP increased in
the first half of 2010 by 11% from a year earlier, reflecting a very significant recovery over the last year. In
2010 the GDP/capita increased by 4,3 % in the EU-27, and 24,6 % in Turkey. All sectors demonstrated strong
positive growth: trade, industry and construction expanded by over 15% in the first semester of 2010.
Table 2. Yearly increase of GDP/capita of the EU-27 countries and Turkey, 2001 – 2010, (%)

Yearly increase of GDP/capita (%) of EU-27 and Turkey, 2001 - 2010
2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010
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European Union
(27 countries)

0,035

0,015

0,043

0,037

0,053

0,055

0,004

-0,064

0,043

Turkey

0,121

0,081

0,150

0,217

0,071

0,117

0,045

-0,129

0,246

Source of data: Eurostat

GDP/capita at regional level:
The regional inequalities of the GDP/capita in the EU-27 countries and Turkey can be seen in Euro in Map No1 in
and in the percentage of the EU27 average below.
The map shows that the GDP/capita of most of the 26 NUTS 2 regions of Turkey does not reach the 50 % of
the EU-27 average, and only 7 of the 26 exceeds the 50 % limit, but these are also below the 75 % of the EU-27
average. These 7 NUTS2 regions are the followings: TR-10 Istanbul, TR-21 Tekirdag, TR-31 Izmir, TR-41 Bursa,
TR-42 Kocaeli, TR-51 Ankara and TR-81 Zonguldak. Thus, if Turkey were EU member state, all 26 regions would
benefit from Structural Instruments as convergence regıons.
Figure 3. GDP per inhabitant, in PPS, by NUTS II regions, 2007
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(Source: Eurostat)
The change of GDP/capita between 2000 – 2007 of the NUTS 2 regions in EU-27 countries and some candidate
countries, including Turkey can be seen in the Map No 2 in Annex 4.
To measure the regional inequalities the following two indicators will be calculated: relative dispersion, Max/Min
values of all NUTS2 regions of the EU-27 and Turkey.
As the up-to-date data is not available at PPP form at the time of preparation of the report, we made calculations
on the basis of GDP/capita at current market prices, and also on the basis of GDP/capita PPS (EU 27=100).
Evaluation of the GDP/Capita data in current market prices:
The following table shows how the relative dispersion of the GDP/capita data changed at NUTS2 level between
2001 and 2008.The regional inequalities have decreased among the NUTS2 regions of the EU-27 countries
by 5,67 percent points, and slightly decreased among the 26 NUTS2 regions of Turkey by 2,03 percent
points.
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Table 3. Relative dispersion of GDP/capita at current market prices at NUTS2 level, 2001 - 2008
Relative dispersion of GDP/capita at current market prices at NUTS2 level, 2001 - 2008
2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

change (% point)

relative dispersion EU-27 (%)

49,98 49,57 48,72 48,33 47,65 47,13 46,07 44,31

-5,67

relative dispersion Turkey 26 (%)

39,62

-2,03

n.a.

n.a.

39,86 39,41 37,99 37,63 37,58

Source of data: Eurostat (own calculation)
The following table shows that, in the EU-27 NUTS2 regions the maximum value of GDP/capita was 48,87
times higher in 2001 than the lowest value, while in 2008 it was 29,43 times higher. The decrease of the
regional inequalities can be noted also among the regions of the 15 old EU member states, among the 12 new
member states, and also among the 26 Turkish regions. In 2001 the GDP/capita of the most developed
Turkish Region was 5,45 times higher than the value of the less developed region. In 2008 it was only 4,6
times higher. Among the 12 NUTS2 target regions of RCOP the Max/Min value has imperceptibly changed, in
some of the years a little bit up, in other years a little bit down. (The future values of this indicator in the coming
years would show the possible impact of the RCOP in the 12 target regions, thus it should be calculated in 2014
or 2015.)
Table 4. Max/Min of GDP/capita at current market prices at NUTS2 level, 2001 – 2008
Max/Min of GDP/capita at current market prices at NUTS2 level, 2001 – 2008
2001
MAX/MIN EU-27
MAX/MIN EU-15

2002

2003

2004

48,87 48,50 44,35
7,19

7,46

6,98

10,27 10,25

2005

2006

2007

2008

change (% point)

42,42 36,65 37,75 35,78 29,43
7,26

7,33

7,61

7,67

6,84

-19,43
-0,34

9,76

9,37

8,91

9,71

9,81 10,13

-0,13

MAX/MIN Turkey 26 NUTS 2 regions

5,45

n.a.

n.a.

5,19

4,90

4,95

4,83

4,60

-0,85

MAX/MIN RCOP 12 NUTS 2 regions

2,09

n.a.

n.a.

2,188

2,05

2,15

2,04

2

-0,09

MAX/MIN EU-12 new MS

Source of data: Eurostat (own calculation)
Evaluating the degree of the differences between the most developed EU-27 NUTS2 region and the most
developed Turkish NUTS2 region on the basis of the GDP/capita, it can be stated that the differences decreased
between 2001 and 2008. In 2001 the highest regional value of GDP/capita was 12,22 times higher in the EU-27
than in Turkey, but in 2008 this difference was only 7,68 times higher in the EU-27 than in Turkey. The same
situation can be observed if we take a look at the degree of differences between the less developed region of the
EU-27 and Turkey: the difference was 1,36 times higher in 2001, and it was only 1,2 times in 2008.
Table 5. Difference between the highest and lowest values of EU-27 and Turkish NUTS 2 regions in GDP/capita,
2001 – 2008
Difference between the highest and lowest values of EU-27 and Turkish NUTS 2 regions in GDP/capita,
2001 – 2008
2001

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

EU-27 MAX (EUR)

73 300

80 600

84 300

90 600

96 600

88 300

EU-27 MIN (EUR)

1 500

1 900

2 300

2 400

2 700

3 000

Turkey MAX (EUR)

6000

8300

9800

9900

11100

11500

Turkey MIN (EUR)

1100

1600

2000

2000

2300

2500

MAX EU-27/MAX Turkey

12,22

9,71

8,60

9,15

8,70

7,68
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MIN EU-27/MIN Turkey

1,36

1,19

1,15

1,20

1,17

1,20

Source of data: Eurostat (own calculation)
As a conclusion it can be said that between 2001 and 2008 the regional differences have been slightly
decreased among the Turkish regions, and more significantly decreased among the regions of the EU-27. And
the differences also decreased among Turkey and the EU-27. The inequalities decreased less in the 12 RCOP
target regions (by 0,09 percentage points) than in all 26 NUTS2 regions of Turkey (0,85 percentage points).
The Table No 23 of Annex 4. shows the exact GDP/capita values of the 26 NUTS2 regions of Turkey between
2001 – 2008 (source: Eurostat), and in case of the 2001 and 2008 data it is also indicated that the GDP/capita
value of the given region is how many % of the Turkish average in the given year. The target regions of RCOP
are indicated with blue background. The regions with a value below the 75 % of the Turkish average are indicated
with red colour in the annexes.

It can be seen that in case of the region TR71 (Kırıkkale) the GDP/capita value (in current market prices)
dropped below the 75 % of the Turkish average in 2008. The region TR52 (Konya) is also below the 75 %
limit, and it was also below this limit in 2001, if not the PPP, but the current market price values of
GDP/capita is taken into consideration. In 2008 14 NUTS2 regions are below the 75% limit in Turkey.
Table 6. Change of the position of Turkish regions on the basis of GDP/capita between 2001 - 2008
Change of the position of Turkish regions on the basis of GDP/capita between 2001 – 2008
% of Turkish average

change between 2001 - 2008

code of region

name of region

2001

2008

(% point)

TR41

Bursa

112,12

142,86

30,74

TR61

Antalya

90,91

104,29

13,38

TR21

Tekirdag

124,24

135,71

11,47

TR10

Istanbul

157,58

164,29

6,71

TR72

Kayseri

63,64

70,00

6,36

TRA2

Agri

33,33

38,57

5,24

TR22

Balikesir

93,94

98,57

4,63

TR90

Trabzon

63,64

67,14

3,51

TRA1

Erzurum

48,48

51,43

2,94

TRB2

Van

33,33

35,71

2,38

TR82

Kastamonu

66,67

68,57

1,90

TR83

Samsun

69,70

71,43

1,73

TR33

Manisa

84,85

85,71

0,87

TR52

Konya

72,73

70,00

-2,73

TRC3

Mardin

45,45

41,43

-4,03

TR81

Zonguldak

103,03

98,57

-4,46

TR63

Hatay

69,70

64,29

-5,41

TRB1

Malatya

63,64

55,71

-7,92

TRC2

Sanliurfa

51,52

40,00

-11,52

TR32

Aydin

109,09

97,14

-11,95

TRC1

Gaziantep

63,64

51,43

-12,21

TR71

Kirikkale

81,82

67,14

-14,68
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TR51

Ankara

154,55

138,57

-15,97

TR31

Izmir

148,48

125,71

-22,77

TR62

Adana

109,09

77,14

-31,95

TR42

Kocaeli

181,82

148,57

-33,25

Source of data: Eurostat (own calculation)
The table above shows that 7 of the 12 RCOP regions achieved a better % of the Turkish average of the
GDP/capita in 2008 than in 2001, so the position of these regions became better in Turkey.

Taking into

consideration all of the 26 NUTS 2 regions of Turkey it can be stated that half of them achieved a better % in
2008 than in 2001, and from these 13 regions 7 came from the RCOP target regions. Among those 13 regions,
which worsened its % of the Turkish average there are only 5 of the RCOP target regions. (See details in the
table above.)
Figure 4. GDP/capita as a % of Turkish average in the NUTS II regions, 2008

( Source: Eurostat)
The following diagram shows that even though differences in the regional inequalities were reduced in ratio in
Turkey, the difference in absolute values showed an increase between the most and less developed regions. It is
because all of the regions increased its own values of GDP/capita during the years, but the degree of the
difference - how many times bigger the highest value than the lowest – became smaller during the last decade.
Figure 5. Differences between the highest and the lowest values of GDP/capita at NUTS II level, 2001-2008 (€)
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(Source: Eurostat)
GDP/capita PPS (EU 27 = 100)
The following table shows the relative dispersion of the PPS GDP/capita data of the EU NUTS 2 regions. It
shows that in case of the whole EU and the old member states the regional differences were reduced
between 2001 and 2008. In case of the EU 27 the relative dispersion was reduced by 2,84 % point, in case of
the EU 15 by 1,15 % point.
In contrary with the trends of the old member states in the new member states (EU 12) the regional
inequalities were increased in the examined period by 5,09 % point. The NUTS 2 regions of Turkey shows the
same trend as the 12 new member states, the relative dispersion of the GDP/capita PPS increased by 2,96 %
point between 2001 and 2008.
Figure 6.: Relative dispersion of GDP/Capita PPS at NUTS 2 level

Relative dispersion of GDP/Capita PPS (EU27 = 100 %) at NUTS 2 level
EU 27
EU 15
EU 12 new MSs
Turkey 26

2001
40,16
34,95
23,86
14,61

2008
37,33
33,80
28,94
17,57

Change (% point), 2001 - 2008
-2,84
-1,15
5,09
2,96

(Source: own calculation on the basis of Eurostat data)
GVA per capita
The graph below shows the change of the gross value added (GVA) /capita data of Turkey between 2004 and
2008. (GVA provides a dollar value for the amount of goods and services that have been produced, less the cost
of all inputs and raw materials that are directly attributable to that production.)
Figure 7. GVA/capita in Turkey between 2004-2008
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( Source: EC Delegation Ankara)
The GVA/capita value of Turkey has increased from 5103 $ to 9384 $ in the mentioned period; the value in
2008 is 1,83 times higher than the value in 2004.
On the following diagram, and at the table No 1 in it can be seen that the share of agriculture and construction
sector slightly decreased between 2001 and 2009 from the total GVA of Turkey, while the share of industry
decreased by 3,04% and the share of the service sector increased by 3,86%.
Figure 8. Share of total GVA in Turkey, 2001-2009

( Source: Turkstat)
On the basis of the GVA/capita data of the Turkish NUTS 2 level regions, it can’t be stated that there was a
real decrease in the regional inequalities between 2004 – 2008. The following diagram shows the changes of
the relative dispersion and the Max/Min values. In 2004 the GVA/capita in the region with the highest value was
4,29 times higher than in the region with the lowest value. The relative dispersion of GVA/capita among the 26
NUTS2 level regions decreased from 35,07 % to 34,88 % in the mentioned period. But in the middle of the period
both indicator increased a little bit, and then decreased again.

Figure 9. Changes of differences in the GVA/capita among the 26 NUTS II regions of Turkey, 2004-8
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( Source: EC Delegation Ankara)
In absolute value the differences of the GVA/capita values has increased among the NUTS2 regions, as it can be
seen below.
Figure 10. GVA/capita 2004-2008 ($)

( Source: EC Delegation Ankara)
In the table below the GVA/capita data of the NUTS 2 level Turkish regions are shown. The regions marked with
red colour were above the Turkish average in 2004. The blue colour indicates those regions, which data was
between the 75 – 100 % of the Turkish average. The black colour indicates the regions below the 75 % of Turkish
average in 2004. The brown written regions are the target regions of the RCOP.
Two very important issues must be mentioned on the basis of this table:


The GVA/capita in the region TR90 (Trabzon), which is one of the RCOP target regions exceeded the 75%
of the Turkish average in 2008.



The GVA/capita of the region TR71 (Aksaray, Kirikkale, Kirsehir, Nevsehir, Nigde) - which is not among the
target regions of RCOP – is below the 75 % of the Turkish average in 2008.

The Gross Value Added (GVA) per capita of the NUTS 2 regions of Turkey 2004 - 2008 ($) can be seen in the
Table No 24. of Annex 4.
Demography
The population of Turkey has increased by 9 % between 2001 and 2011, from 67,8 million to 73,7 million
people. According to the data of Eurostat there was a 3,9 % decrease from 2006 to 2007 in the population; the
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reason behind this decrease is not clear. The exact value of the yearly population change of Turkey can be seen
in the Table No. 2 of Annex 3.
Figure 10. Total population of Turkey, 2001-2011, (1000 persons)

( Source: Eurostat)
In the target regions of the RCOP 24,79 million people lived in 2010, which is 33,63% of the total Turkish
population. As in 2000 this proportion was higher (37 %), the share of the 12 RCOP target regions has
decreased in the last decade. The relative dispersion of the Turkish population distribution among the 26 NUTS2
regions has slightly increased. The population of the 26 NUTS2 regions between 1990 – 2010 is shown in Table
No3 of Annex 4.
The table below shows the change of the population on the 26 NUTS2 regions of Turkey between 1990 – 2010.
The RCOP target regions are with blue background. It can be stated that the 7 of the 10 NUTS2 regions, which
population decreased both between 1990 – 2000 and between 2000 - 2010 is from the 12 RCOP target
regions.
Table 7. Change of population in NUTS2 regions of Turkey, 1990 – 2010
Change of population in NUTS2 regions of
Turkey, 1990 – 2010
1990-2000
8,73

39,23

32,31

TR 42

19,36

19,53

TRC1

22,55

19,32

TR 51

23,84

19,06

TR 41

25,37

18,84

TR 31

25,09

17,15

TRC2

33,76

13,76

TR21

14,51

12,30

TRC3

26,34

11,63

TR 63

13,68

10,67

TR 32

17,66

8,87

TR 61

36,68

7,84

TR 62

24,30

6,63

the

20,06

nation

TR
TR10

increasing above the national average

2000-2010 (%)

below

(%)

27

9,58

6,58

TRB2

29,00

3,37

TR 81

-7,15

0,99

TR 33

10,50

-1,52

TRA2

5,18

-1,95

TR 72

9,12

-5,82

TR 52

23,76

-7,76

TRB1

11,69

-8,21

TR 83

5,32

-8,63

TR 71

10,60

-11,51

TR 82

-7,07

-14,73

TR90

9,77

-19,65

TRA1

7,71

-20,95

decreasing

TR22

(Source: Eurostat)
The population of Turkey is quite young. In 2010 25,61 % of the Turkish population was 0 – 14 years old, and
only 7,23 % of them was older than 65 years. This last data is totally different from the European trends, where
the proportion of the old aged persons is much higher. It can be stated that in 9 of the 12 RCOP target regions
the proportion of the 0 – 14 years old people is higher than the Turkish average, and in half of the RCOP
regions the proportion of the old people (above 65 years) doesn’t reach the national average. The details of the
total population and the distribution of the population by age groups at NUTS2 level can be seen in Table No 4 of
Annex 4.
The population density of Turkey has increased in the last decade, it was 86 person/km2 in 2000, and it is 96
person/km2 in 2010. From this point of view the regional differences are quite big; the relative dispersion is
506%. In 10 of the 12 RCOP target region the population density doesn’t reach the Turkish average. See details
in Table 5 of Annex 4 and the comparison with the European values at the following map:
Figure 12. Population density, by NUTSII regions, 2008
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( Source: Eurostat)
Employment
In the crisis period unemployment rates increased mainly due to increases in labour participation rates.
Parallel to the measures taken and economic recovery unemployment rate decreased from 14 % in 2009 to 11.9
% in the end of 2010. In 2009, despite the deterioration of economic environment Turkey was able to create 83
thousand new jobs, where in 2010 this number increased to 1,3 million. It is anticipated that the economic
recovery will continue to be reflected to the labour market in the forthcoming period. Even if the unemployment
rate of Turkey increased in global economic crisis, it is clearly seen that unemployment rate shows a falling
tendency after 2009.
Figure 13: Unemployment rate of Turkey
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Source: Sectoral Annual Report
Between 2005 and 2010 the total labour force of Turkey has increased from 24.565 thousand to 25.641
thousand, which is an increase of 4,3%. The number of persons employed increased by 2,4 % in this period,
from 22.046 thousand to 22.594 thousand. In the RCOP target regions the total labour force did not increase,
but decreased by 4,1% in the mentioned period, while the number of persons employed decreased by 5,6 %,
thus here the tendency is different from the national trends. One of the major reason behind this is the migration
from RCOP target regions to the other parts of the country.
From sectoral point of view it can be said that at national level the proportion of agriculture of the total
employment reduced by 4,3 percent points (from 29,5 % to 25,2 %), in the RCOP target regions the reduction
was 3,6 percent point, but the proportion of the persons employed in the agriculture is still very high, 40,8 % in
2010.
The proportion of the persons employed in the industry has increased slightly between 2005 and 2010 (from 24,7
% to 26,2 % in Turkey, from 14,9 % to 17,4 % in the RCOP regions) both at national level and in the RCOP target
regions. There was an increase in case of the service sector also: from 45,8 % to 48,6 % at national level, and in
the RCOP regions from 40,7 % to 41,6 %. (See details in the Table No 6 of Annex 4.)

The total employment rate of Turkey can be seen on the following graph: it is quite obvious that the
employment rate has decreased: from 47,8 to 44,3 % between 2001 and 2009.

Figure 14. Total employment rate in Turkey (2001-9)
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( Source: Turkstat)
As it can be seen on the following map also, the employment rate of the Turkish NUTS2 level regions is
among the smallest in Europe. It is worth mentioning that in other countries (especially in Eastern Europe) there
are also regions with a total employment rate below 50%, but in Turkey almost the whole country belongs
to this category.
Figure 15. Employment rate, by NUTS II region (2008)
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( Source: Eurostat)
The unemployment rate of the NUTS2 regions in the EU-27 and also Turkey in 2008 can be seen in the Map No 3
of Annex 4. The majority of the Turkish regions – not only the target regions of the RCOP – belongs to the
group of those NUTS2 regions, which unemployment rate is quite high (above 10% and between 6,5 – 10
%).
Table No 7 of Annex 4 shows the exact values of unemployment rate at NUTS2 level between 2006 – 2009, and
in case of the RCOP target regions the 2010 data is also given. In 2006 the highest unemployment rate was 14,3
% (in TR62, Adana), the lowest 3,3 % (TRA2, Agri), which means that in the region with the highest value the
unemployment rate was 4,33 times higher than in the region with the lowest value. In 2009 this ratio was 4,74 (the
highest rate was 19,9 %, the lowest 4,2%), which means that the regional differences slightly increased in the
mentioned period. It is worth to mention that the number of those regions, which unemployment rate exceeds
the 10% limit was 17 out of the 26 NUTS 2 regions, and only 7 of them belongs to the RCOP target
regions. The high unemployment is not only the problem of the RCOP regions.
In parallel to the increasing unemployment rate at national level, employment figures in the target region of
the RCOP have changed positively in 2010 compared to the 2009 figures provided in the RCOP. The
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average unemployment rate of the target region composed of 12 NUTS II regions has became to 11,9 in 2010
from 12,9 in 2009 and 9.7 in 2005. The average unemployment rate of the target region remained above little
relatively the Turkish average in 2010, but auspiciously in some regions such as TR-C2 (Şanlıurfa, Diyarbakır)
and TR-63 (Hatay, K.Maraş, Osmaniye) where effects of the crisis on employment were relatively high in 2009
and unemployment rate was around %18, is decreased in 2010 around 13%.
The following graph shows the values of long term unemployment in Turkey between 2001 and 2009. The
problem of long term unemployment increased from 2001 (1,7%) to the peak point in 2004 (4,2%), than it started
to reduce continuously (it was 2,9 % in 2008), but as an effect of the economic crises in 2009 it was up to 3,5 %
again. The long term unemployment, just as the unemployment in general effects the females better than the
man. In case of the females the long term unemployment rate increased from 2,2% to 4,6% between 2001 and
2009, the same indicators of the males were 1,5 % and 3,1 %. (See details in Table No8 of Annex 4.)
Figure 16. Long term unemployment rate in Turkey (2001-9)

( Source: Turkstat)
After the economic crisis the unemployment rate remains higher than it was in the pre-crisis period.
Foreign trade
The RCOP contained the foreign trade data of Turkey up to 2006, in this study the 2008 – 2010 period is
examined.
The foreign trade data of Turkey shows quite well the effects of the economic crisis, as between 2008 and 2009
the export of the country decreased by 22,63%, and the import decreased by 11,58%. (See exact data in
Table No 9 of Annex 4) Between 2009 and 2010 the export increased by 11,58% and the import by 31,65%,
which can indicate the recovery of Turkey from the economic crisis. The volume of the export and import didn’t
reach the level of 2008 in 2010.
Figure 17. Export and import in Turkey (2008-2010)
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( Source: Turkstat)
In the last 3 years the proportion of the RCOP target regions in the Turkish foreign trade has increased: in
case of the export from 8,41% in 2008 to 10,61% to 2010, an increase of the import from 5,04 % to 6,05%. (See
details in Table No 10 of Annex 4) The main reason behind this trend is that in case of the rest of the country the
decrease in the volume of foreign trade was higher than in the RCOP regions, and because of it the share of the
RCOP regions became better. The export, import and change of export and change of import data of all the 26
NUTS2 regions can be seen in the Table No11 of the Annexes.
The foreign trade deficit of Turkey has been increased from 54 million $ to 74,5 million $ between 2006 and
2010. The sudden decrease of the value in 2009 is the effect of the economic crisis, as in that year the whole
volume of the foreign trade decreased significantly.
Figure 18. Foreign trade deficit (million $)

( Source: Turkstat)
The composition of the export and the import of Turkey can be seen on the following diagrams. It also shows that
in 2009 the biggest drop happened in case of the intermediate goods. The intermediate gods has the highest
proportion both in case of the export and also in case of the import.
Figure 19. Composition of export (mill. $)
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( Source: Turkstat)

Figure 20. Composition of import (mill. $)

( Source: Turkstat)

Research and Development
Turkey has spent 0,72 % of it’s GDP to R+D activities in 2001, in the following years there was some small ups
and downs in it, but in 2010 this value is still doesn’t exceed the 1 % (0,73 %) of the GDP, as it can be seen in the
following graph.
Figure 21. GDE on R&D in Turkey, 2001-8
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( Source: Eurostat)

Comparing with the EU-27 member states this proportion is very small. The following map shows the differences
in Europe concerning the expenditure on R+D by NUTS2 level in 2007. It can be stated that all of the regions of
Turkey – and some new member states of the EU also – are lagging behind the developed part of Europe. It is
much lower than the EU’s Lisbon objective of 3 %.
Figure 22. R&D density, NUTS II regions, 2007
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( Source: Eurostat)

Concerning the source of the funds spent on R+D activities it can be stated that the portion of the government
sources decreased from 48 % to 31,6 % between 2001 and 2008, while the proportion of the sources coming
from the industry has increased from 44,9% to 47,3 % in the mentioned period. The proportion of funds arriving
from abroad and spent on R+D has slightly increased, from 0% to 1,3 % between 2001 and 2008. (See details in
Table No12 of Annex 4).
Figure 23. GDE on R&D by source of funds (2001-8)

37

( Source: Turkstat)

The Turkish private sector aims at contributing to at least 60 % of the country’s total R+D expenditure by 2013.
Taking a look to the regional differences based on the proportion of the researchers among the persons
employed by NUTS2 level regions, it can be stated that all the 26 NUTS 2 regions of Turkey is lagging
behind the EU-27 countries, together with Romania and Bulgaria. See details on the Map No 4 of Annex 4.
Information society
In Turkey in 2004 only 7% of the households had internet access, but there was a significant increase during the
last years, and in 2009 this value reached the 30 %, but it is still far away from the EU-27 countries.
Figure 24. % of households with internet access

( Source: Turkstat)
Map No 5 of Annex 4 shows that the proportion of those people who access on average at least one a week
the internet is among the lowest in Europe in case of all the 26 NUTS2 regions of Turkey, together with
Romania, Bulgaria, Greece, Southern Italy and Portugal.
Map No 6 of Annex 4 shows that the proportion of people who ordered something through the internet is among
the lowest in Europe, in all of the Turkish regions.
The following map shows that considering the proportion of the population who never ever used the internet
is among the highest (above 45 %) in Europe, in all of the regions of Turkey.
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Figure 25. Non –usage of internet, by NUTS II regions, 2009

( Source: Eurostat)

Taking a look at the ICT usage of enterprises in Turkey, the following diagram shows the development between
2005 and 2010, and also the effects of the economic crisis.
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Figure 26. % of enterprises with computer usage
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The proportion of the enterprises using computer increased from 87,8% in 2005 to 92,3% in 2010 and
proportion of own web page of the enterprises with Internet access increased from 48,2 % to 57,8%
between 2005 and 2010. According to the surveys of Turkstat in 2010, 90,9% of enterprises with at least 10
persons employed used the Internet. This rate was 98,4% of enterprises with 250 or more employees, while
enterprises with 50-249 employees was 96,9% and enterprises with 10-49 employees was 89,7%.
In 2010 nine out of ten enterprises used broadband connections to access the Internet. 78,1% of enterprises
used the Internet for conducting banking and financial services and 28,3% of that for training and education in
2010.
66,1% of enterprises used the Internet for interaction with public authorities. Main purposes of interaction
with public authorities were to obtain forms- 91,0% and to obtain information - 89,6%. Most important reason of
not using the Internet for interaction with public authorities was to prefer face-to-face interview with 66,6%.
In 2010, 57,8% of enterprises with Internet access had websites. 78,4% of enterprises that have websites
provided to the visitors access to their product catalogues and price lists on their web sites, 33,5% of that
provided a privacy policy statement, a privacy seal or certification related to website safety and 28,1% of that
presented advertisement of open job positions or online job application on their websites in January 2010.
According to the survey results 15,0% of enterprises sent orders via computer networks while 8,4% of
enterprises received orders via computer networks in 2009. 10,1% of enterprises uses digital signature
and 21,9% of enterprises has ICT security policy in January 2010.
Tourism
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In Turkey the income from tourism is very important because of the foreign trade deficit. As the following diagram
shows the income from tourism has increased year by year between 2001 and 2008 (except in 2006) with
more than 10 % per year, from 7,9 billion $ to 18 billion $. In 2009 there was a 4 % decrease, in 2010 a 3 %
decrease in the total tourism income, as an effect of the global economic crisis. Talking about the tourism
income coming from foreigners the decrease was 7 % in 2009 and 3 % in 2010. In case of the Turkish citizens
residents abroad in 2009 there was no decrease in the income, only in 2010. The total income from tourism was
16,8 billion $.
Figure 27. Tourism income in Turkey 2001-2010 $

Source:Turkstat
The following diagram shows the increase of the number of visitors arriving to Turkey between 2000 and 2010. In
the mentioned period the number of foreigners arriving to Turkey increased from 10,4 million visitors to
28,6 million visitors, which is an increase of 174 %. In case of the citizens resident abroad this number was
5,3 million in 2000 and 10,9 million in 2010, which is an increase of 105 % in the mentioned period. See details in
the following graph.
Figure 28. Arriving foreigners and citizens to Turkey, 2000-10
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( Source: Turkstat)
The purpose of 59 % of foreigners arriving to Turkey is travelling, entertainment, sportive or cultural
activities, 15 % of them are just accompanying others, 5 % of them have a business aim (conferences,
meetings).
Figure 29. The purpose of foreigners visiting Turkey, 2010

Source: Turkstat
54 % of the citizens resident abroad visiting Turkey to meet with their relatives and friends, and only 16 % of them
arriving to Turkey with the aim of travel, entertainment, cultural activities.
Figure 30. The purpose of visit of citizens resident abroad 2010
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Source: Turkstat
Concerning the domestic visitors the number of the trips made by themselves has increased by 12 % between
2009 and 2010 (from 60,8 million to 68,3 million), the number of overnights increased by 9 %(from 510 million to
555 million), but the average number of overnights has decreased by 3 % (from 8,4 to 8,1) in the mentioned
period. See details in the Table No 13 of Annex 4. The majority (55 % in 2009, 49 % in 2010) of the overnights
were spent in the 3rd quarter of the year by the domestic visitors. This shows that there are much more to do in
order of the seasonal diversification of tourism in Turkey to reach the aims of the RCOP and the Tourism Strategy
of the country.
Regarding the regional distribution of the tourism in European regions Map No 7, 8 and 9 of Annex 4 shows
that in 2009 three Turkish NUTS 2 regions were among those European regions, where more than 8million
nights were spent by tourists in 2009 (together by foreigners and domestic). The regions are: TR10- Istanbul,
TR32 - Aydin and TR61 - Antalya. Above the mentioned 3 regions only in region TR-90 was the number of
nights spent by tourists between 1,5 and 3 million. In case of all the other 22 regions of Turkey, including 11 of the
RCOP target regions the nights spent by tourists were below 1,5 million in 2009.
Considering the nights spent by tourists per thousand inhabitants TR32 and TR61 are still among those
regions, which have the highest values (exceed the 6.000 nights/thousand inhabitants). In case of TR-22
the value of this indicator is between 2.000 and 3.000, in case of regions TR-71 and TR-10 it is between 1.000
and 2.000. It also means that all of the RCOP target regions and 9 other regions of the country belong to
the category with the lowest values in Europe, where the nights spent by tourists per thousand
inhabitants are below 1.000 per year in 2008.
Considering the nights spent by tourist per km2 TR61 region is still among the top values in Europe (more than
1.000 nights per km2). TR10 and TR32 are in the second highest category (between 500 – 1.000) on this basis.
In all of the RCOP regions the number of nights spent by tourist per km2 is below 100 per year in 2008.
The following map shows the average annual change rate of nights spent by tourists in NUTS2 regions in
Europe between 2004 and 2008. 20 of the 26 Turkish regions, including 8 of the 12 RCOP target regions are
among those regions in Europe, where the increase shows the highest values (above 7,5%) in the
mentioned period. This data shows that from this point of view (geographical diversification) the trends are going
to the direction of the aims of RCOP and the Tourism Strategy of Turkey, and in 20 of the 26 Turkish regions –
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including 8 of the RCOP target regions – the annual increase rate of nights spent by tourist between 2004 and
2008 is significant.
From the RCOP target regions only TR-82, TR-83, TR-72 and TR-A1 were among those regions, where the
average annual increase rate haven’t reach the 7,5 %. Out of the target regions only TR-61 and TR-32 showed
less increase rate, but these two regions are the most visited regions in Turkey. The other regions showing the
highest average annual change rates in Europe come mostly from Poland, Latvia, Lithuania and Bulgaria.
Figure 31. Night spent in hotel and campsites, NUTS II, 2004-8

