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Glossary

Term or acronym

Meaning or definition

BA Beneficiary authority

CA Coordinating authority

CSP Cooperation and support plan

CSRs Country-specific recommendations under the European Semester
EPSAS European Public Sector Accounting Standards

ERDF European Regional Development Fund

ESF European Social Fund

ESIF European structural and investment funds

JRC Joint Research Centre

JTF Just Transition Fund

JTM Just Transition Mechanism

OPC Open public consultation

SDG Sustainable development goal

SRSP Structural Reform Support Programme

SRSS Structural Reform Support Service

SWD Staff working document

TAIEX Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument
TJTP Territorial Just Transition Plan

TSI Technical Support Instrument




1. Introduction

Structural reforms are essential for modernising economies, encouraging investment,
creating jobs and raising living standards. Reforms are, by their very nature complex
processes. To facilitate these reforms across the European Union, Regulation (EU)
2017/8251 on the establishment of the Structural Reform Support Programme (“the
SRSP Regulation”) was adopted in May 2017.

The objective of the Structural Reform Support Programme (“the programme” or “the
SRSP”) was to contribute to institutional, administrative, and growth-sustaining
structural reforms in Member States, by providing technical support to national
authorities. The budget for the programme was EUR 222.8 million over 2017-20. The
programme was managed by the Structural Reform Support Service (SRSS), which
subsequently became the Directorate—General for Structural Reform Support (DG
REFORM).?

This staff working document provides an ex-post evaluation of the programme. In
compliance with the Better Regulation guidelines, this evaluation is based on the
following five criteria:

e Relevance — do the objectives of the SRSP appropriately address the needs in
Member States?

e Effectiveness — how successful is the SRSP in achieving or progressing towards
its objectives?

e Efficiency — are the effects of the SRSP achieved at a reasonable cost?

e Coherence — to what extent are the various components of the SRSP’s
intervention logic coherent (internal coherence) and how does the SRSP interact
with other EU interventions with similar objectives (external consistency)?

e EU added value — what is the additional value resulting from action at EU level,
compared to what could be achieved by Member States acting alone at national
and/or regional level?

This ex-post evaluation aims to help improve the provision of further technical support to
Member States and to identify good practice for designing a future technical support
programme in the next programming period (beyond 2027). This report is also intended
as a tool to share the results of DG REFORM’s action with stakeholders and promote the
use of evaluations as an evidence-based policy making tool.

! Regulation (EU) 2017/825 of the European Parliament and of the Council, OJ L 129, 19.5.2017, p. 1-16,
as amended by Regulation (EU) 2018/1671, OJ L 284, 12.11.2018, p. 3-5 (the SRSP Regulation).

2 0On 1 January 2020, DG REFORM succeeded the SRSS. For reasons of simplicity, this document refers
only to DG REFORM.




In accordance with Article 16 of the SRSP Regulation, an external contractor was
engaged to produce an independent evaluation study (“the study”).

Box 1 — Study

The external independent study, presented in annex of this document, was carried out
over a period of 11 months, starting on 11 October 2021. It included 826 SRSP-funded
projects from 2017 to 2020, covering beneficiaries in all Member States.

The contractor deployed a complex methodology — in line with the EU Better Regulation
Guidelines — to collect robust evidence, consisting of extensive desk research (including
information extracted from DG REFORM’s internal monitoring tool with data up till
November 2021), stakeholder consultation activities (interviews with key stakeholders,
open public consultation, a survey of key stakeholders, and focus groups), and in-depth
case studies (30 projects in 8 Member States, and 1 multi-country project covering 17
Member States).

The contractor carried out all tasks under the scrutiny of an inter-service steering group
and the guidance of DG REFORM. The quality and the representativeness of the
collected evidence was considered to be solid and meaningful, allowing us to draw
conclusions and provide reliable and valid answers to the evaluation questions (see
section 4).

Despite the efforts and the robust methodology employed by the contractor, it should be
stressed that assessing the long-term impacts of SRSP-supported projects remains a
challenge. The impact of the programme is difficult to measure distinctively and in
isolation from the different factors that affect its implementation, such as ownership and
the financial capacity of Member States to implement the relevant reforms.

This should be kept in mind when drawing any conclusions about the longer-term impact
of the programme in terms of achieving its general objectives.

This document presents and reflects on the main outcomes and findings of the Study, but
also draws on other DG REFORM sources of information, including additional data from
the internal IT system, annual monitoring reports, annual activity reports and the mid-
term and ex-ante evaluation of the SRSP.

This document has the following structure:

- Section 2 describes the background of the programme and summarises its
expected outcome.

- Section 3 covers the evolution of the situation during the evaluation period.
- Section 4 provides the main findings of the evaluation.
- Section 5 presents the conclusions and recommendations.

2.  What was the expected outcome of the intervention?

The general objective of the SRSP was to contribute to institutional, administrative and
growth-sustaining structural reforms in the Member States by providing support to




national authorities. The support may also help Member States preparing for participation
in the euro area.?

To achieve this general objective, the SRSP Regulation has set the following specific
objectives:*

a) To support the initiatives of national authorities to design their reforms according
to their priorities, considering initial conditions and expected socioeconomic
impacts.

b) To support the national authorities in enhancing their capacity to formulate,
develop and implement reform policies and strategies and in pursuing an
integrated approach ensuring consistency between goals and means across
sectors.

c) To support the efforts of national authorities to define and implement appropriate
processes and methodologies by considering good practices of and lessons
learned by other countries in addressing similar situations.

d) To assist the national authorities in enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of
human-resource management, inter alia, by strengthening professional knowledge
and skills and setting out clear responsibilities.

The Programme intended to provide technical support for the design and implementation
of reforms that relate to a broad range of policy domains, including:

e Revenue administration and public financial management.

e Governance and public administration.

e Growth and business environment (including climate, energy and environment).
e Labour market, education, health and social policy.

e Financial services and access to finance.

Designing and implementing institutional and structural reforms is complex and
demanding and requires a high degree of knowledge and skills; the overall successful
implementation of reforms requires efficient and effective public administrations. For
this reason, addressing the structural challenges faced by public administrations —
especially by developing adequate institutional and administrative capacity — is crucial
for well-functioning and sustainable economies and the success of structural reforms.

The SRSP ex-ante evaluation® identified the following needs as more relevant with
regard to Member States’ capacity to implement solid reform agendas:

3 The general objective as laid down in Article 4 of the SRSP Regulation reads as follows: ‘to contribute to
institutional, administrative and growth-sustaining structural reforms in the Member States by providing
support to national authorities for measures aimed at reforming and strengthening institutions,
governance, public administration, and economic and social sectors in response to economic and social
challenges, with a view to enhancing cohesion, competitiveness, productivity, sustainable growth, job
creation, investment and social inclusion and to contributing to real convergence in the Union, which may
also prepare for participation in the euro area, in particular in the context of economic governance
processes, including through assistance for the efficient, effective and transparent use of the Union funds .

4 Article 5(1) of the SRSP Regulation.

5 Commission staff working document Ex-ante Evaluation Accompanying the document Proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the Structural Reform



1) Limited administrative and institutional capacity.

2) Challenges in the design and implementation of growth-sustaining structural
reforms in line with the Union’s economic and social goals.

3) Limited application and implementation of EU law.

The SRSP provided demand-driven and tailor-made support to the specific situation of
the concerned country. Actions that were eligible for funding included the formulation of
policy strategies or roadmaps, the provision of long- and short-term experts, and capacity
building activities, such as workshops, training and working visits.

The above actions were anticipated to lead to the short-term expected results of SRSP,
also referred to as project outcomes. Achieving these outcomes was expected to lead to
the achievement of the SRSP specific objectives. Outcomes included the adoption of
strategies, reform roadmaps or new legislation; the adoption of new or improved
procedures and methodologies; organisational change and enhanced human resource
management.

The achievement of the outcomes depended not only on the breadth and depth of
technical support provided to EU Member States, but also on many other factors — such
as timing and sequencing of reforms, reform ownership by the Member State — that are
outside the control of the technical support project.

Technical support projects could cover any part of the reform cycle, from identifying the
needs to monitoring and evaluating the outcomes. At the same time, the actual
implementation of the reforms remained the prerogative of the recipient Member State.

Figure 1 below presents the intervention logic of the Programme, in line with the main
elements of the theory of change.®

Support Programme for the period 2017 to 2020 and amending Regulations (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU)
No 1305/2013. The Ex-Ante Evaluation identified specifically two challenges/needs: (a) Limited
administrative and institutional capacity (b) Inadequate application and implementation of Union
legislation towards achieving the Union's fundamental goals.

® According to the Commission’s Better Regulation Guidelines, a theory of change is oriented towards the
objectives that are intended to be achieved under specific conditions, showing the ways and mechanisms
that connect individual objectives, activities, and outcomes.



FIGURE 1: SRSP LOGIC OF INTERVENTION
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Based on the results of the ex-ante and mid-term evaluations and of the Study, the ex-
post evaluation considers two key types of impacts:

- Institutional Impact: structural changes in the institutional and administrative
capacity’ of Member States’ authorities to prepare and implement reforms and
to apply EU law in an effective way.

- Policy Impact: achievement of relevant longer-term growth-sustaining reforms
in EU Member States as indicated in the cooperation and support plans signed
by DG REFORM and each Member State.

" Administrative capacity is considered in terms of structures, human resources, systems and tools, in line
with European Commission (2020), Roadmaps for Administrative Capacity Building: Practical Toolkit.
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/policy/how/improving-investment/roadmap_toolkit.pdf.
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Clearly, external factors such as economic, social and institutional conditions; the
election cycle and political support for reforms on all levels of government; the scope of
reforms; and the COVID-19 crisis played a role in contributing to or constraining the
achievement of the programme impacts.

The SRSP Regulation does not specifically refer to any of the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). Nevertheless, the SRSP was expected to contribute implicitly to the
achievement of several SDGs. According to the Joint Research Centre (JRC) toolkit, the
programme was expected to contribute mainly to SDG 8 (decent work and economic
growth), SDG 16 (peace, justice, and stronger institutions) and SDG 10 (reduced
inequalities).

2.2 Points of comparison

This ex-post evaluation aims to capture change that the programme has brought over
time. To do so, it compares the actual performance of the programme against:

- The situation before the intervention as described in the ex-ante evaluation of
the programme (published in November 2015).

- The situation during the mid-term evaluation of the programme as described in
the Study (published in February 2020 using the monitoring data from 2019).

The ex-ante evaluation of the SRSP

The ex-ante evaluation of the SRSP noted that Member States may face a range of
challenges in the design and implementation of structural and administrative reforms,
such as the limited administrative and institutional capacity and the inadequate
application and implementation of Union legislation.® Quantification of these
problems/challenges that the SRSP was deemed to solve, was translated into the
following two parameters:

- The implementation of Country Specific Recommendations (CSRs) of the
European Semester, indicates the difficulties Member States face in adopting
reforms. For example, Member States made at least “some progress” in 48.4 %
the CSRs addressed to them in 2015. In 2019, the implementation rate of CSRs
was lower compared to 2015,° thus suggesting the continued need for technical
support.

- The inadequate application and implementation of EU legislation was quantified
in terms of formal infringement procedures.*°

8 European Commission (2015), Ex-ante Evaluation Accompanying the document Proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the Structural Reform
Support Programme for the period 2017 to 2020 and amending Regulations (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU)
No 1305/2013, p. 6. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015SC0750&from=EN
® No/limited progress was achieved for 60.2% of CSRs, some progress was achieved for 38.7% of CSRs,
and full/substantial progress was achieved for 1.1% of CSRs. European Parliament (2020), Country-
specific recommendations: An overview - September 2020, p. 7.
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2018/624404/IPOL_BRI(2018)624404 EN.pdf

10 The number of total infringement cases stated in the ex-ante evaluation report was 1,347 at the end of
2014. 1bid, p. 6.
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The ex-ante evaluation of the programme, envisaged that the SRSP will accelerate these
reforms and ensure their quality and sustainability, thus having a considerable positive
impact on increasing economic and societal welfare in the Member States in the long
term.!* Increased welfare of individuals and societies through non-market benefits (e.g.
improvements in education, skills, social protection, health, long-term care) or improved
competitiveness of businesses through market efficiency can only be treated as indirect
benefits of the SRSP, since the programme focuses on the reform process.

The mid-term evaluation of the SRSP

By the time of mid-term evaluation study, only 22% of the SRSP projects (54 out of 246)
included in its scope were completed*?, therefore, it was too early to measure the results
and impact of the programme. However, the mid-term evaluation found general
improvement in the administrative and institutional capacity (by 73.7% of the
stakeholders from the completed projects), the quality of the design and implementation
of structural reforms (60.5%) and the application and implementation of EU law (42.1%)
based on the results of stakeholder consultation.™

3. How has the situation evolved over the evaluation period?

The submission, analysis and selection of technical support requests under the SRSP was
organised in annual cycles, in accordance with the SRSP Regulation.

Each year, Member States submitted their requests for technical support by the end of
October, as specified in the SRSP Regulation.** Once they had done so, the Commission
assessed these requests against the criteria set out in Article 7 of the SRSP Regulation.®®
The Commission also verified whether requests overlapped with actions implemented
under other EU instruments or programmes, with a view to avoiding double funding and
ensuring complementarity.

Thereafter, the Commission selected the requests that were assessed to be a highest
quality in line with the set criteria. The technical support projects that were financed
through the Programme did not require co-financing by the Member State concerned.

1 European Commission (2015), Ex-ante Evaluation Accompanying the document Proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the Structural Reform
Support Programme for the period 2017 to 2020 and amending Regulations (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU)
No 1305/2013. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015SC0750&from=EN

2 Ernst & Young (2018), Mid-term Evaluation of the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP) 2017-
2020 (2016 ECFIN 009/A). Publications Office of the European Union, p. 13, 17.
https://doi.org/10.2887/656262 This analysis was based on the information available on Jira, consulted on
30 April 2019.

13 The consultation conducted during the mid-term evaluation involved an online targeted consultation and
an in-depth analysis of 30 implemented projects. Opinions were collected from the beneficiaries and the
providers of technical support during the consultation process. 1bid, p. 17.

14 The provision of support under Article 11 (support to be funded through additional voluntary
contributions) follows a different timeline, linked to the transfer of the additional contributions from the
Member State concerned.

15 Urgency, breadth and depth of the problems identified, the support needs in the relevant policy area, the
analysis of socioeconomic indicators, and the administrative capacity of the beneficiary authority
concerned.
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The SRSP was implemented via annual work programmes that served as a financing
decision. They set out the support measures to be implemented for the year concerned,
the dedicated annual budget, and the expected results, as well as the priority actions.

Subsequently, the Commission came to an agreement, titled as “Cooperation and Support
Plan” (CSP), with each Member State. The CSPs, co-signed annually, covered the
priority areas, the objectives, an indicative timeline, the scope of the support measures
and the estimated financial contribution.

To facilitate efficient communication with the Commission and the coordinated
submission of technical support requests, each Member State designated a national
Coordinating Authority within its government structures. The Coordinating Authority
acted as the interlocutor of the Commission for the implementation of the CSP, and the
SRSP in general. It was responsible for collecting all requests for the Member State in
question, and subsequently submitting the requests to the Commission.

The Coordinating Authority had the opportunity to prioritise the requests before
submitting them to the Commission. The national beneficiary authorities (such as
ministries, public agencies, regulatory authorities, regional/local authorities and other
public bodies that have requested assistance) were the actual recipients of technical
support. In line with the Regulation, the SRSP never provided financial support to the
authorities, but only technical support.

The Coordinating Authority was responsible for coordinating the effective
implementation of the support measures in the country and was also encouraged to take
appropriate action in case of challenges during the implementation of technical support in
its country.

Technical support, such as strategic and legal advice, studies, training, and expert visits
on the ground, was delivered by technical support providers contracted by the
Commission. DG REFORM carried out all financial management tasks related to the
contracts.

The Commission was responsible for monitoring the implementation of the actions
financed by the programme and measuring the achievement of the general and specific
objectives of the SRSP in accordance with indicators set out in the Annex of the SRSP
Regulation and monitoring the achievement of EU added value. In addition to the mid-
term and ex post evaluation, the Commission also followed other mechanisms to monitor
the Programme’s progress, including annual monitoring reports, annual activity reports
and the overall strategic planning and programming cycle.

To monitor the implementation of the programme, DG REFORM developed and
effectively deployed an internal monitoring system®®, using two types of feedback
questionnaires: (1) satisfaction questionnaires that were sent to main stakeholders
(beneficiary authorities, providers, DG REFORM policy officers) at the end of the
project to assess the satisfaction level with the design and the implementation of the

16 The external contractor used data from the internal monitoring system of DG REFORM (JIRA) to
compile this Report.
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project and (2) outcome questionnaires that were sent to beneficiary authorities within 6,
12 or 18 months after the project completion to assess the achievement level of expected
outcomes.

Current state of play

The demand for the SRSP was high and increased throughout SRSP implementation. In
line with the principle of sound financial management, some of the criteria of selection
were the focus and maturity of requests that allowed for quick delivery of support and
rapid implementation of impactful reforms. Table 1 below provides the number of
technical support requests received and selected per SRSP cycle.

TABLE 1: TECHNICAL SUPPORT REQUESTS RECEIVED AND SELECTED

Technical support requests | Ratio of approved | Nr of submitting
submitted approved requests Member States
SRSP 2017 271 159 59% 16
SRSP 2018 444 146 33% 24
SRSP 2019 580 263 45% 27
SRSP 2020 609 227 37% 27
Total 1.904 795 42%

Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system.

Once requests for technical support were approved, they became projects.t” However,
DG REFORM could decide to implement one large request through more than one
project, or to implement multiple related requests through one single project. Therefore,
the number of selected requests could — and usually did — differ from the number of
projects that were implemented.

In addition to the four annual SRSP rounds, technical support projects have also been
funded by the voluntary contributions of Greece (2018 and 2020) and Bulgaria (2018)
under Article 11 of the SRSP Regulation.

A project could have one or more technical support providers, depending on the expertise
that is required to address the needs of the Member State. The type of provider
determined the contractual procedure. The type of contract/procedure used to deliver the
technical support project was referred to as the means of delivery.

When defining the selected request/projects by their circumstances, the majority of the
826 projects covered the ex-post evaluation were related to implementing challenges
identified in the context of economic governance processes (See table 2 below).

17 Technically a project is a ‘support measure’ under the SRSP Regulation terminology.

18 The present figure of 826 used in the ex-post evaluation refers to the actual number of funded projects
(i.e., the total number of the projects funded during 2017-2020 after merging some of the selected
requests), excluding the projects implemented by the contractor.

12



TABLE 2: CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE SELECTED REQUESTS UNDER THE SRSP

CIRCUMSTANCES OF

THE SELECTED SRSP 2017 SRSP 2018 SRSP 2019 SRSP 2020
REQUESTS

:Enccrilrjgm;ccsgc;vernance process, 51% 55% 62% 58%

EU priorities 27% 29% 21% 30%

EU law 7% 6% 5% 2%
Member States’ own initiative 11% 7% 8% 5%
Economic adjustment programmes 4% 3% 4% 5%

Source: SRSP annual monitoring reports 2017-2020.

With respect to the thematic areas covered by SRSP, the largest number of projects was
implemented in the field of sustainable growth and business environment (which
includes climate change and green issues), and labour market, education, health, and
social services.

FIGURE 2: SRSP-FUNDED PROJECTS BY THEMATIC AREA, 2017-2020

m Horizontal policies (N=6)

= Revenue administration and
public financial management
(N=140)

= Governance and public
administration (N=136)

Sustainable growth and business
environment (N=221)

m Labour market, education, health
and social services (N=191)

27%

Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=826).

The SRSP covered projects in all Member States. Over the period of 2017-2020, Greece,
Croatia and Romania had the highest numbers of SRSP-funded projects. Fewer technical
support projects were implemented in the Nordic countries, Luxembourg, Germany and
the Netherlands, which were consistently the countries with the lowest number of
submitted requests.
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FIGURE 3: NUMBER OF REQUESTS SELECTED PER MEMBER STATE UNDER SRSP BY YEAR, 2017-
2020
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Note: the number of requests in the countries with the lowest number of requests is presented in the brackets. The first
figure in the brackets stands for the number of requests selected in 2020.

Several delivery modes were used during the implementation of the SRSP, namely:

e Direct management, which includes public procurement contracts, grants and
reimbursement of costs incurred by external experts.

¢ Indirect management, through entities that have undergone an ex-ante assessment
of their procedures and systems, guaranteeing a level of protection of the EU
financial interests equivalent to that guaranteed by the Commission in direct
management.

e Technical Assistance and Information Exchange instrument (TAIEX), which
provides short-term expertise exchange by public sector experts from the Member
States, tghrough a Service Level Agreement between DG REFORM and DG
NEAR.!

A technical support project could consist of a mix of different delivery modes to tailor
the support to the needs of the Member State; however, 78% of projects used only one
specific delivery mode. In total, there were 1,037 individual delivery modes applied
during the programme’s implementation in 2017-2020.

19 European Commission (2020), Commission Staff working document: Mid-term evaluation of the
Structural Reform Support Programme. https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report_en_final.pdf
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FIGURE 4: USE OF MAIN DELIVERY MODES DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SRSP, 2017-
2020
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,037).

A growing number of procurement procedures were used during 2019 and 2020,
following the substantial increase in the budget of the programme in these two years. The
relative share of this delivery mode (out of all the delivery modes that year) was 37% in
the 2017 round, 34% in 2018, 43% in 2019 and 43% in 2020.

The selection of an individual delivery mode or a support provider depended on the
needs of Member States and the nature of activities/outputs planned in each project.
Public procurement via framework contracts with private companies was mostly used
when project activities required many experts, interdisciplinary teams and other resources
on the ground, close contacts with national authorities and good knowledge of the
national language. In contrast, grants and delegation agreements with international
organisations were usually used when an exchange of international good practice and a
transfer of knowledge from other countries was key to achieving the project objectives.

Main outputs and results achieved during the implementation of the programme

According to the project descriptions, the SRSP was expected to produce 1,462 outputs
in 2017-2020.

Most of the outputs that the programme was expected to produce were
‘recommendations’, ‘analysis and reports’, ‘workshops’, ‘action plans and roadmaps’
(see Figure 5).°

Overall, there were 1,352 technical support activities planned for implementation under
the four rounds of the SRSP.2! The Programme most often planned the following
activities: study, research, evaluation (313 such activities within 826 projects) and
workshops, conferences and seminars (270 such activities). Long term expert missions
(26 activities) and organisation of local operations (27 activities) were the least
frequently used activities in the technical support projects under the 2017-2020 rounds.
76% of the SRSP projects included more than one activity.

20 Within the scope of the SRSP, recommendations are non-binding suggestions that are addressed to the
beneficiary authorities to tackle the problems they highlighted in their request for support, or to promote
their reform agenda.

21 The number of annual activities increased from 281 under the 2017 round to 339 under the 2018 round
and to 432 under the 2019 round, with some decrease in the volume of activities (to 316) under the 2020
round due to the selection of fewer larger projects. Similarly, the average number of activities per project
increased from 2017 to 2020 and this increase continued across all the rounds — around 2.4, 2.8, 3.1 and 3.2
activities per project respectively in each round. The monitoring system of DG REFORM contains 12
kinds of SRSP eligible activities.

15



The technical support projects became more complex and significant over time, as
evidenced by an increasing number of activities and outputs per project, as they started
addressing more important reform needs. According to the results of the interviews, the
financial size of the projects was also matched by a substantial improvement in the
quality of requests for technical support from EU Member States.

FIGURE 5: TOTAL EXPECTED OUTPUTS OF THE SRSP, 2017-2020

Terms of reference . 16

Legislative proposal - 39
Communication strategyé;gg::dmg material) and other - 45

Study visit reports _ 110

Guidelines, handbook _ 153

Action plan, roadmap _ 207

Workshops (including material), training, training _ 234
material

Analysis,report - | 330
Recommendation | 334

Source: DG REFORM based on internal monitoring data (N=1,462). Note: the categories of ‘other outputs’ and ‘none
of the outputs’ were excluded from the analysis.

In the monitoring system of DG REFORM, projects could be associated to four groups of
pre-defined outcomes (results), which corresponded to the four specific objectives of the
Programme. Most often the Programme supported the achievement of the following
outcomes: ‘adoption of (new) procedures and actions to enhance the implementation of
reforms’ and ‘improved internal working procedures, methodologies and processes,
organisation’. A similar distribution was observed during the mid-term evaluation of the
2017-2018 Programme. 2

FIGURE 6: BREAKDOWN OF THE PRE-DEFINED OUTCOMES IN THE SRSP, 2017-2020

447 447
267
. =

Adoption of (new) Improved internal working Adoption of a strategy, a Organisational change,

procedures and actions to procedures, new law /act or change management,
enhance the methodologies and modification of an existingimproved human resource
implementation of reforms processes, organisation one management

22 Ernst & Young (2018). Mid-term Evaluation of the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP) 2017-
2020 (2016 ECFIN 009/A). Publications Office of the European Union, p. 159.
https://doi.org/10.2887/656262. Since this analysis was based on the results of a survey, the formulations
of the expected outcomes do not fully correspond to those provided in the monitoring system of DG
REFORM.
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,338).

4. Evaluation findings (analytical part)

This ex-post evaluation assesses the performance of the SRSP against the following five
criteria: effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, EU added value, and relevance. The overall
analysis is based on evidence from both the external Study and the Commission’s own
sources.

4.1.  To what extent was the intervention successful and why?

4.1.1. Effectiveness: How effective has the SRSP been in achieving its objectives?

The overall assessment on the Programme’s effectiveness is analysed threefold:

e The extent to which the programme contributed to its specific objectives and
achieved its expected results, as well as to the institutional and policy changes
that occurred during the implementation of the programme.

e The extent to which the programme contributed to its expected impact, both in
terms of structural reforms and capacity building.

o ldentification of factors that either facilitated or stalled progress towards the
results and impact.

Contribution of SRSP actions to the expected results

The SRSP had four specific objectives to be pursued in close cooperation with
beneficiary Member States. According to the Study (see Figure 7), technical support
projects most often contributed to specific objective 2 and 3. The programme less
frequently contributed to objective 4 because this very specific objective was
implemented mostly through the technical support in the single field of public
administration and governance.

FIGURE 7: CONTRIBUTION OF TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROJECTS TO THE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF
THE PROGRAMME IN 2019 AND 2021

70%
61%
60% 55% 56% °°%°

50% 43% 429

40%

30%

20% 14% 110
Em
0%

OBJECTIVE 1. Support OBJECTIVE 2. Support OBJECTIVE 3. Support OBJECTIVE 4. Support
to design of reforms  to the development and to the definition and to more efficient and
implementation of implementation of effective human
reform policies processes and resource management
methodologies

m 2019 mid-term evaluation m 2021 ex-post evaluation
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Source: the mid-term evaluation of the SRSP (data from 2019), the ex-post evaluation of the SRSP (data from 2021).
The 2021 data does not include 11 cases where the projects are contributing to none of the specific objectives (N=7) or
contributed to other objectives (N=4).

Data from the DG REFORM evaluation system and the subsequent analysis of the
external contractor, suggests that the specific outcomes of projects were to a large extent
achieved. In particular, the average score for achieving the specific outcomes (results) of
the SRSP-funded projects was 8.2 out of 10 (on a scale from 1 to 10).2 Two thirds of
technical support projects achieved their outcomes (based on average scores 8.0 and
above per project).?*

Beneficiary authorities also generally considered the technical support projects to be
successful. According to the results of DG REFORM satisfaction questionnaires, both
beneficiary authorities and DG REFORM policy officers assessed positively the success
of the technical support projects (average score was 8.7 for both dimensions), with the
success of the projects depending mostly on the effectiveness of the interactions with the
support providers, beneficiary authorities and DG REFORM.

Overall, the programme’s contribution to the achievement of the expected results was
possibly due to the successful implementation of technical support activities and the good
achievement of the intended outputs (deliverables), according to the case study analysis.

The achievement of the project outputs and results depended on the quality of
technical support provided on the ground, including the providers’ expertise and
skills.2® The Study?® also hints that the quality of technical support depended on the
thematic and national expertise of support providers, their skills in project management
and communication, as well as their ability to adapt to any changes in the project
environment. Conversely, the absence of these conditions, language barriers or
fragmentation of responsibilities sometimes had a detrimental effect on the quality of
technical support.

National authorities were closely involved in the project pre-implementation phase; the
ex-post evaluation suggests that in future programmes, national authorities should
continue to be closely involved in the pre-implementation phase, in terms of being
consulted on a suitable type of provider and/or contributing to the drafting of project
description/specifications. The latter is even more important when national priorities and
needs undergo substantial changes following the selection of requests for technical
support, e.g., due to election cycle or change in hierarchy in the beneficiary authority.

23 N=128; with the total number of outcomes being 237.

24 Interestingly, the achievement of the first project outcome was above the average (the score of 8.45),
while other outcomes came below the average (ranging from 8.07 to 7.55), pointing to potential difficulties
in the implementation of more complex projects.

2 According to the targeted survey of the external study, 88% of beneficiary authorities strongly agreed or
agreed (109 out of 124) that the providers of technical support had the required expertise and skills, and
86% of them accordingly agreed that they had delivered according to the expected quality (106 out of 123).
These findings were also supported by those coordinating authorities and beneficiary authorities who
participated in the focus group discussions, who agreed that the international experts selected by the
Commission had the right competencies.

% According to the results of the case studies.
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Overall, the SRSP generally contributed to the results expected, in terms of design
and implementation of institutional, administrative and structural reforms in EU
Member States. The SRSP actions achieved to large extent their expected outcomes and
the Programme’s specific objectives. Some variations were however observed across the
different specific objectives and expected results of the programme.

The beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities were overall satisfied with their
participation in the SRSP and with the results of technical support projects. The
achievement of the project results, and consequently of the Programme results, depended
on the quality of technical support provided on the ground, including the providers’ skills
and expertise.

Contribution of SRSP actions to the expected impacts

The ex-post evaluation of SRSP’s contribution to its expected impacts faced a few
limitations/challenges. In particular:

- A considerable share (about 30%) of projects were still ongoing during the
external study?’.

- Evidence also suggests?® that most projects implemented under the SRSP
concerned policy development. Transforming these types of outputs into impacts
in terms of institutional and policy change takes a lot of time. In parallel, external
factors affect more the achievement of longer-term growth-sustaining reforms,
compared to short term reforms/results. Consequently, the external study finalised
in October 2022 did not observe many impacts (especially long-term and policy
impacts), because such impacts are inevitably expected to arise at a later stage
and also because they are subject to many confounding factors.

The ex-ante evaluation of the SRSP concluded in 2015 that the provision of technical
support for the design and implementation of reforms will accelerate their
implementation and ensure their quality and sustainability.?

Consequently, the Study also explored SRSP’s contribution to the design and
implementation of specific types of reforms and policies. The data*® shows a substantial
contribution of the programme to reforms of public administration; in particular, since
DG REFORM is the competence centre on public administration and governance in the

27 According to the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, as many as 30% (39 out of 131) of all
evaluated projects were still ongoing during the ex-post evaluation. Only 31% (40 out of 129) of all
surveyed projects achieved all results by May-June 2022. This is in line with the monitoring data of DG
REFORM that 79% of all SRSP projects were finished in September 2022.

28 Based on the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities 76% (100 out of 129) of projects implemented
under the SRSP concerned policy development (analysis of the situation, identification of best practices,
definition of a strategy, advice on policy options and recommendations, etc.)

2 European Commission (2015), Ex-ante Evaluation Accompanying the document Proposal for a
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the Structural Reform
Support Programme for the period 2017 to 2020 and amending Regulations (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU)
No 1305/2013. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52015SC0750&from=EN

30 46% (41 out of 89) beneficiary authorities agreeing to a large extent or to some extent.
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European Commission, it was able to exploit several synergies in providing support in
this field (see box 2).

The Study concludes®! that the SRSP improved all types of administrative capacities.
It contributed more to the adoption of different administrative systems and tools
(different instruments, methods, guidelines, manuals, systems, procedures, forms, etc.)
compared to the other two types of administrative capacities (institutional structures,
human resources). The report also observed that the programme strengthened human
resources’ capacity to implement reforms more significantly in those beneficiary
authorities that implemented three or more technical support projects.

BOX 2 — The provision of technical and other support to EU Member States in
the field of governance and public administration

In the field of governance and public administration, DG REFORM provided specific
support to many Member States, for instance, by improving the recruitment and
training of senior civil servants; increasing efficiency and the modernisation of public
administrations; improving Member States’ policy- and law-making processes,
strategic planning and internal procedures, and capacity to monitor and evaluate public
policies and reforms. Most of these projects were implemented in the countries of
Southern Europe and Central and Eastern Europe (as opposed to the countries of
Western Europe and the Nordic countries).

Since DG REFORM also performs the role of a Competence Centre on Public
Administration and Governance in the European Commission, the provision of
technical support was sometimes complemented by the implementation of other
activities (sharing knowledge and evidence, providing peer-based guidance or
fostering exchanges of good practices) in EU Member States.

As a consequence of the activities carried out with the Programme, in 2021, the
Commission established an expert group on public administration and governance that
will serve as a platform to facilitate the dialogue between the European Commission
and representatives of the Member States (including such issues as better tailoring the
technical and financial support of the EU to the needs of the Member States).

Sources: European Commission (2021), Annual Activity Report 2020: DG REFORM —
Directorate-General for Structural Reform Support, p. 17; European Commission
(2021), Supporting public administrations in EU Member States to deliver reforms and
prepare for the future. https://ec.europa.eu/info/supporting-public-administrations-eu-
member-states-deliver-reforms-and-prepare-future_en; the results of the interviews
with the Commission officials.

The SRSP contributed to the implementation of administrative reforms and
capacity building more than to other structural reforms in individual EU Member States.
This is related to the fact that other structural reforms, which encompass different types
of reforms (e.g., product market reforms, labour market reforms or fiscal, tax and pension
reforms)®?, are usually complex, challenging and far-reaching initiatives aimed at

31 According to the targeted survey data

32 Based on the Commission’s (from DG ECFIN) methodologies for assessing the impact of structural
reforms, we drew a difference between product market reforms (addressing cost of starting a business;
administrative burden; sectorial regulation; and access to finance); labour market (including education)
reforms (unemployment benefit reforms; reforms to active labour market policies; education reforms; etc.);
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promoting sustainable longer-term growth, employment and competitiveness, especially
compared to administrative changes or institutional capacity building whose benefits
could occur over a shorter period of time.

Furthermore, the case study analysis® indicated that, at the time of the ex-post
evaluation, for 73% of the technical support projects covered in the case studies expected
changes had occurred totally or moderately and/or were probable to still occur (22 out of
30). The fact that the change did not fully occur under several projects during their
implementation was related to the nature of these projects: most of them were
preparatory projects intended to design roadmaps, prepare guidelines, introduce new
procedures or develop target values for measurement. Therefore, it is possible that the
use of these outputs and some follow-up activities (e.g., new legislation or additional
projects) could produce additional policy or institutional changes in the future.

Overall, the programme to some extent contributed to structural changes in the
institutional and administrative capacity of Member States’ beneficiary authorities to
prepare and implement reforms and/or adequately apply EU law. Evidence is more
limited with regard to the achievement of other longer-term growth-sustaining reforms,
also because of the inherent difficulty to assess and attribute the long-term impact of the
SRSP projects on those reforms.

The materialisation of the expected results and impacts was found to be proportionate to
the level of progress in the programme’s implementation, considering the long logical
chain between the provision of technical support and the expected results/impacts. Where
the projects have not generated the full intended results and impacts, this tends to reflect
wider challenges encountered in the process of administrative or structural reforms -
where other confounding factors and external conditions are in place.

Factors facilitating or constraining the achievement of expected results and impacts.

Designing and implementing reforms is a complex and long process whose success
depends on a combination of external and internal factors and cannot be attributed only
to the outputs of technical support projects.

The Study suggests that close cooperation between the European Commission,
beneficiary authorities and providers of technical support was an important factor
having a moderate or strong positive effect during implementation®. This is
particularly significant when technical support was provided via public procurement,
such as in the case of the of the projects dedicated for the preparation of territorial Just
Transition Plans (TJTPs). Also, this cooperation was especially positive in those EU

as well as fiscal, tax and pension reforms. European Commission (2016), The Economic Impact of Selected
Structural Reform Measures in Italy, France, Spain and Portugal, European Economy. Institutional Paper
23. https://doi.org/10.2765/195899

33 See Annex I1: Methodology and analytical models used

34 A total of 78% (91 out of 116) of beneficiary authorities and 89% of technical support providers (87 out
of 98) from the survey programme of the external contractor.
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countries with the higher number of technical support projects during the 2017-2020
period.®

Positive cooperation was obtained through regular meetings of steering committees
comprised of representatives of DG REFORM, beneficiary authorities and providers of
technical support, as well as other ‘tripartite meetings’ involving these organisations.
During the implementation of technical support projects, DG REFORM policy officers
not only executed managerial tasks but were regularly involved in the activities to build a
consensus on reforms at the national level.

At the same time, case study interviews suggest that the increasing workload of
responsible DG REFORM policy officers and the staff turnover reduced their ability to
provide tailor-made and swift expertise and support during the provision of technical
support on the ground.

In addition, the Study suggests that consultation with different stakeholders during
the reform process was an important factor having a moderate or strong positive
effect®®. The study also indicates®” the positive effect of partnership among national,
regional and local authorities during the reform process. For instance, evidence suggest
to the importance of involving a broad range of stakeholders during the implementation
of the TJTP projects.

The COVID-19 pandemic had a moderate or strong negative effect on the delivery of
technical support, delaying the implementation of some activities or weakening the
ownership of some projects because of a lack of in-person meetings and face-to-face
interaction.® Generally, the providers of technical support maintained high levels of
service to the extent possible, also moving activities online, thus providing flexibility and
producing additional digital learning resources that could be used in follow-up activities.

Resistance to change at national level was one of the negative factors (having a
moderate and strong negative effect) during the implementation of project
activities. % It also indicated that some public sector employees and other stakeholders
opposed the implementation of structural or administrative reforms in different EU
countries.

According to the study, the resistance could however be alleviated by consulting and
communicating with the key groups of stakeholders throughout the project and the
reform process. This supports previous observations that effective consultation and

3 Greece, Croatia, Romania, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Poland, Lithuania; each of these countries implemented
more than 40 projects during this period.

36 A total of 79% (89 out of 113) of beneficiary authorities and 83% of technical support providers (79 out
of 95)

37 63% (65 out of 104) of beneficiary authorities and 73% (66 out of 91) of technical support providers,
stated a moderate or strong positive effect respectively.

38 A total of 51% of beneficiary authorities (55 out of 107) and 63% of technical support providers (55 out
of 87) suggested that the COVID-19 pandemic was an important factor having a moderate or strong
negative effect on the delivery of technical support. The focus group discussions and interviews conducted
with national stakeholders indicated that the pandemic delayed the implementation of some activities or
weakened the ownership of some projects because of a lack of in-person meetings and face-to-face
interaction.

39.38% (40 out of 105) of beneficiary authorities from the targeted survey
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communication with various reform stakeholders can help overcome resistance and
increase the long-term sustainability of reforms.*

The political cycle might also create opportunities for reforms.*! Having the necessary
political backing was identified as a pre-condition for the success of successful
projects. Conversely, there were examples of political instability at the national level that
had a negative effect on the delivery of technical support and the use of its results.*

Good collaboration among different types of the programme’s stakeholders was the
main factor driving the achievement of the programme’s results and impacts, while
the COVID-19 pandemic and some resistance to change hindered these achievements
during the implementation of the 2017-2020 SRSP. The ownership and commitment
from Member States’ beneficiary authorities had a mostly positive effect on the design
and implementation of reforms at the national level (with some negative effects of
political instability on reforms).

A lack of domestic reform ownership and commitment was perceived to be a serious
hurdle for planning, adopting and implementing complex reforms.*® Therefore, the
CSPs of the SRSP expect that national authorities maintain full ownership of their reform
agenda and assume full political ownership of technical support provided by the
programme. The supporting study indicates that the strong ownership of the reform in the
beneficiary Member States was a positive factor in the delivery of projects’ outputs and
results.*

It also underlined that since the CSPs were not legal documents, while the contracts for
technical support were signed by the Commission and the providers of technical support.
Therefore, national authorities were not bound by any contractual obligations regarding
their participation in the SRSP-funded projects.

BOX 3 — The role of the coordinating authorities in monitoring progress

The Study highlights that DG REFORM has the possibility to alert political level
counterparts in beneficiary Member States if a project is not working on the ground and
even stops its implementation. According to the Study, some coordinating authorities

40 European Commission (2020), Understanding the Political Economy of Reforms: Evidence from the EU:
Technical note for the Eurogroup, Brussels, p. 4-5. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/45511/ares-
2020-4586969 eurogroup-note-on-political-economy-of-reforms.pdf

41 According to the targeted survey data, a total of 56% (50 out of 89) of technical support providers
recognised the positive effect of political reform commitments, while 52% (47 out of 91) of them admitted
the relevance of timing and sequencing of reforms (having a moderate and strong positive effect).

42 For instance, due to the unstable political situation, Bulgaria did not submit its TJTP to the Commission
by May 2022, despite the fact that the finalisation of this plan was the expected specific outcome of its
technical support project (‘Support for the Preparation of Territorial Just Transition Plans’ under the 2020
dedicated call).

43 European Commission (2020), Understanding the Political Economy of Reforms: Evidence from the EU:
Technical note for the Eurogroup. https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/45511/ares-2020-
4586969 _eurogroup-note-on-political-economy-of-reforms.pdf

4 A total of 64% of technical support providers (61 out of 96), 62% of coordinating authorities (13 out of
21), as well as 55% (53 out of 96) of beneficiary authorities (with 36% of these authorities, 35 out of 96,
indicating a neutral effect) agree and strongly agree that national ownership of reforms was a positive
factor in the delivery of outputs and results.
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were involved in the process of discussing progress on the implementation of the projects
with different EU and national stakeholders (11 out of 20 coordinating authorities agree
or strongly agree to this statement), however they were less actively involved in the
initiation of corrective management actions to improve the performance of the projects
(with 7 out of 17 coordinating authorities agreeing) at the national level.

National coordinating authorities could play a more important role during the
implementation of technical support projects and after their completion. According to the
targeted survey of coordinating authorities, only some respondents agreed to a
large/some extent that they collected and/or analysed monitoring data on the
implementation of the projects (11 out of 19, or 58%), discussed progress on the
implementation of the projects with different EU and national stakeholders (11 out of 20,
or 55%) or initiated corrective management actions to improve the performance of the
projects (7 out of 17, or 41%).

Interviews with a few representatives of national coordinating authorities showed that
these institutions normally did not gather information about the outputs and results of the
SRSP-funded projects. The formal role of national coordinating authorities usually
stopped when the projects started, and there was no monitoring and reporting tool
developed to track the implementation of the projects at national level. The Study
suggested that DG REFORM and national coordinating authorities could establish a joint
framework for monitoring and reporting that could also include the organisation of
annual or biannual reporting meetings to take stock of all ongoing and recently
completed technical support projects.

In their replies to open ended questions, coordinating authorities would appreciate better
feedback on the rejected applications and more clarity on how requests for technical
support are being assessed and selected by DG REFORM

The focus group discussions also confirmed that the coordinating authorities would
appreciate some legal provisions or written recommendations for prioritising requests at a
national level, as this would help them to justify their decisions vis-a-vis potential
beneficiary authorities. They also reported that they would appreciate more transparency
and clarity in the selection of technical support requests, so that they can feedback the
reasons for rejection to unsuccessful applicant authorities.

The coordinating authorities and beneficiary authorities reported a high level of
satisfaction with the selected technical support providers and largely agreed that the
international experts selected by the Commission had the right competencies. There was
a general agreement that this was crucial, as the beneficiary authorities required the best
expertise in the provision of technical support and contracting by the Commission
allowed access to technical support providers, which otherwise would be difficult for the
beneficiary authorities to access via other financing instruments.

Sources: SRSP ex-post evaluation external independent study

While receiving and flowing up the technical support, evidence indicates that the
beneficiary authorities sometimes lacked adequate administrative and financial
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capacity. There is also some indication that the staff of beneficiary authorities were
overburdened with conflicting/concurrent tasks, underestimated the effort required during
the implementation of technical support and were thus unable to provide sufficient input
or support during the provision of technical support on the ground.

FIGURE 8: FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS TAKEN AFTER THE PROJECT END AND BUILDING UPON THE
PROJECT OUTPUTS AND RESULTS
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the country’s some technical for a follow-up planned/organised
authorities support project or a new

deliverables into stage of the larger
the country’s project has been
Recovery and submitted
Resilience Plan for
2021-2026

Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, May-June 2022 (N=152).

The findings suggest that there was a good ownership and commitment from
Member States’ beneficiary authorities to implement the outputs of technical
support and to follow-up on the reform process, but the insufficient administrative
capacity of some administrations was still one of the weakest links in the process of
implementing structural and administrative reforms.

4.1.2 Efficiency: How efficient has the SRSP been in achieving its objectives?

The overall evaluation on the Programme’s efficiency is composed of the following three
sub-analyses:

e To what extent was the scale of the SRSP-funded actions proportionate to the
request for support submitted by the Member States and to the expected benefits
from the reform projects? How cost-effective were the actions funded under the
SRSP?

e Time-efficiency: how efficient is the SRSP as regards the process duration from
request submission by Member States to the deployment of the technical support
on the ground, and to completion of technical support? How time-efficient was
the budget execution from commitments to payments?

e The adequacy of management arrangements for the implementation of the
programme: To what extent was the governance of the SRSP efficient and how
efficient was the cooperation with other Commission Services?
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Proportionality of the allocated resources and the cost-effectiveness of the SRSP

The demand for technical support funding among the Member States and the number of
corresponding requests for technical support grew steadily during the 2017-2020 period.
This increase in demand meant that the annual selection rate fell from 59% in 2017 to
33%, 45% and 37% in 2018-2020, despite an increase in the SRSP’s annual budget each
year.

FIGURE 9: OVERALL CONTRACTED BUDGET BY YEAR (in EUR)
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Source: internal DG REFORM monitoring system

The overall selection rate of proposals during this period was 42%, which demonstrated a
sufficient level of competition and the selection of high-quality proposals. The collected
evidence suggested that the quality of requests for technical support grew over this
period.

FIGURE 10: SUBMITTED AND SELECTED REQUESTS UNDER THE 2017-2020 SRSP
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Source: DG REFORM based on desk research. Note: this figure does not include the 2020 dedicated call for the
preparation of the TJTPs.
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The average budget per selected request increased from EUR 142 thousand under the
2017 round to EUR 372 thousand under the 2020 round, which corresponds to an
increase of 2.6 times. A higher average budget per selected request resulted in the
number of selected requests growing slower compared to the increase in the SRSP annual
budget®.

During the first two years of implementing the programme, requests for support were
often related to small studies or surveys, while in the following rounds requests for
support typically aimed at much broader and more significant reforms.

FIGURE 11: AVERAGE BUDGET PER SELECTED REQUEST FOR SUPPORT (EUR THOUSAND), 2017-
2020
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Source: DG REFORM based on desk research.

The SRSP tailor-made support requires the close involvement of DG REFORM staff in
the management and implementation of technical support projects. Consequently, the
number of technical support projects was also limited by the number of corresponding
DG REFORM staff who could be involved in the management and implementation of
such projects.

The evidence shows that beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities*® tended to
agree or strongly agree that the budget/financial contribution of the SRSP was
proportionate to the needs and estimated scope of technical support, especially requests
approved after 2018.

4 The budget of SRSP annual calls increased 3.8 times from 2017 (EUR 22.5 million) to 2020 (EUR 84.9
million), while the number of selected requests grew only 1.4 times (from 159 in 2017 to 228 in 2020).

4 From the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support
providers revealed that 93% of beneficiary authorities (107 out of 115) and 89% of national coordinating
authorities (17 out of 19) although the corresponding share of technical support providers was somewhat
lower but still high (80%, 79 out of 99). However, only one technical support provider (out of 99) from this
survey indicated that the project budget was too small, which had a strong negative effect on the delivery
of the expected outputs and results.
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FIGURE 12: DEGREE OF AGREEMENT ON THE PROPORTIONALITY BETWEEN BUDGET AND
SCOPE OF TECHNICAL SUPPORT
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Source: Targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support providers, May-June
2022.

Further evidence*’ also indicates that SRSP actions were perceived as user-friendly,
timely, and cost-effective to a moderate and high extent compared to other EU actions*®
and national actions by about two thirds of the respondents.*®

According to the Study, DG REFORM’s overall cost of controls over total annual
payments was estimated to be 6.7% of the payments executed in 2018, 4.8% — in 2019
and 4.5% — in 2020%. These costs of controls at DG REFORM were comparable with
other EU instruments®.

The targeted survey of beneficiary authorities and technical support providers shows that
effective cooperation with DG REFORM policy officers was one of the key factors
related to the successful implementation of the SRSP projects.

The implementation of the SRSP revealed a growing demand for technical support
among the Member States and a sufficient level of competition among the projects,
which enabled the selection of high-quality proposals. The average budget per selected
request significantly increased between 2017-2020, in line with the increasing depth and
breadth of the scope of reforms supported under the programme. The stakeholders

47 The analysis of the OPC data revealed that more than half of OPC respondents perceived SRSP actions
as user-friendly, timely, and cost-effective to a moderate and high extent compared to other EU actions (17
out of 26 respondents) and national actions.

48 17 out of 26 respondents

49 18 out of 26 respondents

50 Note that the estimated costs of controls over the total annual payments progressively decreased over the
evaluation period considering the progressively increasing value of the total payments made.

51 For instance, the programme management costs (the ratio between their administrative and operational
budgets in terms of executed payment appropriations) of the Commission’s Executive Agencies on average
constituted 4.25% in 2020 (based on the Annual activity reports 2020 of INEA, CHAFEA, REA, EACEA,
ERCEA and EASME). The programme management costs in the agencies ranged from 0.75% (in the case
of the Innovation and Networks Executive Agency) to 8.65% (in the case of the Consumers, Health,
Agriculture and Food Executive Agency); these differences were related to the specific characteristics of
the programmes delegated to the respective agencies (such as the average project size, the competition rate
in the application and evaluation stage, the heterogeneity of applicants and beneficiaries, the complexity
and diversity of the agency’s programme portfolio, etc.) Similarly, the Commission's administrative
expenditure (programme management costs) can constitute up to 5% of the Horizon 2020 overall budget.
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generally agreed that the financial contribution of the SRSP was proportionate to the
needs and estimated scope of technical support. The costs of controls at DG REFORM
were comparable with other EU instruments.

Time-efficiency of the SRSP processes and the budget execution

DG REFORM achieved very good results in the timely selection of requests for support,
according to the external evaluation report. Specifically: the average time from the
application deadline to the financing decision (the adoption of the respective work
programme) was around four months during the 2017-2020 period. This was
substantially below the applicable time-to-inform target of six months set in Article
194.2(a) of the Financial Regulation®?.

As an element of comparison, the timeliness of the selection of requests for support under
the SRSP compares favourably with other EU programmes. For example, the ‘time-to-
inform’ within programmes managed by the Research Executive Agency in 2017 was
130 days®3, and the corresponding indicator for the Education, Audiovisual and Culture
Executive Agency was 125 days>*>°.

Preparations for the implementation phase (i.e., time taken from the submission of
technical support requests to the start of delivering technical support) were carried out in
a timely and efficient manner (see the figure below), as evidence supports. In particular,
the targeted survey carried out by the external contractor revealed that 87% of
beneficiary authorities (101 out of 116) agreed to this statement. This was an
improvement compared to the results of the survey carried out during the mid-term
evaluation of the SRSP, where the corresponding result for the beneficiary authorities
stood at 77% (N=100).

The element to be improved in the preparation of the implementation phase is the
contracting process. Some interviewees indicated that the contracting process was the
most frequently mentioned negative aspect of the SRSP’s administrative arrangements.
In some cases, it took around one year from the conception of the project until the start of
project activities; this was considered, since the reform priorities and the general context
could have evolved in the meanwhile.

52 Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2018/1046 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 July 2018 on
the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union, amending Regulations (EU) No
1296/2013, (EU) No 1301/2013, (EU) No 1303/2013, (EU) No 1304/2013, (EU) No 1309/2013, (EU) No
1316/2013, (EU) No 223/2014, (EU) No 283/2014, and Decision No 541/2014/EU and repealing
Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 966/2012. Official Journal of the European Union, L 193/1, 30.7.2018.
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2018/1046/0j.

% PPMI and CSES (2020), Study supporting the evaluation of the Research Executive Agency (2015-
2018): final report. Publications Office, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/299516.

5 PPMI (2020), Study supporting the evaluation of the Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive
Agency (2015 —2017).

% Other examples: The ‘time-to-inform’ for the main calls in 2015-2018 within programmes managed by
the European Research Council Executive Agency varied from 133 days to 237 days (PPMI and CSES
(2020), Study supporting the evaluation of the European Research Council Executive Agency (2015-2018):
final report. Publications Office, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/487469). Within the Urban Innovative
Actions, the ‘time-to-inform” was between 157 and 187 days (CSES (2021), Assessment Study of the
Urban Innovative Actions 2014-2020: final report. Publications office,
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2776/5314.
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Conversely, the project duration was appropriate for carrying out the activities: 96% of
beneficiary authorities (117 out of 122) and 90% of coordinating authorities (18 out of
20) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Only some interviewees considered the
project implementation phase too short — especially compared to the period preceding the
start of project activities — although nearly all projects managed to achieve their outputs
in time.

FIGURE 13: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RESPONDENTS AGREED THAT THE FOLLOWING
PROJECT PHASES HAVE BEEN IMPLEMENTED IN A TIMELY AND EFFICIENT MANNER
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities, May-June 2022. Note: ‘BA’ stands
for beneficiary authorities, and ‘CA’ — for coordinating authorities.

The targeted survey revealed that 93% of beneficiary authorities (108 out of 116) and
89% of coordinating authorities (17 out of 19) agreed that the implementation of
technical support projects® was carried out in a timely and efficient manner, in line with
the mid-term evaluation.

DG REFORM achieved good results in the execution of SRSP-related commitment
appropriations and, starting from 2018, payment appropriations: DG REFORM managed
to achieve nearly a full execution of SRSP-related commitment appropriations in 2017-
2020.% Since the implementation of SRSP-funded projects usually takes more than one
year, the amount of SRSP commitments to be settled at the end of 2020 constituted EUR
104.84 million.

% Time taken from the conclusion of contracts/agreements with technical support providers to the
completion of projects.

57 The amount of SRSP payment appropriations grew constantly during 2017-2020, and the execution level
of payment appropriations rose from 67% in 2017 to 97% in 2018 and nearly full execution in 2019-2020
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FIGURE 14: EXECUTION OF SRSP RELATED COMMITMENT AND PAYMENT APPROPRIATIONS
(EUR MILLION), 2017-2020
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Source: DG REFORM based on desk research.

The share of payments processed within the set time limits of DG REFORM stood at
79% in 2017 and gradually increased to 96% in 2020 and 98% in 2021. The average
number of days taken to make a payment constituted around 30 days in 2018-2021. The
targeted survey revealed that 88% of technical support providers agreed or strongly
agreed that payments for the provision of technical support were received in due time.

The overall findings reveal that DG REFORM achieved very good results in the timely
selection of requests for support. The stakeholders were generally positive about time-
efficiency in the evaluation and selection of technical support requests and the
implementation of technical support projects.

Lower satisfaction levels were sometimes observed concerning the timeliness of
preparation for the implementation phase, in particular the contracting process under the
delivery mode of public procurement. This posed challenges to the smooth
implementation of technical support projects and the relevance and utility of their results.
DG REFORM achieved good results in the execution of SRSP-related commitment
appropriations and, starting from 2018, payment appropriations.

Efficiency of the SRSP governance and administration procedures

The survey programme revealed that the beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities
and technical support providers were generally very positive concerning the clarity,
transparency and user-friendliness of the procedures related to the application and
selection of requests for funding and monitoring of the projects, including relevant IT
tools (Figure 14).
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FIGURE 15: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RESPONDENTS AGREED THAT THE SRSP
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES WERE CLEAR, TRANSPARENT AND USER-FRIENDLY
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support providers, May-
June 2022. Note: ‘BA’ stands for beneficiary authorities, ‘CA’ — for coordinating authorities and ‘TSP’ — for technical
support providers.

Slightly lower scores were observed related to the clarity, transparency and user-
friendliness of the evaluation procedures and processes after the completion of projects,
based on the feedback mechanism set up by DG REFORM to evaluate the completed
projects (see box 4 below).