(Source: Eurostat)
Enterprises
In Turkey between 2000 and 2007 the number of the newly established companies has increased year by year, in
2007 the number of newly established companies was 1,67 times higher than in 2000 (55.350, instead of
33.161). In 2008 there was an 11 % decrease in the number of established companies. Concerning the
manufacturing companies in 2000 6.663 new companies was established, and in 2007 this value increased to
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10.591, which means an increase of 59 % in the mentioned period. The number of newly established hotels and
restaurants increased from 12.079 in 2000 to 18.252 in 2007 (51% increase). The decrease in 2008 was 12 % in
case of the manufacturing campaniles, and 11 % in case of the hotels and restaurants.
The number of the closing companies in total was increased from 1.887 in 2000 to 9.954 in 2007 (4,28 times
more) In case of the manufacturing companies and the hotels and restaurants the increase in the number of the
closing companies was slightly lower between 2000 and 2007 (3,79 times and 4,1 times higher). See exact values
in the Table No 14 of Annex 4.
Figure 32. Number of establishing and closing companies in Turkey, 2000-8

(Source: Turkstat)
The total number of existing enterprises in the industry and service sector in Turkey increased from 1.740.353
in 2000 to 2.583.099 in 2009. The proportion of the manufacturing enterprises decreased by 1,13 percent
point, from 13,58% in 2000 to 12,45 % in 2008. The hotels and restaurants share in the total number of
enterprises in industry and services decreased by 1,11 percent point, from 9,27 % in 2000 to 8,16% in 2008.
The proportion of the enterprises in the field of construction, transport, storage and communication, real estate
has increased in the mentioned period. See exact numbers and proportion of the different sectors between 2000
and 2008 in the Table No 15 and 16 of Annex 4.
The following diagram shows the exact distribution of enterprises in industry and service sectors in Turkey
in 2008. It can be seen that the manufacturing enterprises and the hotels and restaurants are the 3rd and
4th biggest groups among the enterprises, only the number of enterprises dealing with wholesale trade, repair
of motor vehicles and the transport and storage and communication companies are bigger.
Figure 33. Distribution of enterprises in industry and service sectors in Turkey, 2008
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( Source: Turkstat)
The number of persons employed by the enterprises in industry and service sectors has increased from 6,6
million in 2000 to 10,08 million in 2008, which means 51 % increase in the mentioned period. In case of the
manufacturing companies the increase in the number of employed persons was only 31 % (from 2,1 million to 2,8
million) between 2003 and 2008, in case of the hotels and restaurants it was 40 % (from 0,47 million to 0,66
million). See exact values in Table No 17 of Annex 3.
Thus the proportion of the manufacturing companies from the persons employed has decreased by 4,35
percent point, in case of the hotels and restaurants the decrease was 0,52 percent point between 2003 and
2008. See details in Table No 18 of Annex 4.
The production value of the enterprises in industry and service sectors was 2,33 times higher in 2008 in total
than in 2003. In case of the manufacturing enterprises this value was lower than the above mentioned (only 2,13),
but it was higher in case of the hotels and restaurants (2,51). The proportion of manufacturing enterprises
from the total production value of enterprises in industry and services has decreased from 51,38% in
2000 to 46,81% in 2008, but the proportion of hotels and restaurants has slightly increased (from 2,26 % to
2,43%). See details in the table below.
Table 8. Production value of enterprises in industry and service sectors (TRY), 2003-2008
Production value of enterprises in industry and service sectors (TRY), 2003-2008
Year

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

436 555,65

557 320

658 081

791 340

882 089

1 019 306

General total (%)

100

100

100

100

100

100

Mining and quarrying

1,12

1,19

1,22

1,33

1,32

1,48

51,38

51,20

47,39

47,92

47,02

46,81

Electricity, gas and water supply

7,83

6,90

6,58

6,23

6,31

7,34

Construction

5,69

4,97

7,03

8,83

9,81

9,47

14,62

14,63

15,63

13,18

13,89

13,10

General Total (million TRY)

Manufacturing

Wholesale and retail trade;
repair of motor vehicles,
motorcycles and personal and
household goods
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Hotels and restaurants

2,26

2,13

2,52

2,08

2,28

2,43

12,23

12,64

13,63

13,86

12,19

11,65

business activities

3,14

4,24

3,89

4,37

4,85

5,29

Education

0,49

0,51

0,59

0,55

0,55

0,57

Health and social work

0,63

0,68

0,79

0,84

0,90

1,02

0,62

0,91

0,73

0,82

0,89

0,85

Transport, storage and
communication
Real estate, renting and

Other community, social and
personal service activities
Source: Turkstat
Concerning the value added at factor cost it can be stated that the value was 1,89 times higher in 2008 than in
2003 in general. IN case of the manufacturing enterprises this value was less (only 1,66) but in case of the hotels
and restaurants it was higher than the general average (2,68). See details in the following table.
Table 9. Value added at factor cost (TRY)
Value added at factor cost (TRY)
Year

2003

change between 2003
2008 and 2008 (2008/2003)

143 318 607 847

270 493 624 299

1,89

2 086 505 693

7 246 034 554

3,47

56 356 919 519

93 803 616 114

1,66

Electricity, gas and water supply

8 106 133 274

9 268 740 943

1,14

Construction

7 185 433 518

19 032 607 149

2,65

40 812 503 094

62 608 376 377

1,53

2 807 981 354

7 514 828 498

2,68

16 865 443 658

34 024 089 002

2,02

activities

5 861 288 139

25 482 647 597

4,35

Education

1 234 262 426

3 263 003 008

2,64

Health and social work

1 102 666 934

5 195 877 926

4,71

899 470 238

3 053 803 131

3,40

General Total
Mining and quarrying
Manufacturing

Wholesale and retail trade; repair
of motor vehicles, motorcycles
and personal and household
goods
Hotels and restaurants
Transport, storage and
communication
Real estate, renting and business

Other community, social and
personal service activities
Source: Turkstat
The share of the sub-industries of the manufacturing industry in the total export in Turkey between 1996
and 2009 can be seen in sub-chapter 2.2 of this study.
The number of total enterprises in the 12 RCOP target regions is 1,83 times higher in 2008 than it was in 2002:
their number increased from 477.748 to 872.540. In case of the enterprises in the manufacturing industry the

47

number of enterprises increased from 58.704 to 87.851 in 2008, i.e. .1,5 times higher than in 2002. The number of
hotels and restaurants increased by 64 %, from 38.837 to 63.677.
In 2008 25 % of the total enterprises of Turkey operated in the 12 RCOP target regions, in case of the
manufacturing industry enterprises this proportion was 19,7 %, in case of the tourism enterprises it was 22,3 %.
The regional distribution of enterprises, focusing on enterprises in manufacturing industry and tourism can be
seen in details in the Table No 22 of Annex 4.

SME financial situation
On the basis of data provided by KOSGEB it can be seen that the number of enterprises who got financing
support credits between 2005 and 2009 has increased significantly.
Table 10. SME financing support credits (2005 – 2009)
SME financing support credits (2005 – 2009)
Years

number of enterprises

credit value (TL)

interests

2005

3.102

413.314.799

49.079.431

2006

2.747

322.390.819

12.316.951

2007

11.642

1.360.070.000

175.000.000

2008

21.900

1.440.920.000

183.350.820

2009

69.047

2.594.526.681

146.578.385

paid

by

KOSGEV (TL)

Source: KOSGEB
Manufacturing industry and Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs) are one of the most vulnerable groups
affected adversely by the global crisis. The need of SMEs for finance has increased because of the economic
crisis while the available credits for SMEs have considerably decreased.

2.2. Changes in the strategic context of the programme
The aim of this sub-chapter 2.2 is to examine whether RCOP is still in line with all the relevant strategic
documents of Turkey, especially as some of them were written or up-dated later than the RCOP was prepared. It
is also an aim to define if from some points of view the RCOP should be modified in order to be in harmony again
with these strategic documents. In this sub-chapter the needs of SMEs and tourism sector are also collected on
the basis of the strategic documents of Turkey to be able to compare these needs with the measures and
activities of RCOP.
As it can be seen in the operational programme itself, RCOP was designed from the outset in line with all the
relevant strategic documents existing at the time of the preparation of the RCOP. Some of these strategic
documents are still valid, such as the 9th Development Plan, the Information Society Strategy 2006 – 2010, and
the Strategic Coherence Framework (SCF). As regards the latter, it was confirmed during the interviews that it is
unchanged.
Some other important strategic documents were prepared or up-dated later than the RCOP elaboration.
The following documents belong to this category:
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Sectoral strategies:


Tourism Strategy of Turkey – 2023 (prepared in 2007, most probably parallel with the RCOP)



Turkish Industrial Strategy Document 2011 – 2014 (prepared in 2010)



SME Strategy and Action Plan – (prepared in 2011)



National Science, Technology and Innovation Strategy 2011 – 2016 (prepared in December 2010)

Non-sectoral, overarching or regional documents:


IPA Multi-annual Indicative Planning Document (MIPD) 2008 – 2010, 2009 – 2011, 2011 – 2013



Medium Term Programme 2010 – 2012 (prepared in 2009)



Turkey 2010 Progress Report (prepared in November 2010).



Strategic Plans of NUTS 2 regions (2 of them were examined in the frame of this study: Van region, Izmir
Region)

Taking into consideration the sectoral focus of the RCOP (tourism, manufacturing industry) the content of the
above mentioned 3 sectoral strategies is very important for the strategy of the programme. Among the nonsectoral documents, which were up-dated or prepared later than the RCOP, the MIPD is the most important as it
is the main document dictating the use of IPA sources; consequently, any changes in its content can affect the
RCOP.
The Multi-annual Indicative Planning Document
Among the above mentioned overarching strategic documents, the importance of the MIPD must be underlined
The support of Turkey in the economic and social development and the increase of competitiveness are
among the 3 priorities of IPA. In the new MIPD seven sectors are selected for EU support until 2013, among
them the private sector development, choice which is in line with the RCOP. MIPD highlights that SMEs
have an important role in establishing market competitiveness, increasing employment, improving income
distribution, thus the existing of dynamic and competitive SMEs are fundamental to increasing the
competitiveness of Turkish regions, reducing regional disparities and achieving a higher rate of convergence with
the EU.
In the MIPD it is highlighted that supporting of R+D, innovation and competitiveness - including the
competitiveness of SME sector - also contributes to the aims of the Europe 2020 strategy. The mentioned
elements are also supported by the RCOP interventions.
Section 3.2 of MIPD deals with the private sector development. The text contains the followings:


“The Operational Programme for Regional Competitiveness serves as strategy in this area with particular
emphasis on less developed regions. “ (3.2.1.)



The MIPD defines the sector objectives for the next 3 years as “increase employment, productivity and export
of goods and services, particularly in the regions where employment and business stock is low”. (3.2.2)



“Support in this sector is provided under IPA component III through one Regional Competitiveness
programme covering the statistical regions equivalent to NUTS level 2 regions whose GDP per capita falls
below 75% of Turkish national average GDP per capita (PPS) on the basis of latest available Eurostat
statistics. (3.2.3.)

The latest version of the MIPD covering the period of 2011-13 still concentrates - as for convergence regions
within the EU - the RCOP resources to those NUTS 2 regions of Turkey with a per capita income below 75 % of
the Turkish national average.
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In the following table we concisely present the key points and messages of the other above-mentioned
strategies, in the areas covered also by RCOP.
Medium Term Programme 2010 – 2012
Main objective: sustainable economic growth
Development axes:
enhance competitiveness:
o improving the business climate:

measures towards the financing problems of SMEs will be taken, financial resources and
diversification of the financial instruments will be intensified

harmonising the state aid system with the EU funds

entrepreneurial information system will be improved
o R+D and improving innovation:

improving the innovation capability of the private sector, increasing competence in science and
technology

increasing R+D capacity and R+D demand of the private sector, particularly SME’s

programs for enhancement of cooperation among private sector, universities and research
institutions

commercialization of research results and technology applications
o dissemination of information and communication technologies

accelerating the transformation into information society
o ensuring the shift to high value-added production structures in industry and services

support towards the restructuring of the enterprises

clustering policy to be formulated, cooperation between enterprises and clustering activities

increase the quality of industrial goods

improve the quality, efficiency, competitive environment and increase exports
o tourism:
 increase the number of incoming tourists
 increase the quality of services, targeting high income groups
 diversification of marketing channels, promotion activities in target market
 protecting, improving natural, historical, social and cultural environment
 focusing on diverse tourism products where Turkey has relative competitive advantage
 tourism investments to be diversified and tourism facilities will be ensured to expand to entire year
by shifting them from developed regions to other areas
fostering employment: employment-oriented sustainable growth
regional development and reducing regional disparities
o decrease the development disparities among regions
o maximize the contribution of regions to the national development competitiveness and employment
through increasing the regions’ competitiveness.
o ensuring development to be based on local dynamics and inner potentials (newly established RDAs to
be fully utilized)
o focusing on competitive sectors at the regional level, highlighting local initiatives.
Progress Report 2010
This document summarized the situation of Turkey in 2010 as presented under, ensuring that Turkey has
recovered from the economic crisis.
Macroeconomic stability: Real GDP increased in the first half of 2010 by 11% from a year earlier, up from 2% in
the second half of 2009, reflecting a very significant recovery over the last year. All sectors demonstrated
strong positive growth: trade, industry and construction expanded by over 15% in the first semester of
2010. The unemployment rate remains higher than pre-crisis.
Information society: Regarding information society services, there has been little progress and the legislative
alignment remains at an early stage. In the area of information society, Turkey should continue efforts.
Statistics: TurkStat made good progress in the area of statistics, but further efforts are needed.
Enterprise and industry policy:
limited improvements can be reported in the business environment and in terms of continued
monitoring and evaluation efforts
A medium term economic programme was announced for 2010-2012 covering areas related to
industrial policy.
Some progress was made with respect to enterprise and industrial policy instruments. New
loan programmes including a credit guarantee scheme were extended by the Small and
Medium-sized Industry Development Organisation (KOSGEB)
KOSGEB signed a protocol with the Development Agencies and the State Planning Organisation
in order to establish joint support programmes for SMEs. Business incubation centres were
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established in five regions.
R&D spending continued to increase while the share of the private sector greatly surpassed that
of the public sector.
SME Strategy and Action Plan
The document was constructed upon the purpose of increasing SMEs’ production, investment capacities
and their added values by providing high quality and accessible services and supports in relation to the needs
of the SMEs.
According to the analysis of SMEs’ weak points and existing threats, the fundamental problems are determined
and the challenges are grouped under 5 Strategic Area in order to strengthen the competitiveness of the SMEs.
16 objectives are determined to support SMEs in overcoming the challenges and these objectives are grouped
under these 5 strategic areas.
SA 1 Supporting and improving entrepreneurship:
‐
By disseminating the entrepreneurship culture to the whole society, improving the
environment for entrepreneurship to an extent which can be compared to the entrepreneurship
capacity in the developed countries
‐
Providing services for the new enterprises such as new work places, office services, training
and consultancy in order to support business expansion
‐
Providing support for the special target groups in order to assist them in overcoming the
challenges during establishing a new business.
SA 2 Improving administrative skills and institutional effectiveness of the SMEs:
‐
Facilitating and supporting SMEs in accessing the information regarding management,
administration, institutionalization, marketing, efficiency, quality, standardization,
industrial property, use of information technology and etc.
‐
Supporting and improving SMEs’ ability of accessing international markets
‐
Supporting and improving the collaboration between SMEs
‐
Supporting the recruitment of qualified labour force and improving the qualifications of the
existing employees
‐
Improving SMEs’ abilities to accommodate the relevant national and international standards
SA 3 Supporting SMEs during the process of strengthening the business and enhancing investments
opportunities
‐
Increasing the awareness about the needs of SMEs’ regarding the regulations that affect business
and investment environment and considering their needs during the process of providing public
services
‐
Generating SME statistics that are needed by politicians to make healthy decisions on the
subjects concerning SMEs
SA 4 Improving the R&D and innovation capacity of SMEs:
‐
Increasing the awareness of SMEs about R&D, innovation, design and supporting these
activities
‐
Establishing support mechanisms to commercialize the R&D and innovation projects
‐
Increasing the cooperation between SMEs and big scale enterprises and universities
SA 5 Facilitating the access to funding for SMEs and entrepreneurs
‐
Facilitating the access of bank loans for SMEs
Raising the awareness of SMEs’ about the international loans and institutional management
‐
principals
‐
Improving the systems of venture capital, SME stock markets, Business Angels Network
Strategic Plans of NUTS 2 regions prepared by RDAs
Van Region:
Strengthening the tourism sector:
o Strengthening the infrastructure of tourism
o Improving and diversifying the touristic products
o Improving the service quality of the enterprises in the tourism sector to reach the intl standards
o Developing publicity and marketing strategies for tourism sector in national and international level
o Preserving historical, cultural and natural assets
Strengthening the competitiveness of the enterprises and extending entrepreneurship:
Improving the physical and technical infrastructure
Performing activities that reveals the regional investment opportunities
Supporting the investment, modernization and capacity building activities of the enterprises
Generalizing the use of information technology
Researching and developing marketing opportunities and supporting the marketing activities of the
enterprises
Izmir region:
1.
Competitiveness of business enterprises:
Improving the regional R&D and innovation capacity
Institutionalization and increasing the production and marketing capacities of the enterprises
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Clustering and maintaining sustainable industrialization
Strengthening the production and service infrastructures
Maintaining the sectoral efficiency and economic diversity
2. Employment
Strengthened infrastructure and superstructure, strengthening the transportation networks
Tourism strategy
Vision: travel industry will leveraging rates of employment and regional inequalities. Turkey becomes a
world brand in tourism and major destination in the list of the top 5 countries receiving the highest number of
tourist and highest tourism revenues by 2023.
Actions:
‐ improve diversity of tourism products by alternative tourism: health and thermal tourism, winter sports,
mountain climbing, adventure trips, plateau tourism, ecotourism, conference and expo tourism, cruise ship
and yacht tourism, golf tourism, highlight of cultural tourism
‐ to host congress tourism Istanbul, Ankara, Antalya, Izmir, Konya, Bursa, Mersin will be given top priority
‐ extend the season throughout the year
‐ creation of regional tourism brands, integration of various types of tourism, specific to region or locality,
manage branding of cities reach of cultural and natural heritage
‐ reconsider the existing tourist sites to create high quality, viable environments, buildings, ruins of
historical, cultural, architectural value, old city centres, historical city texture will be restored
‐ landscape arrangements will be made in the surrounding areas of monuments, castles, etc
‐ promote tourism and raise awareness in public, private companies and NGOs on ecotourism, agricultural
tourism
‐ domestic and international promotion, marketing, various campaigns with innovative tools, creating an
image of Turkey to be used uniformly in local and international markets
‐ special city maps will be produced for tourists showing touring routes, attraction points
‐ active involvement of private sector enterprises in tourism infrastructure and transport projects
‐ solve infrastructure related and environmental problems occurring locations where tourism activities get
denser in close cooperation with local governments and contributions of infrastructure users.
‐ enhance labour quality for the tourism industry
‐ short term renovation needs of the tourism accommodations shall be covered, capacities will be increased
‐ quality of transportation will be bettered, improve transportation opportunities, links among destinations,
(developing airport access, improving interregional railway links to enhance the share of railway transport,
increasing the level of safety and accessibility to highway transport for tourism purposes, developing sea
tourism, rehabilitating the marinas in Istanbul, Antalya, Izmir)
‐ investment in regions off the coastal lines for diversification and spreading of tourism activities
throughout the entire year
‐ long term loaning facilities with low interest to tourism operators
‐ domestic tourism:
o provide alternative tourism products acceptable quality and affordable prices to various groups in the
society, developing various social tourism projects for disadvantaged community groups
o development of the domestic market is as important as the foreign market
o increase the domestic tourism’s share in the overall tourisms receipts
‐
planning:
o for a region to be proclaimed as a Culture and Tourism Conservation and development region and
as a tourism center – target groups should be defined accordingly
o tourism is a tool for the development of employment opportunities
o integrated approach
The Tourism Strategy includes a list of geographical areas being proposed to be in the focus of tourism
development until 2023:
o
9 thematic tourism development zones (TDZ):
 Phryg Cultural and thermal TDZ
 Troy cultural and thermal TDZ
 Aphrodisia cultural and thermal TDZ
 Sogut cultural TDZ
 Cappadokia culture TDZ
 Terra Mere ecotourism DZ
 Hittite cultural TDZ
 Urartu culture TDZ
 GAP culture TDZ
o 7 thematic tourism development corridors are suggested (TDC) (details in the TS Chapter
3.14.)
 Olive corridor of South Marmara (Bursa)
 Winter corridor
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faith tourism corridor
silk road tourism corridor
Black Sea coastal corridor
Plateau corridor
Thrace cultural corridor
o
tourism cities to be brought into life: (details in TS Chapter 3.15.)
Industrial Strategy
There is a structural transformation in the economy: the share of agriculture in the economy dropped, the
service and manufacturing sectors expanded since 2001. There is a dual structure of the industry:
industries with modern manufacturing structures grew rapidly, while traditional labour-intensive
industries contracted.
Turkeys is facing competition with China, India, particularly with the integration of China and India into the
global economy, thus it no longer seems possible for Turkey to rely upon cheap labour to get ahead in
the competitiveness, competition used to depend on cheap labour force and raw material to compete on a
global scale, today it is not working.
It is extremely important that the added-value of manufacturing be increased.





10 new

As regards the manufacturing industry:

It is the major sector in the EU (nearly 20 % of the income, 75 % of the export, 80 % of the R+D activities
of the private industries belong to the manufacturing industries).

The manufacturing industry in the EU-27 grew by 2,2 % annually between 1993 – 2007.

For long-term perspective the most important sector linking Turkey to the global economy is manufacturing.
The share of manufactured goods in the total exports of Turkey increased from 37 % in 1980 to 93 % in
2009. (The increase in the volume of foreign trade between 2002- 2008 is also remarkable.) See the
detailed indicators of the manufacturing industry in Turkey in Table No 20 of Annex 4.

In terms of the sub-sectors of the Turkish manufacturing industry a substantial qualitative
transformation took place between 1996 and 2008. The share of automotives, machinery, white
goods, electronics, petroleum products, rubber-plastic products in the total manufacturing industry
rose considerably. The share of garments, textile products, food decreased from 1996 to 2008. As a
result from the international pressure coming from India and China the share of the traditional labourintensive industries declined within exports as a whole. See Table No 21 of Annex 4.

Certain sectors are growing rapidly in global economy however the number of manufacturing sectors
which can be considered as stars (which can continuously increase their share in the global markets) in
the manufacturing sector is few. While the share of the automotive, machinery, white goods, electronic,
petroleum products and rubber-plastic sectors in total manufacturing industry exports have a risen
considerably, export growth of other industries such as garments, textiles, food, which had significant
shares in the world market in 2007, slowed.

An important change recently taking place in the Turkish foreign trade structure is the increase in
intermediate goods imports of the manufacturing sector (except oil and natural gas).

The share of technology-intensive sectors in Turkey’s overall exports lags behind that of the EU. There has
been no increase in the value-added high-technology products due to insufficient local clustering in these
areas.

R+D expenditures are much lower than the EU’s Lisbon objective of 3 %. The Turkish private sector
aims at contributing to at least 60 % of the country’s total R+D expenditure by 2013.

Since 2001 the was a qualitative change in the strategies of large Turkish companies, there was a critical
restructuring. The top ten companies in terms of revenues focus their activities on four or five sectors.

The share of service sectors such as finance, energy, communication has increased in the activity field
of the large holdings, conglomerates.

Sectoral preferences of foreign investors recently come to Turkey are also important for industrial
strategy. 84% of foreign investments were made in the service sector, mainly in the areas of finance
and communication. In 2008 the manufacturing industry’s share in overall direct international
investment entries made in Turkey was 25,8%. The food, beverage and tobacco sectors made up
the greatest share of total investment made in the manufacturing industry.
Vision, strategic objective:
o becoming the production base of Eurasia in medium and high-tech products.
General objective for the period 2011 - 2014:
o increase the competitiveness and efficiency of the Turkish industry
o transformation to an industry structure where mainly high-tech products with high added value are
produced and the labour force is qualified (increasing the weight of mid- and high-tech sector in
production and export, transition to high added value products in the low-tech sectors)
o investment in business environment,
o increase access of SMEs to finance
o technological development of companies
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Strategic objectives :
o increasing the weight of companies that can continuously improve their skills (environment of
investment, high-tech skills, qualified labour, adapt to changing conditions and competitiveness)
o increasing the weight of mid- and high-tech sectors in the production and exports (high value
added production, strategies for investments in manufacturing motorized land vehicles,
machinery, medical tools, precise and optical tools, air and space vessels, electronic and
medicine)
o transition to high added value products in low-tech sectors policies:
o horizontal industrial policy areas:
o investment and business environment
 supporting information- and technology-based SMEs
 help SMEs to get into markets, training and consultancy services to be
provided at business stratup and development stages
 SMEs access to finance (primarily of SMEs) will be facilitated
o skills and human resources
o technological development of companies
 information and communication technologies will be extended
 access to and effective use of information by enterprises, R+D and innovation
activities
o environment; international trade and investment; SME’s access to finance; infrastructure
sectors
o regional development
‐
sectoral industrial policy areas:
o on the basis of sectoral competitiveness analysis:
 automotive sector, machinery sector, white goods sector, electronics sector,
textiles and clothing sector, food sector, iron and steel sector
National Science, Technology and Innovation Strategy 2011 – 2016
The vision of the National Science, Technology and Innovation Strategy (2011-2016) is "to contribute to new
knowledge and develop innovative technologies to improve the quality of life by transforming the
former into products, processes, and services for the benefit of the country and humanity".
In line with these targets, within the period 2011-2016 the main focuses are the followings:
o disseminating culture of multilateral and multidisciplinary RDI cooperation,
o stimulating sectoral and regional RDI dynamics,
o encouraging SMEs to become stronger actors within the national innovation system,
o enhancing the contribution of research infrastructures to the knowledge creation capacity of
TARAL.
When comparing the above listed key points with the RCOP objectives, priorities and measures, we find that
generally these are in line with the strategies set and SMEs needs identified. Particular aspects to be taken into
account by the programme sectoral strategy are presented in the following chapter. We only underlıne here that
RCOP should be brought more ın lıne wıth the updated Tourism Strategy, by takıng ınto consıderatıon e.g. the
proposed tourism development zones, corridors and cities, which are identified in the Tourism Strategy to be
developed in the future.

2.3. Analysis of the adequacy of the programme strategy
2.3.1. Coherence between SWOT analysis, programme objectives, priorities, measures, activities,
beneficiaries
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.
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When going into details, such as the eligible actions to be financed some modification might be necessary in
the future in order to cover all the relevant needs of the SMEs and also the needs of the sectors itself (tourism,
manufacturing industry). The same is valid as regards the eligible beneficiaries.
The results of the online survey among the sectoral monitoring committee members, beneficiaries and potential
beneficiaries of the RCOP also support this suggestion.
 42 % of the beneficiaries, 28 % of the sectoral monitoring committee members state that the 2 priorities and
the six measures of the RCOP are the most relevant for the needs of the SMEs in Turkey. It must be added
that the majority of the answerers in both stakeholder groups answered that they neither agree nor disagree
with this statement.
 Only 34,8 % of the SMC members suggested the revision of the priorities, and 19,6 % of them the
revision of the measures of the RCOP.
 In case of the eligible activities financed in the frame of the RCOP the agreement is higher as only 20 % of
the beneficiaries, and 24 % of the sectoral monitoring committee members say that these activities are the
most relevant for the needs of the SMEs in Turkey. (The majority of the answerers are also states that they
neither agree nor disagree with this sentence.) 59,1 % of the sectoral monitoring committee members
answering the questions suggested the modification, revision of the eligible activities of RCOP for the
2014 – 2020 programming period.
 75 % of the project beneficiaries answering the question suggested the revision of the eligible
activities in RCOP, which is a very convincing proportion. This proportion among the sectoral monitoring
committee members is 45,7 %.


Answering to the question that what other needs do the SMEs should be financed from RCOP:
o

the beneficiaries suggested the consideration of the followings:


support the central institutions to improve the infrastructure



covering the commonly needed super-structural needs



attendance to fairs and study visits



national and international experts to contribute to each of the projects and work
together with the project owners


o

support the use of renewable energy.

the SMC members suggested the followings:


the machinery, equipment supply of SMEs should be granted



revised effects analysis should be prepared

 Some of the sectoral monitoring committee members mentioned the logic of spending funds, and the
eligible activities of RCOP to be the reason behind the delays in the programme implementation.
 18,8 % of the potential beneficiaries of the programme chose the eligible activities of the programme
as the reason for not taking part in the programme. 12,5 % of them said that the priorities and measures
of the RCOP are not reflecting to their needs. Among other reasons for not applying for funds, the English
language was mentioned also, and that the prioritized sectors are not reflecting to their needs in the region
of the answerer (for example in TR-91 the tourism sector and the stockbreeding activities are missing for the
answerer. The industrial property rights are also not prioritized for the provinces under the scope of the
RCOP, but it should be also included.
 Concerning the beneficiaries, target groups of the RCOP 2/3 of the beneficiaries answering the question
said that the target groups of the programme is the most relevant for these measures. 54 % of the
sectoral monitoring committee members answering this question gave the same answer. For the 2014 –
2020 programming period 29,5 % of the sectoral monitoring committee members suggested the revision of
the target groups.
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 Both from the beneficiaries and the SMC members suggestions were made for the involvement of the
profit-oriented SMEs as direct beneficiaries of the programme. Some of the SMC members said that the
choice of the targeted beneficiaries means one of the bottlenecks of the programme.
Concerning the involvement of the SMEs as direct beneficiaries it must be highlighted that this step must be taken
sooner or later, as from the Structural Funds - after the accession of Turkey - they will be direct beneficiaries and
in order to be able to use properly the future SF sources the SMEs - and other potential beneficiaries also - must
be prepared for this task, and they have to get practical experience in the pre-accession period. And not only the
SMEs, but also the institution system dealing with the EU-grant management must have experience with this task,
for example the newly established RDAs (if involved). At the same it is also a fact that currently most of the SMEs
in the target regions are lacking technical capacities to apply for EU grants and also there is strong
language barrier since the majority of SMEs have very low level of English, thus drafting OIS for them is
quite difficult. But their technical capacity can be improved if they’re supported by the programme itself.
(Before RCOP, during 2002-2006 under pre-accession funds Direct Grants provided to SMEs and entrepreneurs,
so that they established a capacity on how to implement the projects. It was fruitful in the past.). However, on the
other hand at the beginning it will be also difficult for the RCP-CID to manage such a huge OP portfolio of
beneficiaries.
In order to nuance and substantiate the issue of SMEs as direct beneficiaries of the RCOP, in annex 15 we
present two snapshots: one of the Regional Operational Programme in Romania (2007-2013) and one of the
Sectoral Operational Programme “Increasing the Economic Competitiveness” also in Romania and the same
(current programming period).
In accordance with these snapshots, only the 4th priority axis of the ROP in Romania, under which micro
enterprises are eligible beneficiaries, has a double total budget in comparison with RCOP (while ROP is covering
all 8 NUTS II of the country, with a total surface of 238.391 km2 and 2.162.3849 inhabitants8).
At the same time, the Competitiveness programme has a total budget of 4.2 billion€ (out of which 2.5 billion €
ERFD contribution) and covers the same area and number of inhabitants. Most measures under the Romanian
current RCOP have SMEs as direct beneficiaries. Considering the financial dimension of the programme, in order
for the SMEs not to constitute an obstacle to absorption through their limited capacity to apply for funds and
manage projects, this capacity needs to be built in advance and “learning by doing” in pre-accession phase is one
of the best manners in which this capacity can be strengthened.
During the interviews with relevant stakeholders the following suggestions were also made:
 It would be very important to give more emphasis for the financial supports and credit guarantee funds
for SMEs, more strong financial instruments should be in the frame of RCOP through grants. The
objectives, priority actions of measure 1.2 answers to the real needs of SMEs.
 Concerning measure 1.2 it was also mentioned as a problem that at the moment the venture capital and
loans are competing the programme, and not complementary with the RCOP. It was suggested during
the interview that some effort could be taken on working out the possibility of using financial engineering
in the future. (In case of this suggestion it must be mentioned that the target group of financial engineering
operations are directly the SMEs. However potential end recipients of RCOP are non-profit making national
and local institutions, thus the venture capital and loans are not necessarily competing each other.)