BOX 4 — Feedback mechanism: satisfaction and outcome questionnaires

To evaluated completed projects, DG REFORM has set up a feedback mechanism to
collect information through questionnaires.

The satisfaction questionnaires were sent to beneficiary authorities, technical support
providers and DG REFORM policy officers at the end of the projects and were used to
provide feedback on the project and assess the extent to which the support provided to
the Member States met its objectives, to identify factors which influenced the
successful delivery of the support measures.

The outcome questionnaires were sent to the beneficiary authorities within 6-18
months after the project completion to provide follow-up on the actual use of the
results and outputs of the technical support received for achieving specific project
outcomes and project impacts. However, these questionnaires and their use had a few
limitations.

First, the information provided in the outcome questionnaires was based on the
perception of stakeholders and the quality of the provided information varied. Second,
their response rate, especially in the case of the outcome questionnaires, was somewhat
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lower (about 66% in the last round of these questionnaires compared to the higher
response rates of the satisfaction questionnaires).

Interviews with DG REFORM staff indicated that the practical use of information
from the feedback questionnaires for monitoring and policy feedback purposes was
limited and these tools were not sufficiently integrated into programme monitoring
practices.

In their open replies to the survey questions, several respondents from the coordinating
authorities and technical support providers stated the need to improve the monitoring and
evaluation of technical support outputs, and better use these monitoring/evaluation
findings, considering that the projects and reforms are sometimes managed by small staff
in the beneficiary institutions, while strong political commitment is not always in place
and knowledge can be lost due to factors such as high staff turnover.

The administrative burden related to the application and project implementation
processes were regarded as reasonable and proportionate by the beneficiary authorities
and coordinating authorities, as revealed by the survey programme, by the analysis of the
OPC data,®® and by the results of the case studies®

Interviewees indicated that the administrative burden was comparable or lower compared
to the management of other EU programmes and instruments (e.g., representatives of
beneficiary authorities compared the implementation of the SRSP to the operational
programmes under ESIF®), describing arrangements and procedures as overall rather
user-friendly and not too complex in terms of required documentation.

Beneficiary authorities highlighted as a positive factor that much of the project
management and implementation tasks were shifted to the Commission (e.g., in
contracting procedures) and technical support providers (in terms of carrying out project
activities, such as studies, research, evaluations, etc., and delivery of the project outputs,
such as recommendations, analysis and reports, action plans, etc.)

While this limited the administrative burden on beneficiaries and allowed them to
dedicate a smaller number of staff to technical support projects, it also to some extent
limited their involvement and influence in some project phases (see section 4.1

.3 concerning the insufficient capacities of some administrations to provide support
during the implementation of project activities).

% The majority of OPC respondents (19 out of 26) considered the proportionality of the administrative
burden as a moderately or highly suitable factor in making the SRSP’s implementation efficient.

59 The case studies confirmed that the administrative arrangements under the SRSP were overall adequate
and did not impose an excessive administrative burden on either technical support providers or
beneficiaries.

80 1t is important to note that the SRSP and ESIF fall under different implementation modes. The SRSP is
implemented in a direct management mode, and the European Commission is directly responsible for all
steps in the programme's implementation. The ESIF operational programmes are implemented in a shared
management mode where the European Commission and national authorities jointly manage the funding.
Under the ESIF, Member States' administrations select which projects to finance and take responsibility for
the day-to-day management; the final beneficiaries are usually responsible for contracting and management
of the specific ESIF projects. Further, the ESIF projects generally require co-financing by the Member
States, whereas SRSP does not require co-financing. Therefore the instruments are not directly comparable.
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FIGURE 16: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RESPONDENTS AGREED THAT THE ADMINISTRATIVE
BURDEN RELATED TO THE SRSP ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES WAS REASONABLE AND
PROPORTIONATE
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support providers, May-
June 2022. Note: ‘BA’ stands for beneficiary authorities, ‘CA’ — for coordinating authorities and ‘TSP’ — for technical
support providers.

The satisfaction level, with respect to the administrative burden, among the technical
support providers was also high although slightly lower than among the beneficiary
authorities and coordinating authorities. A total of 84% of technical support providers (84
out of 100) agreed or strongly agreed that the administrative burden was reasonable and
proportionate. However, these results varied substantially across different delivery
modes, with 94% of support for public procurement and 67% of support for grants.

DG REFORM coordinated efficiently and effectively the technical support to Member
States with other Commission DGs and services, as the results of the targeted survey
evidence suggests, and actively participated in the European Semester framework for
economic and employment policy coordination.®? The study indicated that in the period
2017-2020 there could have been closer cooperation with other DGs and services of the
Commission and disseminate and exploit the outputs of technical support after the
completion of the projects. This was done as of mid-2020 onwards, also through the
elaboration of flagships reforms in close collaboration with other DGs.

As with any EU programme, the Commission was required to establish reliable financial
management and internal control processes. The main aim of such controls was to ensure
that the residual error rate did not exceed the materiality threshold of 2% calculated on a
cumulative multi-annual basis. Overall, the residual error rate estimated for the SRSP

61 The efficient and effective coordination activities with other DGs showed that 100% of the other DGs
were satisfied with the coordination process in 2018 (15/15) and 2019 (10/10). The corresponding result
for 2020 is 95%, however, it relates to the coordination process for the TSI round.
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was below the materiality threshold for most parts of the Programme.®? This indicates
that suitable control arrangements were put in place, except for grants to non-pillar-
assessed organisations for which a reservation was recorded.

The higher error rate in the non-pillar assessed grants was related primarily to the
implementation modes of such grants, including the mechanism of grant reimbursement
based on eligible actual costs and the related risk of errors in cost reimbursement claims
submitted by respective technical support providers. To address this issue, DG REFORM
improved its practices of instructing grant beneficiaries on the eligible actions and costs
for final cost claim, reduced thresholds for audit certificates and increased ex-ante control
checks on sampled final payments.

In general, Programme’s stakeholders were positive about the clarity, transparency and
user-friendliness of the SRSP’s administration procedures and the proportionality of the
administrative burden. An area for improvement is however related to the further
development and refining of monitoring and project evaluation practices. DG REFORM
ensured the efficient and effective coordination of technical support to the Member States
with other Commission services.

4.1.3 Coherence

This section addresses the internal and external coherence of SRSP actions where:

- Internal coherence refers to the extent to which the actions funded under the
SRSP are coherent with the objectives as set out in the SRSP Regulation.

- External coherence refers to the extent to which the SRSP was externally
coherent with other interventions at regional, national and EU level, such as
technical assistance through structural and investment funds.

Internal coherence of the SRSP

No major gaps, inconsistencies or overlaps in the internal structure of SRSP actions were
observed. There was a coherent internal logic of the SRSP structure, linking the
programme’s general objectives, the specific objectives and the activities that should
produce specific outputs and eventually lead to the achievement of reform results.

The programme contributed to a large extent to the implementation of the specific
objectives set out in the SRSP Regulation, as indicated in section 4.1.1 above. However,
the evaluation evidence shows that the project outputs could be better disseminated and
utilised in all thematic areas (based on the example of good practices in the field of
governance and public administration) and in communication or consultation activities
could be added more frequently to the design of future projects.

The Programme developed a consistent internal project monitoring system, allowing a
clear linkage at the level of individual projects between such key elements as: objective

%2 DG REFORM - Directorate-General for Structural Reform Support (2021), Annual Activity Report
2020.https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/annual-activity-report-2020-structural-reform-
support_en.pdf.
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of the support; means of delivery, eligible activities, outputs, pre-defined groups of
outcomes (results), and expected impact.

A variety of delivery modes ensures that the activities, type of support and expertise
provided to beneficiary correspond to the project objectives and needs, as indicated by
the evaluation report. The results of stakeholder consultations suggest that the internal
structure and design of the SRSP allowed for a wide flexibility when selecting project
activities that were best tailored to specific project objectives and beneficiary needs.

Over time the structure and activities of the SRSP were adjusted to better respond to
newly emerging challenges and to achieve its objectives in a more effective way, as
shown in some instances by the evaluation evidence. For example, a dedicated call was
initiated to respond to the specific emerging needs of Member States or the
implementation of new EU priorities.

External coherence of the SRSP with other programmes and interventions

Evidence suggests that the SRSP was complementary to support provided through the
ESIF.% In particular, the targeted survey results show that 72% of national beneficiary
authorities (35 out of 49) considered that SRSP to a moderate/high extent complemented
the support provided through the ESIF. Similarly, 69% of the beneficiary authorities that
offered an opinion on this issue (34 out of 49) considered that the SRSP complemented
the interventions enhancing the institutional capacity of public authorities and
stakeholders and efficient public administration supported by the ESF and the ERDF.

When it comes to employment policies, the respondents claimed that the SRSP
complemented the modernisation of public and private employment services (financed by
the ESF) and investments in employment infrastructure by the ERDF only to a limited
extent.%* However, there is mixed evidence regarding the SRSP’s complementarity with
national/regional schemes (i.e., the schemes implemented at national/regional level and
providing technical support similar to the SRSP)®.

8 1t must be noted that the technical assistance under the ESIF was mainly focused on supporting the
measures for the implementation of funds, while the support aimed to enhance the institutional capacity of
public authorities and stakeholders and efficient public administration was provided under thematic
objective 11.

8 This evidence was also supported by the OPC results where 18 out of 26 respondents indicated that the
SRSP complemented (by funding different aspects of similar activities, targeting different groups, etc.)
most EU cohesion policy instruments (the ERDF, the Cohesion Fund, the ESF). 13 out of 26 respondents
indicated that SRSP complemented the Horizon 2020 programme.

8 According to the targeted survey results, more than half (54% of those who offered an opinion on the
issue, N=44) of surveyed beneficiary authorities indicated that the programme to a high/moderate extent
complemented the actions of similar national and regional programmes (e.g., by addressing the same
issues, target groups, aiming at the same objectives, etc.). Similarly, 11 out of 26 OPC respondents
indicated that the SRSP complemented the actions of similar national and regional programmes to a
high/moderate extent (in addition, 13 stakeholders indicated they had no opinion/cannot answer the
question, with only 2 respondents indicating there was no complementarity).
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FIGURE 17: COMPLEMENTARITY OF THE SRSP TO OTHER EU FUNDS
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, May-June 2022.

The Study shows also that the SRSP had strong complementarities and synergies with
other programmes/interventions implemented at the level of Member States or the EU:
For example, in addition to several SRSP-funded projects, the curriculum reform in
Croatia was supported by an ESF-funded project that provided funding for materials, IT
equipment, honoraria for mentors, etc.

The key difference between the ESIF and the SRSP lies in the requirement for co-
financing from the Member States, which is present in case of the ESIF and absent in the
SRSP. In addition, several interviews with Commission officials (including those from
DG REFORM) supported the finding that while thematically the SRSP to some extent
overlapped with other EU-level programmes (such as the ESF, Fiscalis or the programme
for Competitiveness of Enterprises and Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (COSME)),
the SRSP largely complemented these interventions primarily by providing tailor-made
technical support for national authorities in a specific sectoral area.

Evidence stemming from interviews and case studies also shows that in some cases, the
SRSP had synergies with other EU-level programmes, where the instruments mutually
reinforced each other and helped to achieve the reform objectives. More specifically, the
technical support projects under SRSP often contributed to the preparation of the
strategies and workplans for the reform actions foreseen to be funded under the ESF,
ERDF or other funds. One example of such synergies is provided by Romania, where the
methodologies and recommendations developed during the SRSP-funded project were

% For example, the Fiscalis programme featured multilateral and joint actions, including sharing good
practices and training for national tax administrations to fight against tax fraud, tax evasion and tax
avoidance. However, Fiscalis did not feature tailored support provided for addressing the specific needs of
individual Member States. Therefore, the SRSP complemented Fiscalis by providing Member States with
such tailored support, e.g. in the area of tax administration reforms.
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incorporated and supported colorectal cancer screening project co-funded by the ESF
2014-2020.

Existing links and cooperation channels between DG REFORM and other Commission
services contributed to synergies between different instruments: e.g., Directorate-General
for Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIO) experts cooperated with DG REFORM on a
systemic basis by contributing to the design of SRSP-funded projects that have a direct
link with the ERDF and Cohesion Fund. This support involved helping authorities draft
terms of references, identifying project tasks and participating in project steering
committees. In addition, DG REGIO provided DG REFORM with potential priority
areas for intervention to be considered during bilateral meetings between DG REFORM
and national authorities.

The SRSP complemented some other EU-level interventions (particularly EU cohesion
policy instruments, such as the ESIF), as well as similar national/regional schemes by
addressing different aspects of similar objectives, issues and target groups. The SRSP
complemented other EU interventions primarily by providing tailor-made technical
support for national authorities in a specific sectoral area.

SRSP coherence with the European Semester process and the EU priorities

In general, the Study assessed very positively the contribution of the programme to
addressing CSRs issued in the context of the European Semester process. According to
the targeted survey results, most beneficiary authorities (61 out of 82, or around 74%)
and coordinating authorities (18 out of 20, or 90%) indicated that their project addressed
CSRs issued in the context of the European Semester to a moderate or high extent. In
comparison, the SRSP mid-term evaluation of 2019 found that only 45% of projects
addressed the European Semester recommendations®’.

A more in-depth analysis of the targeted survey data also revealed that most of the
projects addressing CSRs were in the sectoral area of governance and public
administration®®, and to a somewhat smaller extent, in the area of labour market,
education, health and social services.

In terms of the coherence of the SRSP with the EU priorities for 2019-2024:

e 66% of beneficiary and coordinating authorities (67 out of 102) considered that
their projects contributed to the EU priority of developing a strong and vibrant
economic base.

e 58% of them considered that their projects contributed to the EU priority of
building a climate-neutral, green, fair and social Europe (54 out of 93).%

67 It must be noted that in the SRSP mid-term evaluation, the assessment of the share of projects related to
European Semester recommendations was based on the contractors’ analysis of the administrative data
from the Jira system available at the time, i.e. not the evidence from beneficiary authorities’ targeted
survey.

88 30 out of 61 beneficiary authorities that indicated that their project addressed CSRs at least to a moderate
extent, also indicated that their technical support project(s) were delivered in this thematic area.

% Moreover, the dedicated call on the preparation of the TITPs particularly strengthened the programme’s
contribution to the EU priority of building a climate-neutral, green, fair and social Europe because these
plans fall under the Just Transition Mechanism (JTM) that is an integral part of the European Green Deal.
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e 38% of them indicated that the projects moderately and highly contributed to the
protection of citizens and freedoms (29 out of 77).

In general, the evidence from the interviews with stakeholders strongly shows a clear
complementarity and synergies between the European Semester process and the SRSP.
Since CSRs are often formulated in very general terms, the SRSP functioned as an
instrument to better define, clarify, operationalise and provide specific guidelines for
Member States to implement these recommendations. In other instances, the results of
the SRSP-funded projects (guidelines, recommendations, etc.) were occasionally taken
up and used when defining CSRs.

Evidence from the interviews with stakeholders also suggests that there were sufficient
mechanisms to ensure the linkages and integration between the SRSP and the European
Semester process/CSRs. For instance, the linkage and contribution to the fulfilment of
CSRs was considered during the evaluation of requests for technical support. However,
the study indicates that there was insufficient tracking of whether SRSP projects
contribute to the fulfilment of specific CSRs.

While the fulfilment of CSRs is a responsibility of Member States and does not depend
on the provision of technical support, in some cases CSRs could trigger the technical
support under the SRSP and the latter could help Member States to address CSRs. The
SRSP would therefore benefit from a more systematic monitoring of how and in which
specific ways the technical support provided by the SRSP contributes to the
implementation of CSRs in specific national contexts.

In addition, over the study period the European Semester country reports did not
consistently provide references to the SRSP technical support and the contribution of this
support to the progress that the countries achieved. The introduction of systematic
referencing to the SRSP/TSI projects in the respective European Semester country
reports should also be considered.

As a conclusion, the evaluation evidence shows that the SRSP was highly coherent with
the European Semester process (particularly by helping address CSRs), and there were
sufficient mechanisms to ensure linkages and integration between the SRSP and the
European Semester process.

The SRSP was also coherent with some of the EU priorities (particularly in the areas of
economic development and green transition). However, the programme would benefit
from a more systematic monitoring of how the technical support provided by the SRSP
contributes to the implementation of CSRs in specific national contexts.

4.2 How did the EU intervention make a difference and to whom?

EU valued added of SRSP compared to what could be achieved at national/regional and
local levels

The evidence from the targeted survey of beneficiary and coordinating authorities
indicates that 80% of stakeholders (106 out of 132) considered that without the SRSP,
beneficiary authorities could not have received similar technical support or could have
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received it only to a limited extent, be it at national, regional or local level. Similar
results were provided during the open public consultation (OPC).”

Projects analysed in the case studies also demonstrated that, whilst the project benefits
could have been realised without EU technical support, these would have been much
smaller in scope and/or realised later in time.

The study also provided some more in-depth evidence on why the results of the SRSP-
funded projects could not have been achieved at national/regional level and the added
value of SRSP:

- The Programme’s funding provided access to high-level international expertise,
perspective and knowledge, which was considered less likely to be available if the
project was funded and managed exclusively at the national level.

- Technical support activities would have been unavailable without EU funding,
mainly due to limited administrative and financial resources at the national level
(this factor was particularly emphasised by the smaller Member States).

- The tailored solutions reflecting the needs of each Member State were offered by
the SRSP and were unavailable or too costly at national and regional level.

- The involvement of the Commission in the design and implementation of reforms
provided greater institutional legitimacy and political impetus for structural or
administrative reforms that were contested or where there was insufficient
political momentum to overcome institutional reluctance to change. The
legitimising factor of EU-level support was especially relevant in countries
overcoming political turbulence or in the case of the reforms focused on issues
lacking a full consensus.

- Low administrative burden, clear procedures and the absence of co-financing
requirements distinguished the SRSP from other national/regional and EU
programmes. This was also identified as a source of the SRSP’s added value and
one of the key reasons why Member States could not achieve similar results
without the programme. The technical/administrative support provided by the
European Commission at the stages of contracting, procurement and evaluation of
tenders helped to reduce the administrative burden on beneficiary authorities.

- Based on the results of DG REFORM satisfaction questionnaires, guidance, help
and supervision provided during the project design and implementation stages
were the most commonly mentioned type of added value identified by beneficiary
authorities.”™ The Commission’s guidance and support contributed to the quality

0 The majority of OPC respondents (11 out of 26) indicated that Member States could have achieved
similar results in their design and implementation of national reforms without the technical support they
received through the SRSP only to a limited extent or not at all. In addition, 9 out 26 stakeholders indicated
they had no opinion/cannot answer the question, with 6 out 26 stakeholders considering that Member
States could have achieved similar results in their design and implementation of reforms without the
technical support they received through the SRSP.

L Answers to open-ended questions indicate that beneficiary authorities perceived the following as some of
the most important sources of added value provided by DG REFORM: (i) expertise and support when
assessing the needs, (ii) defining project objectives and terms of references, (iii) planning the timing of
project activities and deliverables, reviewing and supervision of the quality of project deliverables, and (iv)
setting requirements for experts.
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of the support received by beneficiaries, compared to what is available at
national/regional level.

The SRSP (2017-2020) had strong additionality with only a few beneficiary authorities
being able to receive similar technical support at national, regional or local levels (i.e.,
without a SRSP intervention). Access to international expertise, solutions tailored
specifically for the Member State in concern, the low administrative burden and the EU’s
role in facilitating and legitimising the reforms were all identified as the key sources of
the SRSP’s value added.

Cross-border and Union-wide impacts of the SRSP

A large share of SRSP (2017-2020) projects was related to some cross-border/union wide
impacts, as shown by the collected data: 720 out of 826 SRSP-funded projects (around
87%) covered in the evaluation study reported at least one such impact, with only 106 (or
13%) of the projects indicating no EU value added/cross-border impacts (see Figure 17).

FIGURE 18: SHARE OF SRSP-FUNDED PROJECTS (2017-2020) INDICATING SPECIFIC EUROPEAN
ADDED VALUE
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=826).

The above SRSP’s cross-border and Union-wide impacts were also confirmed by the
targeted survey of coordinating authorities’2.

2 The majority (18 out of 21, or 86%) of coordination authorities who responded (respondents)
agreed/strongly agreed that the technical support increased the sharing of knowledge and good practices
between beneficiary authorities in their country and institutions from other countries. Similarly, 77% (17
out of 22) of the respondents agreed/strongly agreed that the technical support increased mutual trust
between beneficiary authorities in their country and the Commission, with another 88% (15 out of 17)
agreeing/strongly agreeing that the technical support helped to address cross-border or Union-wide
challenges in their country.
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Beneficiary authorities not only shared good practices and lessons learned, but also quite
actively used them after the end of technical support projects. According to the targeted
survey results, 88% of beneficiary authorities (105 out of 119) used to a large or to some
extent the good practices and lessons learnt from the specific technical support projects
after their end. Some beneficiary authorities participating in the focus groups also
reported that they benefitted from opportunities to collaborate and share knowledge
between the SRSP-funded projects in the same Member State, particularly where the
coordinating authority played a facilitation role (e.g., by organising annual meetings of
the SRSP-funded projects).

In some cases, the SRSP-funded projects directly contributed to the implementation of
EU priorities and policies, as showcased in Latvia where several different projects
facilitated the internal restructuring of institutions and procedures and the
implementation of the national reforms related to EU policies. Similarly, Croatia
implemented SRSP-funded projects in the area of curriculum reform. This was done
within the context of a broader EU reform policy framework in which the Commission
provided support to EU Member States to upgrade their education systems in line with
the European Education Area’s strategy.

In terms of sharing good practices among Member States, almost all the projects
analysed in the case studies included the use of good practices from other Member States.
Sharing of good practices either occurred through direct channels of communication
amongst themselves developed during SRSP projects or were facilitated by the European
Commission and occurred through specific dedicated platforms (e.g., in case of the TJTP
projects, a Just Transition Platform was set up as a single access point to provide
beneficiaries with opportunities to self-reflect and share good practices™). In some cases,
SRSP-funded projects contributed to the sharing of good practices among institutions of
the same Member State.

In general, the case study evidence indicates that one of the key factors behind the
establishment of cooperation ties among individual Member States was similarities in the
specific national reform priorities and similar challenges faced by specific EU Member
States.

The number of multi-country projects addressing the reform needs of at least two
Member States reflects the cross-border or Union-wide impacts of the SRSP. The
available evidence shows that the use of multi-country projects in the SRSP (2017-2020)
was limited;™ the SRSP did not provide explicitly the possibility of submitting multi-
country requests from different Member States, this was rather a limiting factor in the
programme’s practice. The results of both desk research and stakeholder consultations
show a need to enhance the multi-country dimension and call for a more active role of

3 Interviews with stakeholders also indicate that some delivery modes (e.g. TAIEX focusing on peer-to-
peer cooperation) were particularly well-suited for the sharing of good practices and the exchange of
information between different national authorities.

™ During the period 2017-2020, there were only 9 multi-country SRSP-funded projects out of 826 total
projects covered in the evaluation (i.e., around 1%).
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the Commission in facilitating multi-country projects and sharing technical support
outputs across borders.

Multi-country projects represent only one type of multi-beneficiary projects supported
under the SRSP 2017-2020. The programme also provided the opportunity to form
projects involving multiple beneficiary authorities from the same country (e.g., different
ministries), as well as multi-regional projects (e.g., projects involving regional
institutions from the same country or regional institutions across different countries). The
SRSP thereby provided the framework not just for cross-border cooperation and good
practice exchange, but also for cross-regional cooperation.

Some stakeholders suggested specific measures for a more active role of the Commission
in facilitating collaboration between potential beneficiary authorities in different Member
States with similar needs and priorities; for example by facilitating the networking and
exchange of information between Member States about their common challenges, reform
needs and good practice examples, by using the newly created coordinating authorities’
network, which could facilitate more direct exchange of experience and knowledge about
common challenges between Member States.

These actions could create more favourable conditions for Member States to identify
synergies and complementarities, leading to the set-up of multi-country technical support
projects while fully respecting the demand driven SRSP approach. Cooperation between
the Member States outside the programme’s framework could also be facilitated by
further encouraging the establishment of communities of practice involving experts in
interested Member States in specific areas, including after project completion.

The results and impacts of multi-country projects should also be closely monitored by the
programme in parallel to the above efforts. The impacts of the multi-country projects
(particularly, as compared to single-country projects) were not systemically assessed yet,
as indicated by the evaluation report.

Evidence from the consultation of stakeholders concludes overall that the SRSP had
significant cross-border and Union wide impacts, in particular in terms of the
contribution to the consistent and coherent implementation of the Union law, promotion
of European values and contributing to the sharing of good practices between the
Member States. At the same time, the use of multi-country projects was very limited in
the SRSP. This suggests that the Commission could play a more proactive role in
promoting applications to participate in and in facilitating multi-country projects.

4.3 Is the intervention still relevant?

This section addresses the relevance of SRSP actions for enhancing the administrative
and institutional capacity of Member States to design and implement the reforms needed
to tackle the challenges faced; as well as the relevance of the actions funded under the
SRSP to address the needs of beneficiary authorities and Member States.

Relevance of SRSP actions for enhancing the administrative capacity of Member States
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The targeted survey results indicate that at the moment of requesting technical support
beneficiary authorities faced the challenges that were also set out in the ex-ante
evaluation of the SRSP: limited administrative and institutional capacity, challenges in
the design and implementation of structural reforms in line with the Union’s economic
and social goals and challenges in the application and implementation of Union law (see
figure 18).

The incidence of these key challenges faced by the beneficiary authorities generally
remained similar to the results of the mid-term evaluation.

FIGURE 19: CHALLENGES FACED BY BENEFICIARY AUTHORITIES AND ADDRESSED BY
TECHNICAL SUPPORT
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support providers, May-
June 2022.

All stakeholders viewed very positively the relevance of the SRSP’s design and structure
for achieving its goals, according to the targeted survey.?

94% of surveyed beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities (126 out of 134)
also agreed/strongly agreed that the objectives of technical support projects corresponded
to the key reform goals of their country. There were no significant differences between
different groups of stakeholders in terms of their views on the relevance of the SRSP’s
design and structure. This highly positive assessment of the programme’s structure and
design was very similar to the situation found during the mid-term evaluation of 2019,
when 97% of survey respondents agreed that the SRSP is a suitable instrument to provide
technical support.

s Around 98% of the surveyed beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities (149 out of 152) agreed
or strongly agreed that the SRSP was a suitable instrument to provide technical support, around 96% (144
out of 150) agreed that their project design (identification of the problem, definition of the objectives and
results to achieve, definition of the activities to carry out) was appropriate. Similarly, technical support
providers very positively assessed the design and structure of the SRSP, with 98% of them (101 out of 104)
agreeing the SRSP was a suitable instrument to provide technical support and 97% of them (101 out of
105) agreeing that the project design was appropriate.
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Similarly, data from the satisfaction questionnaires of DG REFORM show that the
beneficiary authorities very positively assessed the DG REFORM'’s help in designing
projects adequately to address their reform needs (identification of the problem,
definition of the objectives and results to be achieved, definition of the activities to be
carried out).

DG REFORM policy officers also positively assessed their own contribution in terms of
designing projects in a manner that could adequately address the needs of the Member
State concerned (average assessment score 8.6; N=382).

The relevance of project design for addressing the needs of the Member States depended
on the quality of technical support requests submitted by the Member State, as suggested
by the evaluation report (analysis based on the SRSP 2017-2020 monitoring data): the
relevance was higher for projects where technical support requests were more mature to
allow for speedier delivery of the support, as well as for the projects where measures
requested by the Member States were targeted enough for addressing the reform needs.®

Looking at the relevance of the SRSP for addressing the specific types of reforms needed
by the Member States, the analysis of the circumstances of the selected requests (see
Table 2) indicated that the requests for technical support were mostly relevant to address
the economic governance process, including CSRs, EU priorities and reforms initiated by
Member States.

According to the results of the exploratory interviews, this achievement was made
possible through the closer alignment of the SRSP with the European Semester process
and by considering the technical support requests related to CSRs during the selection
process. However, according to these interviews, there has been no assessment on how
many CSRs have been addressed by Member States due to the provision of technical
support.

The available evidence indicates that overall, the SRSP was a highly relevant instrument,
well-tailored to enhancing the administrative capacities of Member States to design and
implement the reforms needed to address the challenges faced.

Relevance of SRSP actions to address the needs of beneficiary authorities and Member
States

All groups of stakeholders involved in SRSP-funded projects very positively assess the
relevance of technical support to the needs of Member States. 96% of surveyed
beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities (145 out of 150) agreed or strongly

8 There is a significant statistical relation between the assessment of the project's design in terms of its
relevance for addressing the needs of the Member State and the assessment of the quality for technical
support requests by the policy officers. More specifically, there is a strong positive correlation between the
assessment by policy officers of the project design's relevance for the Member States’ needs and the
assessment of the maturity (to allow a quick delivery of the support) of the requests for the technical
support submitted by the Member States. Similarly, there is a strong correlation between the assessment of
the project design's relevance for the Member States needs and the assessment of the measures requested
by the Member States (i.e., whether they were targeted enough for addressing the reform needs).
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agreed with the statement that their project addressed the key reform needs of the
beneficiary institution. There were no significant variations in the distribution of answers
among these groups of stakeholders.

Since the European Commission acted as a contracting authority during the
implementation of the SRSP, it was responsible for the selection of technical support
providers. However, in their requests for technical support, BAs were able to provide
suggestions on the delivery mode and the technical support provider. 60% of surveyed
BAs (78 out of 130) indicated that such suggestions were accepted to a large extent or to
a moderate extent, with only 5 beneficiaries out of 130 (6% of surveyed beneficiary
institutions) indicating that such suggestions were not considered at all. Nevertheless,
some respondents highlighted the need for a closer involvement of beneficiary authorities
during the selection of technical support providers.

Different sources of evidence also clearly indicate that the technical support provided by
the SRSP remained highly relevant for the needs of both EU Member States and their
beneficiary authorities. The evidence’” on the increasing number of infringement cases
demonstrated that technical support aiming at a more effective application and
implementation of Union legislation could still be needed. However, since individual EU
Member States did not initiate many technical support requests in this field during the
implementation of the demand driven SRSP, the number of technical support projects
addressing specific challenges in the application and implementation of EU law remained
rather low.

Also, some deterioration in the annual implementation rate of CSRs during the period
2015-2019 indicates the continued relevance of the technical support aimed at addressing
the challenges identified in the context of the economic governance processes. Although
the increasing number of technical support projects addressed these challenges (e.g., 62%
of such projects in 2019), such changes were expected to arise later due to the long
logical chain between the activities of technical support and the expected results/impacts
of the programme.

The growing need for the technical support provided by SRSP was showcased by the
increasing number of requests from the Member States, as well as by the increasing
budget of the projects, according to the evidence analysed in the evaluation report. These
trends indicated a growing interest from the Member States, as well as the Programme’s
lasting relevance for designing and implementing significant reforms.

The demand for technical support varied among different Member States, with the
highest overall numbers of SRSP-funded projects found in some of the Southern
(Greece), as well as Central and Eastern European countries (Romania and Croatia).
Fewer projects were supported in the Nordic countries, Luxembourg, Germany, and the
Netherlands.

77 1,786 cases at the end of 2020 compared to 1,347 cases at the end of 2014, European Commission
(2021), Commission Staff Working Document: General Statistical Overview Accompanying the document
‘Report from the Commission Monitoring the application of European Union law 2020 Annual Report’.
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CEL EX:52021SC0212&rid=10
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Despite the smaller number of SRSP-funded projects, qualitative evidence shows that the
support provided in these countries was highly relevant for their national reform needs:
e.g., in the case of Luxembourg, technical support directly contributed to the
modernisation of the national customs system.

Evidence from the interviews with stakeholders shows that one of the key reasons for a
limited number of requests for technical support in some Member States was the timing
of evaluation and selection procedures in the programme, which did not always match
with the timing of the national reform agenda. Another reason for the limited number of
requests in some Member States was a lack of awareness of the SRSP’s benefits and
functioning among some of potential beneficiary institutions.

The interviews and focus group discussions generally confirmed the high relevance of
technical support to the needs of Member States and beneficiary institutions. Some
respondents, however, noted that the increased focus of the SRSP on larger projects
limited access to the programme for smaller beneficiary authorities.

The case study evidence also supports the finding that the SRSP actions were highly
relevant for the needs of beneficiary authorities, with a large majority of the projects
analysed under the case study programme directly addressing the needs of the Member
States beneficiary authorities. Overall, most of the projects covered under the case
studies were highly relevant for addressing the most important national issues’®. For
example, all the SRSP-funded projects analysed in the Italian case study focused on
important national reform priorities and structural challenges. These projects were highly
relevant and specifically designed to address the needs of Italian beneficiary authorities.™

BOX 5 - The provision of technical and other support to EU Member States in
the field of accounting reforms

In the field of revenue administration and public financial management (where 140
technical support projects were implemented), the SRSP provided technical support
for the Member States to reform public financial and asset management, budget
processes, debt management and revenue administration. Within this field, several
projects specifically supported Member States to reform their public sector financial
accounting and reporting systems in line with the European Public Sector Accounting
Standards (EPSAS).

The EPSAS addresses the lack of common accounting standards for the public sector
in the EU (unlike the private sector, where such standards are in place). It aims to
increase the transparency and comparability of public sector financial accounting and
reporting between and within EU Member States by developing and implementing a
harmonised European accounting framework. This will inform governance, policy and
decision-making and the management of public finances.

78 Case studies’ projects were not chosen on the basis of circumstances of requests.

™ For instance, Italy’s project (‘Support for the Implementation of the Accrual IPSAS/EPSAS-based
Accounting in the Italian Public Administration’) on accounting reforms related to the European Public
Sector Accounting Standards (EPSAS) and International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) was
closely in line with national reform priorities. Similarly, the SRSP-funded project in Ireland (‘Financial
Reporting Reforms’) closely corresponded to the pending reform needs of the country.
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For example, one project in Italy supported the drafting of a conceptual framework for
accounting standards, an operational manual for the accrual accounting
implementation and new accounting policies, as well as delivering training on accrual
accounting. The project also supported reform in line with Council Directive
2011/85/EU on requirements for budgetary frameworks of the Member States and
addressed CSRs within the European Semester. Two projects in Ireland included study
visits to best practice examples of reforms in Italy, Sweden and the UK.

These projects supporting the reform of public sector financial accounting and
reporting systems helped bring about consensus in favour of reform and build
capacity, as well as supporting the introduction of the reforms themselves. The outputs
of the project in Italy (accrual accounting conceptual framework, manual and
accounting standards) have been used as reference by the lItalian Standard Setter
Board. It also strengthened project management culture within the Ministry of
Economy and Finance. The projects in Ireland provided the Department of
Expenditure and Reform with crucial insights from best practices in other countries.
This helped prepare the way for the introduction of EPSAS, with the accruals
accounting system due to be put in practice after the end of the project.

Sources: the European Public Sector Accounting Standards (EPSAS); SRSP ex-post
evaluation external independent study.

Finally, qualitative evidence also indicates that SRSP is perceived as highly relevant in
the context of European-wide challenges and trends that will likely define the
European policy agenda in the future. Overarching challenges — such as climate
change, environmental degradation, digital hyperconnectivity, and technological
transformation — pose a need for a closer strategic cooperation between the Member
States, greater exchange of good practices and implementation of structural reforms (e.g.,
in the area of reducing dependencies on fossil fuels). In this context, the SRSP and its
successor programme will sustain its high relevance for the Member States and the whole
of the EU.

BOX 6 — The provision of technical and other support to EU Member States in
the field of sustainable growth & business environment

In the field of sustainable growth and business environment (where the largest number
of technical support projects was implemented), DG REFORM provided technical
support for the Member States in the field of actions to accelerate the twin climate and
digital transitions and the economic recovery, including the reforms and investments
that strengthen the cohesion and competitiveness of the economy. During the
implementation of the SRSP, technical support to the ‘green’ projects was significantly
increased, with around one in four projects addressing the goals of the European Green
Deal as of 2020.

Typical projects in the field of sustainability included advice on the reforms to increase
energy efficiency, promote climate mitigation, enable a just transition, boost the
circular economy, protect the environment, and expand low-emission transport. In
2020, DG REFORM launched the first dedicated call for technical support projects to
support the preparation of Member States’ TITPs (see Annex 4 on the results of the
case study programme). In the field of business environment, typical projects focused
on the actions to reduce market barriers, facilitate foreign investment and trade,
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develop the digital economy, stimulate research and innovation, manage public—private
partnerships and improve the governance of state-owned enterprises.

The thematic field of sustainable growth and business environment was characterised
by the frequent adoption of a strategy or a new law (as a type of outcome). Also,
compared to other thematic fields this field saw relatively more changes in terms of
new legal acts adopted or existing legal acts modified, as well as improved application
and implementation of EU law, but the scope of legal changes was only moderate,
largely such challenges were not frequently addressed during the formulation of
requests for technical support or some resistance occurred during the implementation
of economic reforms (with external factors usually playing a significant role in this
sector).

Sources: European Commission (2021), Annual Activity Report 2020: DG REFORM —
Directorate-General for Structural Reform Support, p. 14; European Commission
(2020), Directorate-General for Structural reform Support: Growth and business
environment.  https://commission.europa.eu/publications/annual-activity-report-2020-
structural-reform-support_en; SRSP ex-post evaluation external independent study.

Overall, the evaluation evidence indicates that the technical support provided by the
SRSP was highly relevant to address the needs of beneficiary authorities and Member
States. The evidence also shows that, despite the programme’s contribution in the last
few years, beneficiary authorities still need the technical support provided by the SRSP.

5.  What are the conclusions and lessons learned?

5.1 Conclusions

The Structural Reform Support Programme was adopted in 2017 to provide technical
support to national authorities and help Member States design and implement
institutional, administrative and growth-sustaining structural reforms.

Overall, the implementation of the 2017-20 SRSP was successful in terms of
effectiveness, efficiency and coherence. The programme was also found to be highly
relevant in addressing the needs of beneficiary authorities and EU Member States and
had an EU added value (value above what the Member States could have achieved acting
unilaterally).

Effectiveness

The programme successfully achieved its general objective, namely, to contribute to
institutional, administrative and growth-sustaining structural reforms in the EU Member
States. Furthermore, it has substantially advanced the reform agenda in EU Member
States. The actual achievement of different types of reforms also depended on the wider
efforts made by EU Member States and not only on the results of other EU programmes
and schemes.

The SRSP contributed most to achieving its specific objectives concerning “the
development and implementation of reform policies”, as well as “the definition and
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implementation of processes and methodologies™, followed by the specific objective
concerning “the design of reforms according to the priorities of national authorities”.

Also, the programme fully achieved its expected results;® almost all programme
stakeholders who participated in the consultation activities were highly satisfied with the
results and the success of the technical support projects. For instance, according to the
targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, 94% of respondents were very satisfied or
satisfied overall with their participation in the SRSP and with the results of technical
support projects.

The programme contributed substantially to the design and implementation of
administrative, institutional and structural reforms in EU Member States, with potential
benefits for European businesses and citizens/consumers.

Where the projects have not generated the full intended results and impacts, this tends to
reflect wider challenges in the reform process rather than any inherent weaknesses in the
projects or in the provision of technical support. And more policy impacts were expected
to occur in future because some one third of all evaluated projects were still ongoing
during the ex-post evaluation and more time was necessary for the expected results and
impacts to occur, due to the long lag between the technical support activities and the
expected results/impacts.

The SRSP contributed more to administrative reforms and capacity building than to the
implementation of other structural reforms. In fact, administrative reforms are easier to
implement: they require fewer actors (who usually come from the public sector), less
time to be implemented and bring more direct results.

Other types of structural reform are more complex in nature, require the involvement of
more stakeholders (including the private sector) and take more time for their results to
bear fruits. In addition, these types of reforms are more dependent on external factors.
Member State beneficiary authorities did not initiate many technical support projects
aimed at advancing such reforms, especially in the initial rounds of the SRSP (2017 and
2018).

Overall, communication activities were rarely included in project design, despite an
increase in the number of communication initiatives in the 2019 and 2020 rounds of the
programme. However, engagement and communication with external stakeholders —
when they happened — were crucial during the provision of technical support, because the
effective implementation of such activities increased the legitimacy of the reforms and
their quality and sustainability, and reduced organisational resistance to change.

Overall, the growing complexity of technical support projects (in terms of number of
activities and outputs) might make the implementation of the projects and the

8 Based on the responses to the outcome questionnaires by the beneficiary authorities, the average rating
for having achieved the specific outcomes of the SRSP-funded projects was 8.2 out of 10 (with 66% of
technical support projects achieving their outcomes, based on average scores 8.0 and above). In the
targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, 31% of respondents achieved all expected results and 65% of
respondents achieved some expected results, both during the implementation of the technical support
projects and after their completion.
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achievement of their expected results more difficult in future. This risk should be taken
into account when designing any future multi-country projects, which are by their nature
more complex than single-country projects.®

Almost all consulted stakeholders were highly satisfied with the quality of technical
support provided on the ground. The choice of providers was crucial to the success of
technical support projects due to the importance of having adequate professional skills
and a good understanding of the national situation. This reflects the added value of the
European Commission in choosing and contracting the best expertise on the market for
each specific project.

The strong involvement of the beneficiary authorities and senior management ownership
of the projects is key to achieving the results. Their involvement is essential not only
during project implementation, but also in the pre-implementation phase, in terms of
defining the project objectives and timelines and creating ownership and commitment to
change.

While absorbing technical support and implementing the recommendations made,
beneficiary authorities sometimes lacked adequate administrative capacity. This
hampered the smooth running of the technical support projects and the implementation of
resulting recommendations. While the provision of technical support does not involve
any costs for the beneficiary authorities, they sometimes lacked the sufficient financial
resources to implement project recommendations and relevant reforms.

Efficiency

The SRSP proved successful in attracting many high-quality requests relative to the
budget available. Moreover, the programme was able to support projects of increasing
size and budget, thus increasing the potential for projects to achieve greater impact.
Growing demand for technical support among the EU Member States and a sufficient
level of competition among the projects allowed high-quality proposals to be selected.

The programme’s stakeholders — including beneficiary authorities, coordinating
authorities, and providers — generally agreed that the financial contribution of the SRSP
was proportionate to the needs and estimated scope of technical support, and they
considered SRSP projects to be a user-friendly and cost-effective instrument. The costs
of controls on total annual payments by DG REFORM were comparable with other EU
programmes, such as Horizon 2020, under direct management mode. DG REFORM
achieved good results in executing the SRSP budget.

Most notably, the assessment and selection of requests for technical support was
completed on time and in line with the target set in the Financial Regulation, compared
with other EU programmes. However, there is room for improvement in speeding up the
preparation for the implementation phase, in particular the contracting process. As one of
the selection criteria for funding a project under the SRSP was the urgency of the reform,

81 On the other hand, multicountry projects were able to increase efficiency by providing synergies between
the authorities involved.
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Member States expect the project to be operational as early as possible to ensure the
reforms remained relevant and were implemented on time.

The stakeholders involved in the programme were generally positive about the clarity,
transparency and user-friendliness of the SRSP’s administrative procedures and the
proportionality of the administrative burden. Areas for improvement are related to the
need to further develop and refine project monitoring and evaluation practices, as well as
communication activities.

DG REFORM efficiently and effectively coordinated the technical support given to the
Member States with other Commission departments. According to the outcome of the
study, in 2017-20, DG REFORM cooperated more closely with other DGs and
Commission departments while disseminating and using the outputs from the technical
support once projects had been completed.

Coherence

The SRSP is evaluated to be a coherent policy tool with a clear internal logic, well
aligned with the objectives set out in the SRSP Regulation, with no major gaps,
inconsistencies or overlaps in the internal structure of projects. The design of the
programme allowed for considerable flexibility when selecting project activities that are
best tailored to specific project objectives and beneficiary needs.

The structure and activities of the SRSP were adjusted over time to better respond to
newly emerging challenges and to achieve its objectives in a more effective way, e.g., by
introducing dedicated calls for requests that met the newly emerging needs of Member
States. However, the discrete nature of the projects means that additional effort could be
required to disseminate and exploit project outputs to wider audiences, so that greater
impact can be generated.

Evidence also shows that the SRSP was highly consistent with other EU policies and
actions (including ESF, ERDF, COSME, Fiscalis), as well as those of the Member States
themselves. This was because it addressed different aspects of similar objectives, issues
and target groups. Having common themes with other EU-level programmes, the SRSP-
funded projects largely complemented these interventions by providing tailor-made
technical support for national authorities in specific sectoral areas.

In terms of consistent objectives, the SRSP reinforced wider reform agendas of the
Members States and the EU, including by helping address CSRs made as part of the
European Semester process. Generally, the stakeholders of the SRSP highly valued the
programme’s contribution to the Semester process. In some cases, the SRSP-funded
projects helped better define, clarify and operationalise the CSRs, as well as providing
specific guidelines for Member States to implement them. In other instances, the results
of SRSP-funded projects were used to formulate these recommendations.

Although overall there were sufficient mechanisms to ensure the linkages and integration
between the SRSP and the European Semester process/CSRs, the study showed that there
is insufficient monitoring on how the SRSP-supported projects contribute to meeting the
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CSRs. There was also a lack of references to SRSP projects in the European Semester
country reports.

EU added value

The SRSP delivered this by providing Member States with better access to international
expertise than they would have enjoyed in the absence of the SRSP. Even in the limited
cases when project benefits could have been realised without EU technical support, these
would have been much smaller in scope or realised later in time. As a result, EU added
value was offered in terms of the strengthened reform processes in the Member States
and strengthened contribution to achieving EU policy objectives, not least those of the
European Semester.

The SRSP had significant cross-border, EU-wide impacts going beyond single Member
States. Such impacts included helping the Member States to implement EU policies and
priorities nationally, including the promotion of European values, as well as helping them
to share good practice among themselves. The good practices and lessons learned were
actively used by the beneficiaries after the end of the projects.

Relevance

The SRSP was found to be a highly relevant instrument, well-tailored to improving the
administrative capacities of Member States to design and implement the reforms needed
to address the challenges they faced.

The beneficiary authorities and other stakeholders viewed positively the different aspects
of the SRSP’s design and structure and its relevance for achieving the reform goals. At
the same time, the objectives of technical support projects largely corresponded to the
key reform goals and challenges faced by the Member States. The relevance of project
design for achieving the reforms goals depended on the quality of technical support
requests submitted by the Member States.

The technical support provided by the SRSP was highly relevant to addressing the needs
of beneficiary authorities and Member States, both in terms of the implementation
method (i.e. international technical support providers sourced by the Commission) and
the nature of the support provided (i.e. being customised to the needs of each beneficiary
authority). The programme — uniquely and in an effective and efficient manner — fulfils
the need of Member States to access high-level international expertise when they are in
the process of designing or implementing reforms.

At the same time, where the SRSP was used in an emergency capacity, it was not very
suitable for coping with reform or capacity-building needs on the ground, since it was
restricted by the timetable laid down in the calls for requests. Some stakeholders
suggested that the programme introduce a possibility to draw on a pre-selected pool of
experts to address urgent technical support needs in Member States.

Despite having received the SRSP’s contribution over many years, beneficiary authorities
still need the technical support provided by the programme. The growing need for
technical support is also showcased by the increasing number of requests from Member
States, as well as by the increasing average budget for the projects. Furthermore, the
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number of Member States who requested support increased steadily during the
programme: from 16 in 2017 to 23 in 2018, 26 in 2019 and eventually all 27 in 2020.

5.2 Lessons learned

Following the ex-post evaluation, the main lessons learned include:

Engagement of stakeholders

Active involvement of external stakeholders was crucial during the provision of
technical support: it increased the legitimacy, quality and sustainability of the
reforms, and reduced organisational resistance to change. Key stakeholders were
consulted during the design and execution of successful projects. Effective
communication strategies were used to reach many target groups during
implementation.

Engagement of beneficiary authorities was key in implementing technical
support projects and in the reform process, to enable the smoother
implementation of projects and their results.

Close involvement of national coordinating authorities was important in
monitoring the implementation of the technical support projects, discussing their
progress with the Commission and national stakeholders and taking follow-up
actions to use the outputs after project completion.

Cross-country dimension

Providing access to international expertise for Member States that might not
otherwise have had access to it was a key feature of the programme. Future
programmes must retain this possibility.

Exchanges of civil servants provided a basis for greater use of peer-to-peer
advice within national administrations in future. In fact, the accumulated
knowledge of civil servants in the Member States represented an enormous pool
of expertise and skills.

Disseminating the results of technical support projects within and across
Member States encouraged the sharing and replication of good practice. DG
REFORM was able to play a more active role in clustering similar projects or
creating communities of practice and disseminating results effectively to the main
relevant stakeholders.

Transnational dimension of the programme — for example through more
projects that support several Member States and through better dissemination of
results to wider audiences — was instrumental in strengthening the ‘EU added
value’.

Facilitator role of the European Commission

Reducing the complexity of technical support projects (in terms of number of
activities, outputs and outcome) made their implementation easier and more
effective.

The capacity to provide tailored solutions resulted in low administrative burdens
for beneficiary authorities and ongoing guidance for them, and helped facilitate
and legitimise the reforms.
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The Commission played a valuable role in facilitating collaboration between
potential beneficiary authorities in different Member States who had similar
needs and priorities — including though joint requests for multi-country projects.
None of this interfered with the programme’s demand-driven logic.

Effective implementation of reforms and coordination with other EU processes

Improved monitoring and evaluation contributed to a more efficient
implementation of the programme and a better dissemination and exploitation of
technical support outputs.

When in place, the monitoring of the SRSP’s contribution to the European
Semester process and to the fulfilment of specific CSRs in specific national
contexts was significant. However, the provision of technical support by DG
REFORM should not replace the Member States’ responsibility to address their
CSRs.

Technical support was crucial also in areas where the subject of the request is less
frequent, such as assistance in applying and implementing EU legislation.

Technical Support Instrument (TSI)

In 2021 the Technical Support Instrument replaced the SRSP as main programme for
delivering technical support in 2021-27. The TSI was designed on the basis of several
recommendations proposed in the mid-term evaluation of the SRSP and factoring in
some of the conclusions of this ex-post evaluation, such as more active involvement of
stakeholders, a tighter focus on the cross-country dimension and increased attention on
monitoring and evaluation.
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ANNEX |. PROCEDURAL INFORMATION
1. LeAD DG, DeciDE PLANNING/CWP REFERENCES

Directorate-General for Structural Reform Support.

Decide planning reference: PLAN/2020/9192.

2. EXCEPTIONS TO THE BETTER REGULATION GUIDELINES

N/A

3. ORGANISATION AND TIMING

The initiation of the ex-post evaluation of the SRSP was approved by DG REFORM
senior management and the Cabinet and the Inter-service Steering Group (ISSG)
members were appointed. The evaluation roadmap was published on 17 December 2020,
marking the official starting date of the evaluation. The procurement procedure for the
external evaluation was initiated on 30 June 2021 and the contract with the external
contractor was subsequently signed on 13 October 2021, for a duration of eleven months.
The public consultation through the website of the European Commission took place
between March and May 2022. After the contractor submitted the final evaluation report,
the Commission started drafting the staff working document, based on the external
evaluation and the analysis of its own reporting and procedural documents.

DG REFORM chaired the ISSG, which comprised of representatives of the Secretary
General, REGIO, DIGIT, CNECT, EAC, HOME, ENV, GROW, SANTE, MOVE,
AGRI, EMPL, TAXUD, JUST, FISMA, NEAR, ECFIN, ENER, COMP, ESTAT, RTD,
HR, JRC and OLAF. The ISSG held four meetings.

4. CONSULTATION OF THE RSB (IF APPLICABLE)

N/A

5. EVIDENCE, SOURCES AND QUALITY — INCLUDING EXTERNAL EXPERTISE

An external evaluation report served as a basis for the ex-post evaluation of the SRSP.

The contractor used a variety of research methods and sources, including: desk research,
data extracts of the Commission internal IT system, scoping interviews, targeted
interviews, online targeted consultation and case studies. In line with the Better
Regulation guidelines, the evaluation also included a public consultation exercise.

DG REFORM (then SRSS) internal IT system was not in place at the start of the SRSP,
but it was implemented only afterwards. The system was evolving significantly and
many questions / categories of data were added only at later stages and not necessarily
retroactively completed. Therefore, information was to some extent incomplete. This
deficiency was overcome by triangulating the information based on other data sources,
including the interviews, online consultation and case studies. Furthermore, the response
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rate to the online-targeted consultation was sufficient and ensured a balanced
representation of stakeholders.

Additionally, the breadth and diversity of the Programme’s activities posed an important
methodological challenge, in that it would not have been possible within the available
resources and timeframe to cover all activities in the detail needed to draw robust
conclusions. Moreover, much of the Programme’s support plays a contributing role
alongside other factors, such as the action of national administrations. This contributing
role is difficult to assess without an in-depth qualitative research.

Lastly, given that many of the evaluated projects were still ongoing at the time of the
exercise, results and impact could only be measured to a limited extent. For projects that
were still on the ground, the likelihood of achieving the results was assessed only to the
extent that information was available. The case studies confirmed that it is too early to
expect considerable long-term impacts at this stage of the Programme.

Despite the above-mentioned limitations, the quality and the representativeness of the
collected evidence is considered satisfactory. The contractor was able to collect extensive
and meaningful data that allowed drawing conclusions.
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ANNEX |l. METHODOLOGY AND ANALYTICAL MODELS USED

Evaluation framework

In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the ex-post evaluation provided the
relevant evidence to assess the SRSP’s performance against the five criteria:
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value. The
evaluation relied on quantitative and qualitative indicators. Measuring the first group of
indicators was informed by the analysis of data from the internal monitoring system of
DG REFORM, the satisfaction and outcome questionnaires, as well as responses to the
targeted survey and the Open Public Consultation (OPC). In these cases, the judgement
criterion for success was more than two thirds of technical support projects or responses
supporting the expected outcome. Measuring the second group of indicators was
informed by the analysis of literature and documents, results of the focus group
discussions, interviews and case studies. This share of evidence was mostly used to
provide specific examples, indicate good practices and lessons learned as well as to
explain mechanisms of change and the impact of external conditions on the
implementation of the SRSP-funded projects. In addition, the structured expert
assessment of each project under the case study programme was employed with more
than 50% of the projects supporting the expected outcome as the main judgement
criterion for success. The evaluation matrix, which includes the evaluation questions
pertaining to each of the evaluation criteria, the associated indicators/judgement criteria
as well as methods and data sources used for their evaluation, is presented in Annex 2:
Evaluation framework.

The adopted evaluation framework relied substantially on the theory of change presented
in Annex 1: Theory of change of the SRSP. The theory of change was developed on the
basis of desk research (especially the intervention logic of the programme’s mid-term
evaluation, but also taking into account the results of recent academic research) and was
validated during the implementation of stakeholder consultations. The vertical logic of
the programme - a causal chain from policy/programme objectives to impacts -
remained very similar to the one used during the mid-term evaluation, but our theory of
change added external factors that might affect the performance of the programme
(especially its expected results and impacts), considering the ex-post nature of this
evaluation and the requirements of the Technical Specifications.82

Furthermore, the ex-post evaluation referred to different types of results (e.g. those
occurring at the individual level, organisation level and policy level) or impacts (in terms
of changes in the institutional and administrative capacity of Member States’ authorities
or achievement of relevant longer-term growth-sustaining reforms in EU Member States)
(see Annex 1: Theory of change of the SRSP for more information). When possible, the
ex-post evaluation used the results found in the prior ex-ante and mid-term evaluations
as the points of comparison (see section 1.2 for more information).

Data collection and analysis

A complex methodology was deployed to collect solid evidence and provide well-informed
answers to the evaluation questions. It consisted of extensive desk research,
stakeholder consultation activities, in particular targeted survey, focus group
discussions, a wide-ranging interview programme and the OPC, as well as in-depth case

82 European Commission, 'Better Regulation’ toolbox 2021, Chapter 6 - How to carry an evaluation and fitness
check, p. 389.
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studies. To ensure the validity and reliability of evaluation findings, the evaluation relied
on a combination of distinct methods and triangulation of different data sources, which
was achieved by complementing perceptions of stakeholders (e.g., interview results) with
objective data (e.g., monitoring information). Data-based, documentary and perception-
based sources as well as quantitative and qualitative techniques were synthesised,
depending on the evaluation question and the respective strengths of data and methods
applied.