8

In comparison with RCOP 2007-2011 Turkey, with a total budget of approximately 350 million € which cover 12 NUTS II
regions with a total surface of 444.976 km2 (56% of total Turkey) and 24,955,805 inhabitants (37% of the total in Turkey).
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 Innovation, R+D is the other very important thing to develop in the less developed part of Turkey, but also in
the whole country. More importance should be given to R&D and innovation sectors in the RCOP in the
future, as it is a basic tool for the increase of competitiveness of SMEs and the regions also.
 In terms of sectors, tourism sector is one of the supported under RCOP. It has been reported that especially
projects funded under RCOP aiming to increase the tourism development capacities of the Erzurum,
Kayseri will create positive impacts in the development of regions and also stand as a best practice for the
other provinces in the regions as well.
 It was also mentioned that the targeted regions are not able to create reasonable number of tourism
projects, they cannot justify and complete them. The regions are still in need of supply side tourism
activities. Basically the regions covered by the RCOP mainly needs infrastructure investments.
Other activities coming from the sectoral strategies, which could be considered to be financed under RCOP are:


The Tourism Strategy of Turkey clearly identifies infrastructure development - including transport
infrastructure – as key intervention which contributes to the decrease of regional inequalities in Turkey.
Investments in tourism-related infrastructure already constitutes a relevant eligible activity under RCOP.
However, it is necessary that the programme takes much more into account the Tourism Strategy, i.e.
the needs and priorities identified here, when deciding on and interpreting the eligible activities under
Measure 1.4.



Focusing on competitive sectors at the regional level, highlighting local initiatives.



Reconsider the existing tourist sites to create high quality, viable environments, buildings, ruins of
historical, cultural, architectural value, old city centers, historical city texture will be restored



Landscape arrangements will be made in the surrounding areas of monuments, castles, etc



Active involvement of private sector enterprises in tourism infrastructure and transport projects



Solve infrastructure related and environmental problems occurring locations where tourism activities get
denser in close cooperation with local governments and contributions of infrastructure users.



Enhance labour quality for the tourism industry.



Quality of transportation to be bettered, improve transportation opportunities, links among destinations.

2.3.2. RCOP concentration strategy
Geographical concentration
In sub-chapter 2.2 of this study it was mentioned that the RCOP applies a geographical concentration principle
similar with the criterion utilised in deciding on the eligibility of convergence regions within the EU: RCOP
concentrate its resources in those NUTS 2 regions of Turkey where the per capita income is below the 75 % of
the Turkish national average. Despite this fact it is suggested to extend the target area of RCOP in Turkey, too,
and some of the reasons for this are presented bellow in this section:
In sub-chapter 2.1, which examines the socio-economic context of the programme it became clear that the list of
the RCOP target regions depends on the applied methodology, i.e. in which manner the GDP/capita is
examined (PPP or current market price), or on the indicator applied e.g. the GVA/capita. For example in case
of the region TR-52 Konya the GDP/capita calculated on current market prices was below the 75 % limit in 2001,
and it is still below this limit in 2008.
And these differences appear not only in case of the baseline (year 2001), but the regions are changing their
positions during the years, some of them dropping below the limit, others exceeding the limit. The
GDP/capita in current market prices in case of the region TR-71 Kirikkale was above the 75 % limit in 2001, but
until 2008 it dropped below the limit. In 2008 14 NUTS2 regions are below the 75% limit in Turkey if we make the
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calculations on the basis of the current market prices. On the basis of the GVA/capita the region TR-90 Trabzon
(target region of RCOP) is above the 75 % of the Turkish average, while region TR-71 Kirikkale dropped
below the 75 % limit, just like in case of the GDP/capita on current market prices.
Another reason supporting the extension of the RCOP target regions is that, which was also mentioned during the
interviews and in the survey also, that on the level of NUTS3 units (provinces) the differences are more
important, as in some of the NUTS3 units (provinces) of the 12 NUTS2 target regions of RCOP there are
provinces having a GDP/capita above the 75 % of their Turkish average, but getting grant from the EU,
while there are also provinces, NUTS3 level units out of the target regions of RCOP, which have a lower
value of GDP/capita than the 75% of the national average, but because of its geographical position it can’t
take the advantages of the EU grants, despite the fact that it is a disadvantaged province.
During the revision of the RCOP (especially for the upcoming programming period (2014-2020)), it should be
taken into consideration that all of the 26 NUTS 2 regions of Turkey are below the 75 % of the EU-27 average
– furthermore, the GDP/capita of 20 of the 26 NUTS 2 regions does not reach the 50 % of the EU-27
average. Thus, if Turkey were EU member state, all 26 regions would benefit from Structural Instruments.
Looking back to the 2.1 sub-chapter of this study the statistical data shows that the employment rate of the
Turkish NUTS2 level regions is among the smallest in Europe. In other countries (especially in Eastern
Europe) there are also regions with a total employment rate below 50%, but in Turkey almost the whole
country belongs to this category. Taking into consideration that the SME’s have a key role in the increase
of the employment rate, it would be important to support the SMEs in the whole country. Those measures of
the RCOP, which are mostly needed to the SMEs to fulfil the aims of the SME strategy and the industry strategy
of Turkey are especially important to be available for the SMEs in the whole country. These measures are the
access to finance, the increase of use R+D and innovation, and to increase the cooperation between enterprises.
Without this type of help the SME sector will not be able to fulfil the aims of the mentioned strategies.
Sub-chapter 2.1 brings arguments also for the extension of the R+D measure and the increase of ICT
technologies usage. In accordance with data analysed in this sub-chapter, all regions of Turkey are lagging
behind the developed part of Europe on the basis of the proportion of GDP spend on R+D. It is much lower in
Turkey than the EU’s Lisbon objective of 3 %. The situation is the same on the basis of the proportion of the
researchers among the persons employed by NUTS2 level regions, as it can be also stated that all the 26
NUTS 2 regions of Turkey is lagging behind the EU-27 countries. Concerning the ICT technologies’ the
proportion of the population who never ever used the internet is among the highest (above 45 %) in
Europe, in all of the regions of Turkey.
If funds were made available to other regions further than the 12 targeted by the programme, it could increase
the absorption capacity of the programme. However, equally important is the following aspect: the aim of the
pre-accession funds is not only to help to achieve physical targets, but also to help to prepare both the
institution system and the potential project beneficiaries (SMEs, local governments, etc) to get practical
experience about the use of EU-grants. It is a very important part of the preparation for the EU membership,
and it is very important to ensure this opportunity to the stakeholders of the whole country, not only for the
stakeholders of some selected regions. If this does not happen, after the EU-accession the more developed part
of the country will be in a disadvantaged position comparing to the less developed regions.
Concerning the tourism measure it is important to mention that the tourism strategy of Turkey decided about
investments out of the RCOP target regions also. In regions on the coastal lines, diversification and
spreading of tourism activities throughout the entire year is defined as an important aim of the tourism
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strategy, and also some cities were defined to host congress tourism - Istanbul, Ankara, Antalya, Izmir, Konya,
Bursa, Mersin - and these cities should be given top priority from this point of view. Thus the tourism measure
also could be opened for other regions of the country also. In case of the tourism development the proposed
zones, corridors and cities of the Tourism Strategy (see Chapter 2.2) should be given more emphasis to develop
them, in harmony with the strategic objectives of the Tourism Strategy.
In the frame of the online survey 43% of the project beneficiaries and only 28 % of the sectoral monitoring
committee members answering the questions said that the programme regional concentration strategy is
adequate in the present form. More than 50 % of the secoral monitoring committee members suggested the
revision, modification of the RCOP target regions for the next programming period.

Sectoral concentration
RCOP planned to concentrate only on a limited number of sectors. The RCOP targeted especially those SMEs,
which are operating in the manufacturing industry and in the tourism sector. The selection of these two
sectors can be justified very well, as it is written in details in the tourism strategy and the industry strategy also.
Table No 47 of the RCOP shows which sub-sectors are prioritized in a given province and in which order. In the
frame of the online survey, the potential beneficiaries consider that this approach is very restrictive and they
would need financing for other types of industrial sectors than the prioritized in the given province. And the
answers of the monitoring committee members are also very impressive, as only 14 of the 49 answering SMC
member agreed with the statement that the Strategy for Sectoral Concentration of the RCOP interventions
is adequate for the programme implementation, and half of them suggested the revision of this sectoral
concentration strategy for the next programming period.
It also seems that the prioritized sub-sectors are not totally in harmony with those sectors, which are
selected in the Industrial Strategy on the basis of sectoral competitiveness analysis as potentially the most
competitive on the global market. These sectors are the followings: automotive sector, machinery sector,
white goods sector, electronics sector, textiles and clothing sector, food sector, iron and steel sector.
These sub- sectors should be given more emphasis in the future, to develop them in harmony with the Industrial
Strategy of Turkey.

2.4. The future of IPA – summary of the current debates and possible
implications for RCOP
2.4 The future of IPA
In this sub-chapter we analyse the strategıc documents currently avaılable which will have / could have an effect
on the future of the EU’s pre-accession instruments. On the basis of thıs analysis some conclusions are drawn as
regards the future of the RCOP.
At the beginning of this sub-chapter some basic background information is given on IPA 2007 – 2013, than the
conclusions from the EC’s midterm evaluations on IPA are summarized. The framework of the EU’s cohesion
policy 2014 – 2020 is analysed on the basis of the EU 2020 Strategy and the freshly published draft legislative
package of the EC for the Cohesion Policy between 2014-2020. The conclusions of the EC on Turkey’s progress
are also overvıewed.
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2.4.1. IPA background:
The Instrument for Pre-Accession (IPA) was introduced in January 2007 as assistance for candidate and potential
candidate countries for EU membership.
From January 2007 onwards, the IPA replaces a series of European Union programmes and financial instruments
for candidate countries or potential candidate countries, namely PHARE, PHARE CBC,ISPA, SAPARD, CARDS
and the Financial Instrument for Turkey.
The total funding available for the period 2007-2013 is € 11.5 billion.
IPA aims to support candidate countries in the followings:
•

In policy development in the cohesion policy areas and transitional and institutional building

•

In preparing countries to effectively implement and manage the Community’s Cohesion Policy (Structural
Funds)

•

Prepare the candidate countries for the programming, implementation and management of EU Cohesion
Policies.

Between 2007 and 2013 IPA has the following components:
•

I Transition Assistance and Institution Building (Compl. Acquis for accession);

•

II Cross-Border Cooperation (as ERDF);

•

III Regional Development (as CF and ERDF);

•

IV Human Resources Development (as ESF);

•

V Rural Development (as European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, EAFRD)

In the current programming period Croatia, Turkey and FYROM are eligible for all the above mentioned IPA
components, whıle Albania, Bosnia, Montenegro, Serbia, Kosovo are eligible only for components I and II.
2.4.2 Recommendations for the future on the basis of midterm IPA evaluations
The European Commission launched two evaluation studies in order to draw the conclusions from the current
programming period and help to formulate the pre-accession programmes of the next programming period. These
two studies are the followings:
•

IPA midterm meta evaluation

•

Evaluation to support the preparation of pre-accession financial instruments beyond 2013

In accordance wıth these studıes, there are major challenges in achieving the objectives of IPA to further
enlargement of the EU and to ensure that enlargement is a success. The beneficiaries are very heterogeneous in
terms of size, wealth, recent economic performance, the strength of governance, needs and the extent to which
they currently meet Copenhagen criteria. Many of the beneficiaries have socio-economic conditions that are
considerably worse than those of the countries that have recently joined the EU.
There is a strong rationale for a future pre-accession financial instrument beyond 2013. Three reasons underpin
this approach:
•

Firstly, enlargement brings benefits to the EU through increased trade, improved security, the better
management of migration and environment externalities.
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•

Secondly, there are major gaps in socio economic conditions between Member States and beneficiaries
and it is unlikely that most beneficiaries would have the economic and financial means to reduce these
gaps without external support.

•

Thirdly, there is a considerable ‘distance to travel’ by many beneficiaries to be ready to meet the
obligations of EU membership and, given current macro-economic conditions, external financial support
is necessary to progress this.

To increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the instrument, some modifications are needed to the
implementing mechanisms. Stakeholder views generally support the proposed modifications, though opinions
vary according to the perspectives of different stakeholder groups.
The key recommendations of these studıes are concısely presented under. We underlıne the ones whıch we
found partıcularly ımportant for RCOP (and Turkey).
Strategic orientation and resource allocation


The current instrument (not necessarily with the same name) should continue post 2013 with similar
levels of resources and a similar range of activities.

The future instrument should provide support for both institutional and socio-economic development. This is
because institutional development is prerequisite for accession and support for socio-economic development
provides leverage over the necessary commitment to reforms to meet accession criteria.


The role of regional/multi-beneficiary programmes should be strengthened within the future
instrument.

The relevance and added value from the regional/supranational approach was endorsed by stakeholders –
regarded especially important for the Western Balkans - although beneficiary public administrations are not
strongly in favour. This recommendation may not mean major reallocation of funding, but should maximize
opportunities for cooperation, peer learning and eventual integration with the EU.
Planning


The sector approach should be maintained and strengthened

This should increase the coherence of the medium and longer-term planning process, provide a better basis for
donor coordination, and could serve as an anchor for private sector expectations and stimulate and steer private
investment.


There should be multi-annual planning of Component I activities

The Multi-Annual Indicative Planning Documents (MIPDs) should become genuinely multi-annual documents,
largely based on the sector approach. There should be mid-term reviews rather than the current annual reviews.
The scope of strategic and specific objectives / priorities should be more focussed (and even reduced) in the
MIPDs so as to become more achievable. MIPDs of current programming period contain neither sufficient SMART
objectives nor indicators by which the achievement of strategic objectives and specific objectives/priorities can be
measured. In the future it should be changed, developed.


There should be strengthened beneficiary and stakeholder involvement in programming

This would be facilitated by: strengthened and transparent communication between EC services and beneficiary
countries on priorities; National IPA coordinators (NIPACs) having authority and stronger internal capacities;
strengthen national development planning and coherent public investment programmes; and, more involvement
from non-governmental actors.
Incentives


Mechanisms should be put in place to ‘reward’ good performance
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A performance reserve of 10% of the future instrument’s resources should be set to be allocated to beneficiaries
on the basis of the findings of a mid-term review. The performance criteria should relate to the achievement of
strategic targets by the beneficiaries as well as absorption.


More systematic use should be made of conditionalities

The future instrument should achieve both EU strategic goals and meet the needs of beneficiaries. The
deployment of EU resources should be dependent upon meeting prior agreed conditions at country, sector
strategy and project levels. Disbursements should be withheld if conditionalities are not met.
Future IPA structure


There should be no strict differentiation between beneficiaries in terms of their access to
components and management arrangements.

There would be benefit in all beneficiaries having access to all Components when they willing and able to
implement them. There should be a pragmatic and phased approach to the decentralisation of management
(centralised management, decentralised management with or without ex-ante control).


The EC should consider revising the Component structure

Whilst there is no need for major revision of structure and rules, the Component structure should not constrain the
effective use of resources. In practice support under Component I may be required for preparing for Components
III-V. There is a continuing need for good coordination between the various DGs involved in the management of
the instrument.
Monitoring and evaluation


The approach to monitoring and evaluation should be organised at three levels.

These levels are: (i) Progress relative to the path to accession; (ii) Progress relative to national strategies; (iii)
Progress in achieving programme, sector and measure level results.

2.4.3 Future policy of the EU
As mentıoned before, one of the maın aıms of IPA ıs to ‘prepare the candidate countries for the programming,
implementation and management of EU Cohesion Policies.’ Also as mentıoned elsewhere, IPA, ın comparıson
wıth prevıous pre-accessıon programmes, ıs sıgnıfıcantly closer to the EU Cohesıon Polıcy and thıs ‘closeness’
was delıberate as ıt creates the necessary pre-conditions for IPA to reach ıts aım.
In thıs context, ın order to ıdentıfy dırectıons for the future IPA, we need to ınvestıgate the main strategic
directions of the EU cohesion. Thus, further on we wıll summarıse the EU 2020 Strategy, as the main strategic
document of the EU and the draft legislative package of the European Commission for the Cohesion Policy 20142020 (published on the 6th of October 2011). Agaın, the aspects most relevant for the RCOP are underlined.
The EU 2020 Strategy
The EU's Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth was launched by the European
Commission in March 2010 and approved by the Heads of States and Governments of EU countries in June
2010. The document sets out concrete targets to be achieved within the next decade in areas such as
employment, education, energy use and innovation in order to overcome the impact of the financial crisis and put
Europe back on track for economic growth.
The 5 targets for the EU in 2020
Target
1.

Description
Employment

-

75% of the 20-64 year-olds to be employed (AT
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77-78%)
2.

-

R&D / innovation

3% of the EU's GDP (public and private
combined) to be invested in R&D/innovation

3.

-

Climate change / energy

greenhouse gas emissions 20% (or even 30%, if
the conditions are right) lower than 1990

4.

Education

-

20% of energy from renewables

-

20% increase in energy efficiency

-

Reducing school drop-out rates below 10%

-

at least 40% of 30-34–year-olds completing third
level education

5.

-

Poverty / social exclusion

at least 20 million fewer people in or at risk of
poverty and social exclusion

7 Flagship initiatives
Europe has identified new engines to boost growth and jobs. These areas are addressed by 7 flagship initiatives.
Within each initiative, both the EU and national authorities have to coordinate their efforts so they are mutually
reinforcing. Most of these initiatives have been presented by the Commission in 2010:
Growth types

EU targets includes

Smart growth:
Smart

growth

improving

the

means
EU's

Flagship initiatives (FI)

Content of FI

1. combined public and

Creating a single digital

private

market

investment

based

levels to reach 3% of

fast/ultrafast

performance in:

EU's GDP as well as

and

-

education

better

applications:

(encouraging people

conditions for R&D and

-

to learn, study and

Innovation

-

by 2013: broadband

-

by 2020: access for

research/innovation

2. 75% employment rate

all to much higher

(creating

for women and men

internet speeds (30

new

products/services

aged 20-64 by 2020–

that generate growth

achieved by getting more

and jobs and help

people

into

address

especially

women,

social

challenges)
-

Europe

internet

interoperable

access for all

1. Digital agenda for

update their skills)

on

digital

society

(using

information

and

Mbps or above)
-

2020:

more

work,

of

50%

or

European

households

the

with

young, older and low-

internet connections

skilled people and legal

above 100 Mbps.

migrants

communication

technologies)

by

3.

better

educational

refocusing R&D and
innovation policy on

attainment – in particular:

major

– reducing school drop-

for our society like

out rates below 10%

challenges

climate

2. Innovation Union

change,

– at least 40% of 30-34–

energy and resource

year-olds

third

efficiency, health and

(or

demographic change

level

with

education

equivalent)

-

strengthening every
link

in

innovation
from
research

'blue

the
chain,
sky'
to
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commercialisation
-

helping students and
trainees

study

abroad
3. Youth on the move

-

equipping

young

people better for the
job market
-

enhancing

the

performance/internati
onal attractiveness of
Europe's
universities
-

improving all levels of
education
training

and
(academic

excellence,

equal

opportunities)
1. reducing greenhouse

To

Sustainable growth –

gas emissions by 20%

towards

for a resource efficient,

compared to 1990 levels

efficient,

greener

by 2020. The EU is

economy, our economic

and

more

prepared to go further

economy:

and reduce by 30% if

4.

other developed countries

Europe

building

a

more

competitive

low-

be

contribute according to

sustainable use of

their abilities, as part of a

resources

comprehensive global

from

reducing

CO2

-

promoting

greater

energy security.
-

reducing

the

resource

intensity

of what we use and

emissions

2. increasing the share of

and

preventing

renewables

capitalising

in

consume

final

The

energy consumption to
on

EU

needs

support

businesses

5. An industrial policy

especially

for the globalisation era

businesses – as

–

small

in developing new

3. moving towards a

green technologies

20% increase in energy

they

and

efficiency

globalisation,

production

an

industrial policy that will

20%

Europe's leadership

respond

to
the

methods introducing

economic crisis and the

efficient

shift

smart

harnessing

to

a

low-carbon

economy, by:

electricity grids

9

decoupled

emissions

agreement

reducing

biodiversity loss

-

low-carbon

by:

environment,

-

shift

resource-

resource and energy use
-

that makes efficient,

the

efficient

commitments
and developing countries

protecting

Resource

similar

economy9

carbon

-

make

the

a

growth must

competitive

-

support

EU-

-

supporting

scale networks to

entrepreneurship –

give

to make European

our

Thıs theme ıs at the crossroad between Industry/Economy and Envıronment.
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business

businesses
(especially

-

covering every part

firms) an additional

of

competitive

international

the

increasingly
value

chain – from access

advantage
improving

to raw materials to

the

after-sales service.

business
environment,
-

and

more competitive

small

manufacturing

-

fitter

-

in

This policy can only

particular for SMEs

be

helping

working closely with

make

consumer

devised

by

business,

well-informed

trade

unions,

choices.

academics,

NGOs and consumer
organisations.
-

Inclusive growth –

1. 75% employment rate

a

for women and men

helping

high-employment

for

individuals

–

people

aged 20-64 by 2020–

acquire new skills,

economic, social and

achieved by getting more

adapt to a changing

territorial cohesion:

people

into

especially

women,

economy

-

delivering

work,
the

Europe’s

young, older and low-

employment rate –

skilled people and legal

more

migrants

raising
and

better

6. An agenda for new

labour

skills and jobs

make

-

-

collectively
modernising

better

employment

educational

labour

to

markets
2.

–
raise
levels,

attainment – in particular:

reduce

workers

– reducing school drop-

unemployment, raise

helping people of all

out rates below 10%

labour

ages anticipate and

– at least 40% of 30-34–

and

manage

year-olds

sustainability of our

people
-

young

and

successful

career shifts
-

jobs, especially for
women,

market

and

older

change

completing

through investment

third level education (or

in skills & training

equivalent)

social
3. at least 20 million

systems

fewer people in or at

7.

risk

against poverty

benefits of growth

of

poverty

and

the

social models

markets and welfare
the

ensuring

ensuring

modernising labour

ensuring

productivity

economic,
and

territorial

cohesion
European

platform

-

guaranteeing
respect

for

the

fundamental rights of

social exclusion

reach all parts of the

people experiencing

EU

poverty

and

exclusion,

social
and

enabling them to live
in dignity and take an
active part in society
-

mobilising support to
help people integrate
in the communities
where they live, get
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training and help to
find a job and have
access

to

social

benefits
-

Regional
development

and

investment

also

support
growth

inclusive
by

helping

disparities
among regions diminish
and making sure that the
benefits of growth reach
all corners of the EU.

Draft legislative package of the European Commission for Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 (published on the
6th of October 2011)
The EC has proposed changes in the Cohesıon Policy wıth a vıew to deliver the Europe 2020 strategy
objectives of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, focus on results and maximise the impact of EU funding.
The following table shows the main messages of the EC concerning the future cohesion policy:
Focus on:

Ideas for the next programming period concerning

-

Delivering key policy priorities (EU2020!)

-

EU added value

-

Impacts and results

-

Delivering mutual benefits across the EU

-

Focusing resources on a small number of

the cohesion policy:

priorities.
-

Making payments depend on certain conditions.

-

Creating a 'performance reserve' to reward the
best performers.

A menu of thematic objectives :

-

Stronger monitoring and evaluation.

-

Combining grants with loans.

-

Reinforcing the territorial dimension.

-

Strengthening partnerships.

-

Research & innovation

-

Information and communication technologies
(ICT)

-

Competitiveness of Small and Medium-sized
Enterprises (SMEs)

-

Shift towards a low-carbon economy
Climate change adaptation & risk prevention and
management

-

Environmental protection & resource efficiency

-

Sustainable transport & removing bottlenecks in
key network infrastructures

-

Employment & supporting labour mobility
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-

Social inclusion & combating poverty

-

Education, skills & lifelong learning

-

Institutional capacity building & efficient public
administrations

Concentration of ERDF investments to maximise

-

Energy efficiency & renewable energy

impact :

-

Research & innovation

-

Competitiveness of SMEs

Concentration of European Social Fund :

Fully in line with the Europe 2020 strategy
-

Promoting

employment

&

supporting

labour

mobility
-

Investing in education, skills & life-long learning

-

Promoting social inclusion & combating poverty

-

Enhancing institutional capacity & efficient public
administration

Reinforced social dimension
-

20 % of ESF allocations for social inclusion
Greater

emphasis

on

fighting

youth

unemployment
-

Mainstreaming & specific support for gender
equality & non-discrimination

Promoting

the

use

of

innovative

financing

instruments:

-

Extending scope to all areas of investment

-

Clearer regulatory framework

-

10 % bonus for innovative financing instruments &
community-led development

-

A range of options offering flexibility to programme
managers

3 categories of regions:

-

Less developed regions (GDP/capita < 75 % of
EU average)

-

Transition regions (GDP/capita 75 – 90 %)

-

More developed regions (GDP/capita > 90 %)

2.4.4 Progress Report 2011 on Turkey
On 12 October 2011 the European Commission published its annual overview of enlargement policy and the
progress made towards EU accession in the Western Balkans, Turkey and Iceland. In the report about Turkey the
following conclusions were made (among others):
•

After a steep recovery in 2010, the rapid economic expansion continued with 10.2% year-on-year GDP

•

Some progress was made in the field of regional policy. However, the delays with tendering and in the

growth in the first half of 2011.
timetable for the readiness of the Operating Structures for Transport, Regional Competitiveness and Human
Resources Management to take over financial management and control responsibilities from the CFCU under
IPA components III and IV create serious risks that some of the funds may be decommitted in 2011. Although
the institutional framework for implementation of IPA components III and IV has been finalised and the
administrative capacity is improved, there is still a need for further strengthening of the administrative
capacity, and improvement in coordination between the IPA institutions in order to accelerate implementation.
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•

There has been limited progress in the field of social policy and employment. Further efforts are needed in
order to reduce large-scale undeclared work and to increase female employment rates. The risk of poverty
remains very high, especially for the rural population and for children.

•

Further progress was made with regard to enterprise and industrial policy principles. Turkey adopted a
revised Industrial Strategy Document and an Action Plan covering the period 2011-2014. Turkey adopted a
new SME Strategy and Action Plan for 2011-2013. Turkey started the operational process of assessment for
the Small Business Act together with the Western Balkans.

•

Some progress was made with respect to enterprise and industrial policy instruments. The law on
technology development zones was amended and has been brought into line with the general framework of
R&D support in Turkey. The law offers various means of support, from allocation of state land to tax
incentives and exemptions by the end of 2023. The Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology extended
R&D Centre certificates to 87 companies in Turkey. Financial reporting standards for SMEs were adopted.

•

A support scheme for participation in international tourism fairs and for general tourism promotion and
marketing was launched.

•

Further progress has been made in sector policies. The Ministry of Science, Industry and Technology
adopted a strategy on the automotive sector, which focuses on the development of the R&D infrastructure
and design, manufacturing and branding capacity of the companies, the expansion in domestic and foreign
markets, and the improvement of legal and administrative arrangements and of physical infrastructure. The
same ministry also adopted a strategy on the machinery sector.

•

Some progress can be reported in the field of electronic communications and information technologies.

•

Except for the railway sector, some progress can be reported in the alignment of the transport sector.
Alignment in maritime and land transport remain at an advanced level and air transport is following at a
slower pace. There has been good progress in the area of transport networks. The Ministry of Transport
submitted to the European Commission a document that elaborates the future Trans-European Transport
Network (TEN-T) in Turkey. Technical consultations between Turkey and the European Commission were
finalised on the basis of this document. It also identifies the priority projects of European interest on the future
TEN-T Network in Turkey.

•

Progress in the field of energy has been uneven. While there has been good progress on the internal market
for electricity and on renewable energy, further efforts are required in order for the legislation to be fully
compliant with the acquis.

•

Good progress has been made in the area of statistics, particularly in sector statistics. Further progress is
needed, particularly in national accounts and in agriculture statistics.

•

Turkey is well prepared in the area of science and research and good progress has been achieved towards
future integration into the European Research Area and preparations for the Innovation Union. The
preparations to contribute to building the Innovation Union have also started. Overall, Turkey's participation
and success rate in the EU Seventh Framework Programme are growing, but further efforts are needed in
order to meet the excellence requirement and competitive participation in the EU research programmes.

2.4.5 Conclusions for the future of RCOP
On the basis of all the above summarised documents it can be stated that the objectıves, prıorıtıes and, to a
certaın extent, approach of RCOP are stıll relevant under the EC’s cohesion policy in the next programming
period. The following table shows the connections among the RCOP measures and the EU 2020 Strategy and the
EC draft legislative package for 2014 – 2020:
RCOP
Measure

1.1

development

of

EU 2020

EC draft legislative package

-

-

resource efficient, greener and

Competitiveness of Small and

68

industrial infrastructure

Medium-sized

more competitive economy

Enterprises

(SMEs)
Flagship initiative:
5. An industrial policy for the
globalisation era
(support businesses – especially
small businesses – as
they respond to globalisation, the
economic crisis and the shift to a
low-carbon economy)
Measure 1.2 financial instruments

Flagship initiative:

-

5. An industrial policy for the

-

Combining grants with loans
Competitiveness of Small and
Medium-sized

globalisation era

Enterprises

(SMEs)
Measure 1.3

R+D, technology,

-

innovation, ICT

3% of the GDP (public and

-

private

-

combined)

to

be

research/innovation (creating
new

products/services

that

Information
communication

invested in R&D/innovation
-

Research & innovation

(ICT)
-

Competitiveness of Small and

generate growth and jobs and

Medium-sized

help

(SMEs)

address

and
technologies

social

Enterprises

challenges)
-

digital

society

(using

information

and

communication technologies)
Flagship initiatives:
1. Digital agenda for Europe
(fast/ultrafast

internet

and

interoperable applications)
2. Innovation Union
(strengthening every link in the
innovation chain)
Measure

1.4

infrastructure,

-

tourism
promotion,

Sustainable

transport

&

removing bottlenecks in key

marketing

network infrastructure
-

Competitiveness of Small and
Medium-sized

Enterprises

(SMEs)
Measure

2.1

consultancy

information,
support

for

enterprises
Measure

2.2

strengthening

Flagship initiative:

-

Competitiveness of Small and

5. An industrial policy for the

Medium-sized

globalisation era

(SMEs)

Flagship initiative:

cooperation in industry corporate

5. An industrial policy for the

sector

globalisation era

„General”

-

employment ( 75% of the 2064 year-olds to be employed)

-

-

Enterprises

Strengthening partnerships.

Focusing resources on a small
number of priorities.
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-

a high-employment economy

-

delivering economic, social
and territorial cohesion.