Desk research and literature review

The desk research exercise consisted of two key elements: (i) a literature review of
publicly available documents and (ii) an analysis of internal statistical and monitoring
data received from DG REFORM. The entire desk research programme was supported by
a computer assisted qualitative data analysis (content analysis using NVivo 12 software),
which helped to structure, manage and analyse the collected information as well as to
make connections between different information sources and draw summarising
conclusions.

The literature review served as a source of contextual information for the assessment of
the study questions and for benchmarking and comparing the progress of the SRSP over
time. It considered four key categories of publicly available sources of information:

Documents directly related to the SRSP and its implementation
process: the SRSP Regulation, annual work programmes and annexes; annual
monitoring reports; the ex-ante evaluation report and the mid-term evaluation
report; and the project-specific documents of the programme (e.g. descriptions
of the projects, requests for services, deliverables of the projects, if available);
National-level documents relevant for the analysis of the SRSP and its
projects: national-level reform strategies and programmes,
assessments/studies/reports on the implementation of the SRSP in individual
Member States or the publicly available documents of beneficiary authorities;
EU-level strategic, policy and legal documents relevant for
contextualising the SRSP, including the documents on EU priorities and the
European Semester process;

- Relevant academic research.

The documents focusing directly on the implementation of the SRSP (both previous mid-
term evaluation and national level documents on the SRSP’s implementation) served as a
basis for the descriptive analysis, were used for country case studies and as one of the
sources for triangulation of evidence to answer some of the study questions. EU and
national-level strategic documents, policy documents and legal acts were of key
importance in contextualising the SRSP implementation (e.g. identifying the relevance of
SRSP for national strategic reform priorities, coherence of SRSP with other EU funding
programmes and their objectives). In addition, these documents contributed to the
evaluation of the role of technical support to Member States achievement of the relevant
long-term growth-sustaining reforms as indicated in the CSPs. Finally, recent academic
research served as a source of evidence for assessing the SRSP’s implementation and
identifying the relevant external factors that affect the success of structural reforms’
implementation.

During the evaluation, the best use of monitoring data already collected by DG REFORM
was ensured (i.e. administrative data, satisfaction and outcome questionnaires filled in
by the project stakeholders). A great deal of internal monitoring/administrative data
sources were employed for the evaluation purposes, including:
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- Data from the internal monitoring system for monitoring programme
implementation. Initial descriptive statistics tables on the SRSP projects
(2017-2020), disaggregated by such dimensions as lead unit, funding source,
country, status, topic, eligible activities, delivery modes and expected outcome
were prepared by the evaluation team, building on two internal monitoring
datasets from JIRA.83 The aggregated data facilitated the estimation of the
state of play in the implementation of the programme during the evaluation
period (see section 2. State of play in implementing the programme during
2017-2020 above).

- Ex-ante and mid-term evaluations. The evaluation drew on the results of
the ex-ante evaluation (published in November 2015) and the mid-term
evaluation® (published in 2020 using monitoring data from 2019) as points of
comparison.

- Feedback mechanism: satisfaction and outcome questionnaires. The
results of satisfaction questionnaires, filled in by the Member States
beneficiary authorities, two types of technical support providers (providers of
procurement and providers of grants) and policy officers of DG REFORM as well
as outcome questionnaires® completed by Member States’ beneficiary
authorities (January 2018 - August 2022) were employed to triangulate data
on some of the evaluation questions. The questionnaire data consists of both
qualitative responses and numeric scores, ranging from 1 (standing for
“Completely disagree”) to 10 (standing for “Strongly agree”). The total number
of responses to the satisfaction questionnaire was 1,000 (with the feedback
provided by DG REFORM policy officers on 382 projects, by beneficiary
authorities on 309 projects, and by technical support providers on 309
projects), while the total number of responses to the outcome questionnaire
was 128. It was not possible to estimate specific response rates to these
questionnaires because the evaluator did not have data on the total number of
invitations sent out by DG REFORM.

- Data relevant for the cost-effectiveness analysis. Data regarding the
SRSP’s budget, the number of DG REFORM staff involved in the management
of the programme and contracting procedures were provided as inputs into our
cost-effectiveness analysis.

Stakeholder consultation

To gather the views of key stakeholders and the data needed to inform responses to the
evaluation questions, the stakeholder consultation combined a number of techniques for
data collection and analysis (see Table 4). Given the wide scope of the SRSP, the
consultation included different categories of stakeholders, including European
Commission officials, Member State beneficiary and coordinating authorities, providers of
technical support, representatives of industries, businesses, workers’ and other

83 Since the provider of the study received a separate monitoring dataset on the application of different delivery
modes (sub-tasks) per project, it became necessary to merge it with the main monitoring dataset.

84 European Commission, Ex-ante Evaluation Accompanying the document Proposal for a Regulation of the
European Parliament and of the Council on the establishment of the Structural Reform Support Programme
for the period 2017 to 2020 and amending Regulations (EU) No 1303/2013 and (EU) No 1305/2013; Ernst
& Young (2018), Mid-term Evaluation of the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP) 2017- 2020
(2016 ECFIN 009/A). Publications Office of the European Union, p. 13, 17.
https://doi.org/10.2887/656262

85 The data excludes information on projects implemented by PPMI or CSES.
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organisations, other public authorities, research centres and consultancies, research
institutions as well as the general public. In addition, to grasp the varying experiences
across the EU, each Member State that received technical support under the relevant
SRSP annual cycles was represented in the consultation activities. Overall, the
stakeholder consultation strategy enabled to effectively address a relevant breadth of
stakeholders within varying geographical coverage.

TABLE 3. SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES

NUMBER OF TYPE OF
Cg'\:\sc".:_'i"r/l\;l{o DURATION TARGET AUDIENCE P ::T':(B:EF?A?J.:_S MSS DATA
REPRESENTED ANALYSIS
- Descriptive
MS beneficiary and L
Targeted 19 May 2022 coordinating statistics,
- 7 June o . 260 27 exploratory/
survey 2022 authorities, technical inferential
support providers -
analysis
MS coordinating
authorities,
Open Industry/business/
F 1 March , —
public workers’ and other Descriptive
. 2022 - 24 . - 26 16 e
consultati May 2022 organisations, public statistics
authorities,
on (OPC) researchers/consultants
, general public
DG REFORM officials,
Representatives of
. 26 3 other DGs and EC
Interview anualy  services involved with
2022 -6 86 Content
programm September the SRSP, MS 110 17 analysis
e beneficiary and
2022 T
coordinating
authorities, technical
support providers
Focus 22] Member S
une ember State
_group 2022 - 27 beneficiary and 17 12 gﬁ;‘ltesri‘;
discussion  j,0¢ 2022  coordinating authorities Y
S

Source: Independent evaluation study.

The targeted survey was launched in mid-May 2022 and was open for almost a month,
which resulted in a reliable basis of 260 responses (compared to 185 in the mid-term
evaluation). The survey design and questionnaires were customised to the expertise of
different stakeholder categories, in particular the national coordinating authorities (22
responses), beneficiary authorities (132) and technical support providers (106). Taken
together, representatives from all Member States expressed their opinions in the
targeted survey. Both open-ended and closed survey questions were used to ensure
comparability across groups of respondents and complementarity with the results of the
mid-term evaluation, the satisfaction and outcome questionnaires, as well as the OPC.

In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the OPC was launched on 1 March 2022
and was open for 12 weeks. The total number of responses to the OPC was 26, which
more than doubled the amount of responses collected in the OPC conducted for the mid-

8 While some interviews involved a few participants, the count refers to the total of number of interviews
carried out.

61



term report (11). The OPC attracted stakeholders from 16 Member States, including a
large share of representatives of public authorities, as well as research institutions,
business organisations and EU citizens. However, the results of the OPC are not
statistically representative and, therefore, were only used to triangulate information
collected during the evaluation process. A synopsis report summarising the consultation
process and outcomes was published on the European Commission’s dedicated ‘Have
your say’ website.8’

The design of the evaluation methodology allowed for continuous cross-checking and
verification of findings. This was mostly achieved through the implementation of the
interview programme, which was divided in four parts: exploratory interviews with the
officials of the European Commission (17), exploratory and follow-up interviews with the
national authorities (8), case study interviews (83) and validation interviews (2). The
interview programme was designed to capture a wide variety of views, including those
coming from the services of the European Commission, technical support providers and
the national coordinating or beneficiary authorities. Depending on the question at hand,
semi-structured interviews were used either to supplement other sources of evidence or
to gain novel insights and validate findings in cases when other data sources were
scarce.

Finally, two focus group discussions were implemented to get more detailed insights
on the management and implementation of the SRSP and, in particular, the dedicated
call for the preparation of the Territorial Just Transition Plans (TJTPs). Both taking place
at the end of June 2022, the focus group discussions provided a rich set of insights from
12 Member States. Similarly to the interview programme, this information was used for
validation and explanatory purposes and led to the collection of findings from the
perspective of individual Member States.

In close cooperation with DG REFORM, the design of stakeholder consultation was slightly
adjusted during the ex-post evaluation to ensure that a solid evidence base is created in
the most efficient way, without overburdening participants. This resulted in a few
changes of the interview programme and focus group discussions. First, we only
interviewed the representatives of those national coordinating authorities who were not
involved in the focus group discussions and/or represented the Member State that had
lower numbers of requests for technical support. While maintaining the geographical
scope of qualitative evidence, this decision reduced the number of national-level
interviews. Second, the execution of validation interviews was combined with the
extensive feedback from the Inter-service Steering Group on the Final Report to ensure a
reliable verification of evaluation results, preliminary conclusions and lessons learned.
Third, the initial selection criteria of participants of focus group discussions were modified
to ensure the involvement of representatives from Member States that were not covered
by the case studies and/or less represented in stakeholder consultation activities. To
increase their participation rates, it was decided to organise a single session per focus

group.
As per the Better Regulation Guidelines, the evaluation refers both to the percentage and

the number of selections of a particular OPC or targeted survey response out of total
responses to a particular question to which this percentage correspond.® While

87 Factual Summary Report, summarising results of the Open Public Consultation “Structural reform support
programme - final evaluation". https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-
say/initiatives/12790-Structural-reform-support-programme-final-evaluation/public-consultation_en

88 For example, in the statement ‘According to the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, as many as 30%
(39 out of 131) of all evaluated projects were still ongoing during the ex post evaluation’ we refer to the
results of the targeted survey in the following way: 131 (out of 132, excluding “Do not know/cannot
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presenting results of the quantitative consultation activities, N indicates the total number
of responses to a particular OPC or targeted survey question. In addition, N refers to the
sample of responses to the question of satisfaction and outcome questionnaires at hand.

More in-depth methodological information and results of the stakeholder consultation
activities are presented in Annex 3: Synopsis of the consultation activities.

Case studies and comparative analysis

The case study method was deployed to get an in-depth analysis of how technical
support was provided in specific EU Member States. In addition, it provided an
opportunity to better assess the medium- and long-term effects of SRSP-funded actions,
the causal links between the actions and results, and the factors that have driven or
hindered the achievement of the expected results and impact. A total of 8 country case
studies (including Ireland, Cyprus, Finland, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Romania, Czechia) and
1 horizontal case study of projects funded through the dedicated call for the preparation
of TIJTPs were selected for the case study programme (see Table 16 in Annex 4). The
selection of countries for the case study programme integrated the feedback provided by
DG REFORM while ensuring a representative sample, well-balanced in terms of
geographical distribution and the thematic fields of technical support. Taken together,
the nine case studies assessed the desigh and execution of 47 technical support projects.

Each of the case studies followed the structure of the case study template, including the
background information on the SRSP-funded projects, information on the reform context,
a description of the design and execution of SRSP-supported projects (based on the five
evaluation criteria), conclusions and a standardized assessment of each project. Taken
together, this approach ensured comparability of the case studies and facilitated the
comparative analysis. The latter was built on two types of analysis stemming from the
case studies: (i) a structured assessment of each project by the country expert, based on
pre-defined assessment scales; (ii) a qualitative content analysis of the text of each case
study, based on the key themes as per evaluation criteria. As a result, the cross-case
analysis enabled the comparison of the SRSP-funded projects, their effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, coherence, EU added value and lessons learned, as well as
extracted the key insights and generalisations from the case studies (see Annex 4:
Comparative analysis of the case studies for a more in-depth methodology and the results
of the comparative analysis).

Reliability of findings and limitations

Overall, the ex-post evaluation provides robust evaluation findings built on the
high quality and representative data collected through desk research,
stakeholder consultation activities and in-depth case studies. First, the evaluation
was supported by DG REFORM, providing complete and comparable internal monitoring
and evaluation data on the evaluation period. Second, the consultation activities were
highly representative in terms of stakeholder types, while the choice of case studies was
well grounded in terms of geographical distribution and thematic policy areas. Third, as
indicated in the evaluation framework, the evaluation criteria were broken down the
general/operational evaluations, indicators and judgement criteria. The majority of
consultation activities were focused on gathering data related to all five evaluation
criteria, thus allowing for data triangulation and providing the suitable mix of evidence

answer” responses) beneficiary authorities responded to this targeted survey question, with 39 of them (or
30%) claiming that their projects were still ongoing during the ex post evaluation.
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for the evaluation questions at hand. Furthermore, different versions of the Report were
reviewed by the DG REFORM team and the ISSG of the evaluation.

However, several limitations of the evaluation, while rather marginal or mitigated
during the study as explained below, should be mentioned. First, only 31% (40 out of
129 responses) of beneficiary authorities indicated that their projects achieved all results
by May-June 2022, according to the results of the targeted survey. The fact that some of
the SRSP-funded projects were still ongoing at the time complicated the measurement of
short-term, medium-term and longer-term results during the evaluation process. In
addition, the nature of such project outputs as recommendations, roadmaps, action
plans, handbooks and guidelines determined that the beneficiary authorities needed to
take follow-up actions after the provision of technical support.

This situation was mitigated twofold. First, the study assessed the likelihood of achieving
the intended results and impacts in the case of the still ongoing projects. Second, specific
attention was paid to the projects that were already closed to find some “hard” evidence
on any results and impacts. Organising ex post evaluation somewhat later in the
implementation process could allow better capturing longer-term impacts of the
successor programme in the future.®®

Second, some drawbacks of the quantitative data should be highlighted. EU Member
States that had the lowest numbers of requests for technical support and consequently
the lowest number of the SRSP-funded projects were less represented in the targeted
survey and OPC. However, their experiences were relevant to grasp possible drawbacks
of the SRSP that discouraged these countries and their beneficiary authorities from
requesting technical support. Therefore, the study put additional efforts into ensuring the
inclusion of representatives of Member States with lower participation rates in the focus
group discussions or interviews. Also, as indicated in the synopsis report, some OPC
questions received a large share of “do not know/cannot answer” responses and limited
background information on the respondents. Instead of treating them as a data
limitation, the study used these responses to highlight issues that respondents were least
aware of and cross-check them with the help of other sources of data.

Third, while the evaluation was carried out at the programme level (by treating the SRSP
as the main unit of analysis), the analysis of the monitoring data, stakeholder
consultations and case studies focused on the project level. The complete and
comparable nature of the internal monitoring/evaluation data, relatively large samples of
the targeted survey data and the in-depth analysis of 47 SRSP-funded projects under the
case study programme made it however possible to draw reliable programme-level
results and conclusions on the basis of project-focused information. The continuous
triangulation of data was undertaken to ensure that the specific assessments are
applicable beyond the individual project experience. Therefore, the overall findings can
be well generalised to the whole programme.

Fourth, the thematic field of sustainable growth and business environment was
represented in our case study programme through the horizontal case study on TJTP with
17 projects implemented 17 Member States, thus well addressing the sub-field of climate
actions. However, during the case study programme we did not analyse in-depth any
projects implemented in the sub-field of business environment where typical SRSP-

8 According to the SRSP Regulation, the European Commission should provide an independent ex post
evaluation report by 31 December 2021. Planned start and finish dates of this evaluation were moved forward
in the evaluation roadmap. The ex post evaluation was completed in the beginning of October 2022.
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funded projects included the actions to reduce market barriers, facilitate foreign
investment and trade, develop the digital economy, stimulate research and innovation,
manage public-private partnerships and improve the governance of state-owned
enterprises (where more resistance to change is likely to occur during the reform
process). Since the role of external factors is usually very important for achieving the
intended results and impacts of the projects in the sub-field of business environment, the
study assessed the role of such factors (including political support for reforms) by
applying other evaluation methods (e.g., under all types of stakeholder consultations).
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ANNEX 1. EVALUATION MATRIX AND, WHERE RELEVANT, DETAILS ON ANSWERS TO THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS (BY CRITERION)
1. Effectiveness (results)

Effectiveness refers to the extent to which the SRSP has been successful in achieving its short- and medium-term results. In addition, the
assessment involves the underlying mechanisms of change and the external conditions/factors that encouraged or hindered the
achievement of the expected results of the SRSP. The assessment of the SRSP results and the operationalisation of questions
encompasses the individual, institutional and policy level results of the SRSP projects.

Table 4. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the effectiveness (results) of the SRSP

STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES

1. To what extent Quantitative:

have SRSP actions
contributed to the
results expected and
obtained in terms of
design and
implementation of
institutional,

administrative  and
structural reforms in
the Member States in
line with the general
and specific objectives
of the programme,
specifically?

1.1. To what extent

have SRSP actions
contributed to
supporting national

authorities  in  the
design/implementation
of their reforms
according to  their
priorities, taking into
account initial
conditions and expected
socioeconomic
impacts?

Perception of stakeholders on the extent to which the
objectives their SRSP-funded projects corresponded
to the key reform goals of beneficiary countries
(successful if above 70% assessed positively);

% of technical support projects that produced the
expected outcomes after the projects’ completion
(successful if above 70%; with the breakdown of data
according to sectoral categories, types of specific
objectives, etc.);

Perception of different stakeholders on the extent to
which SRSP-funded projects contribute to the
achievement of specific changes in institutions and
sectoral areas (successful if more than two thirds of
respondents assess that SRSP actions contributed to a
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between goals and
means across sectors?
To what extent the
SRSP actions increased
the capacity of
beneficiary authorities

providers and other stakeholders on the extent to
which the project results improved the capacities for
reform/policy  formulation,  development and
implementation (successful if more than two thirds of
respondents assess that SRSP actions contributed to a
high extent and to some extent).
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STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES
high extent and to some extent).
Qualitative:
Examples of SRSP activities and outputs contributing
to the achievement of specific results and examples of
specific results that are related to the implementation
of reforms that are national priorities.
12. To what extent o
have SRSP actions Quantitative:
contrlbgted ] to % of technical support projects that produced the
supporting the national C .
Y ) expected outcomes after the projects’ completion
authorltles In e_nhancmg (successful if above 70%; with the breakdown of data
their capacity to according to sectoral categories, types of specific
formulate, develop and objectives, etc.): Desk
implement reform % share of projects the specific outcome of which = :
policies and strategies ’ _ ) research/literature
i ) included adoption of (new) procedures and actions to . ia\-
find In- pursuing —an enhance the implementation of reform;
mtegr_ated ap_proach the feedback from beneficiary authorities, support - Analysis of the
ensuring  consistency data  from  the

internal monitoring
system (JIRA);

- Satisfaction and
outcome



STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

to formulate, develop Qualitative:

and implement reform
policies and strategies?

1.3. To what extent
have SRSP  actions
contributed to
supporting the efforts of
national authorities to
define and implement
appropriate  processes
and methodologies by
taking into account
good practices of and
lessons learned by other
countries in addressing
similar situations?

Examples/qualitative evidence on adopted initiatives
that increased/are likely to increase capacity of
beneficiary authorities to formulate, develop and
implement reform policies and strategies/pursue
integrated approach.

Quantitative:

% of technical support projects that produced the
expected outcomes after the projects’ completion
(successful if above 70%; with the breakdown of data
according to sectoral categories, types of specific
objectives, etc.);

number and % share of projects that resulted in
improved internal working procedures, methodologies
and processes (by taking into account successful
experiences and good practices from other EU
Member States);

perception of national authorities, support providers
and other stakeholders on the extent to which
organisational processes, procedures and
methodologies were improved (successful if more
than two thirds of respondents assess that SRSP
actions contributed to a high extent and to some
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questionnaires

- Analysis of the
secondary literature

(studies, articles,
impact
assessments).

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;
- OPC,;
- Focus groups;

- Interviews.

Case studies



STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

1.4, To what extent
have SRSP  actions
contributed to assisting
the national authorities
in enhancing  the
efficiency and
effectiveness of human-
resource management,
inter alia, by
strengthening
professional knowledge
and skills and setting
out clear
responsibilities?

extent).

Qualitative:

Examples/qualitative evidence on the cases where the
SRSP-funded projects resulted in Member States
implementing appropriate processes and
methodologies based on good practices of and lessons
learned by other countries.

Quantitative:

% of technical support projects that produced the
expected outcomes after the projects’ completion
(successful if above 70%; with the breakdown of data
according to sectoral categories, types of specific
objectives, etc.);

Number and % share of SRSP-funded projects the
specific objectives of which address support to more
efficient and effective human resource management;
% share of projects the specific objectives of which
are related to organisational change, change
management, improved human resource management;
% share of beneficiary authorities that agree that
SRSP-funded projects improved their human resource
management (successful if above 70%; with the
breakdown of data according to sectoral categories,
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STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

2. What factors have
been  driving or
hindering the
achievement of short
and medium term
results of SRSP
funded actions and
why?

2.1. What were the key
success factors driving
the achievement of
short and medium-term
results of SRSP funded
actions and why?

types of specific objectives, etc.).

Qualitative:

Examples/qualitative evidence on the cases, when
SRSP-funded  projects resulted in  adopting
measures/initiatives enhancing the efficiency and
effectiveness of human-resource management in
national authorities.

Qualitative:

Mechanisms of change (e.g. timing and sequencing of
reforms; strong leadership and ownership of reforms;
effective consultation and communication) leading
from SRSP activities and outputs to short-term and
mid-term results;

External conditions (e.g. initial economic, social and
institutional conditions; the election cycle and
political support for reforms; the scope of reforms)
favourably influencing the achievement of medium
and longer-term results (favourable if more than two
thirds of respondents assess that these conditions
materialised to a high extent and to some extent).
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Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;
- OPC;
- Focus groups;

- Interviews.

Case studies



STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES
Qualitative:
Lack of mechanisms of change (e.g. timing and
292 What were the sequencing of reforms; strong leadership and
obstacles and ownership of reforms; effective consultation and
challenges  hindering communication) leading from SRSP activities and
the achievement of outputs to short-term and mid-term results;
short- and medium-term External conditions (e.g. initial economic, social and
results of SRSP funded institutional conditions; the election cycle and
actions and why? political support for reforms; the scope of reforms)
unfavourably influencing the achievement of medium
and longer-term results (unfavourable if more than
two thirds of respondents assess that these conditions
materialised to a limited extent or not at all).
3. To what extent did N
SRSP funded actions 3.1 To what extent did Quantitative:
Desk

have ownership and
commitment from the

Member States
beneficiary

authorities to
implement the

outputs and to follow-
up on the relevant
reform process for

the Member States
beneficiary authorities
have the ownership and

commitment to
implement the outputs
of SRSP funded
actions?

Number and % share of SRSP-funded projects the
outcomes of which included adoption of a strategy, a
new law /act or modification of an existing one,
adoption of (new) procedures and actions to enhance
the implementation of reforms, as well as the
achievement of other expected results;

Perception of different groups of stakeholders on the
extent to which national ownership of reforms
affected the delivery of the outputs and results of
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research/literature
review:

- Satisfaction and
outcome
guestionnaires



STUDY/ OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

which support under
the programme was
requested?

3.2. To what extent did
the Member States
beneficiary authorities
have the ownership and
commitment to follow-
up on the relevant
reform  process  for
which support under the
programme was
requested?

Source: independent evaluation study.

SRSP-funded projects (successful if more than two
thirds of respondents assess that it had/will have a
moderate positive effect).

Quantitative:

% share of stakeholders reporting follow-up actions
taken in their country after the project end and
building upon the project outputs and results
(successful if more than one third of respondents
assess that follow-up actions were taken).

Qualitative:

Number of projects assessed under the case studies
where all or some of project outputs have been
achieved (successful if subsequent reform progress
has been made in more than 50% of the cases).
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Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;

- Focus groups;

- Interviews.

Case studies



2. Impact

Evaluation of the impact of the SRSP focuses on the assessment of longer-term outcomes of programme activities, including the key two types: 1)
structural changes in the institutional and administrative capacity of Member States’ authorities to prepare and implement reforms, as well as to apply EU
law in an effective way; and 2) achievement of relevant longer-term growth-sustaining reforms in EU Member States. The assessment focused not only
on the impacts and the extent to which these impacts occurred as a result of SRSP, but also on the mechanisms of influence linking the SRSP outputs and
results to the structural changes in Member States, as well as the external conditions that either facilitated the achievement of long-term SRSP impacts
(success factors) or hindered their achievement (external obstacles/challenges).

Table 5. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the impacts of the SRSP

STUDY/OPERATIONAL QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA SODL)JAF\-’I-C'ZA\ES
Quantitative:
- Perception of different types of stakeholders on the extent to which the

. SRSP tributed t tructural ch in the institutional d

4. To what extent and in what ways has . con‘ ribute ‘o stuctural - ¢ anges, n e. NSt |onfa‘ an Desk
. administrative capacity of Member States’ beneficiary authorities to .

the SRSP ~contributed to structural prepare and implement reforms and/or adequately apply EU law research/litera
changes in the institutional and ture review:

(successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess that SRSP
actions contributed to a high extent and to some extent, as well as at least _  gatisfaction
to the level of achievements reported in the mid-term evaluation of the 5,4  outcome
SRSP, e.g. 42.1% in the case of application and implementation of EU questionnaires;
law).

administrative capacity of Member
States’ beneficiary authorities to
prepare and implement reforms and/or
adequately apply EU law?

Quialitative:
Stakeholder
- List of concrete structural changes in the institutional and administrative
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5. How did the technical support funded
under the SRSP contribute to the
Member States achievement of the
relevant longer-term growth-sustaining
reforms as indicated in the Cooperation
and Support Plans?

capacity of Member States’ beneficiary authorities that at least partly
resulted/will likely result due to SRSP-funded projects (e.g. public
administration reforms);

Number of projects assessed under the case studies where the expected
changes due to the implementation of SRSP-funded projects have
occurred totally, moderately or will probably occur before the end of
2022 (successful if the expected changes occurred/will probably occur in
more than 50% of the cases).

Quantitative:

Perception of different types of stakeholders on the extent to which the
SRSP contributed to the realisation of the relevant longer-term growth-
sustaining reforms (successful if more than two thirds of respondents
assess that SRSP actions contributed to a high extent and to some extent).

Quialitative:

Examples of concrete longer-term growth-sustaining reforms in Member
States that at least partly resulted/will likely result due to the SRSP-
funded projects (e.g. labour market reforms, the liberalisation and
deregulation of product and services markets);

Number of projects assessed under the case studies where the expected
changes due to the implementation of SRSP-funded projects have
occurred totally, moderately or will probably occur before the end of
2022 (successful if the expected changes occurred/will probably occur in
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consultation:

- Targeted
survey;

- OPC,;

- Focus groups;
- Interviews.
Case studies

Desk
research/litera
ture review:

- Satisfaction
and  outcome
questionnaires;

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted
survey;

- OPC;

- Focus groups;



6. What factors
have been driving
or hindering the
achievement of the
expected impact of
SRSP funded
projects and why?

6.1. What were the
key success factors

driving the
achievement of
long-term  impacts
SRSP funded

actions and why?

6.2. What were the
obstacles and
challenges

hindering the
achievement of
long-term impacts

of SRSP funded
actions and why?

Source: independent evaluation study.

more than 50% of the cases).

Quialitative:

Mechanisms of change (e.g. timing and sequencing of reforms; strong
leadership and ownership of reforms; effective consultation and
communication) leading from SRSP activities and outputs to long-term
impacts;

External conditions (e.g. initial economic, social and institutional
conditions; the election cycle and political support for reforms; the scope
of reforms) favourably influencing the achievement of long-term impacts
(favourable if more than two thirds of respondents assess that these
conditions materialised to a high extent and to some extent).

Quialitative:

Lack of mechanisms of change (e.g. timing and sequencing of reforms;
strong leadership and ownership of reforms; effective consultation and
communication) leading from SRSP activities and outputs to long-term
impacts;

External conditions (e.g. initial economic, social and institutional
conditions; the election cycle and political support for reforms; the scope
of reforms) unfavourably influencing the achievement of long-term
impacts (unfavourable if more than two thirds of respondents assess that
these conditions materialised to a limited extent or not at all).
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- Interviews.

Case studies

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted
survey;

- OPC;
- Focus groups;

- Interviews.

Case studies



3. Efficiency

Evaluation of efficiency refers to the extent to which the desired effects have been achieved at a reasonable cost or as the optimal balance between the
resources employed and the results achieved. The concept of efficiency also concerns the adequacy of management arrangements for the implementation
of the programme (e.g., institutional set-up, human and financial resources, processes and procedures, tools), the administrative and regulatory burden
imposed by the intervention and the potential for simplifications of the processes. Among other evaluation and analysis methods and tools, the ex-post
evaluation employed cost-effectiveness analysis for answering the efficiency questions.

Table 6. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the efficiency of the SRSP

STUDY/

OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

7. To what extent was the scale of the
SRSP funded actions proportionate to the
request for support submitted by the

Quantitative:

Proportion of the number of technical support requests to the
number of selected technical support requests, evolution over time;
Perception of stakeholders on the extent to budget/financial
contribution of the SRSP was proportionate to the needs of
technical support (successful if more than two thirds of respondents
assess positively).

Member States and to the expected Qualitative:

benefits from the reform projects?

Perception of beneficiaries and other stakeholders on the efficiency
of different means of project implementation (such as direct grants
to international organisations and other reform partners, public
procurement contracts, TAIEX, actions implemented under indirect
management, etc.); identification of aspects which could be
improved (successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess
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Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes;

- Annual monitoring
reports

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;



STUDY/

OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

8. How cost-effective were the actions
funded under the SRSP?

positively).

Quantitative:

The ratio of total estimated management costs (administrative
budget) to the overall size of the managed programme funds
(operational budget), evolution over time, benchmarking to other
centralised EU programmes taking into account the inherent
differences of the programmes;

Financial contribution per technical support reform project (within
minimum and maximum brackets based on the available data),
comparison across different means of implementation, evolution
over time, comparison with similar programmes (to the extent
possible taking into account the inherent differences of the support
provided).

Qualitative:

Perception of stakeholders on possible improvements in cost-
effectiveness of SRSP actions.
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- Focus groups;
- Interviews.
Case studies

Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes;

- Annual monitoring
reports

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;

- Focus groups;



STUDY/

OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

9. How efficient is the SRSP as regards
the process duration from request
submission by Member States to the
deployment of the technical support on
the ground, and to completion of
technical support?

Quantitative:

Average duration of the evaluation and selection procedures of the
technical support projects (time period from the deadline for
submitting the technical support requests to the approval of
respective financing decisions and the conclusion of the cooperation
and support plans), evolution over time;

The timeliness of the selection of requests for support under the
SRSP in days, evolution in time, comparison with other similar
programmes.

Perception of the stakeholders on whether project implementation
duration was sufficient to implement corresponding activities
(successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess
positively);

Perception of the stakeholders on the timeliness and efficiency of
administrative procedures (evaluation and selection of requests;
preparation for implementation; implementation of technical
support projects) (successful if more than two thirds of respondents
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- Interviews.

Case studies

Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes;

- Annual monitoring
reports

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;



STUDY/
INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA
OPERATIONAL QUESTION

DATA SOURCES

assess positively).
Qualitative:

Perceptions of the stakeholders on the possible improvements in the
timeliness/efficiency of the SRSP administrative procedures
(evaluation and selection of requests; preparation for
implementation; implementation of technical support projects).

Quantitative:

The extent to which the means of delivery are marked by delays;
_ N - Timeliness of execution of SRSP payment appropriations;
10. How time-efficient was the budget - The extent to which the technical support providers received

execution  from  commitments  to payments in due time, evolution over time.
payments?
Qualitative:

Perception of stakeholders on possible improvements in SRSP
budget execution time-efficiency.
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- Focus groups;

- Interviews.

Case studies

Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes;

- Annual monitoring
reports;

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;

- Focus groups;



STUDY/

OPERATIONAL QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

11. To what
extent was the
governance of
the SRSP
efficient and
how efficient
was the
cooperation
with other
Commission
Services?

11.1. How efficient was
the  governance  and
management structure of
the SRSP?

Quantitative:

Perception of the beneficiaries and other stakeholders on the clarity,
transparency and user-friendliness of the programme management
procedures and tools through-out project cycle (successful if more
than two thirds of respondents assess positively);
Average number of DG REFORM staff
management of SRSP-funded projects by year;
Perception of stakeholders on the proportionality of the
administrative burden related to SRSP administrative procedures
(successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess
positively).

involved in the

Qualitative:

The extent to which the SRSP governance and implementation
functions are well-defined, detailed enough and clearly attributed to
the involved management bodies;

Perceptions of stakeholders on possible improvements to the
programme management/efficient administration of the SRSP.
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- Interviews.
Case studies

Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes;

- SRSP Actions
relevant documents
in accordance with
legal provisions;

- Other internal
administrative data
(on staff numbers);

Stakeholder
consultation:



STUDY/
INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES
OPERATIONAL QUESTION

Quantitative:

Perception of the stakeholders on the efficiency of cooperation - Targeted survey;
between DG REFORM and other Commission Services (successful

iIf more than two thirds of respondents assess positively). - Interviews.

11.2. How efficient was

cooperation between SRSP Qualitative:

with other Commission

Services? - Clarity and sufficiency of the formal rules establishing the
cooperation links and practices between the SRSP governance and
other Commission Services.
Presence of information flows, co-operation links and practices
between the SRSP governance and other Commission Services.

Source: independent evaluation study.
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4. Relevance

Evaluation of relevance concerns the relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the intervention and hence touches on
aspects of project design.

Table 7. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the relevance of the SRSP

STUDY QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES

Desk
Quantitative: research/literature

. . review:
Perception of stakeholders on the extent to which the objectives of

SRSP-funded projects corresponded to the key reform goals of - Satisfaction and
Member State (successful if more than two thirds of respondents outcome

assess SRSP positively); questionnaires
12. To what extent were actions funded - Perception of stakeholders on whether and to what extent the SRSP
under the SRSP appropriate for design/structure is appropriate in addressing key challenges of
enhancing the administrative and Member States to design and implement reforms (successful if more  gia1eaholder
institutional capacity of Member States to than two thirds of respondents assess SRSP positively). consultation:
design and implement the reforms needed
Qualitative:

to tackle the challenges faced?

Extent to which the specific objectives of SRSP correspond to the _ Targeted survey:
key current challenges in Member States/beneficiary institutions;

Number of projects assessed under the case studies where the - OPC;

support provided by SRSP corresponded to the key challenges faced
by Member State (successful if assessed positively in more than 50
% of the cases).

- Interviews.
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STUDY QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

DATA SOURCES

13. To what extent did the actions funded
under the SRSP address the needs
expressed by the Member States
beneficiary authorities?

Source: independent evaluation study.

Quantitative:

Extent to which stakeholders agree that the Member States still need
the support from SRSP (successful if more than two thirds of
respondents assess that SRSP actions contributed to a high extent
and to some extent);

Extent to which beneficiary authorities agree that SRSP contributes
to meeting their principal reform needs (successful if more than two
thirds of respondents assess that SRSP actions contributed to a high
extent and to some extent);

The number of total infringement cases in the EU (with an
intervention into the application and implementation of Union
legislation still necessary if this number is not well below 1,347
cases registered at the end of 2014).

Qualitative:

Number of projects assessed under the case studies where the
support provided by SRSP met the needs of beneficiary authorities
(successful if the needs were addressed to a large or moderate
extent in at least 70 % of the cases).
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Case studies

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;
- Focus groups;
- Interviews.

Case studies



5. Coherence

Evaluation of coherence refers to synergies or inconsistencies within the different elements of an EU intervention, or between different interventions (i.e.,
how well or not have different actions worked together). The ex post evaluation covered both the extent to which the actions funded under the SRSP were
coherent with the objectives as set out in the SRSP Regulation (internal coherence) and the extent to which the SRSP was coherent with other
interventions at regional, national and EU level (external coherence). For this purpose, the evaluation relied on the list of other EU programmes and

instruments that could be combined with the SRSP to produce synergy effects during the implementation of specific reforms on the ground.

Table 8. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the coherence of the SRSP

STUDY QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA METHODS/DATA
SOURCES
Desk
research/literature
review:
. - SRSP Regulation,
Qualitative: annual work

14. To what extent were actions funded
under the SRSP coherent with the
objectives as set out in the SRSP
Regulation?

Complementarities, gaps, inconsistencies and overlaps between
different specific objectives and actions of the SRSP;

Perception of stakeholders on internal consistency between the
objectives and actions of SRSP/potential improvements in the
design/structure of the programme to better achieve its goals.
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programmes and
annexes;

- Internal monitoring
system of SRP
(JIRA);

Stakeholder
consultation:



STUDY QUESTION

INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

METHODS/DATA
SOURCES

15. To what extent was the SRSP
externally coherent with other
interventions at regional, national and EU
level, such as technical assistance through
structural and investment funds?

Quantitative:

Perception of stakeholders on the extent to which SRSP
complements (by funding different aspects of similar activities,
targeting different groups, etc.) other EU/national/regional level
initiatives (ESF, ERDF and others) (successful if more than two
thirds of respondents assess that SRSP actions contributed to a high
extent and to some extent).

Qualitative:

Overlaps/duplications, complementarities and synergies (in terms of
objectives, target groups, intervention areas, expected impacts)
between SRSP and other national/regional interventions in Member
States.
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- Interviews.

Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;
- OPC;

- Interviews;

Case studies

Desk
research/literature
review:

- SRSP Regulation,
annual work
programmes and
annexes



STUDY QUESTION INDICATORS AND JUDGMENT CRITERIA

METHODS/DATA
SOURCES

Quantitative:

% share of SRSP-funded projects answering to the country specific
recommendations issued in the context of the European Semester
(successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess that SRSP
actions contributed to a high extent and to some extent);

16. To what extent has the SRSP been - Perception of stakeholders on the extent to which SRSP-funded
consistent with and integrated in the projects contributed to the implementation of the EU priorities for
European Semester (e.g. country-specific 2019-2024 (successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess
recommendations) and EU priorities? the SRSP positively).

Qualitative:

Strength of the links/correspondence between the specific/general
objectives of the SRSP and the key EU strategic priorities (e.g.
European Union priorities for 2019-2024).

Source: independent evaluation study.
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Stakeholder
consultation:

- Targeted survey;

- Interviews.

Case studies



6. EU added value

Evaluation of the EU added value looked for changes which it can reasonably be argued are due to the EU intervention over and above what could have
been expected from actions by the Member States either alone or cooperating together without an EU dimension. The evaluation of EU added value
brought together the findings of the other criteria, presenting the arguments on causality and drawing conclusions, based on the evidence to hand, about
the performance of the EU intervention and whether it was still justified.

Table 9. The operationalisation of the evaluation questions for assessing the EU added value of the SRSP

STUDY/OPERATIONAL QUESTIONS INDICATORS/JUDGMENT CRITERIA DATA SOURCES

Quantitative:

% share of national authorities and other stakeholders indicating
that national authorities could have received similar technical gstgkeholder
support/implemented activities at national/regional/local level cgonsultation:

17. What has been the added value (successful if more than two thirds of respondents assess SRSP

resulting from the SRSP compared to positively). - Targeted survey;
what could reasonably ha_ve been possible Qualitative: - OPC:

for Member States acting at a local, _

regional or national level without EU - Number and share of projects assessed in case studies, where the - Interviews.
support? EU technical support provided by the SRSP was indispensable for

. . . . Case studies
the achievement of project benefit (successful if more than 50%

of the projects);
Reasons why the results of the SRSP-funded projects could not
have been achieved at national/regional level.
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18. To what
extent did
the
expected
EU added
value of the
SRSP
materialise?

18.1. To what extent has the
SRSP produced cross-border
or Union-wide impacts in the
areas of intervention?

18.2. To what extent has the
SRSP contributed to the
implementation of Union law
and policies, including the
promotion  of  European
values, including solidarity?

18.3. To what extent has the
SRSP contributed to sharing
good practices among
Member States, also with a

Quantitative:

% share of SRSP-funded projects related to cross-border/union
wide impacts (successful if assessed positively in more than 50%
of the cases);

% share and number of projects designed based on the technical
support requests of at least two neighbouring Member States
(successful if assessed positively in more than 50% of the cases).

Qualitative:

Qualitative evidence/specific examples of SRSP cross-border or
Union-wide impacts.

Quantitative:

% share of the projects that contributed to the consistent and
coherent implementation of the Union law and policies.

Qualitative:

Qualitative  evidence/specific examples of cases SRSP
contributed to the implementation of Union law and policies in
Member States.

Quantitative:

% share of the projects that contributed to the sharing of good
practices;
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Desk
research/literature
review:

- Data from the
internal monitoring
system of SRSP
(JIRA);

Stakeholder
consultation:

- OPC;
- Interviews.

Case studies



view to increasing the
visibility —of the reform

programmes, better
identifying the need for
possible accompanying

measures and/or sequencing
of reforms, and to building a
Union-wide platform and
network of expertise?

18.4. To what extent is the
Programme promoting mutual
trust between beneficiary
Member States and the
Commission and cooperation
among Member States?

Source: independent evaluation study.

% share of beneficiary authorities that used the good practices
and lessons learnt from the specific technical support project(s)
after their support was finished.

Qualitative:

Qualitative  evidence/specific examples of cases SRSP
contributed to the sharing of good practices between Member
States/outputs based on sharing of good practices.

Quantitative:

% share of the projects that promoted mutual trust between
beneficiary Member States.

Qualitative:

Qualitative  evidence/specific examples of cases SRSP
contributed promoting mutual trust between beneficiary Member
States and the Commission, enhanced cooperation between
Member States.
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ANNEX V. OVERVIEW OF BENEFITS AND COSTS AND, WHERE RELEVANT, TABLE ON SIMPLIFICATION AND BURDEN REDUCTION.
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TABLE 10. Overview of costs and benefits identified in the evaluation®®

linked to the implementation

Citizens/Consumers Businesses Administrations [Other...] _specify
Quantita| Comment | Quantitative Comment |Quantitativ| Comment | Quantitativ| Comment
tive e e
[Cost or Benefit description]:
Mark the type of Provide [Where no|Provide the|Where no|Provide the|Where  no| Provide Where no
cost/benefit, each on a the quantificatio | monetary quantification |monetary |quantificatio | the quantificati
separate line: monetar |n is|value is  possible,|value n is possible,| monetary | on is
y value |possible, please provide please value possible,
please ranges or provide please
Costs: provide explain  the ranges or provide
Type: ranges  or reasons why explain  the ranges  or
Direct compliance  costs| Choose explain the reasons why explain the
(adjustment costs, |one-off or reasons why reasons why
administrative costs, | recurrent
regulatory charges)
Enforcement costs: (costs
associated with  activities

% Where there is a prior impact assessment, the table should contain as a minimum the costs/benefits identified in the IA with the information gathered on the actual cost/benefit. As available, the table
should include the monetisation (€) of the costs/benefits based on any quantitative translation of the data (time taken, person days, number of records/equipment/staff etc. affected or involved
represented in monetary value — see Standard cost model, for example). For all information presented, it should be included in the comments section whether it relates to all Member States or is drawn
from a subset. An indication of the robustness of the data should be provided in Annex Il on Methodology and analytical models used.
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of an initiative such as
monitoring, inspections and
adjudication/litigation)

Indirect  costs  (indirect
compliance costs or other
indirect costs such as
transaction costs)

Benefits:

Direct benefits (such as
improved well being: changes
in pollution levels, safety,
health, employment; market
efficiency)

Indirect benefits (such as
wider economic  benefits,
macroeconomic benefits,
social impacts, environmental
impacts)

Source: independent evaluation study.
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TABLE 2: Simplification and burden reduction (savings already achieved)

Report any simplification, burden reduction and cost savings achieved already by the intervention evaluated, including the points of comparison/ where
available (e.g. REFIT savings predicted in the 1A or other sources).

Citizens/Consumers/\Workers Businesses Administrations [Other...] specify
Quantitative  |Comment Quantitative |Comment Quantitativ | Comment Quantitativ | Comment
e e

Title® [Select among: (i) direct compliance cost savings (for example adjustment cost savings, administrative cost savings, savings from regulatory
charges); (ii) enforcement cost savings (for example cost savings associated with activities linked to the implementation of an initiative such as
monitoring, inspections and adjudication/litigation); (iii) indirect cost savings (if possible - for example indirect compliance cost savings or other
indirect cost savings such as transaction cost savings).

Provide  the|lf no
estimated monetisation/quan
Type: One-off / recurrent monetary and |tification is
(select) quantitative  |possible,  please
value explain here the
_ reasons.
(point value or Qualitative
range) analysis on
simplification
benefits provides
important

information and
should be inserted

%1 Each simplification/saving should be included on a separate line.
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here.

PART I1: 11 Potential simplification and burden reduction (savings)

Identify further potential simplification and savings that could be achieved with a view to make the initiative more effective and efficient without
prejudice to its policy objectives®.

Citizens/Consumers/\Workers Businesses Administrations [Other...] _specify
Quantitative Comment Quantitative Comment Quantitati | Comment | Quantitati | Comment
ve ve

Description:...

Type: One-off / recurrent
(select)

Source: independent evaluation study.

92 This assessment is without prejudice to a possible future Impact Assessment.
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ANNEX V. STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION — SYNOPSIS REPORT

The synopsis report summarises the results of all consultation activities carried out
during the ex-post evaluation of the SRSP by providing a qualitative and quantitative
analytical overview of the main results. The purpose of this Annex is to inform
policymaking on the outcome of all consultation activities and to inform stakeholders

on how their input was considered.

The contributions received in the context of this public consultation cannot be
regarded as the official position of the Commission and its services nor that the

contributions can be considered as a representative sample of the EU population.

Outline of the consultation strategy

The consultation strategy involved the following three phases:

FIGURE 20: INTERACTING PHASES AND KEY STEPS OF THE STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION

Phase 1: Planning the stakeholder consultation and establishing
the consultation strategy (setting out consultation objectives; mapping
stakeholders; and creating consultation (OPC and targeted survey,
interview and focus group) questionnaires that are linked to the specific
evaluation questions and indicators);

Phase 2: Conducting consultation work (announcing the launch of the
OPC and the targeted survey; running their execution, the interview and
focus group programmes);

Phase 3: Informing policymaking (analysing the data collected during
both the online public and targeted consultations; providing an analytical
synopsis of the consultation results; triangulating the data with other
sources; linking the data collected to specific indicators and judgement
criteria of evaluation questions).

PROCESS

Phase 1
Plan the stakeholder consultation and
establish its strategy

| |
| e L
Phase 2
| ) | Conduct consultation work | |
| Set consultation scope |
and objectives | |
Announce and
| | communicate | |
| | Run consultation | |
| (OPC, survey, |
Map stakeholders | interviews and focus | [ — — — —— —— T |
| EJiELE) | Phase 3 | |
| | | Inform policy making | | |
Inform on
| Determine consultation | contribuions | Synopsis of consultation | | |
methods, tools and | results and feedback |
| ensure accessibility Analyse data | |
collected |
| L o
| Lo g
e - - - _

Source: independent evaluation study. based on the Better Regulation Guidelines.
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The purpose of the stakeholder consultation in this evaluation was to gather views of
the key stakeholders and data needed to inform responses to the evaluation
questions. Given the wide scope of the SRSP, the consultation sought to include
different categories of stakeholders, in particular the European Commission
officials, Member State beneficiary and coordinating authorities, providers of
technical support, representatives of industries, businesses, workers’ and other
organisations, other public authorities, research centres and consultancies, research
institutions as well as the general public.

TABLE 11. CATEGORIES OF STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTED DURING THE EX-
POST EVALUATION

METHOD OF
STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY EXAMPLES CONSULTATION
DG REFORM officials Targeted consultation

Representatives of other DGs and (exploratory interviews,

European Commission services of the European Commission case study interviews,

involved with the SRSP validation interviews)
Targeted consultation
Member State beneficiary Ministries, public agencies, regulatory (case study interviews,
authorities authorities, other public bodies targeted survey, focus
groups)

Open public and targeted

Member State coordinating consultation (case study

Government offices, ministries

authorities interviews, targeted
survey, focus groups)

Organisations and experts that Targeted consultation

Technical support providers provided technical support (case study interviews,

targeted survey)
Multinational/global and national
small, medium and large enterprises;
Business organisations; Trade Unions;
Industry/business/workers’ Chambers of Commerce or other
and other organisations representatives of the labour market;
national organisations representing
for-profit  interests; not-for-profit
organisations
EU institutions (apart DG REFORM
and other Commission staff
responsible for the programme),
Agencies and other bodies; national

Open public consultation

Public authorities governments; national parliaments; Open public consultation
regional/local/municipal  authorities;
national competent
authorities/agencies (except

beneficiary authorities)
Think-tanks in relevant policy areas;

Research professional consultancies, law firms . )
. . . Open public consultation
centres/consultancies (except technical assistance
providers)
. Higher education institutions; . .
Research/academia schools/institutes/educational centres Open public consultation
General public/individuals EU citizens Open public consultation

Source: independent evaluation study.

The consultation activities included both the online public consultation and the
targeted consultation whose results are presented in the following chapters of this
Annex:

1) Online public consultation (OPC). Duration: 1 March 2022 - 24 May 2022,

26 responses from 16 EU Member States. Results of the OPC are summarised
in section 2.1 of the Annex 3.
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2) Targeted consultation of specific stakeholders employed three methods:

a targeted survey, interviews and focus group discussions.

- Targeted survey. Duration: 19 May 2022 - 7 June 2022, 260 responses
from all EU Member States. Results are summarised in section 2.2 of the
Annex 3.

- Interview programme. Duration: 26 January 2022 - 6 September
2022, 110 interviews with representatives from 17 Member States and
other key stakeholders (see Table 13). Results are summarised in section
2.3 of the Annex 3.

- Two focus group discussions. Duration: 22 - 27 June 2022, a total of
17 participants from 12 EU Member States. Results are summarised in
section 2.4 of the Annex 3.

Special attention was paid for the selection of participants of consultation activities.
To grasp their varying experiences, at least one representative from each Member
State that received SRSP funding was involved not only in the OPC or the targeted
survey, but also in the interview programme or focus group discussions.

TABLE 12. DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS 1IN CONSULTATION
ACTIVITIES

PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION
COUNTRY PAmiﬁ:g:ZON IN TARGETED IN INTERVIEW IN FOCUS
SURVEY PROGRAMME GROUPS

v v
v
v

Bulgaria v
Greece
Hungary
Lithuania
Poland
Portugal
Slovakia
Spain
Sweden
Cyprus
Croatia
Czechia
Finland
Romania
Ireland
Italy

Latvia
Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Estonia
France
Germany
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Slovenia

ANANES

ANANAN

ANAN

CLLLLL (KKK K KX
CLCLLCKKKK

<

v
v

CLALCLLLLLLLLLLLLLLLCRLLCRLCRKKKKN

ANANEEENESEN

Source: independent evaluation study.

The activities of the online public and targeted consultation adhered to the principles
(participation, openness and accountability, effectiveness and coherence) and
standards (clear content of the consultation process, targeting and inclusiveness,
adequate publication, time Ilimits for participation and acknowledgement of
feedback) of the Better Regulation Guidelines.
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When referring to quantitative data, the synopsis report presents the summary of
key questions analysed only in a descriptive way. As per the Better Regulation
Guidelines, the evaluation refers both to the percentage and the number of
selections of a particular OPC or targeted survey response out of total responses to a
particular question to which this percentage correspond. While presenting results of
the quantitative consultation activities, N indicates the total number of responses to
a particular OPC or targeted survey question. In addition, N refers to the sample of
responses to the question of satisfaction and outcome questionnaires at hand.

Main results of the consultation process

1.1. Summarised results of the Open Public Consultation (OPC)

Implementation of the OPC

The OPC is a web-based consultation that was launched on 1 March 2022 and closed
on 24 May 2022 on the dedicated website of the European Commission ‘Have your
say’. The consultation was running in all EU working languages for 12 weeks. It
consisted of two main structural parts: the background information and SRSP-
related questions regarding the key issues of effectiveness, efficiency, relevance,
coherence and EU-added value of the programme. The OPC aimed to gather views of
a broad spectrum of stakeholders who are interested in the evaluation of the SRSP.

The invitation to participate in the OPC was disseminated through social media
platforms and websites of both DG REFORM and the contractor, directly contacting
and informing stakeholders from all EU Member States that could be interested in
this OPC®® as well as sharing the invitation to the OPC with the registered
participants of DG REFORM online events and country experts involved in the
preparation of the case studies for further dissemination.

Taken together, these measures resulted in 26 responses to the OPC. Due to a
limited number of responses and their quantitative nature, the data were manually
checked to avoid cases of campaigning. No responses were discarded while
preparing the synopsis report. Descriptive statistics was used as the main method
for the data interpretation. However, it should be noted that the results of the OPC
are not statistically representative and are only used to triangulate information
collected during the evaluation process.

Participants of the OPC

Participants of the OPC represented four types of stakeholders: academic/research
institution, public authority, company/business organisation and EU citizens (see
Figure 36).

93 A total of 126 stakeholders were contacted and informed about the OPC.
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FIGURE 21: CATEGORIES OF THE OPC RESPONDENTS

8
12
= Academic/research institution = EU citizen
Public Authority = Company/Business organisation

Source: the results of OPC.

Public authorities were the most represented category among the four, covering
46% of respondents (12 out of 26). The vast majority (75%; 9 out of 12) of these
public authorities were /arge-sized (more than 250 employees), 17% (2 out of 12)
were medium-sized (50-249 employees) and 8% (1 out of 12) were small-sized (10-
49). The sample included agencies (3 out of 12), local authorities (1 out of 12),
regional authorities (1 out of 12) and other types of authorities (7 out of 12).

The second most represented category — EU citizens - covered 31% of respondents
(8 out of 26), while academic/research institutions and companies/business
organisations shared the smallest amount of responses (12% (6 out of 26)).
Regarding academic/research institutions, all of the respondents in this category
were representatives of large-sized (250+) universities. Variation within the
companies/business organisations category was higher in terms of both size
and type, including one small-sized (10-49) and two large-sized (250+)
organisations.

Sixteen countries were represented (see Figure 37) in the OPC. However, their
representation was not equal with the highest share of participants from Romania
(19%; 5 out of 26) and Italy (12%; 3 out of 26). Two responses were received from
Croatia, Latvia, Malta, and Portugal, while one response was provided from Austria,
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, Netherlands, Spain, and
Sweden.
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FIGURE 22: GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE OPC RESPONDENTS
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Source: the results of OPC.

Some participants (46%; 12 out of 26) were very familiar with the SRSP. Within
this group, two respondents were not involved in the implementation of SRSP-
funded projects, but the rest of them were involved in different countries (Croatia,
Romania, Malta, Hungary, Austria, Latvia, and Bulgaria). Furthermore, 31% (8 out
of 26) of participants were moderately familiar with the SRSP (8 out of 26). While
three of them were not involved in the implementation of the SRSP-funded projects,
the rest of them were involved in Portugal, Finland, Latvia, Ireland, and Spain. As
little as 15% of participants were slightly familiar with the SRSP (4 out of 26).
While half of them were not involved in the implementation of the SRSP-funded
projects, the rest of them was involved in Lithuania and Sweden. Finally, only 8% of
participants were not familiar at all with the SRSP (2 out of 26) - none of them
were involved in the implementation of the SRSP-funded projects.

Relevance and coherence of the SRSP

More than a half of participants of the OPC considered the SRSP as the most
appropriate means for identified challenges related to the EU's economic
governance processes and Member States®™ Ilimited administrative and
institutional capacity to design and implement structural reforms (20 and 21
respondents respectively found the SRSP appropriate to a moderate or high extent in
these areas). However, the perception on the suitability of SRSP to address the
challenge of inadequate application and implementation of EU legislation to
achieve the EU's fundamental goals was perceived somewhat lower (with 14
respondents finding the SRSP appropriate to a moderate or high extent in this area).