Reinforcing

the

territorial

dimension.
-

3 categories of regions to be
supported:

-

Less

developed

(GDP/capita

regions

< 75 % of EU

average)
-

Transition regions (GDP/capita
75 – 90 %)

-

More

developed

regions

(GDP/capita > 90 %)
Two of the 3 main focus areas of ERDF sources in the EU 27 will be Research & innovation and
Competitiveness of SMEs between 2014 and 2020, thus RCOP objectıves and prıorıtıes remaın valıd under the
future strategıc approach. The most relevant measure of the RCOP for the next programming period is the
Measure 1.3 R+D, technology, innovation, ICT (especıally as the R&D expendıture ın Turkey, although
ıncreasıng, stıll needs to be augmented), but all the others are also fitting into the future policy of the EU.
As employment and effective industrial policy will be crucial in the next programming period in Europe, the
financing of SMEs in Turkey is partıcularly in line with the EU’s aims, as they can create majority of the new jobs,
and they can be the basis for the competitive economy.
Territorial dimension, economic, social and territorial cohesion (dısparıtıes) will be more in the focus of
the EU cohesion policy. It is important to mention that the EC overall financing approach under the future
cohesion policy ıs stıll based on (NUTS II) regions. Takıng ınto account the level of development of the 26 NUTS
II Turkısh regıons and the crıterıa for fınancıng regıons between 2014 and 2020, we can conclude that EU
support (including RCOP) should cover the whole territory of Turkey ın the next programming period.
However, as we fınd out both from the IPA evaluatıon studıes and the assessment of the Europe 2020 and newly
proposed framework for the future EU Cohesıon Polıcy, the ‘SECTOR’ or ‘THEME’ become more and more
ımportant for strategıcally plannıng (as opposed to financing approach) and, consequently, implementing EU
support and bookıng results.
It is also essential that, through theır thematıc focus, the prıorıtıes and measures of the future programme also
contrıbute to achıevıng progress under dıfferent, relevant chapters of the Turkey-EU negotıatıons (e.g. R&D).

2.5. Interim conclusions
IC.1. On the basis of the analysis of the socio-economic context of the programme carried out above with support
of fresh data (chapter 2.1.) and also on the basis of the strategic documents analysed under chapter 2.2, the
following small-scale completions of the RCOP SWOT analysis are needed:
Strengths


Turkey quickly and fully recovered from the economic crisis.



Turkey is the fastest growing economy among OECD countries in 2010 (8,9 % growth rate).



The number of the foreign tourists visiting Turkey has increased significantly between 2000 and 2010.
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th
th
Turkey is the 7 most visited country in the world in 2010, and Istanbul is the 7 most visited city in the

world.


20 of the 26 NUTS 2 regions of Turkey – including 8 of the 12 RCOP target regions – are among those
regions of Europe where the increase of the average annual change rate of the nights spent by tourists
are among the highest values in Europe (above 7,5 %)



The number of newly established enterprises has increased since 2001.



New sectoral strategies were prepared or up-dated recently in Turkey.



Young and increasing population.

Weaknesses


The total employment rate of the Turkish regions - below 50 % - is among the smallest in Europe, and it
has increased in the last decade.



High unemployment rate comparing to the EU-27.



Foreign trade deficit increased between 2006 and 2010.



The number of closing companies in total was increased significantly since 2000; significant fluctuation.



The amount spent on R+D is very low (as a % of GDP) in all of the Turkish regions.



The proportion of population who never used internet is among the highest in Europe, in all of the
regions of Turkey.

Opportunities


On the basis of the current statistical data of the NUTS 2 regions of Turkey, the extension of the
RCOP target area should be considered in the future. (The whole country is below the 75 % of the
EU-27 average concerning the GDP/capita.)



Transformation to an industry structure where the mainly high-tech products with high added value
are produced and the labour force is qualified.




Transition to high added value products in low-tech sectors.
Concentration of grants and investments to those industrial sectors, which are defined in the
industrial strategy.



Concentrate tourism development projects to those areas, which are defined in the Tourism Strategy
to be developed.



Development of technology in the manufacturing industry.



Development of corporation culture.



Shortage in transport and infrastructure.



The unemployment rate remains high comparing to Europe.

Threats



The amount spent on R+D remains low, and R+D activities, results will not help the competitiveness
of the Turkish economy. The fluctuation of companies remains high. The regional inequalities
among the regions will increase in the future.



The stakeholders of the more developed part of the country will not have real opportunity to gain
practical experience on EU-financed projects preparation and implementation.

For the next programming period RCOP should be supported with region based analysis and regional
SWOT analysis reflecting local specialities of the region. It should be taken into consideration that RCOP could
be also supported by cross-border strategy.
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IC.2. While the programme strategy is still in line, to a major extent, with the relevant strategic documents
(European, national, regional), a set of further potential eligible actions were identified in the analysis, especıally
under Measure 1.4. Regardıng thıs partıcular measure, although, overall, ıt ıs relevant to the needs of the regıons
ın the fıeld of tourism, ıt seems that the way the elıgıble actıvıtıes have been set up, maybe more ın the spırıt of
the RCOP than of tourısm as such, leads to dıfferent ınterpretatıons, on one sıde by the potentıal beneficiaries,
and on the other sıde, by the supply of funds (RCOP) and the other side EU Delegation.
IC.3. Especially for learning purposes, it might be useful to engage SMEs as end recipients under RCOP.
Alternatively, financial engineering instruments need to be enhanced as SMEs access to finance is one key needs
of this important category of enterprises.
IC.4. The sectoral concentration strategy adopted by the programme might need to be thought over, as it seems
that, to a significant extent, the programme beneficiaries perceive it as too complex and as not perfectly fitting
their needs. It is also necessary that the programme strategy is updated in order to be coherent with the most
recent strategies in the field.
IC.5. The regional concentration principle may be widened (at least for measures 1.2, 1.3 and 2.2) and further
regions covered by the RCOP. This might improve financial absorption and inter-regional cooperation.
IC6. As the analysıs on the potential future IPA revealed, the current RCOP prıorıtıes, as sectors/themes of
ınterventıons, are stıll relevant under the future Cohesıon Polıcy of the EU (and potentıally IPA 2014-20).
Although NUTS II regıons and terrıtorıal dımensıon and cohesıon ıs stıll an ımportant element under thıs new
cohesıon polıcy, at least equal ımportance ıs gıven to sectors/themes ın order to address development ıssues ın
the EU.
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3. Effectiveness
As presented in the introductory chapter to this draft final evaluation report, the objective of the
“EFFECTIVENESS” chapter is to assess to which extent the “objectives of the programme are achieved/will be
achieved considering the progress registered in the programme implementation up to the IE cut-off date”.
For this purpose 7 evaluation questions were developed, further broke down in sets of key research questions, as
presented in the table under.
Evaluation question
EQ 5. What is the physical progress currently
registered by the programme, in accordance with the
programme indicators and targets set?

Research questions/activities
-comparison of the programme output and results obtained
with the targets initially set, based on programme
indicators and data available in the IMIS/OS premises.

EQ 6. Is the indicator system in place adequate for
the monitoring and evaluation of the programme
effectiveness?

- concise analysis of the indicator system and individual
indicators, in accordance with the DG Regio WD 2
“Indicative Guidelines for Evaluation Methods”: Monitoring
and Evaluation Indicators” (system: coverage&balance;
indicators: relevance, sensitivity, availability, costs)
- analysis of the partnership arrangements, as set up for
the programming phase and beyond
- analysis of the Communication Action Plan
- analysis of the communication activities, in its two main
components (wide public and target groups)
- analysis to the extent to which the programme target
groups have been adequately instructed with a view to
apply for funds under the RCOP (e.g. interventions
financed and supportive documents needed), develop the
OISs, cooperate with CFCU during contracting and
implement their project.
- analysis of the criteria established for appraising and
selecting the projects
- analysis of criteria for appraising the OISs
- analysis of the procedures and activity of the Selection
Committee
- analysis of the project “cycle” process under RCOP: no.
of applications for funds under the programme/ no. of
developed OISs/ no. of contracted projects / no. of
implemented projects
- analysis of the applications/OISs/projects under
implementation per priority/measure and target region
- analysis of the MC role, composition and effectiveness of
decision-making process
- inventarisation and assessment of success factors,
bottlenecks, solutions identified – other

EQ 7. Are the programme communication activities
fostering its effectiveness?

EQ 8. Are the project appraisal and selection criteria
ensuring a selection of projects which lead to an
effectively implemented programme? – all packages
until the cut-off date
EQ 9. Is the project appraisal and selection process
ensuring a selection of projects which lead to an
effectively implemented programme? – all packages
until the cut-off date
EQ 10. Is the Monitoring Committee adequately set
up and functioning?
EQ 11. What have been the major success factors
and bottlenecks determining the programme
effectiveness? Have the solutions adopted (if any),
triggered the expected results?

In order to become more familiar with the RCOP implementation up to the cut-off date of the evaluation, and to
feed into the analyses carried out under this chapter, firstly an assessment of the project pipeline profile is carried
out.
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3.1.

Profile of the RCOP project pipeline

In April 2011 the RCOP project pipeline consisted of 54 projects10. While drafting the final evaluation report we
took into account the latest developments regarding the project pipeline, i.e. in November 2011, a 5th project - G
43 Anatolian Venture Capital Fund - entered implementation. As presented in the table under and in annex 5, 31
of them (57% of the project pipeline) were in the programming phase, for 15 the tendering documentation for the
related contracts were under preparation, while contracts under 5 projects were under implementation. 3 more
projects were at the stage of being contracted.
Table 11. TOTAL PROJECTS PER STAGE

TOTAL PROJECTS PER STAGE
# of
STAGES
Projects

%

Stage 1: Programming

31

57.41

Stage 2: TD Preparation

15

27.78

Stage 3: Contracting
Stage 4: Under
Implementation

3

5.56

5

9.26

TOTAL

54

100.00

Figure 33. Projects per stage (%)

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation
Naturally, considering the financial allocation per priority, most projects are concentrated under Priority 1 (42 or
77% of the project pipeline – see table and figure bellow).
Table 12. TOTAL PROJECTS per PRIORITY

10

We made the analyais on a total number of projects in the pipeline being 54, although one of the 54 projects, i.e. "Establishment of 3 Business
Incubators in Selected Regions and Development of a Network among Incubators in Turkey" is split, in the project pipeline, in two phases
and counted as two projects.
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TOTAL PROJECTS per PRIORITY
# of
PRIORITIES

projects

Priority 1: Improvement of Business Environment

42

77,78

10

18,52

2

3,70

54

100,00

Priority 2: Strengthening of Enterprise Capacity and
Foster Entrepreneurship
Priority 3: Technical Assistance (TA)
TOTAL
Figure 34. Projects per priority (%)

Projects per Priority - %

4%
19%

Priority 1: Improvement of Business
Environment
Priority 2: Strengthening of
Enterprise Capacity and Foster
Entrepreneurship
Priority 3: Technical Assistance (TA)

77%

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation
Under Priority 1 most projects are either under programming, or under tendering preparation, respectively 37
projects (88%); two projects are under implementation (see figures 5&6, annex 5). Under Priority 2, the state of
affairs is similar: 80% of the projects (8 projects) are in the first two phases while 2 projects are under
implementation (see figures 7&8, annex 5). Under Priority 3 one project is in phase 2 and one is under
implementation (see figures 9&10, annex 5).
The projects are concentrated under measures 1.1 and 1.3 (60 % of the project pipeline – please see the table
and figure below).
Table 13. TOTAL PROJECTS per MEASURE

TOTAL PROJECTS per MEASURE
PRIORITIES
Measure 1.1
Measure 1.2
Measure 1.3
Measure 1.4
Measure 2.1
Measure 2.2
Measure 3.1

# of
projects
22
2
10
8
5
5
1

40,74
3,70
18,52
14,81
9,26
9,26
1,85
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Measure 3.2
TOTAL

1
54

1,85
100,00

Figure 35. Total projects per measure (%)

Total Projects per Measure - %

9%

2%

2%

Measure 1.1
Measure 1.2

9%
40%

Measure 1.3
Measure 1.4
Measure 2.1
Measure 2.2

15%

Measure 3.1
Measure 3.2
19%

4%

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation
Although most projects in the pipeline are concentrated under Measure 1.1, none of them is under implementation
or at least in the phase of contracting. All of them are either under programming, or TD preparation (please see
figures 13 and 14 in the annex 5). As regards Measure 1.2, both projects are under implementation (please see
figure 15 and 16 in the annex 5)11. Under Measure 1.3 things are slowly progressing: 6 projects are under
programming, while 1 is under TD preparation and 3 under contracting (please see figures 17 and 18 in the annex
5). The last three could rapidly enter the implementation phase, if contracting is finalised. 6 projects under
Measure 1.4 are still in the programming phase while for two the tender documentation is prepared. (please see
figures 19 and 20 in the annex 5).
Again, things are progressing under Measure 2.1: 3 projects are under programming, but for one the tendering
documentation is prepared and for the last one contracting is underway (please see figure 21 and 22 in the
annex). For Measure 2.2. the picture is rather “black and white”: 4 projects are under programming while 1 is
under implementation (please see figures 23 and 24 in the annex 5).
The two projects under Priority 3 are under implementation (Measure 3.1) and under TD preparation.
As regards distribution per package, 77% of the project pipeline is concentrated under the second package and
only 19% under the first package.
Table 14. TOTAL PROJECTS per PACKAGE
TOTAL PROJECTS per PACKAGE
# of
PACKAGES
11

projects

After the cut-off date of this evaluation but before the evaluation process was completed, the second project under Measure
1.2., G 43 Anatolian Venture Capital Fund, already entered the fourth phase, i.e. implementation.
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1st Package

10

18,52

Package

42

77,78

3rd Package

2

3,70

54

100,00

nd

2

TOTAL

Figure 36. Total projects per package

Total Projects per Package - %

4%
19%

1st Package
2nd Package
3rd Package

77%

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation
However, under the second package all projects are under the first two phases of the pipeline – 30 under
programming (71%) and 12 under TD preparation (29%), while for the first package two projects are already
under implementation (20%), 4 are under contracting (40%), 3 are under TD preparation (30%) and 1 is under
programming (10%) (please see the figure bellow and annex 5).
Figure 37. Project pipeline 1st and 2nd packages
2nd Package per Stage - %

1st Package per Stage - %

0%
10%

0%

20%

29%
Stage 1: Programming

Stage 1: Programming

Stage 2: TD Preparation

30%

Stage 3: Contracting
Stage 4: Under Implementation

Stage 2: TD Preparation
Stage 3: Contracting
Stage 4: Under Implementation

71%
40%

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation
Under the third package both projects in the pipeline are under implementation. .
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In terms of end-recipients, a simple categorisation is showing us that:


16 end-recipients are national/central institutions/bodies, while 38 are regional/local institutions/bodies (3070% ratio) while



32 end-recipients are public institutions (at all layers) and 22 are other type of institutions (professional
associations, NGOs, trade unions, chamber of commerce) (60%-40% ratio)

In accordance with the RCOP Regional Concentration Strategy, 70-80 % of the programme resources need to be
allocated through the 15 Growth Centres (K.Maras, Samsun, Kastamonu, Malatya, Elazıg, Trabzon, Kayseri,
Sivas, G.Antep,, Diyarbakır, S.Urfa, Erzurum, Batman, Van, and Kars). All GCs are present in the project pipeline,
most of them through individual projects, some other under national projects, as the ones of TOBB or KOSKEB.
The chapter on efficiency will investigate further to which extent the objective of the RCOP Regional
Concentration Strategy are/will be reached by implementing the current projects in the pipeline.
As regards the RCOP Sectoral Concentration Strategy (table 47), in several cases it was difficult to asses in
which particular sector a project is financed. When this information was identifiable, we found that the sectors
mostly addressed through the projects in the pipeline are food products and beverages, as well as
wood&furniture. A few projects are in the sectors machinery and equipment, mining and quarrying, manufacture
of other transport equipment, manufacture of basic metal, manufacture of textile and wearing apparel.
Interim conclusions
IC.7. The project pipeline in terms of project “stages” concentrates on the first two phases of the project pipeline,
as 15% of projects are under implementation or close to this stage and more than half of the projects still work on
improving their OIS.

IC.8. This is particularly the case under Priority 1, where 2 projects are under implementation, although this
priority concentrates the largest fund allocation and number of projects in the pipeline. The overall picture for
priority 2 (in %) is similar, however, less projects are currently in the pipeline under this priority and absolute
numbers project a more optimistic view in this case.
IC.9. Measure 1.1 is critical as, while it concentrates most projects in the pipeline, none of them is in any of its
two last phases (contracting or under implementation). The same is valid for Measure 1.4 however, the lower
number of projects under this measure might determine a more rapid progress than in the case of Measure 1.1.
IC.10. Measures 2.1 and 2.2 are in a relative similar situation – the project pipeline concentrate at the “poles” the projects are to be found either at the beginning of the process, or under implementation. Under Measure 1.3
progress could be rapidly booked, if the contracting for the three projects in phase 3 is concluded.
IC.11. Although the second package concentrates 77% of the projects in the pipeline, they are significantly less
advanced that the projects under the first package (in %). Even in absolute numbers projects under the first
package is more advanced that the ones under the second package12.

12

As we will see under Chapter 3.6., the preparation of first package projects also started earlier than the preparatory work for the second
package.
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IC.12. Measure 1.2 (the “third package”) may be seen as very successful, as 100% of the project pipeline is under
implementation. At the opposite end, projects under Measure 1.1, second package, seem to be the least
advanced.
IC.13. Further than measure 1.2 (third package) it seems that the most successful projects in terms of evolving on
the project pipeline are to be found under Measure 2.2/first package.
IC.14. In terms of profiles of the end-recipients, the largest proportion is constituted of regional, public institutions.
All 15 Growth Centres are covered by the project pipeline, either directly (projects submitted by the GCs
themselves) or indirectly (GCs involved in cross-regional projects managed at central level).
IC.15. Identifying the sector for which a project is prepared was a challenge. To the extent this was possible, we
notices a concentration of interventions on two sectors (out of around 12 listed by table 47 of the RCOP): food
products&beverages, as well as wood&furniture.

3.2.

Physical progress of the Regional Cooperation Operational Programme

As limited progress is registered in implementing projects under the RCOP, the initial intention under this subchapter was to assess the state of affairs, but more to make a projection on the extent to which the targets of the
indicators set, capture the programme achievements (please see annex 6). However, in practice this was not
possible due to limited number of projects under implementation.
However, significant progress was registered under Measure 1.2, financing the largest project under
implementation under RCOP, i.e. the GAGF. As presented during the 8th SMC meeting, the total amount, both
micro-loans and credit guarantee, granted by the end of the Q1/2011 is around 45 million€; 1022 loans were
granted to 978 SMEs. On 12th of May already 80 million € were already lent to SMEs, through 1875 loans.
These figures show that the targets initially set and revised for the Measure 1.2. related indicators are already
reached and surpassed (200% realization). This finding is valid only for micro-loans and credit guarantee, not for
venture capital.
We need to underline here that the GAGF Monitoring Sheet does use most of the Measure 1.2 indicators, partially
reformulated. The only indicator missing is the result one: ”Number of new enterprises setting up a
business via new financial instruments”. Data for this indicator might/should be available at project level.
The same incoherence as regards the Measure indicators and the indicators in the Monitoring Sheet we noticed
also for the other two projects under implementation (SMEs network and TA for the RCOP implementation). In the
first case, the 4 measure indicators are only partially and implicitly, not specifically, reflected by the 10 contract
related indicators inserted in table 12 of the MS.
The same is valid in the case of the TA project – through the MS more indicators are monitored, further than the
ones agreed at programme level; as regards the trainings at national level, if we compare the MS with annex 6, it
seems that the target is already reached (12 trainings were planned and 20 were already carried out in the first 6
months of the project).
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As regards the Monitoring sheets, physical and financial monitoring is combined and carried out through one
single table (no. 12). It is also not clear what the MS means with “Quantity”: the target of the respective indicator
of value achieved.

Interviews
During the interviews it was widely acknowledged that the objectives of the programme are very ambitious,
difficult to capture in SMART indicators. This is particularly valid for impact indicators, as reaching the programme
global objectives in the timeframe, with the budget at disposal at taking the physical dimension of the country into
account, is not possible. If the programme has a socio-economic impact, this will be more visible at province level,
and not at regional level.
The programme might have a more significant impact in terms of “learning” how to approach EU grants, and an
efficient and an effective project and programme. And this “learning” effect should take place, as the RCP-CID
capacity is perceived by the interviewees as key to the programme effectiveness.
Interim conclusions
IC.16. Takıng ınto account the early stage of the programme ımplementation, it is dıffıcult to draw an overall
conclusıon on ıts effectıveness. However, progress is registered in the case of measures under which projects
are under implementation, especially under Measure 1.2 (where targets initially set are already surpassed), as
well as under Measure 2.2. and Measure 3.1.
IC.17. However, assessing the programme effectiveness is hampered by a series of factors, mostly related to the
still limited progress registered in concrete implementation of projects and the incoherence (partially natural-see
following sub-chapter) between the programme indicators and the indicators used to monitor the projects. As the
programme has just gained momentum in the first part of 2011, the first factor will be, hopefully, set aside in the
immediate future and the next programme evaluation might be able to draw a more comprehensive picture on the
programme effectiveness, based on values reached for the indicators set.
IC.18. The same factors hampered the realisation of a projection on the programme effectiveness, i.e. if the
programme reaches its targets, and consequently, its objectives.
IC.19. Another challenge of the effectiveness analysis is the programme strategy as such: as this is very
ambitious, reaching its objectives might be impossible in the current time, financial and geographical setting.
IC.20. The impact of the programme will be more in terms of “learning” than on regional socio-economic
development, which is positive: one programme overall objective “ to contribute to preparing Turkey for the
implementation and management of the Community's cohesion policy and thus to support Turkey in its
preparation for EU membership” will be partially achieved.
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3.3.

Analysis of the RCOP indicator system, including individual indicators in
place13

3.3.1. Indicator System
Theoretical underpinning
The terms “indicator system” and “system of indicators” are frequently used by sources of guidance on indicators,
e.g. the DG Regio Working Documents and EVALSED Guide. However, a clear definition of these terms is not put
forward by these sources, this leaving significant room for interpretation.
Without necessarily trying to clearly define this concept, in a nutshell a system of indicators is composed of all
elements (individual indicators, comprehensive data collection and processing, intra and inter-institutional,
procedures, human resources within the involved institutions) which allow a programme to accurately and timely
monitor its achievements. Thus, in general terms, monitoring is, in our view, the process using the indicator
system in order to oversee the progress registered in reaching the policy’s objectives and adequately feed into the
reporting and dissemination processes.
In line with this “pseudo-definition”, two of the three Commission’s criteria for a good indicator system, as defined
in its WD no.2, namely “coverage” and “balance”, refer to the extent of data coverage and, respectively, the
structure of the group if indicators as a whole14.
Coverage refers to the extent to which the indicators have the capacity to reflect the programme objectives and
operations, as well as progress of each operation under the programme. Coverage may be analysed by taking
into account three main aspects: programme socio-economic environment (context indicators), logic of
intervention and objectives covered.
Balance refers to the degree to which the indicator system includes a well-distributed mix of indicators (context,
input, output, result, impact), and answers, through this mix, to the requirement for information for different
categories/levels of stakeholders. Balance may be analysed by taking into account two main aspects: relation
between financial allocation and number of indicators, and balance by indicator type (input, output, result and
impact).
Under this criterion special attention needs to be paid to the aspect of “proportionality” as mentioned by the EC
Working Document No. 215:
“The scale of the Operational Programme should be considered in the context of the indicator system proposed.
[…] The indicator systems of complex programmes (e.g., within the Convergence Objective) with a high number
of priorities and measures will necessarily be more difficult to manage than the system of a smaller programme.
The challenge is to design indicator systems as complex as necessary and as small as possible under the
13

Chapter drafted as proceeded in the project “Improving the system of indicators for monitoring and evaluation”, commissioned
by the Authority for the Coordination of Structural Instruments, Ministry of Public Finance, Romania, and carried out by
KPMG Romania in partnership with GEA Strategy and Consulting.
14
The third criterion, namely “manageability”, while not elaborated upon very clearly, involves wider institutional and process
issues. Due to the limited time at disposal for this interim evaluation, it was decided by the Evaluation Team not to have this
third criterion addressed.
15

DG Regional Development, Indicative Guidelines on Evaluation Methods: Monitoring and Evaluating Indicators, Working
Document No.2, Aug.2006, p.21
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specific circumstances of a specific programme. The aim is not to achieve an equal coverage of all programme
and priority objectives. The impact and result indicators should cover priorities or measures which represent the
bulk of expenditure or are of strategic importance from the point of view of programme objectives or the
information needs of the potential users.”
The group of indicators within a system is inherently linked to the logic of programming. Specifically, “output”,
“result” and “impact” indicators are linked to the hierarchy of objectives within Operational Programmes. “Outputs”
relate primarily to operational objectives, “results” to specific objectives, and “impacts” to global objectives (see
Fig. 36).
Fig. 38 The intervention logic in the indicator system

Source: Based on DG Regio, Working Document No. 2, August 2006, Figure 2.2 (a)
Even before that, an indicator system also contains “input indicators”, which need to reflect the investments
(financial and human) made in the programme implementation. Newly, the European Commission introduced the
concept of “context” indicators, i.e. indicators which provide quantified information on the socio-economic and
environmental situation in which a programme operates.
A specific under-category of indicators (although still output/result/impact ones) are the horizontal indicators,
which should capture the programme effects as related to its horizontal objectives/themes of the programme.
In this complex setting (i.e. input, output, result, impact, context indicators) a series of “core indicators” (which can
be output or result indicators) are defined/selected by the DGRegio in its WD no. 7 for OPs financed under the EU
Cohesion Policy, with a view to collect similar and comparable data at this [OP] level and report it at EU level. At
this moment, the latter are not applicable to Turkey, as Turkey is not an EU member state, yet.
Taking this architecture of indicators into account, one may argue that the main focus of the “Measure” and
“Priority” level should be on output and result indicators, with impact indicators being primarily a matter of SCF
and/or MIPD levels.
As regards “data collection and processing procedures”, these need to be in place in order for the programme OS
to be able to timely collect accurate and complete sets of data. As we will also see under the analysis of individual
indicators, the related data can be collected from different sources (i.e. projects themselves, existing statistics) or
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it needs to be specifically collected (i.e. surveys, calculation/forecasting through modelling etc.). In order to collect
and process data, adequate human resources need to be in place (sufficient as number and adequately
qualified).
Findings of the indicator system analysis
Coverage - socio-economic environment
As mentioned above, context indicators are seen as a means of updating and monitoring the main elements of
the OP situation and SWOT analysis. As we can see from the table 1 in annex 7, the RCOP hasn’t defined
context indicators, although the programme is underpinned by a complex analysis and through SWOT.
Coverage - objectives covered
The aspect of “coverage - objectives covered” refers to a horizontal relation between objectives (operational,
strategic and global) and the indicators set (output, results and impact, respectively). The analysis of this aspect
need to answer two main questions:



Are all measure/priorities adequately covered by the RCOP indicators in place?
Are there indicators which do not correspond to an objective, thus, not being useful in the indicator
system?

Measure 1.1
Under Measure 1.1, although 4 types of eligible actions are defined, only 2 output indicators are set up. The
“products” of the measure in terms of (1) “equipment”, but especially (2) one stop shops, (3) information and
consultancy offices, (4) business and enterprise development centres, (5) logistic centres for common
commercial use are not specifically reflected by the output indicators.
The 2 output indicators refer, broadly, to the two concepts “shared” and “service” facilities, which do incorporate,
indeed, the types of the “facilities” financed under the measure, as well as the equipment purchased for their
functioning.
The result indicators under Measure 1.2 adequately capture the outcomes expected by the programme, as
displayed by the measure specific objectives and go beyond them. The fourth indicator “Number of employment
generated in OIZs, SSIEs, ISGEMs and incubators that are supported by IPA” can actually be considered an
impact indicator, specific for this measure but relevant at priority and programme level as it corresponds to the
programme specific objective no. 3. This only if the indicator refers to the jobs created in the facilities as such, for
their management and administration, and not in the SMEs benefiting from these facilities. In the latter case, this
indicator would be a result indicator for the third objective of the measure, part (b).
In the specific case of these 4 result indicators, their baseline value is known and provided by the programme16.
At the same time, as the measure specific objectives refer to “increase”, “enhancement”, the result indicators
might be more “reflective” if expressed in % increase, e.g. Increased number of SMEs benefiting from service
facilities established or supported (1100 additional to the 350 existing) – target 300% increase.

16

See the COMMISSION DECISION of 23.6.2010 amending Decision C(2007)5729 adopting the multi-annual "Regional
Competitiveness" operational programme for Community assistance from the Instrument of Pre- Accession Assistance for
the Regional Development component in Turkey (C(2010) 3776)
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Particularly for the measure first specific objective this increase needs to be calculated, to adequately reflect this
objective in (at this stage) non existing, result indicator.
Measure 1.2
Three output indicators are set up for Measure 1.2, to capture the “products” of the four types of eligible activities.
As presented in annex 7, the first, third and four types of eligible activities are not at all reflected by output
indicators. At the same time, the output indicators do not reflect the differentiation made by the second type of
eligible activities; between “newly” established financial engineering schemes and contribution to existing ones
(although in practice only new guarantee funds are established).
As regards the result indicators, they reflect to some extent the specific objectives of the measure, however, some
elements are not covered, respectively: the “enhancement of the financial environment”, i.e. what is the measure
adding to what already exists in terms financial support to SMEs, “per region”, i.e. a breakdown of loans/ no. and
total amount per region (this breakdown is done by the GAGF – SCM 8 project presentation).
At the same time, the second specific objective is only partially reflected by the result indicators – particularly not
captured is the enterprises [increase of] level of investment. Although data related to the total amount of loans
and of SMEs benefiting from interventions under Measure 1.2 are available, the indicators should also reflect the
average of financial support one SME or micro-enterprise receive/may receive. This information is available at
project level, as presented by the EIB in the last meeting of the SMC.
The third specific objective of Measure 1.3 – modernisation of production infrastructure - is also not reflected by
adequate result indicators.
Measure 1.3
For the 5 eligible types of eligible activities under Measure 1.3 three output indicators are set up. As presented in
annex 7, for 3 types of eligible activities no output indicator is currently in place. The third output indicator is rather
a result indicator for this measure rather than an output indicator, as it refers only to enterprises, and not to all
participants in the projects financed under 1.3.
The 2 result indicators set up for this measure reflect to a limited extent the results to be expected from
implementing this measure, as captured in the measure’s specific objectives: three out of four specific objectives
are not reflected by result indicators.
Measure 1.4
As regards measure 1.4, there seems to be a particular gap between the specific objectives set, as well as the
types of eligible actions and the result and, respectively, output indicators. For the former, it is possible that the
only output indicator captures more than the “products” of the first type of eligible actions, as this indicator is
generically (as opposed to “specifically”) formulated.
In the case of the result indicators, we are facing a particular situation of very ambitious specific objectives,
difficult to be matched by “simple” result indicators. Even in this context, there are some objectives which could be
more easily reflected in result indicators, e.g. and this is not the case (e.g. SO 2 – employment rate could have
been matched by a result indicator such as “no. of jobs created in/due to the supported tourism
sites/interventions”).
Overall Priority 1
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Overall, at priority level, a better match can be observed between the second, third and fourth priority specific
objectives than in the case of specific objective 1 (please see the table under).
Specific objectives
1.

Enhancement

and

modernization

of

business

1)

infrastructure for enterprises to conduct business activities
in a better and convenient environment.

2. Improving the conditions of enterprises in terms of
access to financial instruments by establishing and/or
supporting convenient financing mechanisms.
3. Promoting R&D, Innovation and usage of technology,
including

ICT

and

transfer

of

knowledge,

2)

Number of SMEs benefiting from service
facilities established or supported

3)

Number of new enterprises established
inside industrial sites which are supported

4)

Number of employment generated in OIZs,
SSIEs, ISGEMs and incubators that are
supported by IPA

5)

Number of new enterprises setting up a
business via new financial instruments

6)

The number of enterprises benefited from the
financial instruments

7)

Number of R&D and innovation related new
enterprises established inside business sites
supported.

8)

Research jobs created in established and/or
supported R&D related business sites and
service facilities

9)

Number of tourists visited the tourism
attraction points enhanced.

through

infrastructure.