The majority of participants were not able to evaluate the SRSP’s suitability for
addressing issues in such thematic areas as sustainable development, labour
market, social protection, and migration, skills, education and training or financial
sector and access to finance (i.e. nearly half of them responded ‘do not know/cannot
answer’). However, a significant part of respondents recognised the SRSP as highly
or moderately appropriate to address the needs of EU Member States in designing
and implementing reforms in the horizontal areas of governance and public
administration (77%, 20 out of 26) and digitalisation (58%, 15 out of 26).
Additionally, eight participants followed up on this aspect in the comments, pointing
out the specific challenges that should be addressed by SRSP (e.g. addressing
specific national/sub-national challenges in EU Member States as well as doing it
more quickly and in a more flexible way).
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The vast majority of the OPC participants were at least to some extent familiar with
the different EU programmes®*. Among six of them, participants were highly familiar
with the instruments of EU Cohesion policy (61%, 16 out of 26) and Horizon
2020 (42%, 11 out of 26), while to some smaller extent they were familiar with the
LIFE programme (42%, 11 out of 26 including both moderate and high familiarity).
In contrast, 30-38% of participants (8-10 out of 26) reported being not familiar at
all with Fiscalis 2020, Customs 2020, and the Hercule III programme.

When comparing the complementarity of the SRSP (by funding different aspects of
similar activities, targeting different groups, etc.) with different EU programmes and
instruments®>, 62% of participants (16 out of 26) marked EU Cohesion policy as
the most complementary. It was followed by Horizon 2020 (12 out of 26), the
LIFE programme, Customs 2020, and Fiscalis 2020 (8 out of 26) with the
Hercule III programme being the least complementary one according to
participants (7 out of 26). Half of the participants (13 out of 26) were not aware of
the complementarity of SRSP actions with similar national and regional
programmes, while the largest share of the rest of participants considered SRSP
actions moderately (9 out of 26) complementary in this regard.

Some participants shared specific examples of national and regional programmes
similar to the SRSP (e.g., SAMA and POCI in Portugal, the Action Plan for joining the
Exchange Rate Mechanism II (ERM II) and the Banking Union in Croatia). When
answering an open question, one participant stated that complementarity depended
on the Member State's strategy to use technical support and to coordinate the
implementation of different initiatives at national level.

Efficiency of the SRSP

In general, the majority of participants saw SRSP actions as moderately efficient.
More than half of them perceived SRSP actions as user-friendly, timely, and cost-
effective to a moderate and high extent compared to other EU actions (17 out of
26 respondents) and national actions (18 out of 26). When it comes to comparison
with the regional and local actions, half of respondents (13 out of 26) perceive
SRSP actions as moderately and highly efficient.

Regarding efficiency in the implementation of technical support projects, the
majority of participants considered the sufficient duration of the projects (20 out
of 26) and the proportionality of administrative burden (19 out of 26) as
moderately and highly suitable factors in making the SRSP's implementation
efficient. About half of participants perceived the proportionality of the budget
scale of SRSP actions to the needs of technical support requested by the
Member States (16 out of 26) and the appropriateness of the timeliness of
administrative procedures (14 out of 26) moderately and highly suitable.

Effectiveness of the SRSP

The majority of respondents (62-73%, i.e. 16-19 out of 26) thought that SRSP
actions were to a moderate or high extent successful in supporting national

% EU cohesion policy instruments, Horizon 2020, LIFE programme, Customs 2020, Fiscalis 2020 and
Hercule III programme.

% EU cohesion policy instruments (the European Regional Development Fund, the Cohesion Fund, the
European Social Fund), Horizon 2020, LIFE programme (the EU’s funding instrument for the
environment and climate action), Customs 2020 (enables national customs administrations to create
and exchange information and expertise), Fiscalis 2020 (enables national tax administrations to
create and exchange information and expertise), Horizon 2020 (the EU framework programme for
research and innovation) and Hercule III programme (combats irregularities, fraud and corruption
affecting the EU budget).
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authorities in the design/implementation of reforms, enhancing their
capacity to formulate, develop and implement reform policies and
strategies, and their efforts to design and implement appropriate processes
and methodologies by taking into account good practices of and lessons
learned by other countries. While these objectives share a rather similar
perception, the evaluation was rather different regarding enhancement the
efficiency and effectiveness of human resource management - 50% (13 out
of 26) of respondents thought SRSP actions were to a moderate or high extent
successful, but 38% (13 out of 26) of them did not have an opinion on this objective
of a more specific nature.

A total of six participants provided their comments on the usefulness of the outputs
produced by the SRSP-funded projects. While most respondents saw these outputs
as very useful, a few participants perceived the production of technical support
outputs as insufficient to overcome long-standing and deep-rooted challenges (such
as limited administrative capacity or even excessive bureaucracy).

The majority of respondents emphasised the high (38%, 10 out of 26) or moderate
(38%, 10 out of 26) contribution of the SRSP to the improvement of internal
working procedures, methodologies, and processes in beneficiary
authorities. The programme’s contribution to other outcomes - the adoption of
new strategies, new laws/acts, or amendments to current Ilaws,
procedures, and actions to improve the way reforms are implemented in the
Member States, as well as on any organisational change in beneficiary
authorities - was perceived to be somewhat smaller because some of the
participants (from 8 to 11 out of 26) did not know about such outcomes.

More than a half of respondents recognised the high (35%, 9 out of 26) or moderate
(23%, 6 out of 26) contribution of the SRSP to structural changes within Member
States® beneficiary authorities in preparing and implementing reforms and
adequately applying EU law. The programme’s contribution to the impact of
achieving the relevant longer-term growth-sustaining reforms as indicated
in the CSPs was slightly weaker (with 19% or 5 out of 26 respondents stating that
the contribution was high and 35% or 9 out of them stating that it was moderate).

When it comes to the success of implementing SRSP-funded projects at national
level, 56-60% (15-16 out of 26) of participants saw national ownership of
reforms and/or cooperation between the European Commission, beneficiary
authorities, and providers of technical support as the most influential factors.
The following factors were less frequently mentioned, but still very important during
the implementation process: political reform commitments (46%, 12 out of 26),
national economic and social situation (46%, 12 out of 26), timing and
sequencing of reforms at the national level (50%, 13 out of 26), national,
regional, and local authorities working in partnership during the reform
process (42%, 11 out of 26), consultation with different stakeholders during
the reform process (38%, 10 out of 26) and communication of reforms to the
general public or specific target groups (42%, 11 out of 26). Finally, four
participants provided additional comments, e.g. mentioning the very high capability
of SRSS/REFORM project officers, their networking skills and practical approach as a
significant factor.

EU value added of the SRSP

A total of 38% of participants (10 out of 26) believed that Member states could have
achieved similar results in the design and implementation of reforms only to a
limited extent without the technical support they received through the SRSP, while
4% (1 out of 26) thought it could not be possible at all.
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The perception of EU added value varied among the main groups of stakeholders.
Public authorities stressed the relevance of tailored solutions, reflecting the needs
of Member States as well as an opportunity to collaborate with valuable
partners (e.g. the World Bank or OECD). Representatives of business organisations
pointed to a comparatively low administrative burden and clear procedures for
beneficiary authorities, ease of access to international expertise and absence of
co-financing requirements for them. Representatives of academic/research
institutions indicated that the technical support provided under the SRSP offered a
continuity to the reform process, improved the development of administrative
capacity and internal reorganisation of institutions. Finally, based on the views of EU
citizens, the SRSP offered specialised assistance whose delivery would not be
possible at national and regional level (e.g. developing new methodologies,
roadmaps or guidelines).

Measures for the improvement of the future programme

Simplification and reduction of the administrative burden in the
administration of the programme in the future as one of the most important
measures by vast majority - 65% (17 out of 26) participants. Additionally,
developing links between technical support projects and the European
Semester/Recovery and Resilience Facility surveillance process, and developing
flagship technical support projects that address top EU priorities and the
common needs of Member States were marked as important by 54% each (14 out of
26). Furthermore, better support for the digital and green transition, as well as
support for a broader range of technical support activities on the national
level were considered important by 38-46% (10-12 out of 26 participants). In
addition, involving more regional and local authorities in the design and
implementation of the technical support and providing more support to multi-
country projects were selected by 46% (12 out of 26) of participants. Finally, the
least important measure according to participants was the better adaptation of
delivery modes to Member States™ needs, which was selected by only 27% (7
out of 27) of participants.

Representatives of public authorities pointed out that the SRSP should better take
into account the country-specific recommendations and pay more attention to
the involvement of grassroots organisations (e.g. NGOs). Additionally, the need
for a more transparent management of funds was highlighted. Representatives
of business organisations stressed that sharing of good practices and lessons
learned/exchange of information between beneficiary authorities in different
Member states could be further improved. Also, they added some recommendations
regarding capacity-building activities for beneficiary authorities (workshops,
seminars, etc.), the potential involvement of niche-oriented advisory firms in the
implementation of projects (rather than using the already pre-selected companies)
and the need for making a quicker project launch (especially in case of urgent
reform needs). Finally, citizens pointed out that the on-demand nature of technical
support be further improved, while beneficiary authorities should be involved in the
selection of technical support providers to ensure their suitability for the
project.

1.2. Summarised results of the targeted survey

Implementation of the targeted survey and data analysis

The targeted survey was running from 19 May 2022 to 7 June 2022 on the Alchemer
survey tool. The survey questionnaire was divided into two parts: (i) an introduction
and (ii) questions adjusted to the experience of national beneficiary authorities,
coordinating authorities and technical support providers. Questions for these target
groups were split into several blocks on the basis of key evaluation criteria: the
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effectiveness/impact, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU-added value of the
SRSP. The survey questions were carefully crafted to ensure comparability across
the different groups of respondents and complementarity with the other consultation
methods.

The main purpose of the survey was to collect opinions on the overall functioning of
the SRSP, the quality of technical support received, the policy goals and objectives
met, and the results and impacts achieved throughout the evaluation period (2017-
2020). DG REFORM directly shared invitations to participate in the targeted survey
with the representatives of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities as well as
technical support providers, involved in the preparation, design and implementation
of SRSP-funded projects.

To provide robust findings on the targeted survey results, the data was cleaned from
empty and partial responses. The data analysis was based on two pillars: (i) a
descriptive presentation of the targeted survey results and (ii) an estimation of
statistical associations between key variables. Since most of the targeted survey
responses were ordinal or nominal, Cramer’s V was used to measure the power of
association, and Fisher’s exact test was employed to identify the statistical
significance of the findings. Some nominal variables were transformed into binary
ones when there was a need to report on individual answers to the multiple-choice
question sets. While providing descriptive analysis of the targeted survey results,
“Do not know/cannot answer” responses were omitted.

Participants of the targeted survey and scope of the projects involved

A total of 260 completed responses of the targeted survey were analysed. A total of
51% (132) of participants were representatives of the beneficiary authorities, 41%
(106) - technical support providers, and 8% (22) submitted responses as the
national coordinating authorities (Figure 38).

FIGURE 23: SHARE OF THE TARGETED SURVEY RESPONDENTS

8%

51%
41%

= Beneficiary authorities (N=132) = Technical support providers (N=106)

National coordinating authorities (N=22)

Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support
providers, May-June 2022.

As presented in the figure below, the representatives of the beneficiary authorities
from all EU Member States except France participated in the targeted survey, while
the responses of national coordinating authorities from Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, and Slovenia were absent. The number of respondents
from different Member States closely reflected the distribution of SRSP-funded
projects across the countries.
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FIGURE 24: PARTICIPATION OF REPRESENTATIVES OF BENEFICIARY AND NATIONAL
COORDINATING AUTHORITIES IN THE TARGETED SURVEY BY THE COUNTRY OF INSTITUTION
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities and coordinating authorities, May-June 2022. Note:
numbers in brackets refer to the number of SRSP-funded projects, implemented in a particular Member
State.

Regarding the previous experience of implementation of the SRSP-funded projects,
72% of technical support providers were involved in two and more (76 out of 106)
projects, while more than a half of beneficiary authorities (51%, 67 out of 132) were
involved only in one project.

As presented in the table below, the highest share of the targeted survey
participants was involved in the SRSP 2019 projects. The distribution of beneficiary
authorities and technical support providers in the SRSP-funded projects was rather
equal through the period of evaluation (2017-2020), except for the SRSP 2017.
There was only one technical support provider who took part in the Article 11
programme in 2018.

TABLE 13. PARTICIPATION IN THE SRSP-FUNDED PROJECTS BY YEAR,
2017-2020

BENEFICIARY AUTHORITIES TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROVIDERS
(N=132) (N=106)
SRSP 2017 30% 17%
SRSP 2018 42% 43%
SRSP 2019 49% 57%
SRSP 2020 38% 45%
Article 11 2018 0% 1%

Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities and technical support providers, May-June 2022.

A relatively equal share of beneficiary authorities and technical support providers,
who responded to this targeted survey question delivered/received support in the
fields of governance & public administration as well as financial sector & access to
finance (Figure 40). A larger share of the contractors provided support in the fields
of revenue administration & public financial management, sustainable growth &
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business environment, labour market, education, health & social services, and
horizontal policies.

FIGURE 25: SECTORAL AREAS OF THE SRSP TECHNICAL SUPPORT, 2017-2020
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities and technical support providers, May-June 2022.

The majority of respondents received or provided technical support through public
procurement (57% of beneficiary authorities, 75 out of 108, 51% of technical
support providers, 54 out of 98). A significantly lower share of beneficiaries (17%,
23 out of 108) and technical support providers (28%, 30 out of 98) used grants. No
more than 15% of respondents from both groups used the TAIEX, delegation
agreements, Fiscalis 2020 and direct expertise of the Commission.

Relevance and coherence of SRSP

Regarding specific types of reforms that beneficiary authorities targeted in their
requests for technical support under the SRSP (2017-2020), the vast majority of
reforms were undertaken at the own initiative of Member States (58%, 77 out of
132). However, a large share of reforms was also related with the context of
economic governance (43%, 57 out of 132) or linked to the Union priorities (31%
and 41 out of 132). A smaller number of respondents indicated reforms being
related to the Union law (17%, 22 out of 132) or the implementation of economic
adjustment programmes (3%, 4 out of 132).

The majority of beneficiary and coordinating authorities as well as technical support
providers (84% - 98%) agreed or strongly agreed that the SRSP was a suitable
instrument to provide technical support, addressed the key needs of beneficiary
institutions, corresponded to the key reform goals of the Member State, the project
design was appropriate, and the modes of delivery selected for the project(s) met
their implementation needs.

When assessing the further need for technical support, the majority of
respondents indicated that it is still relevant both for the particular institutions and
the Member States. As many as 95% of representatives of national coordinating
authorities (21 out of 22) reported that the support is needed to a large (45%, 10
out of 22) or to some extent (50%, 11 out of 22). This view was supported by 83%
of beneficiary authorities (100 out of 121), the majority of which indicated that
support is needed to some extent (61%, 74 out of 121). Finally, the views of
technical support providers were more positive: 39% and 43% of them claimed that
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the support is still needed to a large or some extent respectively (38 and 42 out of
97 respectively).

There were no clear trends when assessing the complementarity of the SRSP
with the similar national and regional programmes. According to the targeted
survey results, the largest share of national beneficiary authorities (72%, 35 out of
49) considered that SRSP to a moderate/high extent complemented the support
provided through the ESIF. Similarly, the majority of the beneficiary authorities that
offered an opinion on this issue (69%, 34 out of 49) considered that the SRSP
complemented the interventions enhancing the institutional capacity of public
authorities and stakeholders and efficient public administration supported by the
European Social Fund and the European Regional Development Fund. At the same
time, the respondents claimed that the SRSP complemented the modernisation of
public and private employment services (ESF) and investments in employment
infrastructure by the ERDF only to a limited extent (40%, 14 out of 35).

When assessing the contribution of the SRSP-funded projects to the
implementation of the EU priorities for 2019-2024, the majority of beneficiary
and coordinating authorities agreed on their moderate and high contribution to the
development of a strong and vibrant economic base (66%, 67 out of 116) and to a
lesser extent - to building a climate-neutral, green, fair, and social Europe (58%, 54
out of 116). The smallest share of beneficiaries and coordinating authorities (38%,
29 out of 108) indicated that the projects moderately and highly contributed to the
protection of citizens and freedoms.

Efficiency of the SRSP

The majority of respondents (over 80%) stated that the preparation,
implementation, and evaluation of SRSP-funded projects were carried out in a
timely and efficient manner (see the figure below), but their agreement
concerning preparation for implementation was somewhat weaker.

FIGURE 26: TIMELINESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE SRSP-FUNDED PROJECTS
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, May-June 2022.

The absolute majority of respondents (92-97%, 74-77 out of 80) agreed or strongly
agreed that the administration of technical support was efficient. However, 8%
of beneficiaries disagreed that the evaluation procedures and processes after the
completion of projects was clear, transparent, and user-friendly (10 out of 119).
Moreover, 7% claimed that the financial contribution of the SRSP was not
proportional to the needs of technical support (8 out of 115).

107



Regarding the efficiency of the SRSP funded projects implementation on the
ground, the majority of beneficiary authorities and technical support providers
(strongly) agreed that the support of DG REFORM officers was useful (89%, 118 out
of 130 and 92%, 97 out of 102, respectively). Beneficiary authorities also (strongly)
agreed that DG REFORM was able to provide support from the start of technical
support to its end (91%, 120 out of 131) and risks of the project(s) have been
effectively managed (85%, 112 out of 127). In addition, technical support were seen
as having the required expertise and skills according to all delivery modes (88%,
109 out of 124), while the cooperation with them was treated as efficient (86%, 106
out of 122).According to the providers of technical support, bureaucratic resistance
to change during the implementation of the project activities was one of their main
inefficiencies (55%, 58 out of 94 (strongly) agreed on its occurrence).

FIGURE 27: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE RESPONDENTS AGREED THAT THE PROVIDERS OF
TECHNICAL SUPPORT HAS(VE) HAD THE REQUIRED EXPERTISE AND SKILLS ACCORDING TO
THE DELIVERY MODES
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, May-June 2022.

Effectiveness of the SRSP

The respondents reported some differences in the stages of the policy cycle
addressed by the SRSP-funded projects. Beneficiary authorities worked
predominantly on policy development (76%, 100 out of 132) and policy
implementation (51%, 67 out of 132). A fifth of them (19%, 25 out of 132) were
involved in the evaluation phase of the cycle during their projects.

Both beneficiary authorities and technical support providers reported
recommendations (73%, 96 out of 132 and 86%, 91 out of 106, respectively) being
the most common outputs expected to be delivered through the technical support
projects. The other outputs included analyses and reports (68% of beneficiaries, 90
out of 132, 83% of technical support providers, 88 out of 106), workshops, training,
training material (65% of beneficiaries, 86 out of 132, 84% of technical support
providers, 89 out of 106) as well as action plans and roadmaps (58% of
beneficiaries, 77 out of 132, 69% of technical support providers, 73 out of 106). The
least common outputs were legislative proposals (20% of beneficiaries, 27 out of
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132, 29% of technical support providers, 31 out of 106) and terms of reference (9%
of beneficiaries, 12 out of 132, 16% of technical support providers, 17 out of 106).

Similarly, the beneficiary authorities referred to the results of the analysis and
reports used (90%, 114 out of 124), new knowledge and skills maintained (93%,
107 out of 120) as well as recommendations implemented (80%, 101 out of 121) as
deliverables of the projects that were to some or large extent used in their work.
In terms of the actual delivery of outputs, 80% of beneficiary authorities (106 out
of 130) and 64% of technical support providers (68 out of 103) indicated that all
project outputs were delivered.

Regarding the factors that positively or negatively affected the delivery of
technical support outputs and results, answers of all the groups of respondents
were analysed together (Figure 42)°. The cooperation between the EC, beneficiary
authorities and technical support providers, consultation with different stakeholders
during the reform process as well as partnership with national, regional and local
authorities were named as factors with a moderate or strong positive impact. In
terms of factors with the moderate or strong negative effect, the COVID-19
pandemic, time and sequencing of reforms as well as political reform commitments
were distinguished.

% Three answer options specific for different groups of participants, namely, objectives and the scope of
the reforms initially planned, the quality of the technical support request design and bureaucratic
resistance to change during the implementation of the project(s) activities, were excluded to ensure
comparability of responses across the groups.
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FIGURE 28: FACTORS AFFECTING THE DELIVERY OF OUTPUTS AND RESULTS OF THE SRSP-
FUNDED PROJECTS
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical support
providers, May-June 2022.

The results of the targeted survey highlight some changes observed in sectoral
policy areas because of implementing the projects. According to beneficiary
authorities, the projects resulted in the production of new information or knowledge
(89%, 92 out of 103), improved strategies and reform/policy documents (79%, 81
out of 100) and issuing or modification of ‘soft’ instruments (67%, 68 out of 101) to
some or a large extent. Such changes as better application of economic instruments
(taxes, charges, fees, etc.) (31%, 23 out of 74) or improved application and

implementation of EU law (43%, 35 out of 82) were less common.

While responding to an open question on the contribution of the SRSP-funded
projects to reforms and policies in their country, beneficiary and coordinating
authorities highlighted the production of practically applicable tools (guidelines,
roadmaps, action plans, etc). They mentioned the relevance of the received support
for specific policy fields, resulting in an improvement of legislation, regulations and
strategic documents, an increased administrative capacity and a better quality of
public services.

The submission of the request for technical support for a follow-up-project or a new
stage of the larger project was named as the most frequent activity (36%, 41 out of
114) among follow-up actions taken after the project end and building upon the
project outputs and results. Overall, the beneficiary authorities were very satisfied
with the SRSP-funded projects (65%, 79 out of 121 were very satisfied, 29%, 35 out
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of 121 were satisfied). Approximately a half of beneficiaries (49%, 54 out of 111)
would consider requesting support from the TSI and 46% have already requested for

it (51 out of 111).

While answering to the open questions on the implementation of the SRSP and
the possible improvements of the future programme, significant overlaps were
noted in the opinion of beneficiary authorities, coordinating authorities and technical
support providers. All these stakeholders raised the issue of project impact and
sustainability that depend on national-level political commitment and continuous
monitoring and provision of resources by the EC. In addition, the need for closer
collaboration across countries and projects was stressed with an aim to learn and
transfer professional experience. Looking from the administrative perspective, the
period between the submission of requests for services and the start of project
activities was named as too long. Furthermore, since the selection of technical
support providers was seen as insufficiently transparent, a broader
selection, a clearer criterion of selection and a greater inclusion of
beneficiary authorities were seen as possible areas for improvement in this
process.

EU value added of the SRSP

The SRSP-funded projects had a significant EU added value. A total of 88% of
beneficiaries claimed that they used good practices and lessons learnt from the
SRSP-funded projects to a large or to some extent (105 out of 122), while 12% (14
out of 122) indicated not using the good practice/lessons learned at all or using
them only to a limited extent. At the same time, 80% of respondents (44-45 out of
111) indicated that a similar support would have been either not available or
available to a limited extent without the SRSP funding (Figure 43).

FIGURE 29: EU VALUE-ADDED OF THE SRSP
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Source: the targeted survey of beneficiary authorities, May-June 2022.

1.3. Summarised results of interviews

Implementation and participants of interviews

Interviews with EU- and national-level stakeholders were conducted to complement
findings from desk research, the OPC and the targeted survey of stakeholders. The
interview programme was divided into four parts: (i) exploratory interviews with the
European Commission officials, (ii) exploratory and follow-up interviews with the
national authorities, (iii) case study interviews, and (iv) validation interviews. The
interviews were conducted following a standardised questionnaire, including
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questions on the evaluation criteria and adjusted to the experience of individual
stakeholders. Each interview was recorded, interview notes and/or transcripts were
prepared based on the recording. A total of 110 interviews were conducted (see the
table below for the total number of interviews based on their type).

TABLE 14. PARTICIPANTS OF THE INTERVIEW PROGRAMME

INTERVIEW TYPE NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS PARTICIPANTS

DG REFORM staff, including (deputy) heads of
units, advisers, dedicated country coordinators
and project managers

h I I Representatives of other Commission services
the EU leve related to the SRSP and involved in the Inter-
service Steering Group

Exploratory
interviews at 17 interviews

Interviews outside the scope of the case study
programme with:

Exploratory »
and follow-up _ _ Member States al_.lt.horltles that lje_quested and_/or
. . 8 interviews received (beneficiary authorities) technical
interviews at support under the SRSP

national level National coordinating authorities in individual

Member States

Member States’ authorities that requested and/or
received (beneficiary authorities) technical
support under the SRSP

National coordinating authorities in individual
Member States

Other national authorities that participated in the
Case study 83 interviews implementation of technical support projects

interviews Technical support providers
DG REFORM staff

Interested stakeholders (subjects concerned by
the reform, including politicians, civil servants,
social partners, civil society organisations, etc.

Professional and academic experts

Vali ion

- a da.t o 2 interviews Officials of the European Commission
interviews

Total: 110 interviews

Source: independent evaluation study.

The interview programme was designed to embrace a wide variety of views,
including those coming from the beneficiary or national coordinating authorities as
well as from the policy officers and other officials of the EC. Depending on the
question at hand, the interview programme was used either to supplement other
sources of evidence or as the main information source in cases when other data
sources were scarce.

Relevance and coherence of the SRSP

The initial results of the interview programme point to the importance of dedicated
calls. According to the participants of exploratory and case study interviews, the
introduction of these calls allowed providing more targeted support, addressing both
the urgent needs of Member States as well as the EU priorities and country-specific
recommendations of the European Semester. The opportunity to receive timely
support (more often than through the annual call) was also highlighted.
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The evaluation evidence also suggests that there are sufficient mechanisms to
ensure the linkages and integration between the SRSP and the European Semester
process/CSRs. For instance, the projects addressing CSRs are prioritised during the
evaluation of requests for technical support. However, there is insufficient tracking if
specific CSRs are fulfilled due to the results of SRSP projects implemented at
national level.

Case study interviews revealed that the SRSP funded projects were complementary
and had high level synergies with other projects, programmes, and/or interventions
occurring at the level of the Member State or EU. In some Member States the SRSP
funding was necessary to implement other projects or achieve access to funding
mechanisms, while in the others follow-up actions were taken for the
implementation of reforms or broadening of their scope.

Efficiency of the SRSP

Participants of the exploratory, follow-up and case study interviews highlighted that
the administrative burden of the SRSP-funded projects was similar or even lower
compared to the other EU programmes. The bilateral contract between the
Commission and technical support providers was mentioned as reducing
administrative burden for the beneficiary authorities and allowing them to dedicate
necessary resources on the actual implementation of technical support projects.
However, some drawbacks were mentioned, including a long time period between
the submission of requests for technical support and the beginning of project
implementation (sometimes taking up to one year of time).

Whereas the budget of the programme steadily increased over the
evaluation period 2017-2020, the human resources in DG REFORM did not
keep the pace with this development. As a consequence, DG REFORM staff
needed to manage an increasing humber and more complex projects. This increased
the workload of responsible policy officers and, as noted by some of the participants
of case study interviews, reduced their ability to provide tailor-made expertise
during the provision of technical support on the ground.

The cooperation between DG REFORM and other Commission services was positively
assessed by the majority of interviewees. In general, there were well-functioning
formal and informal communication channels between DG REFORM units and
corresponding Commission services working in specific sectoral areas. More
specifically, all the parties involved considered the mechanism of consulting other
DGs as very positive and productive when assessing technical support requests.
Some of the stakeholders, however, indicated short cycles of evaluation and tight
deadlines given for other DGs during this process, which added to their workload.

Some interviewees from beneficiary and national coordinating authorities highlighted
the need for a closer involvement of beneficiary authorities into the selection of
technical support providers, which would ensure a better match between the
contractor, the aims of the project and the expectations of beneficiaries. Regarding
the role of beneficiary authorities, the national ownership and commitment for the
reforms were mentioned as key factors of successful project implementation,
allowing to make timely decisions, facilitate engagement of relevant stakeholders
and ensure smoother communication between the parties involved. It was noted that
in cases without an effective involvement of political authorities, the projects
required stronger involvement and steering by the contractor or policy officers of DG
REFORM.

Effectiveness of the SRSP
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The data collected during the evaluation evidenced the mixed effects of the COVID-
19 crisis on the implementation of SRSP-funded projects during the evaluation
period. On the one hand, some public health restrictions prevented organising some
of the key project activities that previously worked as a platform for building trust-
based relationships and networks of stakeholders. Also, the pandemic caused some
changes to the project contracts as amendments to the budgets became necessary
(e.g. due to the re-allocation of funds from missions or physical events to other
activities). On the other hand, a sharp worsening of the economic conditions created
more awareness on the need for reforms in individual EU Member States. Also, the
crisis could have even increased the level of flexibility and made some project
activities more inclusive for some groups of stakeholders due the organisation of
online or hybrid events.