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

Result Indicator
Number of artisans and SMEs benefiting
from shared facilities established or
supported

10) Number of new tourism enterprises
established in the region thanks to supplying
support

Measure 2.1
The first output indicator set for Measure 2.1 is a good example of “output” indicator – it reflects the types of
eligible actions under the measures, although it corroborates both enlisted by the programme (“events” focused
on “entrepreneurial and business skills”, on one side, and on “applications and business plans for revolving
funds”, on the other side). The remaining two indicators are rather result, than output indicators.
However, the specific objectives of the measure are poorly reflected by the two result indicators, although these
are very well set and reflect the results of the interventions financed under this measure.
Measure 2.2.
The output indicators for Measure 2.2 reflect the outputs of the two types of activities planned. However, the
second output indicator could be formulated more specifically (i.e. what kind of “activities” – conferences,
workshops, trainings info days etc.).
Regarding the result indicators, Measure 2.2 is particular in the sense that, in opposition with the other measures,
the specific objectives are very operationally formulated (with the exception of SO 2). In this context, some of the
SOs are reflected by the output indicators themselves (e.g. the second output indicator “Number of consultancy
activities” fits also the 1st and 4th SOs).
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No indicator is set up to monitor the needs assessment analyses and mapping of clusters and networks and/or
the developed action plans, although the result indicator “Number of networks/ clusters started to operate thanks
to provided support” does register adequately the results of the measure.
Overall Priority 2
Overall, as regards Priority 2 and taking into account the widely set and ambitious priority’s specific objectives, the
result indicators in place are not sufficient in order to provide information as to the extent to which these
objectives are/will be fulfilled. The third indicator relatively fits the second specific objective. The last SO is not
reflected in any way by these result indicators, (or by any of the output indicators, through mismatch), while “new
jobs created” is an important achievement of the programme.
However, it is widely acknowledged that it is difficult to set up indicators for “intangible” results and more
approaches need to be developed to assess the achievement of the Priority 2 objectives.
Specific objectives
Strengthening entrepreneurial culture and skills of

1)

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,

2)

Number of start-ups set up their businesses
after participating in information support and
ensuring consultancy services

3)

Number of networks/ clusters started to
operate thanks to provided support

4)

The number of enterprises participating in
the supported or newly established networks
and clusters

workshops and business oriented specific trainings.
Encouraging and strengthening cooperation in industry
corporate sector through basic information support,
consultation activities and clustering and other possible
forms of cooperation.

Result indicator
Number of SMEs prepared business and
investment plans through information and
consultancy support

Improvement of R&D and innovation capabilities of
enterprises and ICT usage in business process through
basic information and consultancy supports.
Creating new jobs, increasing the business stock and
added value in the target regions through supporting
SMEs particularly start-ups.

Priority 3, Measures 3.1 and Measure 3.2.
In the case of Priority 3 – Technical assistance, for both Measure 3.1 and Measure 3.2, the “system of indicators”
is particularly “uncovered”, this finding being clearly supported also by the following table.
Specific objectives
Provision of technical assistance in the preparation,

Result indicator
Number of project proposals received

management, implementation, monitoring, control and
evaluation of the RCOP
Preparation of a project pipeline both to be implemented
under the present RCOP and the preparation of OPs for
the next programming period
Creating capacity of the Operating Structure and
beneficiaries to manage and implement the OP
Providing IT infrastructure necessary for the management,
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implementation, monitoring and controlling of the RCOP
Carrying out necessary activities to publicise the RCOP.

Although some output indicators are set up, these are by far sufficient to display the outputs of the interventions
financed. While for M3.1 no result indicators are set up, for Measure 3.2 only one result indicator is selected,
indicator not necessarily adequate (please see further – the analysis of the communication activities).

Coverage - logic of intervention
The aspect of “coverage - logic of intervention” refers to a vertical relation between the “indicators layers” –
output/results/impact (if any). The analysis of this aspect seeks to identify the causal link between the input,
output and result indicators and to see whether there are indicators that fall outside the logical pattern.
With the support of the same table in annex 7, we find that, overall; there is a logical link between the output and
result indicators as set up for each measure. The result indicators most times logically flow from the output
indicators (see the following table for a few examples).
Output indicator
Area of service facilities established or supported

Result indicator
Number of artisans and SMEs benefiting from service
facilities established or supported

Number of R&D and innovation related business sites

Number

established, rehabilitated and/or supported

enterprises

of

R&D

and

established

innovation
inside

related

business

new
sites

supported.
Number of tourism attraction points enhanced

Number of tourists visited the tourism attraction points
enhanced

Number of SMEs assisted through consultancy

Number of SMEs prepared business and investment

supports

plans through information and consultancy support

However, it is difficult to capture in indicators an ambitious, multi-layered strategy with sometimes widely and
less specifically objectives as RCOP’s.

Balance - relation between financial allocation and number of indicators
In principle, larger programmes or priorities/measures with a more significant budgetary allocation would need
more indicators to measure its outputs, results and/or impact. However, this link needs to take into account the
issue of “coverage” – although the budget of a programme/priority/measure is large, if this finances
“straightforward” and simple interventions, it might not need a large number of monitoring indicators.
RCOP is not a large programme, it is a medium one if only judging by absolute figures. If we weigh the budget of
the programme against the geographical area and thematic scope covered, it may be considered a small
programme in financial terms.
For a medium programme, 35 indicators (output and result) might be “just about enough” to gauge the
programmes effects. The distribution of indicators (again, both output and result) reflect the financial allocations
per priorities: 19 out of the 35 indicators (55%) are set for Priority 1, with the largest budget among the three; 9
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indicators (25%) are set up for Priority 2 and the remaining 7 (20%) are set up for Priority 3. Again, it is not
necessary that the indicators distribution faithfully follows the financial allocation.
Table 15. Balance of RCOP indicators
Categories

Funds17
(MEUR)

Input
(allocation)

Output

Result

Impact

Total

Axis 1: 300,697,654

85,3%

9

10

0

19

Axis 2: 37,488,240

10,6%

5

4

0

9

TA :

4,1%

6

1

0

7

100%

20

15

0

35

14,343,534

Total funds: 352,529,428

Source: RCOP, IE, own calculation

Balance - by indicator type (input, output, result, impact, horizontal)
As regards the indicators type, the ratio 20 output indicators – 15 result indicators is slightly unbalanced; it is
common that the result indicators are around half of the output indicators. However, this is not a general rule and
the specificity of a programme dictates the number of result indicators.
Particularly in the case of priority 1, the number of results indicators is too high in relation with the output
indicators. In the case of priority 2, these are almost equal, while for priority 3, although gauged by a limited
number of indicators, there is a disproportion between the result indicator and the 6 output indicators set up.
As regards horizontal indicators, 4 are set up for the RCOP, as listed in the figure under:
Figure 39. Horizontal indicators

17

Based on: Financial plan of the SOP IEC giving, for the whole programming period, the amount of the total financial allocation
of each fund in the operational programme, the national counterpart and the rate of reimbursement by priority axis, Chapter 4 Financial Plan, SOP IEC, EN version, 2007, p. 98
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Source: RCOP, page 135
However, the RCOP tries to address 6 horizontal themes: (1) Equal Opportunities for Men and Women, (2)
Environmental Protection and Sustainable Development, (3) Civil Society Involvement, (4) Geographic, Sectoral
and/or Thematic Concentration, (5) Good Governance, (6) Non-Discrimination and Concern of Disadvantaged
Persons. Two of the 4 horizontal indicators refer to the first horizontal issue, while the third relate to third one and
the fourth partially relates to the forth HT. Thus three of the horizontal themes are not gauged by horizontal
indicators (HTs 2, 5 and 6). Although the horizontal indicators are mentioned in the 2007-2010 Sectoral Annual
Implementation Reports, at this point we do not have information that these indicators are actually monitored, i.e.
in the MIS.
3.3.2. Individual indicators
Theoretical underpinning
As described above, individual indicators make up the core of an indicator system. The Directorate General
Regional Policy Working Document No. 2 defines an indicator as “the measurement of an objective to be met, a
resource mobilised, an effect obtained, a gauge of quality or a context variable”. It adds that an indicator should
be made up of a definition, a value and a measurement unit. This definition introduces many of the key
dimensions of an individual indicator, including the fact that it should measure something of policy interest, and
that it should by definition be quantitative. At the same time, the value covers also the “baseline value” (i.e. the
initial value of the indicator, before the programme is implemented) and the “target value” (i.e. the value the
indicator should have during the programme implementation - intermediate target values, and after the
programme is implemented – final target value)
An even simpler recent definition is that an indicator is “a set of measurements of a specific variable over time”.18
This definition introduces the important additional dimension that indicators generally measure a trend over time
and hence involve a data time series.
There are many alternative categorisations of types of indicators. In the context of EU Structural Fund
programming, the basic ones include: the distinction between the five categories of “context”, “input”, “output”,

18

D. Hegarty, Management of EU Funded Programmes, Module 5 Indicators, PowerPoint Presentation, Institute of Public
Administration, Dublin, 2010.
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“result” and “impact” indicators, between “programme” and “context” indicators, and between “programme”
and “project” indicators.
Programme indicators refer to input, output, result and impact indicators, but not to context indicators. Context
indicators are a class apart, and certainly by definition the sensitivity criterion is not applicable, i.e. they are not
sensitive to EU-co-financed investments. Commission Guidelines, while emphasising the importance of context
indicators, are silent on the suggested usage at the different levels. They are seen as a means of updating and
monitoring the main elements of the OP situation and SWOT analysis. Unlike programme indicators, they are
seen as relying heavily on existing data sources. Also, they never have targets since by definition the intervention
does not directly influence their trend.
In some cases there are quite some ambiguities in the use of the term “programme indicators”, especially as
opposed to the concept of “project indicators”. For the sake of clarity, in this analysis we will use the term
“programme indicators” to define the set of indicators designed to measure the programme’s achievement, and
report these towards the European Commission and other stakeholders. They may or may not be collected from
project level. At the same time, although for some of them data is collected from projects, they do not cover fully
this project level, for which further, “project level indicators” may be set up. However, this is not necessarily a task
fro the OS, but for the projects themselves. The OS might use project indicators (further than the programme
indicators) in order to more closely monitor the financed projects, but these might not be adequate to report on the
programme achievement.
There is extensive thinking and guidance from the Commission and other sources on the characteristics of a good
individual Programme indicator. A traditional well-known set of criteria is that indicators should be “SMART”,
meaning that they should be “specific”, “measurable”, “achievable”, “realistic”, and “timely”. DG Regio Working
Paper No. 2 distils these and similar requirements into the shorter list of “relevance”, “sensitivity”, “availability” and
“costs”.
Relevance refers to the capacity of an individual indicator to reflect the purpose for which it the related data is
collected, i.e. the extent to which the indicator reflects/captures the produced effect/outcome of an intervention
(e.g. if an intervention is meant to produce, as output, start-ups, the most relevant output indicator in this case is
the “no. of start-ups financed”). The indicators selected for one measure/priority should reflect all outputs and
results of the measure, as sum of interventions.
By sensitivity we understand the response capacity of an indicator to context changes and to monitored
interventions in the relevant OP, i.e. to which extent the value of an indicator modifies in time, in relation with the
produced effect/outcome of an intervention. The “quicker” the value changes, the more sensitive the indicator is.
The more sensitive an indicator is, the better/more regular the OS can monitor the progress of a measure,
communicate the achievements or lack of progress, with a view to taking adequate steps (in the latter case) to
correct it.
Availability refers to the requirement that data are delivered on time and regularly updated.
By cost we understand the resources needed for data collection for an individual indicator. These costs may
range from 0 (i.e. data are available at project level and regularly provided to the OS through project report) to
significant amounts (e.g. is data need to be obtained through surveys, modelling or other more expensive data
collection forms). Costs of data collection necessary to calculate indicators with the requested frequency must not
exceed the indicator’s utility.
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Findings of the analysis of the individual indicators
The analysis of the individual indicators has been undertaken by assessing each output and result indicator
against each of the 4 criteria: relevance, sensitivity, availability and costs. For the sake of simplicity, the
assessment was carried out on a yes (+) (-)/no basis, i.e. one indicator could be relevant or not, sensitive or not
etc. No complex scoring (e.g. 1-5) was used, as the indicators are simple and straightforward.
As presented in detail in the analytical tables and text inserted in annex 7, all indicators are relevant, sensitive and
the related data are available, in most cases at project level, from where they can be collected. As data are
available, no extra cost is needed for data collection.
Taking the SMART criteria into account, we find that some indicators are not formulated specifically enough e.g.
“facilities” incorporate both “space” and “equipments” (Measure 1.1). Other indicators corroborate more sets of
information/simple indicators e.g. “Number of R&D and innovation related business sites established (1),
rehabilitated (2), and/or supported (3); “supported” include the other two categories (Measure 1.3).
In some cases output indicators are closer to input19 (financial) indicators (Measure 1.2). Although these
indicators give information about the interventions as such, they rather refer to the financial input into the
interventions, than their output. As also mentioned above, under “coverage – objectives covered”, some result
indicators are rather output indicators and the other way around.
The definitions of the indicators are not sufficiently developed, or in some cases not developed at all20. These
definitions are important for the programme itself, especially as regards monitoring and communicating to the
beneficiaries all necessary information on the indicators they need to provide data for, from the project level. At
least for the call for proposals for the 2nd package projects, although the Guideline for project proposals mentions
that the beneficiaries need to take into account the “measure-specific” indicators, no further information is
provided regarding this issue (e.g. the indicators as such, their definitions and collection method).
Interviews
The interviewees have had shared opinions as regards the programme indicators. Some perceive them as clear,

basic and sufficient, with reachable targets. Some other, although they share this view, found it difficult
to monitor them.
On the other side, a series of interviewees, having a wider view on the programme, consider the
indicators as not sufficient, especially as regards some measures, e.g. Measure 1.3. Although it is
acknowledged that programme indicators represent a particular challenge, it is considered that more
indicators are needed in order to monitor and display the results of the programme.
The indicators should also be reformulated and become cleared, in the view of some of the institutions
involved in the interviews; also their targets should be based on more accurate data.
Interestingly, it is acknowledged that the objectives of the programme are very ambitiously formulated,
and, consequently, it is difficult to identify the perfect set of SMART indicators to monitor it. In the

19

We do not analyse input indicators, as these exist.

20

See the COMMISSION DECISION of 23.6.2010 amending Decision C(2007)5729 adopting the multi-annual "Regional
Competitiveness" operational programme for Community assistance from the Instrument of Pre- Accession Assistance for
the Regional Development component in Turkey (C(2010) 3776)
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same context, it is particularly difficult to set up impact indicators: when the resources of the
programme are so limited, so as the impact of the programme.

Survey
Only 12 members of the Sectoral Monitoring Committee (approximately 25% of the acting members and 15% of
all SMC members, incl. rotating ones) are familiar with the programme indicators. 3 are not familiar, 5 do not know
if they are familiar and 22 are neither familiar, nor unfamiliar.
As regards the extent to which the programme indicators adequately show the outputs/results of the programme,
the distribution of answers are more or less the same; however, even less SMC members agree with this
statement, i.e. 10.
R COP Inte rim Ev a lua tio n - Pa rt I. S e c to ra l Mo nito ring Co mmitte e
Me mb e rs
45
40
35
30

Katılıyorum

25

Kısmen Katılıyorum

20

Katılmıyorum

15

Fikrim Yok

10
5
0
You are familiar with the
programme monitoring indicators

The programme indicators
adequately show the
outputs/results of the programme
21

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
Despite this perception on the adequacy of the programme indicators (more SMC members have a less positive
opinion on this matter), only 4 members of the SMC consider that the programme has effects not captured by the
programme indicators. 16 SMC members do not know if this is the case and 21 partially agree with the statement.
As regards the RCOP beneficiaries, 5 are clearly familiar with the programme monitoring indicators, while 7 are
partially familiar with them. More or less the same number agree (7) or partially agree (5) with the fact that the
programme indicators adequately capture the outputs/results of their projects. Consequently, 5 beneficiaries
consider that their project has more effects/achievements than the ones captured by the programme indicators
and 5 further consider that this is partially the case with their projects.

21

Katiliyorum=AGREE, Kismen Katiliyorum= Nor agree, nor disagree, Katilmiyorum=Disagree, Fikrim Yok= I do not know
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R COP Inte rim Ev a lua tio n - Pa rt II. B e ne fic ia rie s
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

Katılıyorum
Kısmen Katılıyorum
Katılmıyorum
Fikrim Yok

Your project, through its
achievements, will
contribute to reaching
the programme
objectives.

You are familiar with
the programme
monitoring indicators

The programme
indicators adequately
show the
outputs/results of your
project (also future
outputs/results)

22

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
However, the beneficiaries could not very well define the effects of their projects, which are not captured by the
programme indicators. Very interestingly, some of the mentioned that possible “secondary” effects of the
programme are:


Environmental-friendly utilisation of by-products (environment as horizontal theme of the programme)



Effective communication among the institutions, constituting an effective basis for innovation (learning)



Sustainability through capacity building, including in the private sector (learning)



New approaches to business and financing business through new financial instruments (learning)

In the final phase of the evaluation, i.e. towards the final evaluation report, sometime was dedicated to developing
a list of indicators for the RCOP, in accordance with the criteria presented above (please see annex 14). A good
part of this list was discussed in detail with members of the MED and PD, during two half-day sessions. It was
agreed after these talks that the provided list of indicators needs a further refinement by the Centre, as the time at
disposal did not allow for a 100% in-depth assessment and as some particularities of RCOP and the
implementation process, as well as data availability, might influence the final choice of indicators from this list.
However, the two half days discussions clarified to a large extent the approach to be taken in setting up
both indicators and the programme strategy.
The list attached also considers the programme horizontal objectives, where it was the case. Important to
underline is that geographical/sectoral concentration is rather a part of the programme strategy, than a horizontal
theme. At the same time, without an SEA (Strategic Environmental Assessment), it is practically impossible to set
up genuine and adequate environmental indicators.
Interim conclusions
This thorough analysis of the indicator system was carried out not only to identify limitations of the RCOP
indicator system, but also to emphasize on the link between the strategy of the programme and the indicators as

22

Katiliyorum=AGREE, Kismen Katiliyorum= Nor agree, nor disagree, Katilmiyorum=Disagree, Fikrim Yok= I do not know
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such. The good practice is to set up the indicator system in parallel with the programme strategy (global, specific,
operational objectives). The advantages of this approach is that the indicators may “indicate” you when the
strategy of your programme is “overly layered” and “crowded”, with a high risk of incoherence. In the case of the
RCOP we have several layers of specific objectives, at programme, priority and measure level, and this hampers
an adequate monitoring and assessment of the programme achievements/effectiveness. This view is shared also
by some of the interviewed institutions.
IC.21. Although the system of indicators is “logically” set, i.e. the result indicators most times logically flow from
the output indicators, the RCOP indicator system is only partially “covered”.
IC.22. In the case of most measures, both result and impact indicators are missing to a certain extent. Particularly
the objectives of the Priority 1 measures seem to be inadequately covered, while Priority 3 is critical in this
respect. Priority 2 faces a different challenge, i.e. of setting up indicators, especially result ones, which should
measure the “intangible effects” of its interventions.
IC.23. Under Priority 1, Measure 1.4. represents a particular situation, respectively a wide gap between very
ambitious objectives and very operational indicators. Measure 2.2 under Priority 2 is to be found at the opposite
end: the very operational objectives can be matched by output, and not result indicators.
IC.24. “Matching” the specific objectives at Priority and programme level with the related result indicators cannot
be done in a straightforward manner at all time.
IC.25. In any case, all indicators correspond at least to a specific objective at measure level and no indicators are
set up without these to match an objective or an eligible activity or are inappropriately assigned to a certain
priority/measure.
IC.26. As regards “balance”, it seems that the “proportionality” principle was applied; the dimension of the
programme was taken into account and a more limited number of programme indicators were set up. The
indicators follow the financial allocation per axis.
IC.27. There is a slight “imbalance” as regards the ratio output-result indicators; more of the latter are set up for
the programme. This might be exactly due to the limited “coverage of objectives” as concluded upon in the abovelisted interim conclusions.
IC.28. No context and impact indicators are set for the RCOP23.
IC.29. The 4 horizontal indicators are not sufficient in order to capture how the programme is observing its 6
horizontal themes.
IC.30. As regards the individual indicators, overall, and taking into account the SMART criteria, some of them are
not specific enough. However, most of them are measurable and a measurement unit is set up for each of them
but lack an adequate definition.
IC.31. No intermediate targets are set.

23

Not setting up impact indicators was, in any case, agreed with the European Commission.
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IC.32. All indicators are relevant, sensitive and the related data are available, in most cases at project level, from
where they can be collected. As data are available, no extra cost is needed for data collection.
IC.33. In some cases output indicators are rather input or result indicators (e.g. Measures 1.2 and 1.3).
IC.34. The stakeholders involved in the evaluation exercise (both in the interviews and survey) have perceived the
“duality” of the indicators’ nature: although they are, to a large extent, clear, they are not all the time sufficient and
the projects and programme might have effects not captured by the system.

IC.35. A limited number of SMC members and beneficiaries declared that they are 100% familiar with the
programme indicators.

3.4.

Analysis of the programme communication strategy and activities

Communication is an essential function in ensuring support to the programme, in all its phases: programming,
implementation, monitoring, evaluation and follow up, i.e. a continuation of the programme. Disseminating the
results of the programme contributes both to this cycle, as well as to a good reputation of the programme itself
and of the EU funds contribution to the socio-economic development, and other effects, i.e. institutional learning,
in the country where these are spent.
1. WHAT SHOULD EU-financed PROGRAMMES DO IN TERMS OF COMMUNICATION?
In terms of communication, the programme should cover the following target groups
1.

potential applicants/beneficiaries;

2.

beneficiaries (end recipients);

3.

other programme stakeholders involved in the programme-related decision-making process, as well as in
the programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation phases (e.g. EU Delegation in Turkey,
European Commission, NIPAC, CFCU, other Operating Structures, major national agencies and regional
actors not in the two categories above);

4.

wide public

…and the following activities
1.

setting up the programme strategy in partnership with its stakeholders, including potential
beneficiaries, as their involvement from the outset significantly contribute to setting up a relevant
programme strategy and paves the way towards an sufficient and qualitative project pipeline when the
programme implementation is launched;

2.

communicating the programme opportunities (i.e. what is the programme financing) and
requirements (i.e. what needs to be done in administrative and content terms to be granted financial
support and manage this, at a later stage) to potential applicants, i.e. eligible institutions and eligible
applicants, as this is the stepping stone for a project pipeline which leads towards an effectively and
efficiently implemented programme. Especially in the cases of

young programmes a “one way”

information approach is not sufficient (e.g. web page), but two-ways, pro-active, permanent contact (e.g.
answering questions of the current/potential end recipients whenever necessary, seminars, workshops)
and even training the applicants are needed;

95

3.

communicating the programme requirements to end recipients in terms of public procurement,
contracting, contract and project management and implementation (including communication, see
under), and especially reporting towards the Operating Structure. As above, “one way” information
approach is not sufficient (e.g. web page), but two-ways, pro-active, permanent contact and even
training the end recipients are needed;

4.

communicating to the programme end recipients the requirements in terms of communication at project
level (including the publicity and visibility rules) and monitoring their implementation;

5.

guarding the utilisation of publicity and visibility rules at programme level, too;

6.

taking all necessary measures to ensure the reputation of the programme among the wide public, (i.e.
planning and developing the necessary activities in this sense and monitor their effects);

7.

keeping other stakeholders of the programme informed on the developments related to its
implementation, especially as regards potential synergies between different sources of financing;

8.

adequately disseminating the results of the programme, both among the programme stakeholders
(potential beneficiaries, other end recipients for cross fertilisation and wide public), i.e. organising
dissemination events, preparing in a reader friendly format materials which present the results of the
programme (e.g. brochure with the most successful projects, especially which results can be duplicated
– best practices);

9.

plan all these activities in a Communication Strategy and Action Plan, contribute to the setting up of the
instruments needed in order to implement it (applicants and beneficiaries guides, events, newsletters,
etc.) implement, monitor and evaluate its results.

2. Communication activities carried out by the Regional Competitiveness Operation Programme up to
April 2011
2.1. Information and Publicity as planned in the Operational Programme
In its chapter 5.3, the RCOP presents the requirements, activities, indicative budget, management and
implementation structures, as well as monitoring, evaluation and reporting mechanisms related to the
communication activities to be undertaken by the OS. At the same time, the OP acknowledges the role
dissemination and internet may play in this context and also indicates the measures to be taken in order to cover
these two areas.
In agreement with the legislation in force relevant for the RCOP, particular importance is given to informing the
potential beneficiaries on IPA assistance and the public on the support activities of the EU.
The tasks, functions and responsibilities of the Team especially set up within the Operating Structure (i.e.
Publicity Division in the Programming Department) are comprehensively described in the OP and further detailed
in the Programme Implementation Manual. Drafting the Communication Action Plan (CAP) is underlined as one of
the most important tasks of the Publicity Division, plan which should function as the main management tool for the
OS communication activities.
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Some communication activities are shortly mentioned in the OP and refer to general types of actions (e.g.
launching and annual events) or actions focused on potential beneficiaries and less on end beneficiaries and/or
dissemination activities. Adequate importance is given to Internet as information and publicity tool for the RCOP
and full use is made of other existing, similar instruments, set up by the bodies coordinating IPA components III
and IV and the related Inter-ministerial Working Group.
The OP refers also to annual Communication Action Plans, to be elaborated and monitored by the Publicity
Division. At the same time, monitoring and evaluation of, as well as reporting on the publicity measures
undertaken under the RCOP is to be carried out through the Communication Action Plan (see under).
The indicative budget at the OS disposal for information and publicity is 2,1 million €, corresponding to the totally
allocated budget for Measure 3.2. Publicity, Information and Promotion of OP Measures for 2007-2009. As
mentioned above and as presented further, this budget is implemented through a Communication Action Plan.
2.2. Partnership
In accordance with the Operational Programme, particular attention has been given to partnership, as this is
understood as “fundamental for the implementation of the RCOP” (RCOP, page 11).
An IPA Working Group and three sectoral committees (Manufacturing Industry and SMEs, R&D and Innovation,
Information Society and Tourism) were set up in the, at that time, Ministry of Industry and Trade, which involved
the RCOP stakeholders in the programming exercise, with a view to ensure the necessary project pipeline upon
launching the programme. Representatives of public institutions but also of non governmental organizations, at
national and regional level, as well as representing different sectors (RCOP, page 11-12), participated in these
groups which contributed, in accordance with the RCOP, to setting up the strategy of the programme. Similarly,
the programme stakeholders had the chance to express their view by e-mail or on the programme web page,
through a questionnaire.
The MoSIT also cooperated with the other Operating Structures under the IPA component III and IV, under the
coordination of the State Planning Organisation, through an Inter-ministerial Working Group and through bilateral
relationships.
In the inter-ministerial Working Group it was planned that the RCOP partners, at local, regional and national level,
would be invited to take part in “Consultation Meetings” to be held periodically at the start of each calendar year.
At the same time, for the implementation period, the RCOP envisaged to put in place a permanent communication
mechanism and to work at province level through 43 representatives, functioning at main liaison between the
RCP-CID and the regional and local stakeholders.
3. Communication activities up to April 2011
In accordance with the Sectoral Annual Implementation Reports 2007 -2010 and April 2011, the following
communication activities where carried out by (or for) the RCP-CID by the cut-off date of this evaluation:


In 2007 six regional conferences were organised under SPO coordination in Şanlıurfa, Van, Samsun,
Erzurum, Gaziantep and Malatya. These conferences were meant to promote the SCF and OPs before their
implementation started. The Growth Centres in these provinces were visited;



On 22 February, 2008, a press conference was held at the premises of the MoSIT, with the representatives
of the relevant media;
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In cooperation with the TOBB, a high level kick – off meeting has been organised in Ankara on 25 April,
2008; representatives of mass media and the chairmen of the Chambers of Commerce and Industry in the 43
provinces covered by RCOP took part in this event. Further on, in the framework of this cooperation, 6
regional informative meetings were held in Trabzon on 23rd of May 2008, Kastamonu on 3rd of July 2008,
Diyarbakır on 28th of October 2008, Erzurum on 4th of November 2008, Van on 25th of November and
Kayseri on 6th of January 2009;



4 seminars were organised in Afyon and Sivas on 10th of April 2008, in Çankırı on 18th of November 2008
and in Tokat on 16th of December 2008; also in 2008 RCP-CID staff participated in different conferences
organised under the HRD OP, to provide information on activities which can be financed under the RCOP
and create synergy with the HRD OP.



On 30th of July 2009 a press conference was organised with a view to inform the public and the project
applicants on the results of the call for proposals;



Up to December 2009 the RCP-CID prepared a Communication Action Plan (CAP), which was approved by
the European Commission on 1 March 2010;



On 16th of July 2010 the MoSIT organised a promotional meeting to promote the activities of the Greater
Anatolia Guarantee Facility operation and to inform potential stakeholders on credit guarantee facilities to be
provided for micro and small enterprises under this operation.



Since 2007 the programme benefits from an official web-site, under MoSIT overarching site. Currently this
site is available in both Turkish and English (http://ipaweb.sanayi.gov.tr; http://ipa.stb.gov.tr). The RCP-CID
staff also answers information requests reaching the Centre by e-mail. Publicity Division updates documents,
information and prepare news about the relevant events.

All these activities, mainly directed at programme potential beneficiaries, were financed by the Ministry itself or
through other EU available sources (e.g. Support to European Integration Programme). Some of them were
carried out as planned in the Inter-ministerial Communication Working Group under the coordination of the SPO,
covering both IPA Components III and IV.
As regards the programme end-recipients, extensive communication activities (i.e. especially bilateral and
trilateral meetings, including EUD) took place under all three packages of projects, in order to inform them on the
programme opportunities and requirements and support them develop their OIS.
The Communication Action Plan considers that the 532 project proposals submitted as a response to the call for
proposal launched at the end of 2008 is a “clear indication of the success” of the communication activities carried
out up to 2008.
Technical Assistance
In accordance with the Sectoral Annual Implementation Report 2007, the RCP-CID submitted two framework
contracts to the SPO, which numerous activities were aimed to inform the programme potential beneficiaries on
the RCOP opportunities during 2008. As no information on these contracts is provided by the subsequent SAIRs,
we presume these haven’t been implemented.
Upon CAP approval, the RCP-CID prepared an OIS, approved by EU Commission on 1st of March 2010, and
finalized in September 2010. At the cut-off date of this evaluation, (7 months later) the tendering documentation
related to the only contract (service) under this OIS was till under consideration by the CFCU and EUD.

4. COMMUNICATION ACTION PLAN
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As mentioned above, a Communication Action Plan24 was prepared by the RCP-CID upon conferral of
management. In December 2009 this plan was approved by the Sectoral Monitoring Committee, and in March
2010 the European Commission.
The CAP comes to substantiate the grounds set by the Operational Programme as regards the information and
publicity activities necessary for implementing the RCOP as well as to plan them strategically.
For this purpose the CAP sets up an overall purpose and objectives, as well as specific activities and actions/tools
designed for the identified target groups.
Overall, the four objectives set by the CAP do cover the areas which need to be addressed by a programme in
this field, as described above, and also respect the requirements on the IPA and related legislation in place
(especially as regards transparency). However, if compared with the list above, a series of gaps can be identified:
Programming. Although the CAP is financed with IPA 2007-2009 budget, the contract implementing it
will last until, presumably, December 2014. In this period also the preparation of the new RCOP will,
most probable, start. Although further funds will be made available for the last phase of the programme,
up to 2013, the CAP should take into consideration these future activities, too;
Dissemination25. Disseminating the results of the programme is essential from several points of view:
firstly, the success of the programme is made widely-known, as well as the performance of the OS as
such and the importance of the EU funding. Secondly, by making “good practices” but also “lessons
learned” available to other programme potential beneficiaries, new project ideas can be borne or a good
project idea and the project results are used in other regions, too – this increases the long-term impact of
the programme. All these can constitute arguments to continue the programme in the future
programming period, if the needs addressed are not tackled
Synergy with other EU funded and/or national programmes. Although there are also other institutions
guarding the coherence of IPA in the country (EU Commission, NIPAC) and, more specifically, of the
SFC (SPO), the programme itself should also actively engage with programmes which, through their
interventions, can enhance the RCOP effects. Active coordination and communication with other OS
could lead to higher impact of the programme at least at regional level.

The Plan target groups are well identified and defined, (i.e. end beneficiaries, potential beneficiaries who can
answer to call for proposals and the general public) and this step is essential for a communication strategy. The
better the target groups are identified, the easier it is to set up effective activities and communication
tools/channels.
However, although mentioned in the CAP objective 2 and covered by the CAP activities (including the Activity /
Target Group Matrix), “other stakeholders” are not among the target groups of the Plan. At the same time, end
recipients under package 1 are not considered (by the CAP) also in their phase of “potential end recipients”,
although the Centre directly interacted with some of them (13) with a view to have them applying for RCOP funds
(please see chapter 3.6.)
On the other hand, as regards the “end-recipients”, they should, indeed, be “kept informed about current situation
of IPA, RCOP and its publicity / visibility rules” (CAP page 12); however, more important for them is to receive all
24
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Available on the Turkish version of the web-page of the programme: http://ipaweb.sanayi.gov.tr / Documents
Although taken into account in the CAP activities, see 4.1.2. Annual Event.
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necessary information on adequately implementing their project, both financially and “physically” (i.e. as regards
outputs and results they physically need to book26).
CAP envisages 10 activities which are, generally speaking, comprehensive. These are grouped into three
“clusters”: “Public awareness activities”, “Information activities”, and “Dialogue and interaction”. This classification
is partially done on target group (first cluster) and partially on, let’s say, the type of activity, i.e. one-way “information”, and two ways – “dialogue and interaction“. A matrix matches the activity with the target groups.
Although some of the activities could be, indeed, relevant for more than one target group, activity 4.1.3 “Launch
and Announcement Events”, also from its description, is not an activity to be targeted at the wide public. On the
other hand, activity 4.2.3 “Video film” may fall rather under the first cluster, of “Public awareness activities” than
under “Information”. All in all the activities under the first cluster are considered relevant for all targets groups in
the “activities/target groups matrix”.
The “Printed materials” and the “Web-page” seem to be the most comprehensive channels for reaching/informing
the programme target groups, especially the potential beneficiaries. These are grouped under the “Informative
activities” – one way type of communication. As regards the web-page, especially its Turkish interface, does offer
a series of documents related to the programme (the programme itself, the annual sectoral implementation
reports, projects selected after the call for proposals, guidelines for setting up an OIS and the OIS template), both
in Turkish and English.
Planning “Regional conferences”, in the same, “informative”, cluster, may be a very effective tool to reach the
programme potential beneficiaries, at regional level. However, overall, the activities planned by CAP remain
general and “one-way”, and this is particularly important for addressing the potential beneficiaries, in all packages.
A very significant link missing in the CAP is the link with the project level, in terms of communication activities.
The reputation of the programme and of the EU funds involved here is shaped by both the communication
activities at programme and at project level; most of the time the activities promoting (also) the programme and
the EU contribution at project (and very important, at local and regional) level are more numerous that the ones
carried out at programme level and the programme needs to take this into account when assessing its reputation
among the wide public.
As regards communication channels, the CAP sets them up implicitly, and not explicitly. Choosing the right
communication channel for a particular target group is essential in order for the message to reach this group (e.g.
television for the wide public, face-to-face/bilateral consultation rounds for potential beneficiaries etc.)
Around 20 indicators are set up for 16 activities (formulated differently from the 10 activities envisaged by the
CAP). Although most of these indicators seem to be relevant for the 10 activities/16 actions planned, in most
cases these are not SMART formulated (e.g. the indicator “attendance lists” for the action “attending trainings”
should be “number of participants in training sessions”; the indicator “Reaction to misleading coverage, position
circulated to media and key public spokespersons, frontline staff” is actually 4 indicators in one; the indicator
“Regularity of updates” is not specific enough, the indicator “nr of briefings and quantity and quality of media
coverage” is not particularly measurable etc.).
Although the CAP announces these as all being output indicators, some of them are rather result indicators (e.g.
“Numbers [of leaflets] disseminated” – the output would be “Numbers printed”); in any case no distinction is made
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Currently this is tackled through the TA project the Centre manages.
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as regards output vs. results indicators. No targets are set for these indicators, although some figures are
presented for some activities in the “activities/target group matrix”.
On the other hand, the CAP monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, although mentioned in the Plan, are not
adequately described and explained.

Interviews
The overall opinion of the interviewees as regards the communication activities carried out by the RCP-CID is that
these were adequate, in the sense that main messages were passed over especially to the potential beneficiaries
under package 1. However, both sides (information providers and recipients) consider that there is room for
improvement, in all phases – drafting the OIS in its first version, finalizing the OIS for final approval, preparing the
tendering documents. Gaps in receiving information were due, in the interviewees’ opinion, to insufficient capacity
(number and skills) in the Centre, especially in the first years of the programme. At the same time, it seems that
staff in charge with a particular project/OIS (as beneficiary’s liaison within the Centre) frequently changed.
Another bottleneck identified during interviews is the “gradual” (in steps), unclear and sometimes contradictory
comments received on the OISs, fact which led to several revisions of this document (together with the strategy
and/or budget of the project) and of the tendering documents.
In the case of regional beneficiaries, the instruments used to address them (conferences and seminars) certainly
needed to be more effective, especially as it seems that their capacity to access EU funds is lower than in the
case of central institutions. In this context, it seems that a lot of applicants in the case of package 2 thought that
RCOP is awarding grants and did not “catch” the new philosophy of the programme.
Overall it is acknowledged that, even if the programme applicants and end recipients have, in several cases,
experience with accessing similar EU funds, implemented before IPA, they need significant and clear support
along the process, again, in its all phases, from developing a project idea to closing the project, with a particular
weight on tendering documents, especially for works, as the procedures applied to RCOP are different from the
national ones.
Although a bit early in the programme cycle, several interviewees acknowledged that disseminating the results of
the programme is very important and that adequate mechanisms should be put in place for this purpose.
As regards the CAP, the relevant interviewees consider that its purpose is clear. However there is limited
coherence between the objectives/instruments/actions and its objectives are not clearly linked to the target
groups/beneficiaries.
Survey
The survey among the members of the RCOP Sectoral Monitoring Committee, among end recipients and
potential beneficiaries also enquired about the communication activities carried out by the OS.
13 SMC members consider that, overall, the programme potential beneficiaries have been adequately informed
about the programme opportunities and requirements, in all phases of its implementation (1. direct negotiation
(1st and 3rd package), 2. call for project proposal (2nd package), 3. subsequent steps (OIS development,
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tendering, implementation), while 6 disagree and 23 have a middle position on this issue (please see following
figure).
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More specifically, only 10 members of the SMC agree that the requirements for the development of OISs were
very well known by the programme potential end recipients, while 21 disagree and 12 have a neutral view
regarding this matter.
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As regards the wide public, 11 MSC members consider that this was adequately informed about the programme
opportunities and benefits, while 8 disagree and 25 neither agree nor disagree with this statement.
In order to increase the effectiveness of the RCOP communication activities, the SMC members made several
suggestions:


strengthen the communication with the potential beneficiaries at local level, possibly through direct contact
(visits in the territory) of the RCP-CID representatives, by establishing contact points for the programme at
province level, and by enhancing the coordination between central, regional and local levels



preparation of adequate publicity and information materials, sufficient for reaching the target group



information provided should be more detailed
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There are only a limited number of “I do not know” answers in the SMC member’s survey, and this might indicate
that this group is familiar enough with the issues faced by the programme. However, the “neutral” stance taken by
a large number of SMC members might indicate that they either do not have a clearly-cut (agree/disagree)
opinion, that they actually do not know the answer (least probable), that they are not very acquainted with this
type of evaluation tools or that an environment of trust and dialogue still needs to be set up within this institution
and among its members.
The end recipients which answered the questionnaire28 have a moderate position as regards the information
received on the criteria for project appraisal and selection and for developing the OIS, and that they understand
that at this point. However, three beneficiaries are unsatisfied about the information received when preparing their
OIS/application.
Answer Options
As beneficiary, you were sufficiently explained the
criteria for projects (OISs) appraisal and
selection of projects.
As beneficiary, you were sufficiently explained the
requirements for OIS development for final approval.
As beneficiary, you now fully understand the criteria for
project (OISs) appraisal and
Selection.
As beneficiary, you now fully understand the
requirements for OIS development for final approval.

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

I do not know

Response
Count

5

6

1

2

14

4

7

2

1

14

6

6

0

2

14

4

9

0

1

14

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
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As beneficiary,
you were
sufficiently
explained the
criteria for
projects (OISs)
appraisal and
selection of

As beneficiary,
you were
sufficiently
explained the
requirements for
OIS
development for
final approval.

As beneficiary,
you now fully
understand the
criteria for project
(OISs) appraisal
and
Selection.

As beneficiary,
you now fully
understand the
requirements for
OIS
development for
final approval.
29

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
As regards preparing the tendering documents and project implementation, the image is a bit different as above:
more beneficiaries consider that they received insufficient information for these project cycle steps. This situation
might be, partially, due to the state of affairs as regards the project pipeline (only 6 projects under
implementation).

28
29

These answers should be added to answers of the SMC members, and some end-beneficiaries are also in this category.
Katiliyorum=AGREE, Kismen Katiliyorum= Nor agree, nor disagree, Katilmiyorum=Disagree, Fikrim Yok= I do not know
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As beneficiary, you have been
sufficiently detailed explained the
criteria/requirements for tendering
the contract(s) under your OIS and
implementing your project, both
from a financial and technical point
of view

As beneficiary, you are now fully
aware of the criteria/requirements
for tendering the contract(s) under
your OIS and implementing your
project, both from a financial and
technical point of view
30

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
In order for the beneficiaries to fully understand the programme opportunities and requirements for setting up an
approvable OIS, preparing the tendering documents OIS and implementing their projects, this group would need:


Seminars in the regions, with detailed information and further explanations and interpretations of the formal
requirements, preferable organised for small groups;



More direct communication (face-to-face meetings, phone discussions, online briefings);



More clear and comprehensive guidance from the RCP-CID staff in charge

As a pleasant surprise, approximately 75% of the potential beneficiaries are familiar with the programme priorities,
measures, activities and target groups and a bit less are familiar with the requirements for submitting and
approvable OIS. The balance between the two poles continues to shift as you move forward towards tendering
and implementation, and less potential beneficiaries (but still 50%) seem to be familiar with these steps.
R COP Inte rim E v a lua tio n - P a rt III. P o te ntia l B e ne fic ia rie s
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submitting a project (OIS)
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You are familiar with the
related tendering and
implementation
procedures

It seems that the main channels for getting in contact with the programme and become familiar with the related
opportunities and requirements are: the programme web-page, seminars organised by the RCP-CID, information
material prepared by the programme (e.g. booklets and brochures promoting the programme), other internet
sources, written press. Interestingly enough, some potential beneficiaries became familiar with the programme
during RDAs informative meetings. Some other got in contact with the programme through the survey as such.
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Source: RCOP, IE, survey

Interim conclusions
IC.36. Judging by the treatment of “communication” under the operational programme itself, the RCP-CID seems
very much aware of the actions to be taken in this area.
IC.37. Naturally considering their moment in the programme implementation cycle, the communication activities
carried out until the cut-off date of the evaluation are mainly targeted at potential beneficiaries of the programme
and are (especially the events organised) general in nature.
IC.38. Bilateral and trilateral meetings might have gone more in detail as regards the programme opportunities
and especially requirements; however, this approach (in opposition with clear, detailed and written rules) leave
significant room for subjectivity and interpretation and confuse the applicants (as it is actually confirmed by the
interviews and survey).
IC.39. Limited technical assistance was available for the communication function of RCP-CID, this in a context
when the related human resources were insufficient as number, still under capacity building and frequently
changing.
IC.40. As regards the Communication Action Plan, particularly positive aspects are the identification of the target
groups and the comprehensively set objectives. Only some gaps have been identified in this respect: regarding
the former, “other stakeholders” of the programme (further than potential beneficiaries, end recipients and wide
public) are also very important but are not particularly tackled. As about the latter, the gaps identified (future
programming, dissemination, synergy) occurred due to a concentration on the actions needed immediately upon
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programme launch, and less on the second phase of the programme implementation, and to a vision
concentrated upon the programme itself and less to its wider context.
IC.41. While the CAP objectives are well set and its target groups well identified, the CAP activities are not
comprehensively set and their link with the target groups and objectives is weak. At the same time, these
activities are very much “one-way” (less interactive, e.g. internet page) and the communication channels are only
implicitly mentioned and not clearly set depending on the objective/target group/activity/ message to be passed.
IC.42. Gap commonly identified in the communication strategy of programmes, capitalising on project level
communication activities for the programme level is, unfortunately, missing, while this may be a very rich
“channel” for enhancing the programme reputation.
IC.43. Ensuring the programme reputation among the wide public is not adequately covered by the CAP. For this
particular instruments exist (e.g. Omnibus survey) and it is necessary that firstly a baseline is set up, i.e. how well
the programme is known by the wide public at the particular point, ideally immediately before it was launched.
IC.44. Particularly poorly treated in the CAP are the monitoring and evaluation indicators and mechanisms.
IC.45. Interviewees acknowledge the efforts done by the RCP-CID to adequately inform potential end-recipients
on the programme opportunities and requirements; however, they also identified a series of challenges to this
communication process, mainly the gradual, unclear and contradictory guidance as regards the requirements for
developing the OIS and the insufficient information as regards the project applications under the second package.
IC.46. The survey also confirms that the programme requirements were not very clearly known by the potential
beneficiaries. And this situation seems to perpetuate for the future steps in the project implementation.
IC.47. On a positive note for the future, it seems that the programme potential beneficiaries are familiar with the
programme, its opportunities and requirements, thus feeding into the project pipeline might be easier than in the
first years of the programme, especially if adequate support is provided to the project promoters.
IC.48. Although the programme still does not have an independent and very rich web-page, functional in two
languages, this is still the most successful communication channel for the potential beneficiaries.

3.5.

Analysis of the project appraisal and selection criteria

Overall, the aim of this chapter is to analyse the “system” which “filters” the projects applications and determines
which of them become financed projects. This system is one of the essential elements which contribute to the
programme effectiveness: if this system is not adequately set up, the financed projects will not contribute to
reaching the programmes objectives, thus, it will not be effective.
As known, three types of projects are financed under RCOP: 1st package (strategic projects of national public
bodies), 2nd package (call for proposals in principle directed mainly at regional actors), 3rd package (financial
engineering instruments).
Only in the case of the second package a distinct “appraisal and selection system” was put in place, and this is
analysed in the framework of this chapter. As in the case of the first and third package most guidance was given
in bilateral consultancy sessions or written correspondence (besides some generic handbooks), this second
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“selection” manner was assessed mostly on the basis of the interviews and surveys carried out in the previous
sub-chapter (3.3.).
As presented in the SAIR 2008, the MoSIT launched the call for proposals, for all measures of the programme
(except 1.2) on 14

th

of November 2008 and closed it on 16th of January 2009. The call was supported by a

“Guideline for the call for project proposals” which presented information on the programme as such, including its
priorities and measure, eligible actions and beneficiaries, budget limitations, evaluation process and grids (but not
on indicators, as mentioned above).
The evaluation grids are based on the general project selection criteria approved by the SMC in its first meeting.
Both these sets are in accordance and distilled upon the criteria (“strategic” and “other”) developed in the
Operational Programme per priority (strategic criteria for selection) and measure (plus other criteria for selection).
A pre-selection process took place before the evaluation and selection as such. This pre-selection process was
carried out on the basis of six general selection/admission criteria (please see annex 8). The project proposals not
passing this pre-selection process are not entering the evaluation phase.
Applying a “two-step” approach to the applications evaluation/appraisal and selection process is commonly used
in EU-financed programmes. However, generally speaking the first phase concentrates on administrative/eligibility
requirements, with a view to eliminating from the start incomplete and/or ineligible applications.
The six general selection/admission criteria is a mixture of eligibility criteria and appraisal criteria. Specifically,
criteria 1 and 5 are administrative, 2, 3 and 6 are eligible criteria (type of beneficiary, region, and budget), while
criterion 4 refers to the programme strategy (i.e. is the intervention overlapping with the relevant measure of the
OP?).
Taking into account the “Intervention Strategy” of the programme, the general criterion on eligible regions creates
some overlap with the related strategic criterion: firstly the overall eligibility of the region is assessed (as one of
the 12 covered by the programme) and, in the second phase, the evaluators need to check if that particular region
is eligible for the measure under which it applies for funds.
The measure-specific evaluation grids31 have two parts: 4 (Priority 2) or 5 (Priority 1) strategic criteria and 7-11
specific criteria. The strategic criteria mould perfectly on the Intervention, Sectoral, Regional and Inter-regional
Cooperation Strategies of the programme. The number of points given to these strategic criteria vary from
measure to measure and priority to priority and it is difficult to grasp the reasons behind these differences ( e.g.
the sector related strategic criterion scores 12 under Measure 2.1. but 5 under the other Measure, with the
exception of 1.4 which focuses on tourism., only)
The “Specific criteria” are, all in all, not very specific, although they cover issues addressed by application’s
appraisal.
The definition of a “mature and ready project” given in the Guidelines refers to the related tender documents
(which should be ready when the application – practically a first draft of the OIS - is submitted and although these
are by no means listed by the Guidelines!)) and sustainability of the project after the EU financing is stopped.

31

Not developed for measures 1.2, 3.1 and 3.2 as these were not subject to the call for proposals.
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In the case of the specific criteria for Measure 1.1, criteria 2, 3, 4, 5, relate to the “relevance” overall appraisal
criterion. Criteria 6, 7, 8, 9 refer to horizontal objectives of the RCOP, while criterion 10 refers to the, otherwise
very important, aspect of the applicant’s technical and administrative capacity. The last criterion is a general one,
and refers to synergies with other Community Programmes. No criteria are developed to have the project ‘s
“efficiency” and “effectiveness” appraised.
With some small variations, these findings are valid for the remaining evaluation grids, too.

Interviews
The institutions enquired on the evaluation and selection criteria/grids for the call for proposals again have a
shared view on their quality. On one side (mostly the side setting them up), they are considered unproblematic
and straightforward; on the other side (mostly the side using these in the application process) consider them
relatively vague.
Survey
15 SMC members consider that these criteria ensure the selection of projects which best contribute to reaching
the RCOP objectives, while 30 only partially agree with this statement and only one disagrees (see graph bellow).
Among others, the SMC members’ main suggestion for the Centre is to prepare a more detailed “application
information package”.
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Source: RCOP, IE, survey32

A majority of the SMC members approached by the dedicated survey (20) consider that the criteria for project
appraisal and selection were not very well known by the programme beneficiaries and 16 think that this is, indeed,
but only partially, the case.

Interim conclusions

32

Katiliyorum=AGREE, Kismen Katiliyorum= Nor agree, nor disagree, Katilmiyorum=Disagree, Fikrim Yok= I do not know
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IC.49. Launching one single call for proposals for 5 measures is not effective, although this call is inviting potential
beneficiaries to submit only a project idea. This conclusion is supported also by the low success rate of
applications.
IC.50. Organising a project evaluation and selection process in three phases, i.e. administrative check, eligibility
check and evaluation&selection might be effective and efficient if the three sets of criteria are very well defined.
However, this was not the case with the RCOP call: administrative check criteria were mixed with the eligibility
check criteria, and the latter were mixed with the evaluation&selection criteria.
IC.51. Overall, the evaluation and selection criteria were in line with the programme intervention and
concentration strategy (geographical and sectoral), however, they were not sufficiently clear, detailed, customised
by measure and explained, especially as regards the only key criterion, i.e. the criterion referring to the maturity
and readiness of projects.
IC.52. While the “relevance” appraisal criterion is relatively well covered, as well as the horizontal themes, no
criteria are developed to have the projects’ “efficiency” and “effectiveness” appraised.
IC.53. From measure to measure, the reasoning behind associating a different score to the same criterion is not
clear.
IC.54. It seems that the supply side of applications perceived these limitations of the evaluation and selection
criteria, and although this view is not shared by absolute majority of the beneficiaries/SMC members more
information in this respect is required.

3.6.

Analysis of the project appraisal and selection process

Desk based research33
First package projects
Although the RCP-CID was conferred management powers only on 23rd of July 2009, after the OP was approved
by the European Commission a Multi-Annual Work Plan (MAWP) 2008-2012 was drafted (by the Centre) and
approved in the first meeting of the (shadow) RCOP SMC. In accordance with the approach established in the
MAWP, discussions were carried out with around 13 national major institutions and professional associations, 10
of which submitted OISs to the RCOP CIC, 52 in total; 47 project proposals were selected by the Centre as
eligible in accordance with the selection criteria inserted in the RCOP. Most OISs (43) were submitted for P1, and
9 for P2. KOSGEB submitted the largest number of OISs (22), followed by TUBITAK (20). However, only 2
KOSGEB projects are currently in the RCOP project pipeline, and 1 TUBITAK.
Under the first package, 8 projects were further selected (on the basis of the strategic and measure specific
selection criteria set out in the RCOP) and developed by the Centre, together with the EUD and European
Commission. A ninth project (TA under measure 3.1) was developed by the Centre and approved by the EUD.
The OISs were developed in steps, firstly on the basis of the Centre’s comments and further guidance, and
secondly on the Commissions comments. Projects fiches were prepared based on the OISs and these undertook
the same waves of revisions, in the same manner (comments and further clarifying discussions). In 2009 these 9
projects were approved (see annex 9).
33

Based on the SAIRs 2007-2011 (April 2011)
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Second package projects
As mentioned before, under the second package a call for proposal was launched in 2008, and closed at the very
beginning of 2009. 532 applications were received as a response to the call (SAIR 2008, page 8). The evaluation
and selection process took place as presented above, in 5 Project Selection Committees (99 members in total).
Before the appraisal process started, these had received a half-a-day training on the related methodology.
The evaluation and selection process resulted in a main list of 25 proposals, a reserve list of 10 proposals. 12
other proposals were also kept in the pipeline (47 in total). If we take into account only the main list, the success
rate of the call is 4,6%; with the projects in the reserve list the success rate is 6,5% while if all projects are
counted, the success rate is 8,8%.
The evaluation and selection process took one year and a half. Only in August 2009 the first “trilateral” meetings
(beneficiary, Centre, EUD) were organised, with a view to develop the proposals in fully fledged OISs. However,
only in September 2010 the first OISs were mature enough to be approved by the EUD, and after UNDP was
involved and assisted the beneficiaries to improve their documents.
Third package projects
In 2008 the RCOP CIC started discussions with the national and international professional organizations which
could be involved in the implementation of Measure 1.2. Currently two projects are in the Measure 1.2. related
pipeline: Greater Anatolia Guarantee Facility (under implementation) and Anatolian Venture Capital Fund (under
development).
As we can read in the SAIRs 2008-2010, chapter “Significant problems encountered and measures to overcome
them”, quite a few factors have clearly impacted on the long process of bringing a project idea to an RCOP project
under implementation:


the end-recipients submit low quality documents (in all phases), with significant delays, thus a long time is
needed to obtain a mature, ready to be implemented, project. One of the reasons for this situation is the lack
of qualified staff within the end-recipients institutions.



significant delays occurred in the finalisation of OISs and their approval by the EC and the EUD (process
which regularly took longer than 2 years); significant delays occurred in the preparation and approval of the
tender dossiers and conducting the tendering procedure in accordance with PRAG. This situation was also
due to the lack of sufficient human resources in the responsible institutions (EUD and CFCU);



no Technical Assistance was available up to the very beginning of 2011, neither for the Centre, nor for the
end-recipients.

Analysis of the process
Although in the case of the second package the “selection” process took place differently in comparison with
package 1 and 3, the further steps taken for bringing the projects forward in the project pipeline are similar. The
responses to the call for project proposals were also project ideas which needed to undertake development into
fully fledged OISs (programming phase – phase 1). All projects in the pipeline, upon OIS approval, needed to
develop the tendering documentation for the related contracts (tender documentation preparation – phase 2).
Contracting (phase 3) intervened when the tendering process was completed and, upon contract signing, the
project entered its final phase (implementation). Besides these phases, as we can see in annex 9, a few projects
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in the pipeline are still “under discussions”, which is considered as part of the “programming phase”, although the
work on developing the OIS as such hasn’t started.
As the RCP-CID was conferred management powers only in the second part of 2009, the European Commission,
directly or through its Delegation in Ankara has been significantly involved in the implementation of the
programme. The Turkish CFCU is still in charge with tendering and contracting projects under RCOP, and the
latter still awaits accreditation for tendering, contracting and financial management issues. It is agreed between
the RCP-CID and CFCU that RCOP projects are second on the priorities list of the CFCU, as this institutions is
mainly in charge with IPA Components I and II and overburdened.
It is a challenge to reconstruct the project pipeline for the RCOP, as it is particularly cumbersome; in comparison
with a Cohesion Policy programme, using both main instruments for feeding into the project pipeline, i.e. calls for
proposal and direct negotiation, the process of building the project pipeline covers both project development and
secondary procurement, including the management of contracts (i.e. tender preparation, procurement as such,
contracting)34. At the same time, more (formal or informal) decision making institutions are involved into this
process (EC, EUD, CFCU) due to the specificity of the IPA implementation rules and the state of affairs as
regards the RCP-CID accreditation process.
As we can see in annex 9, the programming phase (time lapsed between the first and the final version of the OIS)
may last between 11 and 28 months (2 years and 4 months) 35. Once the final version of the OIS is developed, its
official approval by the EUD doesn’t take long – between 1 and 3 months. There are no cases in which the OIS is
agreed but not officially approved by the EUD after more than 3 months.
Although this is not a perfect indication of the length of the tender documents preparation phase, a few months
(between 2 months and 1 year) may pass after the OIS approval and until the contracts procurement notice is
published. However, all in all, the preparation of tender documentation and the evaluation process may took 18 to
20 months. The shortlist of consortia selected from the ones responding to a PN took between 4 and 7/9 months.
Once the evaluation process under secondary procurement is finalised, signing the contract took between 2-4
months. Again, this is an assessment carried out for contracts actually signed. As discussed during the interviews,
it seems that there are contracts for which the evaluation process is finalised, however, after more than 6 months
the contract is not signed (see under) and no clear explanation is provided by the responsible institutions.
Interviews
Overall, the interviewees acknowledged that the whole project appraisal, selection, development, tendering and
contracting process was too long and identified different factors which contributed to the state of affairs:


limited coordination among the institutions responsible with this process (EUD, RCP-CID, and CFCU);



the comments received from these institutions were unclear and contradictory and led to several changes of
the OIS and of the tendering documents;



the lengthy process (from OIS development to contracting) increases the risk that the project is obsolete and
significantly diminishes the motivation of the participants;



the different types of contracts under a project and their linkages may lead to further delays in bringing the
project, as a whole, in the implementation phase and, finally, optimally implementing it;

34

As only a few projects/contracts are under implementation, and for a limited number of months, our analysis stops before the
final phase of the PP.
35
For an accurate assessment of this timeline, to these months we could also add the time needed to develop the first version
of the OIS. However, we do not have this official information at this point, as only the beneficiaries know precisely how
much time they needed to put together this document.
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lack of capacity (technical and as number of staff) at end-recipients level and lack of adequate support for
these to prepare their OISs.

As regards the second package, the first step of the process – the appraisal and selection of the 532 applications
- was the very first major challenge: further than its extensive length, due to the vague appraisal and selection
criteria, the appraisal and selection process could not be objective enough. At the same time, due to limited
training received by the assessors, the results might not have been accurate enough, especially as the assessors
had different backgrounds and qualifications. It also seems that the relevance of the applications was very low,
as the applicants though that they were applying for the same type of EU funding as in the past, i.e. grant
schemes. In the end, the EUD intervened, re-assessed the applications and finalised this phase. In this phase the
most important criterion was the “maturity” of projects, as these needed to reach the implementation phase as
soon as possible.
On the end-recipients side, it is acknowledged that they do not have the necessary capacity (technical and as
number of staff) to take part in the evaluation of tenders. On the side of the institutions in charge, the opinion of
the interviewees was that the end-beneficiaries were not effectively communicated the call requirements and that
they were not receiving the necessary support in order to develop their (first) OIS.
Survey
9 members of the SMC consider that the project appraisal and selection process is not efficient (i.e. the time
consumed is not proportional with the booked results) while 19 think that the process was only partially inefficient.
However, 11 members consider that the results of the process commensurate the time involved into it. 6 SMC
members did not know how to answer the question.
R COP Inte rim E v a lua tio n - P a rt I. S e c to ra l Mo nito ring Co mmitte e
Me mb e rs
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The project appraisal and selection process is efficient (i.e. time
consuming in comparison with the results)

36

Source: RCOP, IE, survey
The SMC members proposed the following measures which might optimise the process:


clearly define the eligible activities (for the regional potential beneficiaries) before a call for project proposals;



irrelevant proposals should be eliminated from the start;



approvals and tendering should take significantly less time;



a more detailed and clear project application form should be used;



guidelines for preparing the tender documents should be more detailed and clear;



independent, competent evaluators should carry out the project evaluation and selection process.

36

Katiliyorum=AGREE, Kismen Katiliyorum= Nor agree, nor disagree, Katilmiyorum=Disagree, Fikrim Yok= I do not know
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A majority of the beneficiaries answering the survey agree with the fact that the OIS appraisal, selection and
approval process is too long (85%). The remaining 15% did not know how to answer the survey question. They
have the following proposals for optimising the process:


More support and guidance should be provided by the Operating Structure along the process, especially
face-to-face and on-the-spot;



The application and evaluation of applications should be done on-line;



More feed-back should be received from evaluators on the applications, especially as regards the reason for
rejection;




Evaluation, both when in the hands of the independent evaluators and of the EUD, should be more efficient;
The project owners should be obliged to establish a 'Technical Steering Committee', to support with the
project and TD preparation, as well as with the project implementation.

Interim conclusions
IC.55. Overall, and as concluded bellow, the process of bringing a project idea to the stage of implemented
projects is too long, and, consequently, inefficient. Partially this is inherent, considering the novelty of the
programme, the high number of actors, including decision-makers, and steps involved. However, there are also
other, more subjective, factors which have delayed this process.
IC.56. Especially under the first and second packages, several rounds of assessments and selections seem to
be undertaken. The success rate (projects for which OIS development is launched vs. projects ideas submitted) in
both cases is low: 15% under the first package (8 vs. 52) and 4,6%-8,8% under the second package (25/47 vs.
532 applications), still lower under the latter.
IC.57. Generally speaking no technical assistance was available for this process, with the exception of the
second package in 2010. The burden of the assessment and selection was carried out by an (at that time)
inexperienced Centre staff and evaluators. This factor, combined with the low quality of OISs, prepared by lowcapacity beneficiaries determined a strong involvement from the EUD and also from the European Commission,
when it was the case.
IC.58. Another third party involved in the process, but more in its last three steps (tendering, contracting and
implementation) is the Turkish CFCU.
IC.59. The time taken by each of the phases may vary greatly, from a few months to 28 months. The longest
phase among the 4 and sub-steps is the programming phase (up to and more than 2 years). Preparing the tender
documents may take up to one year, and one more year may take the procurement process. On top of this,
contracting may take several months.
IC.60. There is overall acknowledgment as regards the length of the process and of the factors leading to this.
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3.7.