These interviews also provided some evidence on the key factors influencing the
success of SRSP-funded projects in terms of achieving the project objectives and
implementing reforms in Member States. Among the internal factors/mechanisms of
change the following were identified by a number of stakeholders interviewed:

- Strong leadership and ownership by beneficiary authorities of the
reforms and outputs developed during the technical support projects:
leadership and pro-active involvement of beneficiary authorities s
essential for the project outputs and results to be used in policy decisions;

-  Proper cooperation and communication between different

stakeholders involved in the project: it is crucial to ensure that there
is constant communication and exchange of feedback between all the
parties involved in the project implementation, e.g. between the
beneficiary authority, the team of experts at national level and the support
provider and is motivated. For this purpose it is important to develop and
ensure the functioning of regular and effective communication channels -
e.g. attending common meetings, exchanging comments, co-designing of
project deliverables, setting common priorities and goals etc.;
Adequate project design and planning: this includes development of a
clear strategy of embedding the outputs, milestones for reforms, also
timing of the key project deliverables and activities while considering the
budget and allocation of resources;

- Presence of a well-balanced project team within the beneficiary
Member States: this entails a project team that, on the one hand,
involves technocrats/experts who would not leave their positions after
changes related to political cycle. This helps maintain organisational
continuity and expertise inside the institution. On the other hand, the
project team should also include adviser(s) or other officers close to the
Minister’s office who would ensure political support for the reform.

Furthermore, the evaluation evidence also confirmed some of the key external
factors that influence the success of technical support projects — most importantly,
the electoral cycle and political support for the reforms planned and designed in
these projects. A technical support project is more likely to be successful if it
addresses reforms or particular measures that are an integral part of a wider reform
programme within a specific sector or when it addresses a specific EU policy priority
in a particular sector. Since the political cycle might create incentives for reforms or
might disrupt their implementation, the implementation of reforms depends much on
the role of civil servants.

EU value added of the SRSP

The majority of participants of the interview programme referred to a few examples
of the EU added value. Sharing of good practices, exchange of know-how and other
activities allowing to exploit the synergies across the projects were highlighted.
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Some interviewees even indicated that learning from the experience of other
Member States significantly improved the implementation of reforms in their
institution or country. Our evaluation results suggest that there were no significant
differences in this regard between the annual and dedicated calls. However, the role
of policy officers and technical support providers as facilitators of this exchange was
stressed, especially due to the lack of communication platforms (e.g., Just Transition
Platform) and limited cooperation experience of the Member States. On the other
hand, some of our interviewees assessed the SRSP-funded projects as facilitating
cooperation among Member States. Key factors that encouraged this process
included similarities in specific country challenges and national priority reforms as
well as incentivising role of the policy officers of DG REFORM.

In addition, participants of case study interviews were rather sceptical about the
possibility of their institution or country to implement foreseen reforms without the
technical support of SRSP. The programme provided valuable financial resources to
achieve high-level expertise, which was considered less likely to be available if the
project was funded and managed exclusively at the national level. Furthermore, the
role of the EC as a legitimising actor was mentioned. It was especially relevant in
countries overcoming political turbulences or projects focused on contested topics,
when the endorsement of the European Commission allowed to gain support as well
as ensure involvement of the relevant stakeholders.

1.4. Results of focus group discussions

Implementation and participants of focus group discussions

Two focus groups were carried out on 22 June 2022 (on management and
implementation of the SRSP) and 27 June 2022 (on the management and
implementation of the dedicated call for the preparation of TJTPs).

- 22 June: focus group with national coordinating authorities (Cas). Nine
representatives of eight national coordinating authorities participated in the
focus group (Belgium, Estonia, Spain, Croatia, Hungary, Malta, Portugal,
Slovakia) in addition to the evaluation team.

- 27 June: focus group with eight representatives of six beneficiary authorities
(Bas) of projects under the dedicated call (Bulgaria, Greece, Czechia, Croatia,
Latvia, Slovakia) in addition to the evaluation team.

Both focus groups shared the same agenda, including introduction, presentation of
emergent findings, structured discussion and its summary. The purpose of the focus
groups was to test the findings emerging from the research with a cohort of
individuals directly involved in implementing the programme. The participants were
asked to comment on the validity of the findings, provide examples from their
experience and suggest recommendations for the future.

Efficiency of the SRSP

The majority of participants agreed that dedicated calls helped to address the needs
of specific geographical areas and achieve a better understanding of new funding
instruments. In addition, some participants emphasised that dedicated calls were
very helpful when focused on new areas where Member States had no prior
experience. For instance, since the regulation establishing the Just Transition Fund
was new to Member States, the support of the Commission provided under the
dedicated call on the preparation of TJTPs was key to understand it. This was also
the case with the dedicated call related to the implementation of the Recovery and
Resilience Plans giving access to the Recovery and Resilience Facility.
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Transparency and clarity in the prioritisation and selection of technical
support requests submitted by the Member Sates’ authorities could facilitate the
role of coordinating authorities. Member States, particularly those with a
decentralised system of government, have experienced challenges in the
prioritisation of technical support projects under SRSP. Coordinating authorities from
these countries faced competing requests from different bodies both at national and
regional levels and therefore needed to state the basis on which requests have been
put forward to the Commission and accepted by it. One possible solution advised
during the focus group discussion was to have a regulatory basis for the
prioritisation. This could also encourage regional governments of Member States to
join forces and collaborate on projects.

Some coordinating authorities have created specific systems to prioritise the
technical support projects. Such systems assess the projects against their
compliance and coherence with the EU and national priorities and define different
priority categories. In addition, the coordinating authorities are also usually involved
in the programming of other funds (e.g. Cohesion Policy programmes) and therefore
have a strategic overview of programming priorities for the country. Sometimes,
there are discrepancies between the priorities defined by the coordinating authorities
and the technical support projects selected by the Commission and the justification
provided is not always sufficient. Reconciling these two approaches would help
programme implementation.

Overall, the submission and selection of technical support requests was
viewed positively by coordinating authorities. Simplifying and ensuring more
coherence is crucial especially for coordinating authorities with limited resources
dedicated to the programme. Coordinating authorities have a key role as they
facilitate cooperation with the beneficiary authorities and provide peer to peer review
and support. Participants of the focus groups indicated some areas for improvement
of the technical support that beneficiaries receive, including the use of some pre-
filled forms for the submission of requests and the further simplification of the
current procedures.

Coordinating authorities and beneficiary authorities reported a high level of
satisfaction with the selected technical support providers. The Commission was
responsible for the selection of technical support providers and overall, participants
agreed that the contractors selected by the Commission had the right competencies.
There was a general agreement that this is crucial, as beneficiary authorities
required the high-quality expertise.

In practice, the selected international experts had a smaller role during the project
implementation compared to what was initially foreseen in the project proposal. This
might have been caused by subsequent economic considerations by the technical
support provider or by a wrong interpretation of the terms of reference. Therefore,
the Commission was expected to maintain oversight over the selected providers in
order to avoid subcontracting of certain services to third entities that are not able to
provide an equivalent level of expertise and quality.

On the other hand, there were several advantages associated with the involvement
of local experts. Above all, local experts can discuss technical aspects of projects in
their native language. The involvement of local experts can also facilitate the
engagement with local stakeholders. However, several participants argued that
having national experts is helpful provided that they are connected internationally
and ensure access to international experience.

Furthermore, coordinating authorities reported that the process of agreeing the
CSPs is straightforward, however, some challenges might arise from the non-binding
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nature of these Plans. The only binding document is the contract between the
Commission and the providers.

Collaboration between the Commission, technical support providers and
beneficiary authorities was reported to be positive, especially during the
preparation of the TJTPs. Organising ‘tripartite meetings’ between these actors was
mentioned as key to effective preparation and implementation of projects, because
of input and views provided by other DGs of the Commission (in case of the
dedicated call, they were helpful for the preparation of TJTPs). Overall, the
Commission supported the MSs from the preparation of the request for technical
support, to the finalisation and submission of the same.

Effectiveness of the SRSP

Generally, the need to continuously involve beneficiary authorities in
decision-making was stressed by the participants. Involving beneficiary authorities
in the drafting of the terms of reference, especially as regards the description of the
data collection activities, might help ensure that the work of the provider meets the
expectations of the beneficiary authorities. The beneficiary authorities reported that
the preliminary collection of data and statistics was useful and important for the
preparation of the TJTPs and the selection of the projects that should be part of it.
However, some beneficiary authorities shared concerns about the performance of
the contractors on this specific activity. In some cases, the technical support
providers did not conduct additional interviews or in-depth research to fill some data
gaps. One factor which could explain this misapprehension - according to a
participant - is a wrong interpretation of the terms of reference.

One more issue raised by the coordinating authorities was the possibility for the
Commission to make changes to the project during implementation without sufficient
involvement and consultation with the beneficiary authorities. In some cases, this
approach has determined a slippage in the timing allocated during the project
implementation. In addition, this approach might reduce the value of the technical
support for the beneficiary authorities.

Events can be a useful means by which beneficiary authorities can raise awareness
among stakeholders about the results of their projects and also about the TJTP in
general. Some beneficiary authorities reported benefits from organising workshops
to do this. Some countries adopted a more structured approach to stakeholder
engagement than others. For instance, one participant from Greece reported that
the contractor was responsible for identifying key stakeholders of the TJTP (including
ministries and other relevant stakeholders). The beneficiary authorities set up a
formal partnership with these stakeholders and organised a series of online meetings
and workshops to explain the rationale and value of this plan and how it would
benefit the different regions.

Overall, involving a broad range of stakeholders was seen as key to ensure the
effectiveness of TJTP projects. In Croatia, for instance, an ad hoc team was set up at
the central government level, but also regional stakeholders were involved in several
aspects of this process (including the preparation of the projects and overall TITP
structure and priorities). Private entities were also involved in working groups
dedicated to the preparation of TJTP projects.

It is important to mention that the SRSP-funded projects were able to move much of
their activity online and thus minimise, although not completely overcome, the
adverse impact of the pandemic on their implementation. The COVID-19
pandemic caused a shift in the project delivery mode, from in person to online for
most activities in most projects. From the design perspective, most of the projects
were not affected. In the implementation phase, instead, the ownership of the
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projects has been weakened in some cases by the restrictions and the lack of in
person meetings. This particularly affected projects which foresaw trainings and
conferences. In particular, the majority of the events were held online, and it was
not easy to get people involved and share data and information effectively through
virtual communication channels. The online exchange had some drawbacks
compared to the in-person interaction and required more coordination efforts.
However, coordinating authorities reported that technical support providers had
generally maintained equivalent levels of service to the extent possible.

Measures for the improvement of the future programme

Focus group participants made a number of suggestions for measures that could
improve the future programme.

- Multi-country projects: the coordinating authorities were supportive of
the idea of multi-country projects. According to them, the Commission
could take a more active role and encourage collaboration between
potential beneficiary authorities in different Member States with similar
needs and priorities, in order to support the preparation of a joint request
for a multi-country project. To this end, the Commission could set up a
platform/website where beneficiary authorities could share information and
experiences on different projects and learn from each other;

Preselected pool of experts: Member States could benefit from being
able to draw on a pool of experts to address urgent technical support
needs;

Involving regional and local authorities in the project
implementation: some participants of the focus group emphasised that,
based on their experience, involving regional and local authorities as part
of Steering Committees and in the exchanges with the technical support
providers was beneficial for the implementation of projects;

More dedicated calls on specific themes: the coordinating authorities
reported that the design of dedicated calls is beneficial to help Member
States address their new or evolving needs. Such calls could be launched
as and when it is needed to address the urgent needs or priorities similar
across the Member States;

-  Increased flexibility in implementation: beneficiary authorities would
benefit from the possibility to make changes during the implementation of
technical support projects to address the major changes in their needs or
respond to changing circumstances. At the same time, the need for a
possibility of project duration extension was expressed. With hindsight,
this might have been beneficial when the JTF regulation was introduced
and some of the projects under the dedicated call have already been
finalised;

- Collaboration and knowledge exchange between the projects: the
coordinating authorities can play a key role in facilitating this collaboration
and sharing of knowledge. Beneficiary authorities highlighted benefits
provided by annual meetings that were organised by the coordinating
authorities to encourage mutual learning and informal exchanges between
SRSP-funded projects.

Project status, activities and delivery modes of the programme

Out of 826 projects included in the scope of this evaluation, in terms of the
circumstances of the selected requests, most of them were related to implementing
challenges identified in the context of economic governance processes, with the
gradual increase of their share from 51% in 2017 to 62% in 2019, followed by some
decrease of their share to 58% in 2020.
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Table 15. Circumstances of the selected requests under the SRSP, 2017-
2020

CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE

SELECTED REQUESTS SRSP 2017 SRSP 2018 SRSP 2019 SRSP 2020
Economlcf governance 51% 55% 62% 58%
process, including CSRs
EU priorities 27% 29% 21% 30%
EU law 7% 6% 5% 2%

’
!Vlc_ar_nb_er States’ own 11% 7% 8% 5%
initiative
Economic adjustment 4% 30 4% 5o,

programmes
Source: SRSP annual monitoring reports 2017-2020.

Overall, there were 1,352 technical support activities planned for implementation
under the four rounds of the SRSP (in 2017, 2018, 2018 and 2020). The number of
annual activities increased from 281 under the 2017 round to 339 under the 2018
round and to 432 under the 2019 round, with some decrease in the volume of
activities (to 316) under the 2020 round due to the selection of fewer larger
projects. Similarly, the average number of activities per project increased from 2017
to 2020 and this increase continued across all the rounds - around 2.4, 2.8, 3.1 and
3.2 activities per project respectively in each round.

The monitoring system of DG REFORM contains 12 eligible activities of the SRSP. The
analysis of the SRSP monitoring data indicates that the programme in 2017-2020
most often planned the following activities: study, research, evaluation (313 such
activities out of 826 projects) and workshops, conferences and seminars (270 such
activities). Long term expert mission(s) (26 activities) and organisation of local
operations (27 activities) were the least frequently used activities in the technical
support projects under the 2017-2020 rounds.
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FIGURE 30: NUMBER OF ACTIVITIES PLANNED FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SRSP, 2017-
2020
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,352). Note: the categories of ‘other activities’ and
‘none of the activities’ were excluded from the analysis.

The technical support projects in 2017-2020 often planned more than one specific
activity. A total of 24% of projects used only one activity, 21% of projects used two
different activities, 22% of projects - three activities, 18% of projects - four
activities, and 15% of projects - five or more different activities. The number of
projects that planned the implementation of one specific activity decreased gradually
over the annual rounds, while the number of projects having four, five or more
activities increased substantially from 2017 to 2019. If the most common SRSP-
funded project in 2017 often involved a single activity (usually ‘study, research,
evaluation” or ‘study visit) or a combination of two activities (e.g.
‘workshop/conference/seminar’ and ‘study, research, evaluation’), the most common
projects of the 2020 round combined three different activities besides the common
activity of ‘study, research and evaluation’. Also, the 2020 projects became more
complex in terms of outputs most frequently involving the combinations of 3-4
outputs (compared to 1-3 outputs in the 2017 projects) (see the table below).

Therefore, the increasing number of activities and their larger combinations per
project show that the technical support projects became more complex over
time. This is because the average size of the budget increased from the 2017 round
to the 2020 round and, based on the interview data, the technical support projects
became more comprehensive and ambitious in their design during the
implementation of the SRSP. Also, the 2019 and 2020 rounds of the programme saw
an increase in the volume of such operational activities as ‘collection of statistics’,
‘communication activities’ or ‘compilation/dissemination of material’. In contrast, the
frequency of such specific capacity-building activities as ‘study visits’ or ‘short-term
expert mission(s)’ remained at the similar levels in the 2019 and 2020 rounds
compared to the previous rounds.®” The growing complexity of technical support

7 It is possible that the providers of technical support (both under public procurement and grants) more
frequently contracted the services of individual experts in the 2019 and 2020 rounds, making the
execution of such individual activities as ‘short-term expert mission(s)’ less clearly visible in the
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projects combined with an increased focus on operational activities in their design
can make the implementation of these projects more difficult in the future, despite
their possible relevance to the needs of Member States and beneficiary authorities.

Table 16. the most COMMON SRSP-funded projects in terms of activities and
outputs during 2017-2020

MOST COMMON
SRSP-FUNDED
PROJECTS IN
2017

MOST COMMON
SRSP-FUNDED
PROJECTS IN
2018

MOST COMMON
SRSP-FUNDED
PROJECTS IN 2019

MOST COMMON
SRSP-FUNDED
PROJECTS IN 2020

Activities

Outputs

Study, research,
evaluation (7
unique cases)
Study visit (7
unique cases)

Workshop/confer
ence/seminar;

Study, research,
evaluation (6

unique
combinations)

Short-term expert
mission; Study,
research,
evaluation (7
unique
combinations)
Study, research,
evaluation (5
unique cases)

Study, research,
evaluation (10 unique
cases)
Workshop/conference/s
eminar; Study,
research, evaluation (9
unique combinations)
Short-term expert
mission;
Workshop/conference/s
eminar; Training
activity; Study,
research, evaluation (5
unique combinations)

Study, research,
evaluation (7 unique
cases)
Short-term expert
mission;
workshop/conference/s
eminar; study,
research, evaluation (5
unique combinations)
Workshop/conference/s
eminar; training
activity; study,
research, evaluation (5
unique combinations)

Recommendation
; Analysis, report
(8 unique
combinations)
Recommendation
(6 unique cases)
Action plan,
Roadmap;
Recommendation
; Analysis, report
(6 unique
combinations)

Action plan,
Roadmap;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report
(8 unique
combinations)
Action plan,
Roadmap;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report
(7 unique
combinations)

Recommendation;
Analysis, report (14
unique combinations)
Action plan, Roadmap;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (10 unique
combinations)
Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (8 unique
combinations)
Action plan, Roadmap;
Guidelines, Handbook;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (6 unique
combinations)

Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (7 unique
combinations)
Action plan, Roadmap;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (7 unique
combinations)
Action plan, Roadmap;
Guidelines, Handbook;
Recommendation;
Analysis, report;
Workshops (7 unique
combinations)

Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,352).

Note: unique cases and combinations refer to the number of unique (the only one of its kind) activities
and outputs found in the design of technical support projects. For instance, a total of 6 SRSP-funded
projects only combined the specific activities of ‘workshop/conference/seminar’ and ‘study, research,
evaluation’ in the 2017 round (with other 2017 projects having other types of activities in their design).

Furthermore, several delivery modes were used during the implementation of the
SRSP. According to the SRSP Regulation, the specific mode of implementation is
done either directly by the Commission or indirectly in accordance with the Financial
Regulation®®. Direct management includes public procurement contracts, grants and
reimbursement of costs incurred by external experts. Fiscalis is also implemented in
direct management by the Commission (Directorate-General for Taxation and
Customs Union, DG TAXUD). Entities, such as international organisations, which

design of technical support projects. This issue could be assessed during the evaluation of the TSI in
the future.

%8 Regulation (EU, Euratom) 2018/1046 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 July 2018 on
the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union, amending Regulations (EU) No
1296/2013, (EU) No 1301/2013, (EU) No 1303/2013, (EU) No 1304/2013, (EU) No 1309/2013, (EU)
No 1316/2013, (EU) No 223/2014, (EU) No 283/2014, and Decision No 541/2014/EU and repealing
Regulation (EU, Euratom) No 966/2012. Official Journal of the European Union, L 193/1, 30.7.2018.
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2018/1046/0j
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have undergone an ex-ante assessment of their procedures and systems,
guaranteeing a level of protection of the EU financial interests equivalent to that
guaranteed by the Commission in direct management, can act under indirect
management for the tasks they undertake to implement the actions. Technical
Assistance and Information Exchange instrument (TAIEX), which provides short-term
expertise exchange by public sector experts from the Member States, is not
contracted but utilised through a Service Level Agreement between DG REFORM and
Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations (DG NEAR).?°

In total, there were 1,037 individual delivery modes applied during the programme’s
implementation in 2017-2020. Procurement (416 cases; mostly implemented by
private companies) and grants (332; often awarded to international organisations)
were most often used to provide technical support to EU Member States. A technical
support project can consist of a mix of different delivery modes to tailor the support
to the needs of the Member State. A total of 78% of projects used one specific
delivery mode, with 19% of projects applying two different delivery modes, and 3%
of projects applying three or more different delivery modes. In addition, a total of 9
multi-country projects were implemented during the 2017-2020 rounds. 1

FIGURE 31: USE OF MAIN DELIVERY MODES DURING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SRSP, 2017-
2020
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,037).

A substantial increase in the budget of the programme in 2019 and 2020 produced
more procurements whose number rose from 80 in 2018 to 136 in 2019 and to 131
in 2020. For comparison, the relative share of this delivery mode (out of all the
delivery modes that year) was 37% in the 2017 round, 34% in 2018, 43% in 2019
and 43% in 2020. The delivery mode of Fiscalis was applied only under the 2017 and
2018 rounds (15 times each cycle) in the sectoral category of revenue
administration and public financial management.

9 European Commission (2020), Commission Staff working document: Mid-term evaluation of the
Structural Reform Support Programme.
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report_en_final.pdf

100 Since the SRSP Regulation did not explicitly provide for the possibility of submitting multi-country
requests from EU Member States, this way of delivering technical support was underdeveloped during
the period 2017-2020.
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Evidence from the interviews indicates that the selection of an individual delivery
mode or a support provider depends on the needs of Member States and the nature
of activities/outputs planned in each project. In cases when project activities require
significant operational capacities (many experts and other resources on the ground)
in specific countries, close contacts with national authorities and good knowledge of
the national language, the framework contract involving the consortia of private
sector companies is often used for the delivery of technical support. In contrast,
when an exchange of international good practice and a transfer of knowledge from
other countries is key to achieving the project objectives, international organisations
are frequently selected as providers of technical support.

2.1.  Main outputs and results achieved during the implementation of the
programme

The monitoring system of DG REFORM contains a list of outputs whose achievement
is planned during the execution of technical support projects. In total, the
programme was expected to produce 1,462 outputs in 2017-2020. The number of
outputs per annual round grew from 300 (under the 2017 round) to 344 (under the
2018 round) and to 470 (under the 2019 round), with a decrease to 354 outputs
(coinciding with a similar decrease of activities) under the 2020 round.

The analysis of the SRSP monitoring data indicates that the programme in 2017-
2020 was most often planned to produce ‘recommendations’ (334 times), ‘analysis
and reports’ (330 times), ‘workshops’ (234 times), as well as ‘action plans and
roadmaps’ (207 times) as a result of implementing different technical support
activities. The outputs of ‘recommendations’ and ‘analysis and reports’ were most
frequently expected to be produced as a result of implementing the following two
activities: (i) ‘study, research and evaluation’ and (i)
‘workshop/conference/seminar’. The activity of ‘study, research and evaluation’ was
also often expected to lead to the production of ‘action plans and roadmaps’. The
least expected output in 2017-2020 was the ‘production of terms of reference’ (16
times). Similar types of outputs were found to be most frequently produced during
the mid-term evaluation of the 2017-2018 SRSP in terms of design of action plans,
roadmaps, guidelines, recommendations and strategies (88 times), seminars,
conferences and workshops (69 times) and reports (including working visit reports)
(64 times).'®! The biggest change in the number of planned outputs occurred in
‘communication strategy and other events’ whose volume tripled from 6 such
outputs in each 2017 and 2018 round to 18 and 15 such outputs under the 2019 and
2020 rounds respectively.

The technical support projects were often expected to achieve more than one output
in 2017-2020. In total, 20% of projects were expected to achieve only one output,
19% of projects - two outputs, 26% of projects - three outputs, 16% of projects -
four outputs, and 19% of projects - five or more different outputs. The number of
projects that were expected to produce one output gradually decreased over the
annual rounds, while the number of projects expected to achieve five or more
outputs substantially increased in 2019 and exceeded other categories of projects
according to their outputs in 2020. Similarly to the number of technical support
activities (see section 1.4 of this annex), this suggests an increase in the
complexity and significance of projects in the SRSP’s implementation over
time as they started addressing more important reform needs of the beneficiary
Member States and they were expected to produce more value to the formulation
and implementation of reforms with the availability of more financial resources per

101 Ernst & Young (2018). Mid-term Evaluation of the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP) 2017-
2020 (2016 ECFIN 009/A). Publications Office of the European Union, p. 96, 158.
https://doi.org/10.2887/656262 This analysis was based on the results of a survey.
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project. According to the results of the interviews, the financial size of the projects
was also matched by a substantial improvement in the quality of requests for
technical support from EU Member States, which was illustrated by the share of
high-score requests among the selected requests.

FIGURE 32:TOTAL EXPECTED OUTPUTS OF THE SRSP, 2017-2020
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,462). Note: the categories of ‘other outputs’ and
‘none of the outputs’ were excluded from the analysis.

Furthermore, the monitoring system of DG REFORM contained the four groups of
pre-defined outcomes (results). The analysis of the SRSP monitoring data indicates
that the programme in 2017-2020 most often supported the achievement of the
following outcomes: ‘adoption of (new) procedures and actions to enhance the
implementation of reforms’ (447 times) and ‘improved internal working procedures,
methodologies and processes, organisation’ (447 times). The outcome of
‘organisational change, change management, improved human resource
management’ received somewhat less technical support from the programme (119
times). A similar trend was observed during the mid-term evaluation of the 2017-
2018 programme, which found ‘adoption of new internal working procedures,
methodologies and processes’ (29 times) to be the most frequently sought outcome,
with the outcome of ‘improving the efficiency and effectiveness of human-resource
management’ (9 times) sought least frequently.10?

102 Ernst & Young (2018). Mid-term Evaluation of the Structural Reform Support Programme (SRSP) 2017-
2020 (2016 ECFIN 009/A). Publications Office of the FEuropean Union, p. 159.
https://doi.org/10.2887/656262. Since this analysis was based on the results of a survey, the
formulations of the expected outcomes do not fully correspond to those provided in the monitoring
system of DG REFORM.
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FIGURE 33: BREAKDOWN OF THE PRE-DEFINED OUTCOMES IN THE SRSP, 2017-2020
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Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,338).

In total, the number of expected outcomes grew from 193 under the 2017 round to
417 under the 2020 round. The number of expected outcomes increased in all pre-
defined groups of outcomes over time, except for the outcomes related to
‘organisational change, change management, improved human resource
management’ whose volume somewhat decreased from 2019 to 2020 (from 41 to
33). The technical support projects often had more than one pre-defined outcome. A
total of 49% of projects pursued one pre-defined outcome, 32% of projects — two
pre-defined outcomes, 11% of projects — three outcomes, and only 2% of projects -
four outcomes.

More technical support was provided to achieving the outcome of ‘organisational
change, change management, improved human resource management’ in the
sectoral field of governance and public administration. The ‘adoption of a strategy or
a new law’ was more frequent in the sectoral categories of sustainable growth and
business environment, as well as financial sector and access to finance, which is
expected, given that these projects were related to public interventions into the
private sector.

Finally, there were some differences across the pre-defined outcomes in terms of
their links to the specific objectives of the SRSP. For instance, technical support was
more often provided to the ‘adoption of internal working procedures, methodologies
and processes’ when these projects were contributing to the specific objective of
‘defining and implementing processes and methodologies’ (objective 3). Also, the
‘adoption of a strategy, a new law/act or modification of an existing one’ was more
likely when the projects were pursuing specific objectives 1 and 2 related to ‘design
of reforms’ or ‘enhancing capacity to implement reforms’. The ‘adoption of improved
internal working procedures, methodologies and processes, organisation’ was
frequently associated with ‘the production of guidelines and handbooks’ and the
‘delivery of training activities’ during the technical support projects.
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FIGURE 34: BREAKDOWN OF GROUPS OF OUTCOMES ACCORDING TO LEAD UNITS, 2017-2020

140
120
100
80
60
40
20

133
113
104 104
85 89 9091
6> 56 56 -
48
33 32
25
17 24 21 14
I in [ L 0
01 - Horizontal B1 - Revenue B2 - B3 - Sustainable B4 - Labour B5 - Financial
Policies Administration & Governance & Growth & Market, Sector & Access
Public Financial Public Business Education, to Finance
Management Administration Environment Health & Social

Service
m Adoption of (new) procedures and actions to enhance the implementation of reforms

Improved internal working procedures, methodologies and processes, organisation
m Adoption of a strategy, a new law /act or modification of an existing one

m Organisational change, change management, improved human resource management

Source: DG REFORM internal monitoring system (N=1,280). Note: the categories of ‘other outcomes’ and
‘none of the outcomes’ were excluded from the analysis.
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