Analysis of the RCOP Sectoral Monitoring Committee – rules of
procedures and functioning

In accordance with the Article 59 of the IPA Implementing Regulation, a Sectoral Monitoring Committee was set
up for RCOP. This committee is co-chaired by the Head of the Operating Structure and the European
Commission, which also decided the composition of the SMC, as well as the “rotation” approach which should
ensure “representation and membership”, especially as regards the programme stakeholders at regional level37
(please see Annex 10 for a the complete membership of the SMC). There are, in total, 78 SMC members. Around
45 participate in the meetings, when the rotation principle is applied. The permanent members of the SMC also
have formal voting rights.
In accordance with the SMC Rules of Procedure (SAIR 2007 annex 9), Committee meetings are considered legal
if they are attended by more than half of its voting members or their substitutes. The decisions of the Committee
are to be taken by consensus or, if no consensus can be reached the Committee is to make decisions on the
basis of a simple majority of the voting members present at the meeting.
The SMC RoP set up quite strict rules as regards the participation of the SMC members in its meetings. In the
case of two consequent absence of a particular member that member is to be automatically excluded from the
Committee and that an alternate member shall be designated to replace him/her. In practice such a situation
hasn’t occurred, although an assessment of the SMC members’ participation is still to be done.
Up to the cut-off date of the evaluation, the SMC convened 8 times on: 27th of November 2007, 5th of June 2008,
22nd of January 2009, 10th of June 2009, 19th of November 2009, 22nd of April 2010, 14th of October 2010 and
18th of May 2011, the first four times as “shadow committee” and after the signature of the Financing Agreement
was signed on 3rd of September 2009as statutory committee.
The main objective of the SMC RCOP is to “satisfy itself as to the effectiveness and quality of the implementation
of the programmes and operations concerned” and, in accordance with the operational programme (page 154)
“will monitor especially the financial absorption capacity of the different interventions”.
The tasks of the SMC are detailed in its Rules of Procedures (for a comprehensive list please see annex 11). The
SMC has decision-making power on the general criteria for selecting the operations, including their revisions. It
mainly examines the overall financial and physical progress towards achieving the OP targets, the annual and
final implementation reports as well as the (programme) evaluation reports, proposals on OP revisions. Very
important, the SMC may propose to the Operating Structure “any revision or examination of the programme likely
to make possible the attainment of the programme's objectives or to improve its management, including its
financial management”.
As regards the “general criteria for selecting the operations”, these were approved by the SMC in its first meeting.
However, in accordance with the annex 6 of the SAIR 2007, the approved criteria refer only to the selection of
operations under the second package (calls for proposals).
The RCOP SMC is different from a, what used to be a, Phare Sub-monitoring Sectoral Committee (SMSC) but
also from a Monitoring Committee of an OP under EU Cohesion Policy.
37

5 representatives of each of the following groups of stakeholders: universities in 15 Growth Centres, Governorships in 15
Growth Centres, Chamber of Industry and Commerce (C of C&I) in 15 Growth Centres participate 1 ½ years in the working of
the SMC.
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As regards the former, for Phare, performance indicators were designed rather late and not all the time quantified.
Monitoring was mainly project/contract-based, and financial input-oriented, i.e. the discussions in the Submonitoring Sectoral Committee concentrated on aspects as if the allocated resources were contracted and spent
in accordance by the dead-lines set by the Financial Memoranda and which were the bottlenecks in the process,
contract by contract, if the tender documentation is prepared and projects contracted on time, if the
implementation of the project is unfolding/finalised without problems and according to the schedule. The on-going
interim evaluation of Phare was providing input for the discussion, as this was carried out on a project base and
had very limited strategic focus38.
At the same time, the RCOP is also different from a “Cohesion Policy” Monitoring Committee (but not as different
as from a Phare SMSC). As it is visible in the annex 11, although the overall objective of the two Committees is
the same the latter enjoys more decision-making rights: further than approving the general appraisal and selection
criteria for projects, the MC also approves the annual and final reports on implementation and all proposals to
amend the content of the Commission decision on the contribution from the Funds. In practice the MC usually
also approves the text of the calls for proposals and guide for applicants, which contain specific appraisal and
selection criteria. Also in practice the RCOP SMC approves the SAIRs (see SAIR 2009, page 44) and endorses
other major documents under its review (e.g. Working Plan, CAP).
Interviews
The interviewees also confirmed that good progress was registered as regards the SMC meeting. Especially the
last one (18th of May 2011) was found as beneficial and good for developing communication, improve
coordination with the other actors involved and also exchange experience with other projects. However, some
interviewees expressed their need for more space for communication and exchange and do cover this need from
own resources, when necessary, by organising meetings or even conferences.
A challenge as regards the SMC meetings is the participation. On one side, central institutions are frequently
represented in the meetings by junior staff, and not by their high level officials. On the other side, participation is
not regular and seems to be dictated by the very own interest of the institutions as such. Particularly endrecipients should be more present during the meetings and bring in the discussion the achievements of their
projects.
One possible suggested manner for turning the SMC works more effective is for the OS to organise subcommittees which should convene and discuss more in detail before the SMC meeting as such.

Survey
The members of the SMC expressed their opinion on the SMC rules of procedure and functioning also through
the dedicated survey. 17 SMC members consider that the SMC responsibilities as regards the RCOP
Management and Implementation are adequately set up, while 12 have a neutral position in this regard. While
only 1 SMC member disagree with this affirmation, 11 SMC members do not know if their responsibilities are
adequate, as per its rules of procedures!
However, 15 SMC members consider that the SMC meetings are effective (reach their objectives), while 16 have
a neutral view on this aspect and 6 categorically disagree. In this case, only 4 SMC members (answering the
questionnaire) did not know how to answer this question.
38

Trofin, L., “Multi-level Governance and the Management of EU Funds for Regional Development in Romania”, University of
Münster, 2008, pages 105 and 133
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As regards the “rotation principle”, 14 SMC members consider that it ensures efficient and effective meetings, but
2 disagree. Again, a large number of responders (11) do not know if this principle functions in practice and 14
neither agree nor disagree with this approach.
More SMC members agree that the time allocated to discussions during the meetings is sufficient (15 agree, 11
neither agree, nor disagree) and only 4 disagree with this statement and 6 do not know if this is the case.
The SMC members consider that the following would improve the effectiveness of these Committee meetings,
although it is acknowledged that particularly the last SMC meeting reflects significant progress:









More detailed information should be provided on the projects, their phases/state of affairs and their results
Appropriate time and place are necessary for the meetings
Significantly more preparation and briefing is necessary before the meeting as such
Longer time should be allocated to the meeting as such, to facilitate discussions on the agenda items
Discussions during the meetings should also provide solutions to the problems identified
The institutions involved in the procurement and contracting procedure in accordance with the European
regulations in place should be more involved in the discussions
The OS as such should enhance its authority on the programme
The participants should be motivated and stimulated in order to actively take participate in the meeting

Interim Conclusions
IC.61. The Sectoral Monitoring Committee was set up in accordance with the relevant legislation in place and its
Rules of Procedure adequately implement its provisions.
IC.62. The main particularity of the SMC is its, purposely, departure from a typical Phare Sub-monitoring Sectoral
Committee (SMSC) and similarity with a “EU Cohesion Policy” Monitoring Committee.
IC.63. The departure from an operational, contract-based SMSC seems to have created a significant
informational gap, related to the “day-to-day” bottlenecks and progress registered in the implementation of the
different projects and contracts under the programme. However, this comes with a possible “gain”: the strategic
orientation of the programme and of the SMC as such brings to the fore policy efficiency and especially
effectiveness/physical performance issues not subject to discussion under a SMSC. Needless to say, this is a
gain to the extent this information is relevant/useful for the participants.
IC.64. The SMC tasks, similar to the set of MC tasks, are, to a certain extent, in contradiction with the limited
decision-making power it enjoys. However, very important, it may propose to the Operating Structure “any
revision or examination of the programme likely to make possible the attainment of the programme's objectives or
to improve its management, including its financial management”.
IC.65. As it enjoys less decision-making rights as a “CP” MC and taking into account the rotational approach, the
SMC seems more a communication platform rather than an overseeing body which should “satisfy itself as to the
effectiveness and quality of the implementation of the programmes and operations concerned”.
IC.66. At the same time, a significant number of the SMC members directly approached during the evaluation
consider that more time is needed for discussions during/before the SMC meetings and more information should
be made available and debated prior to the meeting as such.
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IC.67. The “rotation” principle is one of the main factors negatively influencing the effectiveness of the SMC.
Rotating members do not have the same “institutional memory” as permanent members and may have limited
added value for the SMC as such.
IC.68. At the same time, the SMC members answers to the survey carried out under this evaluation (a high
number of “I do not know”’-s and neutral positions – “neither/nor”) indicate that there is a low level of awareness,
and maybe interest, in this body as regards important programme-related issues.

3.8.

The impact of the RCOP

This chapter aims to brainstorm on the issue of RCOP impact. “Impact” as evaluation criterion was not addressed
by this interim evaluation (for reasons explained in the first chapter), however, as it proved to be an interesting
topic for the programme stakeholders, we give here some basic hints about how the programme itself (the RCPCID) should visualise and think about this matter.
Before putting forward some ideas on the impact of the RCOP, i.e. potential impact and ways to monitor and
asses it, we need to take into consideration its definition.
Impact refers to the programme global objectives: a programme has an impact to the extent to which it “reaches
the global (highest) objectives of the programme” and the extent to which these effects (as embodied by the
attainments of the programme objectives) remain in long term (please see also figure 38 in this report).
Having said this, we firstly need to identify the global objectives of the RCOP (please see the box below). These
are stated in different parts of the OP, not necessarily under the programme strategy chapter, but this aspect
does not make them “less global”:
Global objectives of the
programme

Tools

How you measure it
(ATTRIBUTABILITY)

1. The aim of the programme
is to contribute to preparing
Turkey
for
the
implementation
and
management
of
the
Community's
cohesion
policy and thus to support
Turkey in its preparation for
EU membership.
2. The aim of support within
the framework of the Regional
Competitiveness Operational
Programme is to increase the
competitiveness of Turkish
economy to converge with
the economy of the EU and

Progress registered in chapters: 22 mainly
(but also other important for the adequate
implementation of the Cohesion Policy: e.g.
5. Public Procurement, 18. Statistics)

Qualitative
analysis
systematically addressing the
contribution of RCOP to
progress
mainly
under
Chapter 22.

Competitiveness of Turkish economy

Existing
competitiveness
indexes (see under) at
country level

3. to reduce regional socioeconomic disparities.

Regional statistics

Challenge:
difficult
from
these indexes at country level
to depict the image at
regional level and RCOP’s
contribution to the index
evolution.
Analysing the changes in the
socio-economic development
of the covered regions, and,
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consequently,
of
disparities among them.

4. Increasing Regional
Competitiveness by
Supporting Enterprises*

However, competitiveness of regions covered
by RCOP is covered only by the RCOP
index?

the

Challenge: for a series of
indicators there are data at
NUTS II level which can
underpin such an analysis.
However, as we found out
under
the
“Relevance”
chapter, there are cases
when these statistics are
missing and, consequently
the impact of the programme
at NUTS II level cannot be
fully assessed.
Regional
competitiveness
index.

Source: RCOP Interim evaluation, objectives based on RCOP itself
*this fourth objective was added in order to capture the “regional element” of global objective 2 and indicate the
coherence between these objectives, i.e. Turkish vs. regional competitiveness.
The RCOP is also saying that: ““However, the volume of funds available under the RCOP is not sufficient to have
a direct macroeconomic impact on regional development. Thus, it is essential to ensure a strong sectoral and
geographical concentration to achieve the highest impact in the areas of intervention. In this regard, the
concentration strategy of the RCOP is based on three pillars namely: the "Competitiveness Map", the "Sectoral
Concentration Tables" and "Growth Centre Classification" which set out the principles for identification of
criteria to be used in the selection of projects. In addition to these three pillars, the RCOP attaches extensive
importance to inter-regional cooperation and identifies two principles to prioritize this issue in the project
selection level, the interaction of growth centres' with their hinterland and the interaction of the target
regions with the rest of the country particularly on R&D, innovation and networking issues.”
These are not global objectives of the programme, however, they are important as they are instruments which
should ensure an as high as possible impact of the programme.
As presented in the box above, different tools can be used for assessing the extent to which the RCOP global
objectives are reached. However, the most important aspect is actually to “distinguish” precisely the RCOP’s
impact on regional development level, among other public interventions, in other words, how much of the changes
in the regional development level can be “attributed” to the RCOP (from here the word attributability in the third
column of the above box).
During the interim evaluation we have very often encountered the problem of recent regional statistics (at NUTS II
level); however, econometric approaches are taken in analysing regions, e.g. the Competitiveness Map of Turkey
under RCOP, although it is not clear if such approaches are common in Turkey, when it comes to public policies
and underlying analyses.
As regards competitiveness, at national level it can be monitored through the 1. Competitiveness index of World
Economic Forum (please see its Global Competitiveness Report) as well as through the 2. Competitiveness index
of the Institute for Management Development (please see its World Competitiveness Yearbook). Although these
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indexes cover a wide range of data series, and indicate a significant improvement of the competitiveness position
of Turkey, they cannot be used for the NUTS II regions.
Coming back to the issue of “attributability” and linking the discussion with the one on impact indicators under
sub-chapter 3.3, we take a step further and we see that the Strategic Coherent Framework overall objective is “to
contribute both to the Turkey’s approximation to the EU, and to the economic and social development of Turkey by
reducing regional disparities and improving the human resources”.
SCF is implemented through both IPA Component III programmes (RCOP, OP Environment and OP Transport)
and Component IV programme (OP Human Resources). Thus, all four programmes (among other public
interventions) contribute to decreasing regional disparities in Turkey.
In order to put this discussion on impact in a wider context, in the annex 15 we inserted two snapshots: one of the
Regional Operational Programme in Romania (2007-2013) and one of the Sectoral Operational Programme
“Increasing the Economic Competitiveness” also in Romania and the same (current programming period).
RCOP 2007-2011 in Turkey, with a total budget of approximately 350 million € is covering 12 NUTS II regions
with a total surface of 444.976 km2 (56% of total Turkey) and 24,955,805 inhabitants (37% of the total in Turkey).
Only the 4th priority axis of the ROP in Romania, concentrated on micro enterprises, has a double total budget in
comparison with RCOP, while ROP is covering all 8 NUTS II of the country, with a total surface of 238.391 km2
and 2.162.3849 inhabitants.
If we add the Competitiveness programme, with a total budget of 4.2 billion€ (out of which 2.5 billion € ERFD
contribution) covering the same area and number of inhabitants, we can understand better why RCOP may have
a limited impact on the covered area, with the funds at disposal.
Interviews
Although we haven’t aimed to analyse the impact of the programme under this evaluation, for reasons explained
under the first chapter, during the discussions on the programme effectiveness we touched this aspect, too.
Generally speaking, it was acknowledged that the programme objectives are ambitious, and that impact expected
is not significant, especially when the level of funding is compared with the geographical area covered. Impacts
might be more visible at provincial level, but not at NUTS II level while, obviously, impact is even less to be
expected if allocated funds are not spent.
The issue of attributability was also known to some interviewees (although not under this denomination or any
other) who argued that the impact of the programme may vary depending on the overall macro-economic situation
of the country as a whole.
The concentration approach taken by the programme seems promising as regards it increased impact; however,
there is no hard evidence in this respect, yet.
Interim Conclusions
IC.69. The global objectives of the programme are very ambitious. Although a multiple “concentration” approach
has been developed for the programme, even when this approach is strictly followed one cannot expect that the
programme, with the budget available, will have a significant impact on the regional (=NUTS II) socio-economic
development.
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IC.70. Even if we can count on a very small impact of the RCOP on the regional (=NUTS II) socio-economic
development, in the current setting (i.e. with the data and methods currently available), precisely quantifying does
not seem possible.
IC.71. Assessing the programme impact can be carried out qualitatively; however, this approach is sufficient only
to a certain extent.
IC.72. In accordance with our limited qualitative analysis in this subchapter, the programme’s impact in terms of
“learning” and preparing for implementing the EU Cohesion Policy is visible across most institutions involved in
the programme management and implementation, especially at central level.
IC.73. Considering the level of funding available (at RCOP level compared with SCF level), as well as the
coherence between the global objectives of the SCF and RCOP, it would be more accurate but also efficient to
calculate impact of EU funds on regional development at SCF level, or even taking into account also IPA
Component V interventions in the region, with the support of macroeconomic modelling tools.

4. Efficiency
As mentioned in the introductory chapter of this evaluation report, under the “efficiency” evaluation criterion we
analyse if the effects obtained at the cut-off date of this evaluation by the programme commensurate the
resources invested in the programme implementation (financial and human/time).
In this context we understand as “effects” both the physical performance of the programme (i.e. the extent to
which the targets of the monitoring indicators are reached) and the financial performance of the programme (i.e.
funds “absorption” and compliance with n+3 rule). For this purpose, when we draw conclusions on the programme
efficiency we also take into account the findings and interim conclusions of chapter 3.
At the same time, while we talk both about the “time” and “human” resources, when we draw conclusions on the
programme efficiency we take into account also the findings and interim conclusions of chapter 3.
Under this criterion three evaluation questions were answered with the support of the planned research activities,
as presented in the table under:
No.

Evaluation question

Evaluation activities/sub-questions

12.

What is the financial performance of the programme?

-analysis of contracted&spent funds and of
absorption

rates

and

n+3

situation,

per

programme/measures and trends, on the basis
of the data provided by the RCP-CID
- analysis of trends and differences per
prıorıtıes/measures/regions and of the possible
underlying causes
13.

Are

the

- qualitative assessment of the number and

implementation of the RCOP sufficient in terms of

the

human

resources

involved

in

qualification of staff involved in the RCOP
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number and qualification?

implementation (on the basis of the workload
analysis carried out under this TA)

14.

Which have been the major success factors and

- inventarisation and assessment of success

bottlenecks determining absorption? Have the solutions

factors, bottlenecks, solutions identified – other

adopted (if any), triggered the expected results?

4.1.

The financial performance of the programme

Requirements (benchmark)
In accordance with Article 13 of the Financing Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Turkey and
the Commission of the European Communities concerning the RCOP, any portion of the budget committed for the
programme in the year “n” which, by the 31st of December of the year “n+3”, is not used as pre-financing or
intermediary payments, or for which no declaration of expenditure is presented, is de-committed39.
The “n+3” rule is a departure from the requirements regarding financial management and spending under
previous pre-accession instruments (e.g. Phare) and comes closer to the rules under the EU Cohesion Policy. In
the current programming period, under the latter, the MSs need to spend the allocated budget in two years since
its commitment (i.e. n+2 applies) with some exceptions, for new members countries and for the first 4 years of
the period (i.e. n+3 applies for 2007-2010 commitments).
Coming back to previous forms of pre-accession instruments, some elements need to be noted in order to
benchmark the challenges the n+3 rule poses for RCOP (and other IPA financed programmes).
Under Phare the rules of the programme necessary “financial discipline” were more clearly broken down. The
Financing Agreements were stipulating clearly a contracting dead-line (usually 2 years after the FA signature,
even 3 years in the case of more complex projects, including grant schemes) as well as an implementation deadline (1 - 2 year(s) after contracting). For example, in the case of the Financing Agreement signed on the 2006
Phare National Programme Romania on 14.12.200640, the contracting dead-line for the contracts under the
related Project Fiches (i.e. OISs under the RCOP) was 30.11.2008, practically 2 years after the signature. The
implementation dead-line was on 30.11.2009 for “regular” projects, and 30.11.2010 for other projects (regional
infrastructure projects & related supervision ones). Disbursements were still possible 1 year after the contracts
were completed.
In this context we also need to underline the fact that the Financing Agreements under Phare were accompanied
by the Project Fiches (OISs) upon signature. In other words, the FAs were not signed unless the PFs(OISs) had
been already developed and informally agreed upon. This process, of developing a PF took at least one year, in
most cases.
The elements above show that 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,

39
40

For the latter case, one more year is available for payment
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/fiche_projet/index.cfm?page=16529&c=ROMANIA%20(ARCHIVED)

121

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.
Coming back to IPA and RCOP, we do acknowledge that, in order for the IPA to me more effective and truly
prepare the candidate countries for implementing the EU Cohesion Policy, it needed (among others) to embrace,
on one side, a more strategic approach. On the other side, it needed to “endow” the programmes with more
responsibility as regards financial management, for these to be able to comply, in the future, with the “n+2” rule
under the EU Cohesion Policy.
However, while applying the “n+3” rule might have positive effects through the freedom the programmes enjoy for
organising their implementation in a more flexible manner (i.e. not necessarily having a strict e.g. contracting
deadline which turned November in a overloaded month in the CFCU/Implementing Agency), this
freedom//flexibility might also turn against the programme itself, i.e. the pressure placed on OS to organise
themselves the implementation cycle in such a way that funds are not decommitted. This is particularly the case
for young programmes (and RCOP is one of them) which could rather use, at least in a first phase, more
prescriptive implementation rules, and programmes implemented according PRAG rules, which imply lengthy
procedures, difficult to accommodate in the “n+3” frame.
State of affairs as regards n+3 implementation findings
Analysis of financial allocations41
Practice has taught programmes to allocate gradually the funds: less in the first year(s) and more in the second
part of the programme, as in the first year(s) more time is needed for setting up the programme implementation
procedures and, consequently, less, or even no project is implemented in this period. Ideally, also the allocations
in the last year of the programme are lower, to avoid “end-loading”, especially as closing the programme is also a
demanding task.
Yearly allocations
As we can see from table 1, annex 16, in the case of the RCOP, the allocations for 2007 and 2008 are almost
identical and more limited; 2009 sees an approximately 30% increase in total budget, while the 2011 budget is
60% higher than in 2009 and double in comparison with the 2007/8 allocations.
Allocations among priorities
The same gradual allocation principle is preserved, to a certain extent, under priorities (see table 2, annex 16).
The increase is even more drastic under Priority 1, where the 2011 allocation is almost 3 times more than the
2007 one. On the contrary, under Priority 2 the allocations decrease substantially from 2007-2009 to 2010-2011
(5 times decrease). Under Priority 3 funds are concentrated in the first three years of the current programme
(2007-9), allocation which corresponds to needs in terms of TA, but maybe less in terms of capacity to spend.
Allocations among measures
As table 3 in annex 16 displays, allocations under Measure 1.1 (with the highest budget under priority 1 and
programme as a whole) are reflecting this financial weight: they start at 10 million in 2007 and end up 4 times
higher in 2011. Allocations under Measure 1.2 are rather flat, with small increases between 2007-9, and 2010-11
(while budget in 2010 is lower than the 2009 one).

41

Financial allocations analysis is carried out on “total budget”, not only on “IPA contribution”.
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Allocation under Measure 1.3 are identical in 2007-9 with allocations under Measure 1.1, however, they are
significantly lower in 2010-2011 (than Measure 1.1), although gradually spread between the two years. Under
Measure 1.4 budget also increases slowly for the year 2007-9 and more drastically for 2010-11 (2011 budget is
almost 3 times higher than 2007).
Surprisingly, under Measure 2.1 no funds are allocated for the years 2010-2011, while allocations under 2.2. are
significantly lower in 2010-2011.
Financial weight of priorities and measures
In terms of “financial weight”, 85% of the programme total budget is dedicated to Priority 1 and only 10% to
Priority 2.
The financial weight of measures under Priority one decreases in steps from Measure 1.1 (35% - the “heaviest”)
to 1.4 (15% - the “least heavy”); the same hierarchy exists under Priority 2, where measure 2.1 is more significant
in financial terms, although no funds are allocated to this in the last two years of the current programme. This
classification is the same also at programme level, where Measure 1.1 is the most important in financial terms
while Measure 3.2 is the least important (0,69%).

Assessment of N+3 risk
When assessing the n+3 risk for the RCOP we made use of the following data, made available by the RCP-CID:
1.

expenditure forecast per package (1st, 2nd and 3rd package) and programme August, September,

2.

procurement and disbursement plans per package (1 and 2) (monthly and quarterly) August, September

October, November 2011;
2011. The second package is divided in two wagons, depending on the maturity of the project;
budget allocations per year/priorities/measures and totals.42
In accordance with the expenditure forecasts, as well as taking into account the CFCU calculations presented in
May 2011 during the 8th SMC, the decommitment risk decreased from a total of almost 100 million spread across
2012, 2013, 2014 (in May 2011) to approximately 14 million risk in 2014 in August-October, but it increased again
significantly in November – to more than 25 million in 2012 (!) and 2014.
Based on the provided data per project we made further calculations: n+3 risk per measure/priority and budgets
(i.e. total budget and IPA contribution) of the 54 projects in the pipeline (i.e. as analysed under chapter 2) in order
to asses which (1) measures, (2) priorities, (3) regions/growth centres are better performing in financial terms.
However, we need to take these calculations with a grain of salt, as they manage only to a certain extent to
“reconstruct” the RCOP project pipeline in financial terms in such a way that we can address the above
mentioned aspects (1-3). This is due to a series of aspects particular to IPA programmes and different from
Cohesion Policy programme, aspects presented under:


absolutely positive, financial management, including (the most important here) forecasting, is done on a clear
and regular “unit of analysis”: payments, as envisaged by the procurement and disbursement plans per

42

The chapter does not cover the 4th package and the 2012-2013 allocations, as these elements were in “process” in

November 2011. We need to underline that, when these uncertain elements are taken into account by the forecasting exercise,
the programme doesn’t face any decommitment risk by the end of its implementation period.
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project/contract and as planned already in the OIS. These payments are planned regularly – each 6 months,
as they are connected to contracts progress reports;


however, the expenditure forecasting is based only on projects whose OIS is approved (i.e. projects in
phases 2, 3 and 4) and fails to capture the risks connected to projects in phase 1 (i.e. under programming),
risks which are significant when we are taking into account the length of this phase;



on the other side, as n+3 risk is relevant at programme level, it seems that a choice is made to monitor this
risk by using packages as unit of analysis, and not the priorities/measures; this approach has its advantages,
as it indicates which type of project is more successful in terms of financial absorption;



however, this approach does not help the assessment of financial performance per measure and priority,
assessment which is necessary in the case one priority/measure is particularly underperforming and this
situation needs to be investigated further and, eventually, re-allocations among priorities/measures need to
be planned and made to avoid decommitment at programme level;



the “priority/measure” is taken into account as “unit” of analysis in the implementation and monitoring
reports, when the budget of “approved” operations is compared with budget available under a certain
measure/priority; however, approved operations refer to projects for which the project idea was actually
approved but the related OIS still needs to be developed – in other words, for projects in all 4 phases,
including “under programming”, as defined in chapter 2. And we are back at the risk presented under the
second bullet point of this list;



The expenditure forecast provided by the Centre does not include estimative allocations for 2012 and 2013,
thus the decommitment risk is calculated for 2015 and beyond is based only on 2007-2011 allocations.

In this context we need to mention that under a “Cohesion Policy programme”, although similar financial
monitoring is carried out and often financial information on applications are collected, n+2/3 risk is mainly
monitored on the basis of contracted projects and projects under implementation only (steps 3 and 4 instead of
steps 2, 3 and 4), as this approach ensures more certainty to the forecasting exercise.
We assessed the n+3 risk in a static manner, which we refined, in a second step, by a dynamic analysis.
Static analysis
The static analysis is based on a “static” image of funds allocation versus funds committed/to be committed to
projects in various stages (from 1 to 4). It is indicating the absolute demand in terms of funds (i.e. total budget of
projects in all stages vs. allocated budget), as well as current absolute absorption rates.
In order to assess the absolute absorption capacity of each measure and priority, we used three proxies: 1. % of
total budget of projects under implementation from the total allocated measure/priority budget (blue cell), 2. % of
total IPA budget of projects under implementation from the total allocated per measure/priority IPA budget43 (red
cell) and 3) % budget of projects in phased 2, 3 and 4 (green cell).
The findings at measure level identified and reported here are based on tables 4-11 in annex 16.
In terms of demand for funds, Measures 1.1, 1.3 and 2.2 are the most successful; in the first two cases demand
for funds is even higher than supply. Measures 2.1, 1.4, but also 1.2 register, at this point, less demand.
As regards absolute financial absorption, if we take proxy 1 into account (% of total budget of projects under
implementation from the total allocated measure/priority budget (blue cell)), the most successful measures are, in
this order: Measure 1.2 (65%), Measure 2.1 (37%), Measure 2.2 (28%). Measures 1.1, 1.3, 1.4 are the least

43

IPA budgets were not known in all cases, especially for projects in the first stage (programming)
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performing in absolute financial absorption (0%). The same classification can be made based on the second
proxy (% of total IPA budget of projects under implementation from the total allocated measure/priority IPA
budget) (red cell).
However, this static image needs to be nuanced a bit. When taking into account the financial weight of the
measures, as well as the distribution of projects budget across stages 2, 3 and 4 (green cell), we see that, as
expected, Measure 1.2 is financially the most performing, with the second largest budget among all measures,
65% of funds spread across phases 2,3,4 and 65% of funds already in phase 4.
With the largest budget among all measures, and a high proportion of budget in the last three stages of the
project pipeline, Measure 1.1. could perform financially even better than 1.2, if projects in the pipeline could reach,
faster, the implementation stage. However, the fact that projects seem to have stuck in phase 2 does not help the
case of this measure.
Measure 1.3, although with a significant budget and demand, and a more balanced project pipeline (spread of
projects among the 4 phases), is certainly at risk, as, further than 0% of total budget and IPA allocation in the
implementation stage, only 45% of these are in the last phases of project pipeline (but 31% in contracting phase).
The situation is even worse under Measure 1.4, where only 38% of the measure total budget is spread across the
3 phases of the project pipeline, and actually concentrated under phase 2, tender documentation preparation.
The smaller budget of measures 2.1 and 2.2 decrease the risk of financial underperformance. Measure 2.1. is in
any case significantly better performing than Measure 1.4, and, when taken its financial weight into account; it can
be classified as second, after measure 1.2, in terms of absolute/static financial success (43% of total budget in
the last three phases of project pipeline).
Despite its high demand, less total budget and the fact that 28% of this total budget and corresponding IPA
allocation is already under implementation, Measure 2.2 is also at risk in absolute terms, as it seems that it
encounters the same problem as Measure 1.1, blockage in the phase 1 of the programme.
The findings at priority level identified and reported here are based on tables 1-14 in annex 16.
Applying the same methodology, we find out that Priority 2 is better performing in absolute terms, with 32% of the
total allocation and of the IPA allocation already in the implementation stage – in comparison with 16% under
Priority 1. However, demand under Priority 1 is higher than under Priority 2 (103% vs. 80%). Taking into account
the financial weight of the priorities (i.e. 16% in the case Priority 1 means significantly more than 32% in case of
Priority 2), as well as the fact that Priority 1, overall, is more advanced in project preparation ( i.e. from a financial
perspective) with 62% of the total allocated funds being in phases 2, 3 and 4 in comparison with only 35% under
Priority 2, we find that Priority 1 has a good potential to be financially successful, if projects are brought into
implementation phase.
Dynamic analysis
The dynamic analysis is taking the disbursement pace into account, per measure and priority, with a view to see
which of the measures/priorities contributes more to the n+3 risk and thus, where the RCP-CID should
concentrate on in order to spend all money allocated.
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For this purpose we used data collected from RCP-CID, in a common format which replicated the centre’s
approach on calculating n+3 risk at programme level, to each measure and priority. The findings at measure level
are based on tables 15-22, and at priority level on tables 23-25 in annex 16.
Analysing these data, we identified the following aspects at measure level:


Measure 1.1 – payments are the highest in 2013, almost twice more than in 2014 and 5 times more than in
2012, when it is very low in comparison with the total measure budget. Consequently, Measure 1.1.
contributes significantly to no decommitment risk in 2013, however, it has the total opposite effect in 2014;



Measure 1.2 – due to payments made under the two projects under implementation, spending is on a very
good path; however, there are significant funds still available under this Measure (more than 25 million total
budget);



Measure 1.3 – progress similar with 1.1, however, differences in payments between 2014&2012 and 2013
are smaller. However, this measure is in a better position and potentially more successful in financial terms
as 1.1, as there is demand for funds, it weights significantly among the programme’s measures and projects
more advanced in the project pipeline (3 under contracting), in all phases-push them to implementation;



Measure 1.4 is critical – limited payments are planned at this point up to 2015. As indicated also by the static
analysis, limited payments are envisaged, at this point, only beginning with 2012, with a pick in 2013. Due to
this, this measure contributes to the decommitment risk, although/because it is only the 4th as financial weight
in the programme;



Although with a more limited budget and no allocations for 2010 and 2011, Measure 2.1. is also risky, above
average, at this point. Limited payments are made beginning with 2011 up to 2014, and these are rather flat
and decreasing towards 2014; at the same time, the measure does not enjoy particular demand;



If we take the 2.2. measure into account, we can see that this also contributes to the n+3 risk, although it has
a limited budget. However, if we corroborate the dynamic analysis with the static one, we may say that the
risk is lowered by the fact that 95% of the measure budget is covered by the project pipeline. If projects are
brought from phase 1 to phase 4 quickly, this measure is safe.

As regards priorities, both of them contribute to the n+3 risk in 2014, naturally priority 1 more than P2. Although
priority 2 has a more limited budget than priority 1, it runs decommitment risk every year, if this had been
calculated per measure and not per programme. Up to 2013 decommitment is avoided under priority 1 due to the
payments made in 2010 and 2011 and in 2013. Decommitment estimated at this point for 2014 is mainly due to
insufficient payments expected in that year under priority 1, although avoiding de commitment up to this point is
due to payments under the same Priority.

In terms of “regional” vs. “national” participation in projects, we assimilate regional projects to package 2, and
national projects to package 1. However, we need to take into account the fact that most of 1st package projects,
although managed at national level, are implemented also in regions. Regional projects are well represented in
the pipeline also in financial terms (65% from the projects budget in comparison with 23% of the 1st package
projects), not only in number (42 vs. 10). The November 2011 disbursement forecast shows, however, that the de
commitment risk is higher in the case of this second package, also because their total budget is high, but
especially because expenditure intervenes slower than in the case of package 1. However, once they start
implementation, they can catch up very quickly (large payment in 2013 but especially in 2014).
When taking into account the expenditure level in 2014 as presented in the November forecasting we learn that:
as approach for further feeding the pipeline the most efficient and effective approaches are packages 1 and 3.
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However, in order to avoid decommitment in the current project pipeline, focus on 2nd package – to ensure the
large spending in 2013 and 2014.
In terms of funds going to the growth centres, among the 42 2nd package projects there are 24 projects in the 15
selected growth centres. Their total budget is almost 110 million €, approximately 30% of the total budget of the
programme. Of course funds under the 1st and second packages are also directed to the growth centres,
however, at this point, with the data available, it is difficult to calculate exactly the percentages.

4.2.

Human resources invested in the programme implementation

As mentioned before, there are four institutions involved in the RCOP management and implementation: RCPCID, EUD, CFCU and European Commission, each of them enjoying particular tasks.
In accordance with the workload analysis carried out for the RCP-CID, together with the TA team, in November
2011 this institutions was almost fully staffed – out of the 65 positions needed, 60 were occupied. If persons not
100% working in the centre (military service, students, maternity) are also counted, RCP-CID counts only 56
employees. In accordance with the November Workload Analysis, the Monitoring Department, the Programming
department additionally needed, each, one more staff member, while the Finance and Contracts Department still
missed 4 members of staff. . Regarding the latter however, considering the delays in the related accreditation
process, it has been wise to postpone their hiring; in this context, although the FCD needs to train in order to take
over the tasks from CFCU, the fact that they do not genuinely carry out these tasks undermines their efficiency.
Efforts have been done since 2007 to have the RCP-CID adequately staffed – RCP-CID started in 2007 with 14
civil servants, and during 2008 (8), but particularly in 2009 (16) in 2010 (25) and 2011 (24) new staff members,)
joined the Centre. However, the turnover of staff increased every year until it reached a significant pick in 2011:
4members of staff left the Centre in 2008, 3 in 2009, 9 in 2010 and 11 in 2011. In other words, the RCP-CID had
in 2007 14 staff members, in 2008 18 staff members, in 2009 31, and 2010 48 and only in 2011 60, to which the
TA team was added.
Also the European Union Delegation increased in 2011 its number of staff dedicated to RCOP from 3 to 4.
Unfortunately we do not have figures as regards the CFCU and EC number of staff dealing with the RCOP.
However, in the first case the shortage of staff is obvious from the fact that contracts under RCOP projects are
second priority for the CFCU. In the latter case, in practice two/three desk-officers within DG Regio may be
assigned to a programme, however, they are responsible with several programmes at once, further than other
tasks.

4.3.

Surveys

SMC members
Only 14 members of the SMC (out of 40 answering this question), consider that the human resources involved in
the programme management and implementation (in all 4 institutions) are adequate in terms of number and only
16 that they are adequate as skills and qualifications (approximately 37%).
As regards the beneficiary, only 5 agree that that the human resources involved in the programme management
and implementation (in all 4 institutions) are adequate in terms of both number and skills (approximately 38% of
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the respondents). 1-3 disagree and the remaining ones either do not know, or have a neutral position on this
statement.
The surveys revealed a series of factors which contribute to the success of the programme, as well as factors
which constitute bottlenecks in its management and implementation. The box bellow presents a summary of the
opinions collected through the surveys carried out under this evaluation:
Success factors


workshops and meetings held with all related stakeholders



reaching the regions and contributing to the regional development



cooperation and involvement of RCP-CID with other governmental institutions



in the covered area there are regions/provinces competitive and capable of working with EU funds



the existence in the project pipeline of large projects



competent and sincere experts



participative approach towards stakeholders
Bottlenecks



length of the process in the case of projects application to implementation; few projects under
implementation which would contribute to achieving the programme’s objectives



insufficient involvement of the provincial institutions in promoting the programme to end-recipients



applications’ appraisal focused too much on general and financial, and not on substantial issues



not taking into account sufficiently the competitive advantage of RCOP regions in comparison with the
Middle East



rigid EU procedures, rules and constraints



changes in the projects during their development



insufficient truly entrepreneurial culture, lack of adaptation capacity of SMEs to new conditions



insufficient information on the funding opportunities



insufficient cooperation between universities and the industry and insufficient importance given to R&D
activities



lack of qualified staff at all levels (including beneficiary) and delays in the accreditation process; turnover of
staff



insufficient funds



insufficient involvement of the governorships, dominance in this field by RDAs



insufficient coordination between institutions involved in the programme management and implementation



more information needed in all project phases, including project implementation



delays in the implementation of projects



programme implemented for the first time, with new rules and new people



Not requiring from project owners to officially present their project steering teams right after the
acceptance of the project

4.4.

Interviews

The interviewees generally agreed that all 4 institutions involved (RCP CID, CFCU, EUD, EC) seem to have
insufficient number of staff to adequately deal with the implementation challenge posed by RCOP (to a larger or
more limited extent). In terms of technical skills, they would require improvement mostly in the case of the RCOPCID. However, significant improving of the Centre skills since 2007 is generally acknowledged. Similar opinions
on EUD were also sporadically registered. Isolated opinions were also heard on the number of staff in certain
departments of CID as being to high – e.g. the Financing Department, not yet accredited.
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Discussions revealed that frequent changes in the contact persons (e.g. CFCU contract managers) as well as the
numerous institutions involved (determining communication and coordination problems, including with the
beneficiaries) constitute serious bottlenecks to the process; the willingness and enthusiasm of the RCP-CID
cannot compensate for these.
In the context of the programme, the way it is set up (IPA rules) and implemented (lengthy process), the n+3 rules
constitutes the most important challenge and a bottleneck for absorption.

4.5.

RCOP and Regional Development Agencies

During the interviews carried out under this interim evaluation, as well as during the meeting of the Ad-hoc
Evaluation Committee, the issue of RDAs being involved in the implementation of RCOP and/or other EU-funded
programmes. This sub-chapter is meant to:
1.

give the interested parties information about RDAs do and could do under regional development
programmes (managed at regional (the Netherlands) or at national (Romania) level), as food for thought
to decision-makers

2.

propose possible roles and tasks for RDAs in the implementation of the current RCOP; as they could not
be very numerous, we consider the future RCOP as well.

In annex 17, under points 1 and 2 we present the competencies of RDAs in Romania before and after 2007.
Under point 3 we present other “regional” movements happening under this programming period, movements
which are or general interest for MoD, as it coordinates both IPA Component III and IV and RDAs may become
involved in the implementation of all programmes under MoD coordination. Under point 4 we present a more
“scientific” approach to potential tasks of RDAs, based on the so called “Nanetti model”, as well as two examples
of how this model was applied in Romania and the Netherlands in 2004-2006.
Before we propose potential roles of RDAs, we need to reiterate the fact that one of the factors negatively
affecting the programme efficiency is the high number of institutions involved in the process, combined with the
insufficient capacity of some of the institutions. In this context, a substantial involvement of the RDAs, which are
not as familiar to the programme as they should, in the RCOP implementation is not possible. Before they can be
involved, they need to undertake systematic capacity building (specific to the programme and their tasks) and of
course, to go through the necessary accreditation process. However, an involvement “in phases”, as presented
under, might pave the way to such a development.

Potential roles in short run:
PROGRAMMING (at programme level, not project development)


analysis and data collection44 at regional level, in order to feed the socio-economic and SWOT analysis of the
future programme(s);



setting up Regional Development Plans, which could serve as a source of information for future
programme(s); for this purpose, the RDPs need to be made based on a common methodology



44

participate with information and feedback in the programming exercise

If this happens it needs to happen on a common methodology, as data need to be comparable across regions. Obviously,
cooperation with TURKSTAT needs to be ensured.
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(at project level) at the request of the RCP-CID, provide their opinion on the capacity of beneficiary to
implement the project, its potential impact at regional level and sustainability

COMMUNICATION


Organise general awareness activities, as well as dissemination activities, as soon as the projects results are
ready

EVALUATION


Support evaluation process through participation in evaluation activities: interviews, surveys, focus groups
etc.



Monitor and analyse synergies among EU projects financed in the region



Analyse impact and sustainability of the EU projects on regional development (ex-post)

Potential roles in long run (presuming that they become Implementing Authorities/Bodies):
PROGRAMMING (at programme level, not project development)


analysis and data collection45 at regional level, in order to feed the socio-economic and SWOT analysis of the
future programme(s);



setting up Regional Development Plans, which could serve as a source of information for future
programme(s); for this purpose, the RDPs need to be made based on a common methodology



participate with information and feedback in the programming exercise



(at project level) counter-reading of OIS (2nd package) and opinion especially on capacity of beneficiary to
implement the project, its impact and sustainability

IMPLEMENTATION



Contribute to the development of project pipelines;
Provide guidance to potential applicants in project preparation, respecting the principle of segregation of
functions;



Participating in the projects appraisal and selection process, respecting the principle of segregation of
functions;



Provide guidance to end-recipients in project implementation and closure;

MONITORING


Contribute to the elaboration of the Annual Implementation Reports and Final Report;



Counter-read or contribute to the assessment of progress reports of regional projects;

EVALUATION AND REPORTING


Contribute to the ROP evaluation reports.

INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY


Contribute to the delivery of the ROP Communication Plan at a regional level including local publicity,
information and training events

As regards the Nanetti roles, RDAs could play (and most probable play already) all roles, as these are closely
related to regional development (Facilitator, Stimulator, Experimenter-Provider, Monitor, Co-ordinator,
45

If this happens it needs to happen on a common methodology, as data need to be comparable across regions. Obviously,
cooperation with TURKSTAT needs to be ensured.
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Ombudsman, Contributor, Translator, Initiator). However, their tasks under these roles depend heavily on their
capacity (e.g. they might need to develop in order to be an efficient and effective Experimenter-provider) and
endowment by institutions in charge (e.g. Ombudsman – if a regional government/provincial governments entrust
them with this task).

4.6.

Interim conclusion – on if the effects obtain up to now commensurate the
investments

IC.74. Comparıng the requırements related to the financial dıscıplıne under thıs new pre-accessıon instrument
(IPA) wıth prevıous ınstruments), the n+3 rule constitute a major challenge to the RCOP, as for other IPA
programmes. Thıs challenge ıs not matched by dıfferent rules at implementation level, rules whıch would facılıtate
thıs process and ıt ıs augmented by the capacıty under buıldıng of the RCP-CID and the DIS.
IC.75. However, ın 2011 the programme has started to become efficient, ın the sense that the resources invested
beginning wıth 2007 (and even before, durıng programmıng phase) have start to show results, more ın terms of
financial performance than physıcal performance.
IC.76. Financial allocations especially at programme level are largely adequate – gradual allocation of funds takes
into account the phases of the programme implementation. However, the significant ıncrease ın funds allocatıon
for the year 2011 (especially under Priority 1, Measure 1.1) burden the absorption capacity, fact proven also by
the current 2014 decommitment risk. It seems that the ınıtıal target, to advance wıth implementation ın such a
way that thıs 2011 allocatıon ıs absorbed ın the tıme at dısposal, hasn’t been reached.
IC.77. Although the financial management approach practiced at this point is, to a good extent, sound and
reliable, it also needs to monitor n+3 risk at measure and priority level. At the same time, the reliability of the
approach is affected by the fact that forecasting covers not only projects under contracting and implementation,
but also phase 2 of the project cycle (tender documentation), as this second phase can be long and unpredictable
(but not as long and unpredictable as phase one ‘programmıng’). This conclusion is particularly underpinned by
the differences in the decommitment risks estimated in October and in November 2011, determined by delays in
pushing the 2nd wagon under the 2nd package further up the project pipeline.
IC.78. The measures which contribute more to the decommittment risk, in other words, which are less performing
from a financial point of view, are (in this order): measure 1.4, measure 1.1, measure 1.3 and measures 2.1 and
2.2 (the last two more or less at the same level as in the case of 2.2 less absolute performance is compensated
by higher demand for funds).
IC.79. The measures which contribute less to the decommittment risk, in other words, which are better performing
from a financial point of view, are (in this order): measure 1.2, measures 1.1/1.3, measure 2.2.
IC.80. Programme efficiency has been significantly influenced but the insufficient number of staff especially
between 2007-2009, and especially in the RCP-CID, but also in the CFCU and EUD, as well as by the significant
and increasing turnover of staff. This turnover particularly affects the performance of the RCP-CID as we take into
account the learning process the Centre staff have been through and continue to undertake in order to strengthen
ıts knowledge, management and implementation capacity.
IC.81. Regardıng the Regıonal Development Agencıes, they can be ınvolved ın the IPA ımplementatıon system ın
the moment they can clearly contrıbute to increasing the effıcıency of thıs system. In order to reach thıs poınt, the
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RDAs need to undertake a serıes of ‘learnıng actıvıtıes’ whıch allow them to fully understand and apply
IPA/programmes rules. These actıvıtıes would also contrıbute to theır accreditation process, whıch needs to be
undertaken anyway ıf a decısıon ıs taken as regards theır partıcıpatıon ın the IPA programmes ımplementatıon.
IC.82. In a fırst phase (2012-13), RDAs may be ınvolved ın general awareness and dissemination actıvıtıes, as
well as ın programmıng, especıally as regards the specıfıc needs of regıons, ımportant for a relevant regıonal
development polıcy geared at natıonal level. Upon capacıty buıldıng they mıght be ınvolved ın the ımplementatıon
of IPA programmes, ın several phases. However, further analysis needs to be undertaken ın order to conclude
the extent to whıch theır partıcıpatıon ın the ımplementatıon of small programmes would truly brıng more
effıcıency. As ın the case of SMEs, another ratıonale for involving them would be ‘learnıng’ wıth a vıew to
partıcıpate ın the EU Cohesion Polıcy, upon accessıon.

5. Overarching conclusions and recommendations
The overarching conclusions correlate several sets of findings and conclusions of the report chapters and subchapters. Recommendations are made based on these conclusions: for the short run (for this programming
period, 2011-2013) and for long run (for the next programming period, 2014-2020).

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 1.
In general, the programme strategy is still in line with the underpinning analysis and relevant European, national
and regional strategies. However, some revisions need to be carried out to perfect the adequacy of the
programme analysis, the adequacy and relevance of the programme strategy and, at the same time, its
coherence with other strategies.
RECOMMENDATION 1. In long run the analysis of the programme, as well as the SWOT analysis, should be
updated to take into account the data and sectoral analyses newly available and as presented in chapter 2 .

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 2.
The programme architecture of objectives, although relevant and coherent in themselves, is overly layered and
cumbersome (see IC4; IC14; IC16; IC18, IC 23, IC 69).
RECOMMENDATION 2. In long run, this architecture should be structured in three layers only: global objective(s)
(at programme level), specific objectives (at priority level) and operational objectives (at measure level). The
indicator system, meant to gauge the effects of the programme, should be developed in parallel with this
architecture of objectives.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 3.
The intervention, sectoral, regional and inter-regional strategies of the programme contribute to this overcomplexity of the programme intervention logic. At the same time, there is no evidence, yet, that these strategies
contribute to the programme effectiveness (including and especıally ımpact). The regional strategy might
constitute an exception; set up as general principle from the outset, it contributes to focusing the effects/impact of
the programme in a particular part of the country.
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RECOMMENDATION 3. In long run, the intervention and the sectoral concentration strategy of the programme
should be reformulated for a more straightforward and easy to communicate logic of intervention of the
programme. Especially the latter, although well thought at the outset, needs to be updated and operationalised
more clearly in implementation (i.e. appraisal&selection criteria, communication activities towards potential
beneficiaries and finally, projects selected and implemented) in order to be effective.
RECOMMENDATION 4
In long run, considering the disparities between EU and Turkey, opening the programmme to all 26 NUTS II
regions should be consıdered. However, ıf the future programme preserves the ‘decreasing regıonal dısparıtıes’
aım, specific provisions should be put in place, with a view to counter-balance a potential concentration of funds
in regions with enhanced capacity for funds absorption (e.g. programme to cover regıons wıth a GDP/capıta
under 90% of the Turkısh average, earmarked amounts per region, taking into account its development level;
higher co-financing rates for end beneficiaries in less developed regions – ıf ıt ıs the case; compulsory
participation of relevant institutions in less developed regions in projects promoted by better off regions)
RECOMMENDATION 5. In case of a gradual openıng of the programme, the approach taken should consıder
elements as 1. demand for funds, 2. most effıcıent financing models and 3. area ın need (sector/theme) ınto
account. In lıne wıth the fındıngs of the sub-chapter 2.4 and chapter 4, Measures 1.2 (crıterıon 2), 1.3 (crıterıon 1
and 3-R&D) and 2.2 (crıterıon 3-R&D) but also 1.1 (crıterıon 1) mıght be extended beyond the current 12NUTS II
regıons.
OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 4.
It seems that the elıgıble actıvıtıes under Measure 1.4, although relevant for the needs of the regıons ın the
tourism sector, are not perceıved sımılarly by all programme stakeholders. Thıs mıght have led to a lımıted
fınancıal performance of thıs measure, despıte the relatıvely hıgh demand for funds to be ınvested ın thıs sector.
RECOMMENDATION 6. In short run the approach to the eligible actions under the Measure 1.4 should be
clarıfıed from the supply side perspective, ın order to ensure the effıcıency and, ultımately, effectiveness of thıs
measure.
OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 5.
As regards the RCOP eligible beneficiaries, they are adequately selected; however, SMEs may not directly
access RCOP funds, and this might negatively influence their “learning process” as regards accessing EU funds
and efficiently and effectively project management. However, the programme successfully meets their financing
needs through the financial engineering mechanisms under measure 1.2.
RECOMMENDATION 7. In long run, SMEs should become, at least to a limited extent, end-recipients of the
programme, in order to enhance their project management knowledge and capacity in line with EU norms, as well
as capacity to access EU programmes, necessary when the EU financial support in Turkey increases and
essential for its efficient and effective implementation.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 6.
At this particular point in time, due to the limited progress registered in the concrete implementation of projects,
mainly determined by the cumbersome implementation procedures (i.e. EUD ex-ante control, European public
procurement rules), but also by the learning process of the RCOP itself and its end-recipients, it is difficult to draw
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an overall conclusion on effectiveness. However, considering the fact that the RCOP is a frontrunner among
candidate countries OPs, there are good chances that important outputs and results will be achieved by the
programme until its closure, if the projects in the pipeline are brought in the implementation phase and
implemented in the shortest time possible.
On the other side, the RCOP indicator system is able only partially to gauge the effects of the programme and
this, again, hampers an assessment of the programme effectiveness.

RECOMMENDATION 8. In short run major efforts need to be done in order to push the projects up into the
project pipeline, towards its last two phases (contracting and implementation). For this purpose, a series of
measures need to be immediately taken:
8.1. a dedicated mixed team per project should be created, team composed of representatives of the RCP-CID,
EUD/EC, CFCU, end-recipient and TA expert, but geared and owned by the RCOP Project Officer in the
Programming Department. This Project Officer should manage the evolution of a project in the pipeline, in
accordance with the timeline mentioned under. He/she firstly coordinates the OIS development, secondly the
tender documents development and makes sure that the project stakeholders intervene immediately when
needed, dead-lines of the timeline in place are respected and, consequently, the project enters tendering
when planned. Further on, this Project Officer ensures communication with the End-recipient regarding the
stage of the tendering process, and ensures that this process finalises as planned. When the contract is
signed, the project is taken over by the Implementation Division.
8.2. clear and objective sets of guidelines should be developed for the end-recipients for each phase - project
development/tendering/ and (later) implementation; these guidelines should be agreed among the members
of the mix team and effectively communicated to the project promoters.
8.3. this communication effort needs to be undertaken by using the most effective channels: in this context, these
would be direct communication, e.g. face-to-face meetings. The communication should take place through
one contact person only: the Project Officer; who should not be changed along phases 1/2/3.
8.4. the end-beneficiaries should receive all necessary support in order to apply the guidance received, both
from the Directorate and the TA team in place.
8.5. a clear timeline for the entire project preparation cycle (phases 1/2/3) needs to be developed, agreed and
committed to by the members of the mixed team and effectively observed by the Project Officer. This timeline
should allow the necessary revisions to OIS/tendering documents, but should not take more than two years.
RECOMMENDATION 9. In short and long run, the indicator system should be improved, in order for this to gauge
as comprehensively as possible the programme effects. For this purpose, the following actions should be
undertaken:
9.1. in short run further, new output and result indicators should be developed in order to have the
programme objectives covered. This is particularly needed in the case of Priority 3, but also Priority 1
and also as regards horizontal indicators.
9.2. the existing and new indicators should be clearly formulated and defined and adequately
communicate to the programme stakeholders.
9.3. the RCP-CID needs to make sure that the indicators set are adequately labelled: input/output/result.
9.4. the most important for the monitoring process, a clear link needs to be established between the
programme indicators and the project level. Although further, specific, project indicator may be set up
(by the project itself or by the centre) in order to monitor the respective interventions, the programme
indicators for which data is collected (collectable – and this is the case with most current RCOP
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indicators) at project level , it should be clearly agreed with the end-recipients and monitored through the
Monitoring Sheets and regular/final progress reports.
9.5. a set of context indicators should be also developed, to gear the socio-economic analysis of the
programme and its regular update.
9.6. considering the programme dimensions, impact indicators relevant for RCOP should be set up at SCF
or MIPD level. At RCOP level a qualitative assessment may be done on its impact in terms of “learning”.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 7.
As found ın chapter 4, during 2011 the programme has started to become effıcıent, ın the sense that the
ınvestments ın the programme started to be reflected by ıts fınancıal performance. Some measures have
contributed significantly to avoiding decommıtment up to this date (Measure 1.2) but other contrıbute, at least at
thıs point, at the decommitment risk identıfied in November 2011 for 2012 and 201446.
RECOMMENDATION 10.
A serıes of measures need to be ımmedıately taken ın order to further avoid decommıtment risk and thus, ensure
the programme effıcıency (ın thıs order):
1.

Under Measure 1.3. the three projects under contracting need to enter implementation phase

2.

Under Measure 1.1 the tender documentation for projects ın second phase (under 1st package and under

immediately
second package, first wagon) needs to be fınalısed fırst for these projects to progress on an urgent
tempo end enter implementation as soon as possıble;
3.

Under Measure 2.2 the OIS need to be fınalısed and approved as soon as possıble and tender
documents need to be prepared ın parallel, so that the tendering procedure can be launched (early) next
year; as these projects entail soft/ıntangıble activities preparıng the tender documents ıs less complex;

4.

Under Measures 1.1/1.3 the OISs of the projects ın the first phase need to be fınalısed as soon as

5.

Overall ensure the necessary support to projects under the second package, as payments ın 2014 under

6.

New projects ın the pıpelıne need to come under Measures wıth less demand (1.4 and 2.1), ın order to

7.

Under Measure 1.2 further project(s) need to be prepared and executed ın 2014 and beyond (thıs takıng

possible or alternatıves need to be looked for under package 4.
thıs package may decrease the 2014 de commitment rısk;
ensure fınal absorption, as well as under Measure 1.1, to ıncrease payments ın 2014 and beyond;
ınto consıderatıon also new allocatıons for 2011-12).
RECOMMENDATION 11.
Measure 1.2 needs to be adequately monıtored through output and result ındıcators, as ıt ıs particularly ımportant
both as fınancıal allocatıon and absorption, but also as results among the SMEs ın Turkey.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 8.
The communication activities carried out by the RCP-CID, mainly directed at the programme potential endrecipients, have been only partially effective.
46

As underlined in footnote 42, this decommitment risk was identified on the basis of the forecasting exercise carried out for 2007-2011 allocations
and for the project pipeline containing 1st, 2nd and 3rd project packages. Due to the evaluation cut-off date, this evaluation could not take into
account the 4th package of projects and the 2012-13 allocations; however, when these two elements are taken into account, the programme
doesn’t face any decommitment risk by the end of its implementation period.
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RECOMMENDATION 12. The RCOP communication strategy and activities need improvement and focus. In
order to achieve this, the following actions need to be undertaken:
1.

In short run the focus of the RCP-CID communication activities related to the programme end-recipients
should be the projects in the programming phase/second package Also in short run communication activities
should be focused on programme potential end-recipients, in order to continuously feed the project pipeline;
these activities should provide specific information and cover small groups of potential beneficiaries (e.g.
workshops), in order to be effective: the potential beneficiaries to understand the programme philosophy and
requirements;

2.

the Communication Action Plan needs to be improved in order to adequately cover all stakeholder groups
of the programme – this is particularly important for the category “other stakeholders”, important for the
implementation of the programme in the same manner as it was designed, i.e. in partnership;

3.

equally important is the RCOP wide public, which needs to be informed on the RCOP achievements and
EU contribution to the development of the regions covered. This stakeholders group needs to be addressed
with relevant messages and through relevant channels (e.g. TV spots). At the same time, the programme
“reputation” among the wide public should be adequately monitored and assessed, ideally through Omnibus
surveys. A first survey should be carried out in the shortest time possible, in order to set the baseline as
regards the programme reputation. At least one more Omnibus survey should be carried out at the
programme closure, to capture the progress registered in this respect, over time.

4.

adequate communication activities need to be designed in the CAP; these activities, as well as the
related communication channels should be very well linked with communication needs of the target
group in order to be effective. For the same purpose, adequate messages should be developed and
relevant channels should be used (see 9.4). At the same time, these activities should address all steps in the
programme implementation; in this regard, disseminating the programme results should be adequately
prepared.

5.

full use should be made by existing electronic instruments: the programme web-page should be enhanced
and used at the maximum in order to gear/inform the programme stakeholders. For this purpose, specific
communication platforms should be set up (e.g. forum), as well as a regular newsletter (e.g. at least sixmonthly, ideally – monthly).

6.

adequate monitoring and evaluation indicators and mechanisms should be put in place in order to
assess the effectiveness of the CAP implementation; the former should be made coherent with the Measure
3.2. programme indicators.

OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 9.
Judging by their success rate (projects for which OIS development is launched vs. projects ideas submitted), the
call for proposal launched for the second package of projects seems to have been less efficient and effective in
comparison with the direct negotiation carried out for the first and the third packages. The high number of
applications is rather a measurement of the programme/EU funding reputation, that of the call effectiveness. The
low success rate actually confirms that the call hasn’t managed to pass to the programme potential end-recipients
the message on the programme philosophy and requirements. However, the call for proposal was successful in
ensuring the participation of the regional actors and particularly the growth centres to the programme (IC.13).
RECOMMENDATION 13. In the light of the above, if further calls for proposal are organised for the RCOP, these
should be launched per Measure, and not for all measures in one call47. At the same time, the evaluation and

47

Potential target Measures will be indicated after the “efficiency” analysis is carried out.
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selection criteria and steps should be significantly improved; the same is valid for the communication activities
(materials/guidelines and events) which adjoin the call.
RECOMMENDATION 14. If possible, the “direct negotiation” approach should also be applied, in a targeted
manner, to regional potential end-beneficiaries (instead of call for project proposals), although it might be difficult
to develop, at this level, projects with a budget higher that 10 million €, as the IPA Regulation requires.
RECOMMENDATION 15. Increased attention should be paid into the future as regards the sectors financed
under the RCOP, in the sense that these are more diverse than at this moment and, preferably, among the
sectors identified as no. 1 priority by the programme itself.
OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 10.
Overall, the Sectoral Monitoring Committee functions more as a communication platform rather than a body which
should adequately gear the efficient and effective programme implementation. Although it has less decisionmaking rights than a Monitoring Committee under the EU Cohesion Policy, it still has key monitoring tasks which
need to be adequately fulfilled.
RECOMMENDATION 16. The Sectoral Monitoring Committee should be restructured in order for this to play its
programme monitoring role. However, this will be possible only when adequate communication activities are
carried out, activities which should cover the information needs of the potential beneficiaries and end-recipients
as regards the programme opportunities, related procedures, and requirements for the project level, as well as the
needs of these target groups to discuss on problems encountered and best solutions identified. One possible
activity in this respect is a bi-annual meeting with these two target groups, organised back-to back with the SMC
meeting.
Provided that the essential condition presented above is fulfilled (when adequate communication activities are
in place), in order to effectively play its overarching, monitoring role, the rotation principle should be abandoned
and a full permanent membership of the SMC should be ensured. Only one representative of the Universities,
Governorships and Chambers of Commerce and Industry in the 15 Growth Centres should be a permanent
member of the SMC. This representative together with the Centre itself should be in charge with the
dissemination of the SMC results to the other members of the group.
RECOMMENDATION 17. the Sectoral Monitoring Committee should follow up on the implementation of the
recommendations made by the evaluation
OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 11.
Regardıng the ımpact of the programme, ıt seems that ıt ıs perceıved rather at ınstıtutıonal level, ın terms of
learnıng on IPA, and at provınce, not at regıonal level, ın terms of socıo-economıc development. However, wıth
the current tools and data avaılable, estımatıng the programme ımpact ıs also close to ımpossıble.
RECOMMENDATION 18. In long run measures need to be taken for the necessary data especıally at NUTS II
level and tools to be ın place for estımatıng the ımpact

of programmes, ıncludıng RCOP and other IPA

programmes. Consıderıng the role of the Minıstry of Development, this institution seems to be, for the moment,
the most suıted to take the necessary actıons to ımplement thıs recommendation and to estimate the ımpact of
IPA funds at regıonal level ın Turkey.
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OVERARCHING CONCLUSION 12.
A major factor impeding the programme effectiveness is its lack of “unique” and clear ownership and the
involvement of several decision-making institutions. To a certain extent, this situation is natural considering the
particularities of IPA, respectively the Decentralised Implementation System currently in place (partially) for
RCOP, as well as the time needed by the RCP-CID to enhance its capacity for programme implementation.
RECOMMENDATION 19. After these first years of programme implementation, and with a TA team in place, the
time has come for the RCP-CID to bring its ownership on the programme to another level regarding its
procurement/tendering/financial implementation functions. This step would create the necessary space for the EU
Delegation to fulfil its own tasks in the implementation process, as assigned by the legal provisions in place.
In order to have full ownership on the programme, the Directorate should also complete in the shortest time
possible the accreditation process for its procurement/tendering/financial implementation functions and implement
as soon as possible the “short run” recommendations of this evaluation report.
RECOMMENDATION 20. The European Commission and its Delegation in Ankara should continue to strongly
support the Directorate, as owner of the programme, in effectively and efficiently implementing the Regional
Competitiveness Operational Programme.
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